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ABSTRACT

This dissertation examines the politics of justice in the privatization of fishing rights for coastal
Indigenous communities. The Western Alaska Community Development Quota (CDQ) Program
distributed quasi private fishing rights to six non-profit corporations (CDQ groups) that represent
65 Indigenous villages to develop fishing-based economies and alleviate village poverty. These
villages were not actively engaged in the industrialized offshore fishing industry to which these
rights were attached when the program was implemented. The CDQ Program’s design contrasts
other market-based programs which often enclose resource access, displace small-scale
harvesters, and create steep barriers of entry for new users. These observations raise important
questions about how different understandings of justice emerged and became embedded in
different institutional rules, and the types of strategies the CDQ groups use to benefit their
residents. Using data collected through archival and interview methods, as well as process
tracing and a qualitative content analysis, this dissertation shows the ways in which the CDQ
Program’s design reflects a much broader struggle over how different ideas and identities are
rendered legitimate in the Alaska context. Using a justice framework to analyze the data, results
indicate that CDQ decision-makers largely described the program in terms of distributional
justice. These actors emphasized redistributing wealth to select villages whose
underdevelopment and poverty justified the allocation. Conversely, themes of recognitional
justice were the foundation of the oral and written testimonies of Indigenous communities and
local fishing organizations, describing the CDQ Program as a pathway for securing independent
fishing opportunities to improve villages’ wellbeing. Overall, the CDQ Program’s institutional
rules largely reflect decision-makers’ understandings of justice as they target capitalization goals.
However, the CDQ Program also has a polycentric power configuration which allows the CDQ
groups to independently determine their development strategies for their villages. While all CDQ
groups pursue profit-maximizing strategies such as leasing arrangements, some groups also work
towards achieving local demands for small-scale fishing opportunities for residents. This design
feature is the mechanism that allows some groups to diverge from processes of capitalization in
important and original ways to benefit their villages.
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INTRODUCTION

Sitting on a dusty red bench, while the Alaska seascape echoed around me as seagulls let
loose their shrill cries, I listened to an Indigenous fisher from western Alaska explain their
perspective on a community-based fishery management program:
“I thought, my feeling, was that from the beginning, the program was to allow us
villagers on the coast to go out and harvest whatever is out there.” 1
This person was referring to the 1992 Western Alaska Community Development Quota (CDQ)
Program, which allocated a modified and limited version of private fishing rights for certain
commercial fish species to 65 Alaska Native villages along the Bering Sea coast. The CDQ
Program was implemented at a time when the Bering Sea was still open to anyone willing to
incur the physical and financial risks of fishing. Bering Sea fisheries were managed with
controlled season lengths where anyone with the necessary capital and gear could fish the total
allowable catch (TAC). This management approach encourages people or firms to fish
aggressively, entering a physical race to fish fueled by capital gains and technological
advancements. In general, Alaska Native communities along the Bering Sea coast did not own
assets in the industrialized fisheries off their shores, instead pursuing small-scale fisheries near
shore like Pacific salmon, halibut, herring, and some species of crab.
The CDQ Program allocated rights to Alaska Native villages for a portion of the Bering
Sea pollock fishery to use to address issues of underdevelopment by creating sustainable
economies (NRC 1999). The Indigenous fisher’s perspective presented above incorporates
notions of autonomy and self-determination: the new allocation should be used to ratchet up
Bering Sea communities’ independent participation in proximate fisheries, indicating that the

1

Indigenous fisher from Alakanuk, Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association (1997, Tape 2).
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economic and social transformations in their villages should result from residents independently
fishing for the resources allocated under the CDQ Program. Understanding the CDQ Program’s
purpose in this way, I was caught off guard when a non-Indigenous fisher from the CDQ region
strongly insisted the program’s purpose was not to get locals fishing but instead a means towards
village capitalization.
“It was money. It was not the opportunity to go fish. It would be an abject failure
if that was the goal. I think a lot of people think that is what it was…but it would
not be a success if you counted the amount of locals who are fishing. It was not
about that.” 2
These disparate visions for what the CDQ Program should achieve— a model of independent
fishing opportunities linked with villages’ mixed economies and livelihood strategies versus
industrial fishing on the seas for capitalization—were the starting point for this dissertation. This
tension exemplifies classic conflicts over efficiency values that often permeate markets for the
environment. As such, this dissertation is an investigation into the broader politics informing the
CDQ Program to analyze how different understandings of justice emerged and became
embedded into particular rules.

Market-based Fishery Management and the CDQ Program
Scholars and practitioners have engaged a deeply polarized debate for decades regarding
the use of quasi private fishing rights, or individual fishing quotas (IFQs), as a management tool.
IFQs allocate a percentage of the TAC to fishing enterprises that can be traded at market. IFQs
are used as an effort to improve resource conservation, generate economic efficiencies, and
maximize industry profits by defining each fisher’s ownership of a portion of the resource
(Arnason 2005). Theoretically, if each fisher is guaranteed their share of the resource for the

2

Interview, non-Indigenous CDQ resident, October 25th, 2018.

14

fishing season, the economic incentives that create the dangerous and inefficient “race” to
maximize one’s share of the TAC will be eliminated. This logic is attractive as it plays into
manager’s preference to control and rationally manage fisheries (Carothers 2008a), and IFQs are
now used so often they have been characterized as a “universal policy response” (Bromley 2009)
as well as a governance “panacea” (Young et al., 2018).
IFQs act like property rights by limiting access to fishery resources and facilitating
capital accumulation through trade at market (Hannesson 2004), but a common critique of IFQs
is that they create clear winners and losers by giving valuable commodities to a select cohort of
initial recipients (Donkersloot and Carothers 2016a). The practice of allocating fishing rights
results in entry and access opportunities being controlled by a handful of enterprises, typically
individuals or fishing firms located in urban centers with access to financial markets who are
able to consolidate economic power among themselves (Jentoft 2007; Karlsdóttir 2008;
Carothers, Lew, and Sepez 2010). The loss of access to fishery resources due to power and
wealth concentrating beyond coastal fishing communities goes hand in hand with denying the
fishing-based practices and lifestyles communities consider meaningful (Lowe and Carothers
2008), including: changes in kin-based and subsistence fishing operations (Langdon 2008),
cognitive shifts related to the conceptualization of fish as “paper resources” (Butler 2008), and
the breakdown of meaningful, place-based livelihoods (Carothers 2008b; Ringer et al., 2018).
Deliberately playing on the rhetoric of the Tragedy of the Commons that is so often used to
justify privatization (Hardin 1968), maritime social scientists have called these sociocultural and
economic transformations in fishing villages the “tragedy of commodification” and displacement
(Carothers 2010).

15

The aforementioned CDQ Program is located in this polarized debate surrounding IFQs
as a management option, but it deviates from classic IFQ models in some important ways. The
purpose of the CDQ Program as it is inscribed into federal regulations state this program is
designed to generate revenue streams for eligible villages with the long-term goal of alleviating
poverty and generating sustainable rural economies (NRC 1999). The CDQ Program relies on an
allocation of fishing rights and strong quota markets to include Indigenous villages in the
industrialized offshore fishing industry, even though these processes typically enclose resource
access, displace small-scale harvesters, and create steep barriers of entry for new users
(Carothers and Lowe 2008). This choice contrasts a more traditional design feature of IFQ
programs where fishing rights are often allocated to vessel owners and firms whose investments
into the developing the industry are recognized (Macinko and Bromley 1999). CDQs are also
inalienable which is uncommon under typical IFQ designs.
The CDQ Program’s first allocation of fishing rights gave 7.5% of the Bering Sea pollock
catch limit to six place-based non-profit corporations representing Indigenous villages known as
“CDQ groups.” To be eligible for the CDQ Program, a village must meet four requirements: be
located within 50-miles of the Bering Sea, be designated as an Alaska Native community
according to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act of 1971 (ANCSA), residents must have
some experience participating in commercial or subsistence harvesting on the Bering Sea, and
the village must lack significant fishery infrastructure prior to the implementation of the program
(FR 57, 195: 46140). While the CDQ Program has expanded several times since 1992 to include
many federally managed commercial fish species beyond pollock (see Table 4), the six CDQ
groups remain and are as follows:
•
•

The Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Development Association (APICDA)
The Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation (BBEDC)
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•
•
•
•

The Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association (CBSFA),
The Coastal Villages Region Fund (CVRF)
The Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation (NSEDC)
The Yukon Delta Fisheries Development Association (YDFDA)

The CDQ Program has a polycentric power configuration as the groups are autonomous entities
capable of cultivating their own investment and development priorities. Initially, the CDQ
groups were required to dedicate all their revenues to fishery related development. Over time,
however, the CDQ Program’s rules evolved to allow the CDQ groups to dedicate 20% of their
revenues into various community-based projects of their choosing (e.g., building a community
greenhouse). CDQ groups can pursue capitalization by leasing their fishing rights to industry
firms to earn royalties that allow them to purchase the means of production (i.e., additional nonCDQ quota, vessels, or shore-side processing facilities) in Bering Sea fisheries. CDQ groups can
also extend employment opportunities to residents by hiring them as a skipper or crewmember
on group-owned vessels. Or, the CDQ groups might choose to freely distribute their rights to
certain species to residents to harvest independently. Understood in this way, it is the choices
made by CDQ groups that determine how the CDQ Program actually works.
Despite the fact that the CDQ Program’s design complicates traditional understandings of
market-based approaches, and by extension the relationship between local resource users and
markets for the environment, it remains a poorly understood case (exceptions to this point
include Mansfield 2007; Lyons et al., 2017; Szymkowiak and Himes-Cornell 2018; Lyons et al.,
2019; Pinkerton and Langdon 2019 in press). Instead, maritime social scientists working to
explain patterns of sociocultural and economic transformations in communities post-privatization
often point to the CDQ Program as a way of challenging predominant assumptions that
community-based programs are economically nonviable in comparison to IFQs that rely on
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processes of individualization and commodification (St. Martin 2005; Langdon 2008; Foley and
Mather 2016; Pinkerton 2019). The result has been an empirical gap with respect to how
different stakeholders conceptualized the CDQ Program’s purpose, the contingent factors that
made a community-based allocation of fishing rights politically possible at a time when the
Bering Sea was essentially open access, and how these unique policy designs work in practice
through the six CDQ groups. Thus, the purpose of this dissertation is to understand how different
understandings of justice shaped the politics of the CDQ Program. However, given this program
has been in use for nearly 30 years, it is also important to understand how it operates through the
CDQ groups. As such, I ask: How do different understandings of justice emerge and become
embedded in the CDQ Program? How does the CDQ Program meet its goals through the six
CDQ groups, and with what effect for eligible communities?

The Approach
A Justice Framework
This dissertation uses a multidimensional justice framework emphasizing distribution,
procedure, and recognition (Young 1990; Fraser 1997; Schlosberg 2007; Walker 2012; Marion
Suiseeya 2014) to assess how different understandings of justice emerged throughout the CDQ
Program’s multi-year negotiation process and became embedded in the CDQ Program’s
institutional rules. This framework is also used to understand the broader opportunities
landscapes cultivated by the CDQ groups for their residents. Throughout this dissertation,
institutions are considered as the informal and formal rules that determine how fishery
management works (Jentoft 2004); they are an integral part of the human dimension of fishery
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management as they are the mechanisms by which actors govern behavior, induce compliance,
and resolve conflicts.
One contribution of this dissertation is its systematic investigation of the multivalent
nature of justice in the context of market-based fishery management. Fishery managers often
rhetorically and conceptually link equity with distributional justice in relation to communities
and allocations of costs and benefits among stakeholders (Carothers 2011), but singularly
focusing on distributional justice is problematic. Notions of justice are also inclusive of the
extent to which different identities are recognized in a governance context, or the constraints to
inclusive and diverse stakeholder participation (Marion Suiseeya 2016; Martin et al., 2016). My
work builds on Marion Suiseeya’s (2014, 2017) 3 research on the justice gap in global forest
governance that cautions against institutionalizing specific understandings of justice. Relying on
dominant prescriptions or norms for justice can be counterproductive to meeting the
multidimensional demands that emerge from local resource users, precisely because doing so
necessarily limits the opportunities that are available to achieve justice (Marion Suiseeya 2014;
2017). Applied to the case of the CDQ Program, this scholarship raises questions about the
appropriateness of inscribing the narrowed goals of capitalization and poverty reduction in the
face of alternative and evolving understandings of justice.

3

How this dissertation conceptualizes the relationship between justice and institutions for the environment was
informed by the research findings of Dr. Kimberly Marion Suiseeya. By investigating widely held justice norms in
global environmental governance, Marion Suiseeya’s (2014) work creates new theoretical understandings and
analytical opportunities to investigate institutional factors that can constrain diverse claims for justice from being
translated into institutional designs in various governance contexts. Focusing on a different resource and governance
context, this dissertation provides an exciting empirical case with similar results.
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A Constructivist Approach
The contentious themes of efficiency and justice exhibited in academic and real-world
debates over IFQ management were also an important theoretical starting point for this
dissertation. As such, I approach my research questions from a constructivist perspective that
takes seriously the role of ideas, identities, and discourse in explaining political behavior and
institutional outcomes (Schmidt 2008). Discourse is “a specific ensemble of ideas, concepts, and
categorizations… through which meaning is given to physical and social realities” (Hajer 1995).
Exploring how markets for the environment are conveyed through discourse provides analytical
insights into the competing values that influence, and work throughout, different institutional
designs. This dissertation broadly understands values as reference points that people use to
evaluate phenomena, which can be either positive or negative in a generalized sense though they
ultimately influence behavior or perceptions (Johnson 2006).
Using both a justice framework and a constructivist approach creates new possibilities to
observe how power and authority move throughout Alaska’s governance settings in a way that
analyses oriented towards understanding institutional effectiveness or efficiencies can miss.
Power is the ability of a person to control resources for their own benefit and can be leveraged
through material, discursive, or ontological means (Foucault 1972; Jentoft 2007). Authority
diverges from power as it is the extent to which an entity is considered legitimate, which then
allows them to exert their will over resource use, users, and processes for crafting or modifying
institutions (Berkes et al., 2001). Importantly, as this dissertation shows, how power is exercised
can make certain institutionalizations of justice more or less problematic, and it is how authority
is embedded within governance contexts that create opportunities for contingent exercises of
power.
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Institutional effectiveness can be measured in a variety of ways, such as the extent to
which local stakeholders participate in the design process (Ostrom 1990). However, this
approach to evaluating institutional designs has long been oriented towards understanding
whether the institution lessens environmental damage and improves the condition of the resource
over time (Haas, Keohane, and Levy 1993). For example, scholars working to understand
whether various IFQ designs produce effective conservation outcomes are interested in whether
the fish stock improves against historical baselines to measure productivity yields and sustained
resource use (Brinson and Thurnberg 2013). An efficiency analysis diverges from effectiveness
analyses by asking whether an institutional design can maximize the scope of net benefits to
society (Ostrom 2011). In the case of IFQs, economic theory insists that programmatic designs
should ensure the rights are secure, transferable, exclusive, and permanent thereby mirroring
private property rights to achieve optimal efficiency outcomes (Scott 1996; Hannesson 2004;
Aranason 2005). This compilation of design features encourages market transfers of fishing
rights and vertical integration in the fishing industry to eliminate small-scale operations that are
assumed to be redundant and inefficient. IFQs have been designed in such a way that the
industry structure now reflects these patterns throughout Alaska, New England, British
Columbia, the Faroe Island, Iceland, New Zealand, Denmark, Norway, and more (Carothers and
Lowe 2008; Carothers et al., 2010; Holm et al., 2015; Chambers and Carothers 2017).
Effectiveness and efficiency approaches to understanding IFQs yield valuable economic
and biological insights, but they cannot answer some of the most important and lingering
questions related to IFQ design and implementation. For instance, why do IFQ programs
continue to be a “universal policy response” (Bromley 2009) if there is at best mixed evidence
they are effective at achieving conservation outcomes (Acheson et al., 2015), and are known to
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create a host of negative impacts for coastal fishing villages (Carothers and Lowe 2008)? An
interdisciplinary group of leading maritime scientists explore answers to this question by using a
constructivist approach that pays attention to the role of ideas and discourse in forming a
“panacea mindset,” arguing that the logic driving IFQ use is intuitively attractive: if managers
allocate a secure portion of the resource to each fisher, they presumably remove the economic
incentives driving unsustainable stock use (Young et al., 2018). Allocating fishing rights to
control harvesting effort is also appealing because it reflects the broader neoliberal paradigm
orienting the global political economy, reinforcing the ontological power of particular efficiency
values that are intimately linked with using IFQs as a management solution (Mansfield 2004;
Carothers 2008a).

Project Methods
Using data collected through archival, interview, and participant observation methods, as
well as process tracing and a qualitative content analysis, this dissertation explores how different
stakeholders conceptualized justice with respect to the CDQ Program, the extent to which these
ideas changed over time and became embedded into distinct institutional rules, and how CDQ
groups leverage certain institutional rules to meet the needs of their villages. The following
sections describe the overall methodological approach used for this dissertation while subsequent
chapters expand on the specific analytical approach used to answer each research question.

Archival Methods and Materials
This project uses archival methods to explore the politics behind negotiating and
implementing the CDQ Program to understand how different stakeholders conceptualized justice
and which understandings became embedded into different institutional rules. The recorded
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history of the CDQ Program is kept in paper files at the headquarters of the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council (NPFMC) in Anchorage, Alaska. As I discuss in depth below, the NPFMC
is a regional management body with members from Alaska, Washington, and Oregon charged
with managing all marine resources in the federal waters off Alaska’s coast. The NPFMC was
the political forum for multi-year negotiations for a community-based allocation of fishing rights
to take place because any such program that would be implemented in federal waters needed to
be part of a fishery management plan devised by this council. I orchestrated a field visit to
Anchorage, Alaska in November 2018 to establish a database with the following types of
materials: NPFMC meeting minutes, policy proposals, public testimony, and transcripts of
councilmember discussion related to the CDQ Program from 1988 to 1992. This time period
represents the four years from which the first written proposal for a CDQ Program was received
to its final implementation date.
The NPFMC’s records are sorted by meeting date and agenda item. The CDQ Program
was not discussed under one consistent agenda item from 1988 to 1992, so I asked fishery
managers and former councilmembers involved with designing the CDQ Program to explain
when major discussion and decision points occurred prior to going to the field. At the archive, I
cross-referenced informants’ recommendations with the content of NPFMC meeting minutes for
every meeting that occurred between January 1988 and December 1992. This approach ensured I
collected the full set of written materials relevant to the CDQ Program. I then used an electronic
scanner to duplicate all CDQ-related texts to construct a chronological archival database of CDQ
negotiations. To my knowledge, this is the first comprehensive effort to curate a textual history
of the CDQ Program’s development. Overall, these data provide insight into how different
stakeholders conceptualized the purpose of the CDQ Program, the legal rationale behind certain
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institutional rules, a range of options and alternative designs that were rejected, and even
councilmembers’ personal reflections on a CDQ-type program.
This project was also greatly benefitted from generous individuals and fishing
organizations who shared their resources related to the CDQ Program’s development with me. In
particular, a former employee from the Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association (BSFA) mailed me
their collection of CDQ materials from the early 1990s. BSFA supports western Alaska fishers in
the NPFMC process to support their control over proximate fishery resources, and the
organization played an integral role in developing the CDQ Program. 4 BSFA materials contained
correspondence letters between Bering Sea residents and state politicians, proposals from Alaska
Native villages for an allocation of private fishing rights, and a host of issue summaries and
reports. Overall, these documents are an important supplement to NPFMC documents. NPFMC
documents are often prepared by staff or committee chairs whereas the documents from BSFA
contained several different versions of locally-articulated demands for what a community-based
allocation fishing rights should achieve that did not appear in the summary minutes of the
NPFMC meetings.
BSFA staff also shared their copies of tapes for a radio program called “CDQ on the Air”
that was broadcast throughout western Alaska in late 1997. The radio program includes a set of
ten interviews conducted by Jude Henzler from BSFA and several individuals involved in the
development of the CDQ Program, including: Indigenous fishers, former councilmembers,
representatives from state fishery management bodies, former Alaska Governor Walter E.
Hickel, and more. The full collection of tapes yields a rich set of data regarding the CDQ
Program’s history, but especially how different stakeholders conceptualized the CDQ Program,

4

Beyond BSFA’s organizational mission to support western Alaska fishers, in the early 1990s, the Executive
Director of the BSFA was also an Alaska councilmember intimately involved with negotiating the CDQ Program.
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the different dimensions of justice that can be observed in their testimony, and how actors
embedded their ideas into different institutional rules.
To understand how the CDQ groups work to meet the needs of their residents and
achieve programmatic goals, I collected CDQ group annual reports from 2007 to 2018, 5
publications related to CDQ group governance that were released during the design process, and
early reports on CDQ group activities produced by state agencies or consulting firms (e.g., a
1994 E3 Consulting Report, “Economic Impacts of the 1992/1993 Pollock Community
Development Quotas,” prepared for the Alaska Department of Fish and Game). Relying on these
types of public-facing documents is a somewhat limited approach because these materials do not
reveal private discussions or conflicts over different issues, but they do reveal certain ideas and
understandings of justice from CDQ group leadership. It is also worth mentioning that CDQ
group publications are one of the only sources of publicly available data on their decisionmaking because the program has relatively weak oversight and accountability mechanisms since
the dissolution of state oversight functions in 2006 (I explore this dynamic in depth in Chapter
3).

Interviews
This dissertation also draws from more than thirty-five interviews with individuals
connected to the CDQ Program. My sampling strategy targeted individuals involved with the
design and implementation of the CDQ Program, current fishery managers and NPFMC staff
with expertise related to the CDQ Program, industry representatives, CDQ group representatives,

5

This timeframe represents the full suite of CDQ group annual reports that have been made publicly available.
While some groups release annual reports produced prior to 2006, others do not. All CDQ group annual reports, as
well as their former Community Development Proposals, are filed with the State of Alaska Archives in Juneau. I
worked with archive staff but was ultimately denied access to these confidential documents.
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local fishers and members of Indigenous communities that are not also affiliated with CDQ
group leadership, as well as other subject matter experts. Each of these cohorts played an
important role in designing the CDQ Program, or they are currently involved in the day-to-day
operations of it. I used archival data sources and online organizational charts to recruit initial
participants. After initial recruitment, I used a snowball sampling strategy when interviewees
identified other participants for the study whose knowledge or expertise merited further inquiry
(Bernard 2006). I asked interviewees for their preferred attribution when necessary because some
interviewees fit into more than one category. For example, people involved with designing the
CDQ Program are now CDQ group employees or work in a different industry or management
roles. Some interview participants did not want their comments to be attributed by name. To
protect their anonymity, I do not attribute any interviewee comments by name. In those cases
where CDQ group representatives did not want their specific CDQ group to be attributed, I only
use the identifier “CDQ group representative.”
One limitation of conducting interviews to collect data related to the CDQ Program’s
development is that these negotiations happened nearly thirty years ago. As such, it was
anticipated that informants’ details on what transpired may not be entirely accurate. My research
design leverages the dual approach of interviews and archival data, including the set of radio
program tapes containing interviews conducted by Jude Henzler from BSFA after the CDQ
Program was implemented, to cross-reference the accuracy of interview statements when
appropriate. A second limitation of this study is that the geographic dispersion of CDQ villages,
coupled with resource constraints facing the project, made it infeasible to conduct many
interviews with CDQ residents or an extended stay in a CDQ village. While I did reach out to
some CDQ residents from each CDQ group, I found that individuals were generally reluctant to
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talk to an outsider about the CDQ program. As such, this project did not collect Indigenous
perspectives on the CDQ Program beyond those individuals whose voices were captured in the
CDQ on the Air tapes or in the written record. This is an important methodological gap that
should be addressed in future iterations of this work and research related to the CDQ Program
more broadly. When possible, interviews were conducted in person in August 2017 and
November-December 2018, but many were conducted on the telephone. Interviews were
recorded with participant’s consent using a hand-held device and complemented with handwritten notes. Overall, interviews provide a rich set of data related to the way that certain values
and ideas of justice influenced the program’s design as well as the ways in which the program
works today through the CDQ groups.

Analytical Approach
This project used process tracing methods and a qualitative content analysis of all textual
and transcribed materials. Combining process tracing and a qualitative content analysis allowed
me to demonstrate the potential causal relationships between different conceptualizations of
justice, actors, and institutional design choices. In this sense, I became a bricoleur of the written
histories, oral testimonies, and personal experiences of those who were, and are to this day,
intimately connected to the CDQ Program. In doing so, I identify the importance of contingent
moments and agency in recording the causal implications operating in the CDQ Program’s
design process (Collier 2011).

Background on U.S. Fishery Management
This section provides the reader with important context for the remainder of this
dissertation by giving an overview of federal fishery management. The 1976 Magnuson-Stevens
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Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) is the primary law governing all natural
resources in U.S. federal waters from 3 to 200 nautical miles from shore. This area is known as
an exclusive economic zone (EEZ), and managing it is a complex process that involves multiple
stakeholder groups. The U.S. has exclusive rights to explore, exploit, develop or conserve
resources in its EEZ. U.S. federal waters are divided into eight management regions that have
their own management councils. Each council develops fishery management plans for the marine
resources under its purview. In the North Pacific, developing these management plans entails a
multi-year process fraught with difficult negotiations among stakeholders from different fishing
industries, scientists, Indigenous communities, and the broader public. The eight councils are
independent from the federal government, but they work with and are overseen by, the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). (NMFS is also informally known as ‘NOAA fisheries.’) All
fishery management plans undergo approval by the U.S. Secretary of Commerce and NMFS is
responsible for implementing and enforcing the regulations.
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) is responsible for the
resources in federal waters off Alaska’s coast, 6 and it played a pivotal role in developing the
CDQ Program. This council was the main body that debated options and alternatives to design
community-based allocations of fishing rights. The NPFMC has 15 members, 11 voting and four
non-voting. Of the 11 voting members, six are from Alaska, three from Washington, one from
Oregon, and a federal representative in the Alaska Regional Director of NOAA Fisheries. Nonvoting NPFMC members include representatives from other federal agencies, including the U.S.
Coast Guard and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service among others. Seven of the voting
councilmembers are governor appointments, and these choices typically reflect different interests

6

State fisheries are located in waters from 0 to 3 nautical miles from shore, and they are typically managed by the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game and the Alaska Board of Fisheries.
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within each state’s fishing industry. This can be a controversial dynamic because, while all
councilmembers are charged with managing resources in federal waters in the best interest of the
nation, there is sometimes a sense that selecting councilmembers who represent different cohorts
of a fishing industry may give these individuals an incentive to act according to their own
interests. Further, while councilmembers represent different industry and state interests, the MSA
does not require Councils to hold a voting seat for tribal representation (Raymond-Yakoubian
2008, 2012). Councilmembers can serve a maximum of three consecutive three-year terms.
These dynamics facilitate varying degrees of turnover, which can enhance or constrain the
possibility of particular management outcomes for a period of time like the privatization of
fishing rights.
The NPFMC meets five to six times annually in different locations—typically three times
in Anchorage, once in an Alaska fishing community like Kodiak or Sitka, and once in
Washington or Oregon. The geographic dispersion in meeting location is purposeful, and it is
used to encourage a broad range of stakeholder participation by ensuring the meetings occur in
locations that are proximate to different regional stakeholders. Public testimony is taken on each
agenda item at each meeting, and the public can bring forth concerns or proposals to the NPFMC
through standing committees or through written and oral comments during the meeting.
Although all NPFMC and associated standing or issue-specific committee meetings are open to
the public, the cost of airfare and lodging to attend these meetings can be excessive for many
stakeholders. Recognizing these material challenges to stakeholder participation, in June 2019,
the NPFMC’s Committee on Community Engagement discussed new ways for public testimony
to be given via telephone to encourage additional stakeholder participation. 7

7

North Pacific Fishery Management Council. 2019. Community Engagement Committee Report. June 4th, 2019,
Sitka, Alaska.
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In terms of developing the CDQ Program, the NPFMC’s five annual meetings were the
primary political space for the fight for a community-based allocation of quota. Any CDQ-type
program for fisheries in federal waters needed to be included in a fishery management plan
designed by the NPFMC and approved and implemented by NMFS. Currently the CDQ Program
falls under the management plan for Bering Sea and Aleutian Island (BSAI) groundfish and
commercialized King and Tanner crab fisheries. However, once the NPFMC approved including
the CDQ Program as an amendment to the BSAI groundfish fishery management plan in 1991,
the State of Alaska contributed to developing its regulations with a “CDQ Task Force”
comprised of members of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, the Department of
Commerce, and the Department of Community and Regional Affairs. This Task Force wrote the
rules that guided the CDQ Program’s implementation on behalf of the State of Alaska concurrent
with federal regulations developed by NMFS. This Task Force has been credited as playing a
major role in moving the CDQ Program through the regulatory process quickly so CDQs could
be fished in the December 1992 pollock A season. 8

Explaining the Broader Justice Politics Behind the CDQ Program
This dissertation presents a detailed qualitative study of the justice politics behind the
privatization of fishing rights for Indigenous communities under the CDQ Program and the
broader implications of the program’s design for villages. Results show themes of distributional
justice emerged within councilmembers’ discussion on the CDQ Program. These actors made
note of the wealth inequalities operating between coastal Bering Sea villages and the
industrialized ventures fishing in the Bering Sea. Understanding wealth disparities in this way, a

8

Representative for the Alaska Department of Commerce, Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association (1997, Tape 3).
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secure allocation of quota to coastal villages was described by many councilmembers as an
opportunity to meaningfully secure access opportunities that could translate into capitalization.
In this way, select villages’ underdeveloped status justified their need for community-based
fishing rights. Catalyzing community development by incorporating villages into capitalistic
modes of production is attractive in a political economy that is increasingly oriented towards
markets (Lemos and Agrawal 2006; Gomez-Baggethun and Muradian 2015), linking the CDQ
Program to a much broader array of global policy efforts targeting different livelihood strategies
for the rural poor from poverty.
Scholars have often highlighted the CDQ Program’s transfer of wealth to coastal villages
to argue it is an example of what the privatization of fishing rights should look like (Langdon
2008; McCay 2008; Pinkerton and Langdon 2019 in press), but this dissertation repoliticizes
contemporary conversations on the CDQ Program by investigating the implicit assumptions
behind the aspirational goals of community development and poverty alleviation. In Alaska,
these ambitions are difficult to separate from broader assimilationist policies targeting Alaska
Native villages’ and their incorporation into capitalistic systems of economic and political
engagement (Torrey 1978; Jones 1980; Berger 1985; Carothers 2008b; Williams Sr. et al., 2016;
Lyons et al., 2017; Lyons et al., 2019). For example, many councilmembers and former State of
Alaska employees described the CDQ Program as a rural, non-Indigenous institution. The
backbone of this assertion is that CDQ-related benefits are accessible to anyone in a CDQ village
regardless of their racial identity, even though a village must be designated as Alaska Native to
participate. This “malrecognition” obscures Alaska Natives’ history and perpetuates a
misconception that Indigenous rights are based on their racial identity rather than their political
rights as sovereign governments (Lindemuth 2017). Contrasting forms of recognitional justice,

31

this dissertation deploys the term “malrecognition” to describe the acts which obscure particular
people, heritages, and identities (Schlosberg 2007; Whyte 2011; Marion Suiseeya 2014, 2016).
Malrecognition is practiced and institutionalized over time, cultivating various ways for
marginalized groups in a society to defend their beliefs and ways of being (Whyte 2011; Marion
Suiseeya 2016).
Importantly, the oral and written testimonies from Indigenous communities and local
fishing organizations diverges from councilmembers’ discussions of the CDQ Program. These
stakeholders described community-based quotas as a pathway towards promoting villages' placebased fishing opportunities. Reflecting the first perspective portrayed in the opening of this
Introduction, recognitional justice is the foundation of locally-articulated visions for CDQs that
emphasize how these rights should work as an institutionalized protection for direct fishing
opportunities to facilitate community autonomy and wellbeing (Lyons et al., 2019).
Overall, much of councilmembers’ understandings of distributional justice appear to have
become embedded into the CDQ Program’s institutional rules. Emphasizing capitalization and
wealth accumulation, the CDQ Program ushered in the corporatization of fishing rights under the
CDQ groups (see Chapters 3 and 4). Further, CDQs reflect some components of traditional IFQ
designs as they can be leased by CDQ groups to outside firms. This design feature is a key
pathway through which all six CDQ groups earn revenues that allow them to purchase major
infrastructure and assets in the Bering Sea seafood industry or reinvest into their villages via
social programs. To some extent, these outcomes are not surprising as councilmembers held the
material power to craft and modify institutions managing natural resources in Alaska’s federal
waters. However, it is important to note the CDQ Program does not purely reflect an IFQ design.
A major contribution of this dissertation is its better understanding of the CDQ Program’s
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polycentric power configuration which operates through the CDQ groups who independently run
their operations. Importantly, the CDQ groups can, and sometimes do, lease their quota for
certain species to residents at no cost. This design feature is the mechanism that allows the CDQ
groups to pursue local visions of justice, even in the face of a broader institutional configuration
that emphasizes capitalization.

CDQ Group Strategies
At the core of CDQ groups’ development strategies is the continued conflict of whether
CDQs should be used to support industrialized fishing practices and capitalization, or as a tool to
develop mixed economies and livelihood strategies that are closely connected to place. Chapter 5
of this dissertation explores how the CDQ groups individually cultivate strategies to navigate this
tension. This dissertation introduces the term “justice landscape” to describe the culmination of a
CDQ group’s strategies which determine the suite of opportunities and benefits that are made
available to residents. Results show the six CDQ groups cultivate disparate justice landscapes
for their residents, but some common patterns emerge as all of the groups work towards
capitalization by leasing CDQs (especially for groundfish and crab) and purchasing other fishing
assets such as vessels and IFQ in other fisheries. Each CDQ group has expanded local fish
markets and invested into social, educational, and cultural programs in their villages. Some CDQ
groups also create unique strategies to provide residents with independent, small-scale fishing
opportunities, especially for halibut and Pacific salmon (see Table 11), thereby working towards
locally-articulated visions of improved capabilities and recognitional justice that were, and still
are in many cases, at the core of villages’ imaginaries for what the CDQ Program should achieve
(CBSFA 2015).
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There are, however, major tradeoffs for the CDQ groups with respect to pursuing
capitalization strategies over local fishing opportunities and vice versa. For instance, CVRF is
the CDQ group representing communities throughout the Kuskokwim region, and they now lease
their CDQ halibut rights to outsiders to earn more revenues to be invested into valued
community-based programs. The tradeoff is that CVRF residents no longer have access to an
important fishery that helped to diversify their income and support fishing-based lifestyles. One
of the more nuanced implications of the CDQ Program’s design is that the capital CDQ groups
accumulate from leasing their rights support highly valued development or fishing programs.
Thus, to achieve the types of direct fishing opportunities that residents want, the CDQ groups
rely on the revenues they earn from federally-owned groundfish and crab resources. At a time
when fishery access continues to be enclosed, the ability of CDQ groups to shape new access
opportunities for their residents depends on the homogeneity of the CDQ group, the
concentration of economic benefits, changing environmental conditions, the proximity of the
resources, and in some cases, the group’s ability to exclude other resource users to the benefit of
CDQ communities (Chapter 5).

Plan for the Dissertation
This dissertation is organized into six subsequent chapters. Chapter 1 draws on existing
theoretical justice literatures (Young 1990; Fraser 1997; Schlosberg 2007; Walker 2012; Marion
Suiseeya 2014), and empirical work on environmental justice (Martin et al., 2016; Dawson et al.,
2018) to articulate the justice framework deployed in this dissertation. In doing so, I both define
important theoretical concepts and show how they can be applied to more deeply engage the
CDQ Program. Chapter 1 also contextualizes the CDQ Program by situating this dissertation in a
larger body of scholarship focusing on the normative dimensions of different institutional ideal
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types, such as centralized, common property, market-based, and community-based approaches
(Ostrom 1990; Agrawal and Gibson 1999; Balland and Plateau 1999; Raymond 2003, 2016;
Carothers 2011; Marion Suiseeya 2015, 2017; Martin et al., 2016; Grillos 2017).
Federal fishery management is ultimately political process that “imposes a particular,
culturally specific vision of what nature is, who should control it, how people should use it, and
who should benefit” (Mansfield 2011). Chapter 2 focuses on divergent ideas of efficiency and
justice in academic discourse surrounding fishery management, and how these concepts are
operationalized in IFQ designs. My work for this chapter includes current literatures on IFQ
management, fishery economics, and maritime social science; I also draw from some interviews
with Alaska fishery managers. I analyze four leading IFQ systems in New Zealand, Iceland,
British Columbia, and Alaska to show how ideas of efficiency and justice are translated into
certain designs. By giving the reader a background on the ideational struggle over IFQ designs,
this chapter situates the CDQ Program in a global context to show how its design both mirrors
and deviates from IFQs in important ways.
Chapter 3 places the CDQ Program in a historical context to draw attention to the
complex ways that natural resource management institutions have impacted Alaska Natives’
rights to natural resources and their villages’ economies. I contend that it is possible to
understand some of the power struggles that unfold in the politics of the CDQ Program by
investigating the ANCSA. ANCSA predated any enclosure of fisheries in State or federal waters,
and it was the largest land settlement in U.S. history. ANCSA largely left out considerations of
Indigenous use or rights to fishery resources as it was a land claims settlement, and it has
profoundly shaped the legal sphere from which natural resource management institutions can
emerge in Alaska. The work for this chapter draws from several reviews of the CDQ Program’s
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design (Ginter 1995; NRC 1999; NMFS 2018; Szymkowiak and Himes-Cornell 2018), a
thorough examination of regulatory filings and publications related to the CDQ Program from
the NPFMC and NMFS, as well as some interviews with the CDQ Program’s designers.
Chapter 4 articulates the multiple understandings of justice that emerged throughout the
CDQ Program’s design process and the extent to which they became embedded in certain
institutional rules. Chapter 4 leverages process tracing methods and a qualitative content analysis
of archival and interview materials to show how councilmembers conceptualized the CDQ
Program. Notions of distributional justice emerged within councilmembers’ discussion on CDQs
where an allocation of commodities was justified based on their capacity to address
underdevelopment in coastal Indigenous villages. In contrast, the written and oral testimonies of
local and Indigenous organizations from across western Alaska emphasize forms of recognitional
justice by calling attention to how community fishing rights should give villages greater control
over their economic fate so long as they can be fished independently. In the end, the results
illustrate how decision-makers’ understandings of justice became embedded in the CDQ
Program, although with important exceptions for the alternative vision of Indigenous and local
groups.
Chapter 5 explores how the CDQ Program works by analyzing the strategies CDQ groups
use to meet the needs of their residents and some of the broader implications of these choices.
This chapter draws from a qualitative content analysis of interviews and published CDQ group
documents (e.g., annual reports, benefits catalogues, and newsletters). Overall, CDQ groups use
a diverse set of strategies including, capitalization, supporting local fish markets, providing
different types of fishing opportunities to residents, and investing into social programs in their
villages. Again, CDQ groups’ strategies are influenced by the homogeneity of the CDQ group,
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the concentration or dispersal of economic benefits, changing environmental conditions or the
proximity of the resources, and in some cases, the group’s ability to exclude other resource users
to the benefit of CDQ communities (see Chapter 5).
Chapter 6 concludes the dissertation by summarizing the key arguments, articulating the
broader implications of this work and suggesting avenues for further research.
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CHAPTER 1. JUSTICE AND INSTITUTIONAL DESIGNS FOR THE
ENVIRONMENT

Introduction
The practice of enclosing marine resources can catalyze radical and harmful
socioeconomic transformations in fishing communities (Butler 2008; Carothers 2011; Olson
2011; McCormack 2017), but the CDQ Program uses the same enclosure process to try to
improve quality of life in select coastal villages (Mansfield 2007). This has led some scholars to
argue the CDQ Program is an “extremely important” case both regionally and internationally
because it demonstrates “that there can be [a] community-based alternative to corporate and
market-oriented ways of relating to the sea…” (McCay 2008, 7). However, at the core of
different imaginaries for what the CDQ Program should accomplish is the continued conflict of
whether CDQs are a mechanism to ratchet up villages’ industrialized fishing on the high seas for
capitalization, or a tool to support villages’ independent fishing opportunities linked with their
mixed economies and livelihood strategies rooted in place (Lyons et al., 2017).
This dissertation uses a justice framework to understand this tension, noting how
different understandings of justice emerged throughout the CDQ Program’s politics and the
extent to which these different ideas became embedded into various institutional rules. This
framework acts as a lens through which all project data is viewed, thereby unifying the goals,
research, and analytical approach of this dissertation. This chapter articulates the justice
framework by conducting a review of the theoretical literature on justice, as well as some
empirical work evaluating how different ideal types for environmental institutions create
different justice outcomes for local resource users (Young 1990; Fraser 1997; Schlosberg 2007;
Marion Suiseeya 2014). Overall, this dissertation argues this framework is productive for
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scholars and practitioners to see the normative elements of different institutional configurations.
Beyond being ethically desirable, working towards achieving just outcomes increases the
likelihood for institutional effectiveness by reducing conflict (Marion Suiseeya 2014).
The following pages begin by first introducing the concept of justice. I then discuss
justice in terms of distribution, procedure, and recognition. Next, I contextualize the CDQ
Program by situating this project in a much larger body of scholarship focusing on different
institutions for the environment and how their designs vary to achieve different types of
environmental and social goals (Ostrom 1990; Agrawal and Gibson 1999; Balland and Plateau
1999; Raymond 2003, 2016; Carothers 2011; Marion Suiseeya 2014, 2017; Martin et al., 2016;
Grillos 2017). Specifically, this discussion focuses on centralized, common property, marketbased, and community-based designs to distill insights for how each institutional type broadly
affects justice outcomes for local resource users or, in some cases, tries to improve them.

Introducing Justice
Issues of justice have become prevalent in debates on natural resource management and
environmental governance, including how actors use institutions to distribute costs and benefits,
the extent to which stakeholders are included in decision-making processes, and whether
particular cultures or identities are recognized and respected in a governance context (Brechin et
al., 2002; McDermott et al., 2013; Martin et al., 2016; Schreckenberg et al., 2016). As the
environmental justice movement has gathered momentum over the last three decades, fueled by
attention from activists, academics, and state bureaucrats alike, the theorization of environmental
justice has similarly expanded (Schlosberg 2007; Marion Suiseeya 2014, 2015, 2016; Martin et
al., 2016). Initially, the notion of environmental justice was used to underscore the ways in
which low-income communities, predominantly communities of color in the United States,
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experience a disproportionate burden of environmental harms and risks (Bullard 2000). These
outcomes are often linked to broader, and intertwined, socioeconomic forces that disadvantage
certain groups in society over others (Fraser 1997). In response, activists and scholars have both
called for more equitable distributions of environmental harms and risks.
The lexicon ‘equity’ generally implies some form of fair treatment (McDermott et al.,
2013), and it is often used as a way of operationalizing or measuring justice (Marion Suiseeya
2014). In both academic and practitioner circles, the idea of equity has at times become nearly
synonymous with that of distributional justice (McDermott et al., 2013; Schreckenberg et al.,
2016). Indeed, in some cases, there has been a deliberate move to obscure theoretical and lexical
distinctions between these two concepts to make analyses legible in political landscapes oriented
towards equity (Okereke 2008; McDermott et al., 2013). Within the context of market-based
fishery management, “equity” is a discursive tool for organizing analysis related to the
distribution of fishery resources and access opportunities to ensure decision-making mitigates the
potentially negative consequences of consolidation (Carothers 2011). Yet, scholarship working
to understand how demands for justice emerge from local scales to confront global
environmental changes continues to indicate the plural and context-specific nature justice
(Schlosberg and Carruthers 2010; Marion Suiseeya 2014). There is, thus, more to the notion of
justice than equity or the distribution of costs and benefits.
Scholars have instead called for an understanding of justice that also incorporates both
procedure and recognition. Procedural justice emphasizes inclusive and meaningful participation
in both the design and ongoing management of environmental institutions (Schlosberg 2007;
Marion Suiseeya and Caplow 2013), whereas recognition demands institutions both reflect and
respect multiple normative orders by affirming difference in society’s political and economic
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structures (Marion Suiseeya 2016). As this dissertation shows, recognitional justice is a
necessary condition for other forms of justice to emerge. For instance, if cultural or ethnic
identities are not recognized in a governance context, it is unlikely that procedural justice will be
achieved. Nevertheless, there is diversity in what could constitute justice, and so scholars and
practitioners alike should anticipate diverse and contentious understandings of what constitutes
different forms of justice to exist in, and across, particular governance contexts. Institutional
designs that narrowly define or operationalize justice in a specific way can limit the perceptible
pathways available for meeting the multidimensional demands for justice that emerge from local
resource users (Marion Suiseeya 2014; 2017). The research articulating conceptual and empirical
tensions between dominant approaches to operationalizing justice (e.g., rights-based approaches
to conservation or the ‘adequate’ distribution of costs and benefits) and the lived experiences of
local resource users, especially Indigenous Peoples (Witter et al., 2015; Marion Suiseeya,
Zanotti, and Haapala 2018; Marion Suiseeya and Zanotti 2019) 9, opened the door for this
dissertation to expect and look for divergent understandings of justice within the Alaska context.

Using the Multiple Dimensions of Justice to Understand Institutional Designs
This dissertation is marshalled from a core body of justice and environmental justice
scholarship showcasing the multivalent nature of justice (Sen 1992; Fraser 1997; Schlosberg
2007; Walker 2012; Marion Suiseeya 2014, 2017; Martin et al., 2016 ) to deliberately bring forth
the nuanced sociopolitical, economic, and cultural factors that emerge and are often circulated to
influence fishery manager’s design choices, but are generally backgrounded during real-world

9

How this dissertation approaches justice and equity has been powerfully shaped by the author’s long-term
engagement on the collaborative Presence to Influence project led by Dr. Kimberly Marion Suiseeya and Dr. Laura
Zanotti (see http://www.presence2influence.org/). This research seeks to understand how Indigenous Peoples
cultivate power and influence at sites of international negotiations.
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decision-making processes in an effort to ensure the design process is perceived as rational and
fair (Carothers 2010). In this sense, the subsequent chapters of this dissertation should be
understood as a repoliticization of the conversation on IFQ management by questioning some of
the dominant assumptions about the practices of designing institutions that distribute various
forms of fishing rights. As such, it is important to recognize that the theoretical positioning for
how this project approaches justice would not be possible without the empirical work conducted
for this dissertation. The next three sections of this chapter articulate the dimensions of justice
emphasized in this dissertation: distribution, procedure, and recognition.

Distributional Justice
Scholars and practitioners have long given attention to issues of distributional justice by
focusing on whether an institution makes fair or adequate allocations of resources and their
material benefits, to whom, and how these distributions are made. A distributional justice lens
helps researchers to consider the mechanism making these distributions by identifying where
authority is located in a particular governance context. For example, the state has historically
played a primary role in forging institutions for natural resource management as states generally
hold the material capacity and authority to manage resources within their borders (Peluso 1993,
199). However, state-devised institutions that are externally imposed can constrain relationships
between the state and local resource users by enclosing resource access and catalyzing material
and cultural losses for local resource users (Brechin et al., 2002).
As such, a focus on distributional justice can also bring forth the different strategies
decision-makers use for determining how to distribute costs and benefits, including placing
themselves behind an imaginary “veil of ignorance” where no one knows their place in society
(Rawls 1971). From this impartial position, some might argue that decision-makers like the
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NPFMC can develop better approaches to distributional justice. A utilitarian approach to
resource allocations, by contrast, would emphasize that the distribution of benefits should be
made in a way that does the greatest good for the most people, whereas a merit-based approach
to distributions suggests that goods should be allocated in proportion to a person’s contribution
in developing a particular resource system or industry (McDermott et al., 2013). IFQ programs
mirror other private property regimes that award resource users with continued legal access
(Raymond 2003) by using a merit-based approach that assumes distributing fishing rights or
access opportunities to vessel owners is an equitable process because it should theoretically
recognize some people’s financial investments into the fishing industry.
Scholarship focusing on local communities’ lived experiences of injustice questions the
legitimacy of unilaterally positioning power and authority with state bureaucrats who might be
influenced by prejudices or political aspirations (Peluso 1993; Brechin et al., 2002; Dowie 2011).
Local struggles for justice go beyond an emphasis of distributing resources to lay claims for
justice in procedure, recognition, and equity (Schlosberg and Carruthers 2010). The plural nature
of justice suggests that achieving it necessitates institutional designs to facilitate people living
their lives they deem meaningful (Sen 1992; Nussbaum 2000). The key point of this
“capabilities” approach to justice is to take distributions of wealth or resources as an analytical
starting point, but to go further by asking how the broader context affects how people are able to
use those resources to improve their wellbeing as they see fit (Schlosberg and Carruthers 2010).
For example, Ribot and Peluso (2003) make a useful distinction between the notions of
access and property. These scholars argue access is best conceptualized as a person’s ability to
derive a benefit from a thing whereas property is a person’s right to benefit from a thing. This
separation of access and property suggests that, even if a particular institution distributed rights
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in a perfectly equitable way among all potential resource users, it would not be sufficient to
address the distributional injustices created by differences in access that lie at the core of society
(Larson and Ribot 2007). Conditions of access are affected by language, epistemology,
technology, capital, or even social relations among people (Morrow and Hensel 1992; Sikor and
Lund 2009). Applying this logic to the CDQ Program pushes us to consider whether this
institution does more than justly distribute commodities to certain villages, asking instead if
CDQs change the sociopolitical dynamics of the Bering Sea fishing industry, create new
opportunities for villages to own the means of production, or enable villages to pursue livelihood
strategies they deem meaningful.

Procedural Justice
Scholars have recognized that a selective focus on distributional justice is a reductionist
approach to understanding institutions for the environment that can obscure political tradeoffs
when making allocations that could further perpetuate injustice or altogether fail to mitigate
existing injustices (Schlosberg 2007). As such, work on justice also grapples with elements of
procedural justice which considers whether all parties likely to be affected by a particular
institution or decision-making process have the ability to participate and influence the outcome
(Dawson et al., 2018).
The analytical starting point for understanding issues of procedural justice in relation to
particular institutional rules and outcomes is identifying the full range of potential stakeholders,
including: who has the authority to design institutional arrangements in a given context, who has
a legal or customary right to lay claims to access or benefits, and whether one group of people in
society (i.e., Indigenous Peoples) are systematically excluded from design and decision-making
processes (Adger et al., 2003; Pavoola 2007). There is no universally agreed upon method for
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identifying these stakeholders because issues of procedural justice emerge from, and exist within,
a multitude of governance settings. And yet this is a crucial task for scholars seeking to
understand how different ideas of justice affect design choices as identifying stakeholders
conveys the roles of different agents or how these actors operationalize their visions of justice
over time. Stakeholder identification also involves articulating the relationships between those
entities with governing power, and those that are governed, to understand institutionalized
conduits of power (Nelson and Agrawal 2008). The six CDQ groups exemplify this point well as
their leadership represents communities who rightfully own programmatic quotas, but group
leadership with material forms of power can craft strategies to provide residents small-scale
fishing opportunities (NSEDC 2016) or close CDQ fisheries to locals (CVRF 2015).
A procedural justice lens can also illuminate how different designs work to make more
inclusive or just decision-making processes. For example, an increasingly common approach
towards operationalizing procedural justice in institutions managing the use of global forest
resources is the use of community consultations or incorporating the principle of free, prior, and
informed consent (Marion Suiseeya and Caplow 2013; Dawson et al., 2018). 10 Scholars and
practitioners working at the nexus of communities and protected area governance suggest
mapping technologies are an effective way for local groups to convey how they use certain
landscapes and the place-based values these landscapes hold as a way to ensure stakeholders are
not marginalized from governance processes (de Konig et al., 2016). Mapping technologies can
facilitate procedural justice by working against drawing arbitrary lines of institutional inclusion
and exclusion that may not reflect traditional geographic or cultural boundaries of resource

10

Free, prior, and informed consent is just one an avenue for assuring community involvement and participation in
the decision-making process; importantly, it gives these stakeholders the opportunity to demand recognition (Marion
Suiseeya 2017).
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access. More recently, Alaska fishery analysts have considered defining the human networks in
the Bering Sea region by grouping communities based on CDQ group areas, ANCSA regions,
Alaska Department of Fish and Game subsistence regions, and more (NPFMC 2019).

Recognitional Justice
Recognitional justice is fundamentally concerned with respecting different identities and
cultures within and across governance contexts (Fraser and Honneth 2003), and so it is the
starting point for understanding justice. Grappling with issues of recognitional justice demands
scholars and practitioners alike take seriously the structural dynamics of a society that underlie
and facilitate maldistribution or work to privilege some groups and oppress others (Young 1990;
Fraser 1997; Martin et al., 2016). David Schlosberg’s (2007, 14) theoretical work on
environmental justice strikes at the core logic and values underpinning recognitional justice:
“The point is to focus on the direct link between a lack of respect and recognition
and a decline in a person’s membership and participation in the greater
community, including the political institutional order. If you are not recognized,
you don’t participate; if you do not participate, you are not recognized.”
Understood in this way, issues of recognitional justice have long been at the core of Alaska
Natives’ politics and lived experiences (Williams Sr. et al., 2016). For example, Alaska Natives
have largely been excluded from decision-making processes related to the use of natural
resources (Raymond-Yakoubian 2012), but over the last two decades there has been a steady
push from both state and federal agencies to include their voices. For many practitioners, the
uptick in surveys, interviews, and face-to-face agency meetings constitutes an improvement in
the delivery of procedural justice. Yet, as Morrow and Hensel (1992) note, “English supplies the
conceptual categories—the idiom and the jargon—which are at the crux of the decision-making
process, and final reports are filed in that language.” English may often be a second language for

46

Alaska Natives, inherently constraining their engagement in management dialogues (Berger
1985). Moreover, the purpose of these communications is to facilitate transparency with regional
constituents and support analysis and plan actions (Morrow and Hensel 1992), rather than
engaging tribes as sovereigns for government-to-government relations (Lindemuth 2017). These
shortcomings of procedural engagement are forms of malrecognition as institutions are crated to
reflect the dominant culture which is imposed on Alaska Natives (see Whyte 2011).
At the root of forms of malrecognition is tangible harm that can be done to people who
suffer from a distortion of their own identity. Alternative understandings of oneself or role in
society can be imposed by others and adopted over time, and these processes of marginalization
and subjugation can constrain what people reasonably believe they are capable of in colonial and
postcolonial states in particular (Honneth 2004). Thus, recognitional justice demands affirmative
action, recognition of political difference, and for decolonial scholars and Indigenous activists,
the prioritization of Indigenous epistemologies (Whyte 2011, 2017; Hunt 2014). More
specifically, recognitional justice demands both acknowledgment and institutionalized
observance of tribal status as political sovereignties (Whyte 2011). The State of Alaska has
historically discounted tribal governments’ status as sovereign political and legal entities, thereby
continuing processes of cultural domination, even though there are 229 Alaska tribes whose
status and sovereignty exist regardless of whether the land they possess is classified as “Indian
country,” meaning “all land within the limits of any Indian reservation, ‘dependent Indian
communities,’ and Indian allotments” (Lindemuth 2017, 6).
Using recognitional justice as a lens to view institutional designs highlights the pathways
through which certain identities or cultures are dominated by others, and thus, how particular
ideas and values gain traction over time. Specifically, recognitional justice help us to identify the
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existence of divergent epistemologies and structural equalities in a society that create
institutional preconditions which make it more likely for certain values or practices to be
legitimated over others (Fraser 2009; Martin et al., 2016). For example, IFQ designs are
influenced not only by contentious ideas regarding what constitutes effective, efficient, and just
fishery management but also by the types of knowledge that are needed for making these
determinations (Young et al., 2018). By relying on ideas of rationality and economic efficiency
(Costello, Gaines, and Lynham 2008), private fishing rights have epistemological and discursive
advantages in global a political economy increasingly oriented towards markets (Mansfield
2004; Carothers 2008a). The foregrounding of capitalization and efficiency goals backgrounds
the justice demands of coastal fishing villages (Carothers 2010; Olson 2011), raising
recognitional justice questions about the very legitimacy of those local stakeholder viewpoints
that resist privatization and capitalization more generally.
In sum, these three justice dimensions help researchers to grapple with, and identify, the
different ideas of justice that influence the selection of particular design choices. In doing so, this
approach creates an opportunity for scholars to better understand the normative foundation of
particular institutions and the various dynamics that played a role in the design process. In the
more narrowed context of market-based fishery management, an analysis oriented towards
understanding how ideas of justice manifests within a programmatic designs provides a clearer
picture of why fishing rights are allocated beyond conservation and efficiency goals, the logic or
values that justified certain distributional choices, the nature of the decision-making process, and
extent to which these designs not recognize different values and fishing-based lifestyles

Exploring Justice in Institutional Types for the Environment
The following sections of this chapter contextualize the goals, research, and analytical
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approach of this dissertation by placing it in a much larger body of scholarship analyzing
different types of institutional designs (Ostrom 1990; Agrawal and Gibson 1999; Balland and
Plateau 1999; Raymond 2003, 2016; Carothers 2011; Marion Suiseeya 2017; Martin et al., 2016;
Grillos 2017). This discussion focuses on four widely used “institutional ideal types” used to
manage environmental resources—centralized, common property, community-based, and
market-based approaches—to show how using a justice framework is a productive way to see the
normative elements of different institutional designs for the environment. The analytical
discussion is drawn from existing empirical scholarship on each institutional type due to time
and resource constraints that limited the ability of this project to use detailed case studies. As
such, this high-level conversation deviates from the empirical work presented in later chapters.
The following pages distill insights for the major elements of each ideal type’s design and
describes some of the observable justice implications they each produce for local resource users.
Although decision-makers might select different configurations of rules to achieve various
conservation or justice goals, an important observation drawn from this discussion is that the
four institutional types exhibit diversity in their configuration of rules and where authority is
located, and yet, they produce nearly interchangeable justice outcomes (Table 1). This reflection
demands a reorientation towards considering the importance of recognitional justice as a
necessary condition, and the potential influences of structural forms of socioeconomic
discrimination (Marion Suiseeya 2014, 2017).
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Table 1. Comparison of Institutional Designs for the Environment
Institutional
Type
Examples

Institutional
Decisionmakers

Centralized
State-determined
regulations or stateowned and
controlled natural
resources such as
national parks or
protected areas
The state or state
bureaucracies

Common
Property
Communally
devised rights
to access and
maintained
common pool
resources

Communitybased
Integrated
conservation and
development
projects

Local user
groups

Communities,
state
bureaucracies,
conservation or
development
agencies
Potential Justice Implications of Institutional Designs

Market-based
Environmental
taxes or
transferable private
property rights to
scarce resources

The state or
resource
management
agencies

Distribution

Community
displacement,
landlessness and
reliance on low
paying wages,
inadequate access
and benefits sharing
from project area

Maldistribution
of rights or
resource
benefits among
potential users
within the
group based on
demographic or
kinship lines

Distribution of
project benefits
along patronage or
kinship lines

Redistribution of
wealth postimplementation,
enclosing resource
system risks
excluding future
generations

Procedure

Decision-making
authority
consolidated with
state, often limited
pathways for
influence for
affected
communities postimplementation

Participation
limitations
based on
gender or other
identity-based
categories

Local resource
users do not
allocate private
rights, efficiencybased values
privileged in
decision-making
process

Recognition

Forced assimilation
and material
displacements,
persistence of
colonialism,
experiences of
psychological and
physical harm
perpetuated through
political and
economic power
structures

Structural
inequalities in
resource user
group privilege
some people or
households on
demographic or
kinship lines

Communities not
given equal
procedural rights
as other entities,
minorities placed
on outside,
reinforce unequal
status quo
authority
dynamics
Forced
assimilation into
development or
conservation
project, oppressive
political or
economic
structures for
minorities
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Transformations in
resource-dependent
communities’
livelihoods,
involuntary shifts
in cultural
practices, minority
cultures dominated
affecting
community
identities, values,
and lifeways

Centralized Institutions
Power struggles are deeply embedded in the frontier of institutional design and
innovation as the state and local resource users constantly engage over the conditions of resource
access and control (Brockington et al., 2006). Institutions for natural resource management have
historically privileged the role of nation-states in managing natural resources (Vandergeest and
Peluso 1995; Brechin et al., 2002) under the assumption that states “have the capacity, the
internal legitimacy, and the will to manage all resources falling within that nation-state’s
territorial boundaries” (Peluso 1993, 199). Institutions that centralize power and authority under
state control tend to exhibit two broad design schemes. First, state-determined regulations for
resource use forge rules to determine who may use resources, when, and how. Bureaucratically
imposed fishing regulations, including geographic harvesting restrictions, gear limitations, and
changes to the length of a fishing season (typically shorter) are an example of this approach. This
configuration of rules controls the scope and pace of resource use by constraining enterprises as
they require fishers to abide by specific regulations, regardless of whether it is beneficial or safe
for their operation. Short season openers raise concerns over at-sea safety as harvesters cannot
extend their fishing seasons to avoid inclement weather but must instead head out to sea in the
allotted window of time. Centralized institutions can also take the form of state ownership and
control of natural resources as protected areas. Historically, protected areas have been used for
terrestrial resource conservation, but large marine protected areas are a developing form of
global ocean governance (Gruby et al., 2016).
However, centralized institutions creatig land or marine-based protected areas have clear
justice implications as they typically displace peoples who formerly lived, or sourced their
livelihoods, from what are now protected ecosystems (Peluso 1993; Brockington, Igoe, and
Schmidt-Soltau 2006; Jones 2009; Gruby et al., 2016). Rather than devoting analytical attention
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to whether a centralized institution is an effective approach for conserving resources, a
constructivist perspective coupled with the justice framework helps us to consider the ways in
which particular conceptualizations of the relationships between preservation, conservation, and
communities influence state patterns of decision-making for institutional designs (Agrawal and
Redford 2006, 5-6):
“That human presence has a negative impact on conservation, and that there is a
calculus of gains and losses through which the worst effects of involuntary displacement
on human can be balanced for conservation through displacement.”
Recognizing the conflicts that preservationist values hold for local user groups when translated
into centralized institutional designs, scholars have challenged the legitimacy of centralized
institutions as they obscure community demands for distributional and recognitional justice
(Peluso 1993); material displacements catalyze sociocultural and economic transformations that
move communities into new modes of existence without giving their consent (Dowie 2011).
Similarly, attending to procedural justice illustrates the extent to which centralized institutions
emerge from bureaucratic processes where decision-making authority is consolidated under the
state. This design can limit the range of mechanisms utilized to facilitate co-management
between the state and local resource user groups. These dynamics have sparked a flood of
research on the minimization of local communities in centralized decision-making processes
(Duffy 2010), and the cascading effects on their lives or livelihoods.

Common Property Institutions
The starting point for most academic conversations on common property institutions
begins with Garrett Hardin’s (1968) famous “tragedy of the commons.” Hardin argued that
rational individuals will selfishly exploit a resource system in the absence of externally imposed
rules that constrain their use, and total resource collapse is the predicted outcome. This claim
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spurred on a spate of research from scholars intrigued by the institutional aspects of this
argument, and what has emerged from this effort is a dynamic body of scholarship focusing on
commonly owned resource systems. This scholarship has long shown the ways in which local
resource users devise sophisticated common property systems to sustainably manage resources,
contrary to Hardin’s predictions (Ostrom 1990; Schlager and Ostrom 1992; Leach, Mearns, and
Scoones1999; Acheson 2015). One of the defining characteristics of a common property system
is that the rules that determine resource access and use are designed by local resource user
groups independently from the state. This dynamic gives common property institutions an
emergent nature in the sense that they are not externally imposed, making them quite unlike
centralized approaches that empower external state authorities for decisions about the resource.
Under a common property system, property rights are owned by a group of co-owners
rather than individuals or firms (Bromley 1991). Property is a “bundle of rights” (North 1990, 3;
Ostrom and Schlager 1992), and it is intimately bound to power relations as the rights provide
their owners the ability to control resource access and use (Jentoft 2007). Common property
institutions manage common pool resources which are generally rivalrous in their nature (e.g.,
fisheries, forests, and rangelands), and the property systems that manage these resources are
costly to enforce as resource users can incur material or reputational costs for enforcing
compliance (Ostrom 1990). Common property rights differ from individualized private property
rights like IFQs because they are usufructuary, so the rights are not sold and market and
therefore the resources do not become commercially tradable commodities. However, Acheson’s
(2015) work on common property systems for both land and ocean-based resource systems
explains that transformations in common property towards individualized and commodified
property does occur when the system is under competitive pressure and resource users can
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reasonably expect to receive greater economic benefits from their use or sale of the resource.
Attending to common property designs with a justice framework illustrates the ways in
which these institutions decentralize decision-making authority from the state and instead
position authority with local resource user groups. However, empirical work on common
property systems challenges the notion that this institutional type produces better procedural
justice outcomes at the individual-level because the broader governance context in which the
common property system is embedded can constrain the opportunities to mitigate injustice or
advance new pathways towards achieving justice (Agrawal 2001). In particular, structural
inequalities within a society where a common property system is rooted can impress prejudices
on deliberative processes thereby systematically suppressing already marginalized stakeholders
(Corbera et al., 2007). Practices of ignoring certain identities can occur at both the individual and
group-level, raising questions about whether common property systems necessarily produce
better recognitional or procedural justice outcomes for individuals within the group simply
because these institutions are designs by stakeholders themselves. Distributional justice issues
emerge from observations that common property rights are allocated along the lines of kinship,
residency, or pre-existing wealth (Corbera et al., 2007) where people who are already well-off in
the system use the rights to further concentrate their power. Agrawal and Gupta’s (2005)
research provides an illustrative case of the ways in which some common property institutions
are designed by some resource users in the broader group to syphon economic benefits to select
individuals that are already economically well-off and well-connected in their community.

Community-based Institutions
There has been a global effort to promote more effective and just environmental
governance by utilizing participatory development and community-based institutions across
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different levels of environmental governance. Community-based designs depart from the other
three institutional types discussed in this chapter because they constitute a succession of
interdependent co-managerial relationships between communities, the state, conservation
organizations, and development agencies where decision-making authority is held in varying
capacities across these stakeholder groups (Western and Wright 1994, 7; Baland and Platteau
1996). At the root of community-based designs are democratic or participatory values that
juxtapose centralized institutional designs that separate resource users from their local
environment (Kellert et al., 2000; Berkes 2007).
Advocates of community-based designs claim that solving socioenvironmental problems
at the local-level demands a sophisticated understanding of the context in which the institution is
operating (Agrawal and Gibson 1999). As such, local stakeholder participation is a necessary
condition for institutional effectiveness as conservation goals are most likely to be met when
these actors are involved in the decision-making process or can extract benefits from the resource
(Ribot 2005). Community-based institutions somewhat mirror common property institutions in
that the state is not the sole arbiter of institutional design or implementation, but the rules for
these arrangements do not emerge from local resource users.
Some scholars argue that community-based institutions improve procedural justice
outcomes for local communities by facilitating more democratic decision-making processes,
facilitating local stakeholder representation through their direct inclusion in decision-making
processes to determine institutional outcomes (Leach, Mearns, and Scoones 1999; Kellert et al.,
2000). Nevertheless, community-based institutions can still face procedural justice issues as
power can operate local elites that exert influence to shape governance processes to advantage
pre-existing social hierarchies (Balooni et al., 2010). Moreover, recognitional justice can be
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difficult to achieve under community-based institutions even though these designs attempt to
move communities from the periphery to the center of the decision-making process. There is
mixed success with respect to the distribution of resource access and benefits under communitybased designs as just outcomes are constrained by local power struggles that consolidate access
and benefit opportunities along axes of caste, ethnicity, gender or wealth (Agrawal and Gibson
1999; Leach, Mearns, and Scoones 1999; Agrawal 2001). These dynamics raise questions
regarding as to whether participatory approaches can reinforce power structures utilized by local
authorities and elites thereby constraining difference in the governance process, and whether
poor recognitional justice outcomes influence an institution’s capacity to meaningfully facilitate
procedural justice via diversity and inclusion (Nelson and Agrawal 2008).

Market-based Institutions
There is a growing tendency to frame environmental issues as market failures where
resource degradation is the result of inaccurately pricing the value of ecosystems and their
services (Costanza et al., 1997; Farley and Costanza 2010). Proponents of market-based
institutions (e.g., carbon trading schemes, IFQs, environmental taxes, or biodiversity offsets)
argue these designs are more flexible, cost effective, and efficient in comparison to centralized
and community-oriented alternatives (Jack, Kousky, and Sims 2008). Private rights are justified
as a tool for conservation with the assumption that an allocation of secure rights provides
individuals or firms the proper economic incentives to curb their resource use by assuring them a
long-term ownership stake in the resource regime. From a manager’s perspective, private
property rights are preferred because they can cap how much of a resource will be used in a
specified period of time, thereby cultivating a sense of certainty with respect to overall use rates
and allowing the market to determine the actual cost of resources.
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The efficiency values and broader capitalization goals that underpin markets for the
environment, generally portray economic incentives for resource conservation as a natural
solution due to society’s dependence on ecological systems and their biodiversity (Costanza et
al., 1997). However, distributional justice issues are even more critical for of market-based
institutional designs using property rights because they transform informal rights into legally
recognized, and thus often more valuable, private commodities. Libecap’s (1989) work calls
attention to the ways in which rights fundamentally restructure wealth by concentrating it with a
limited number of individuals who now hold rights. Typically, private rights are freely given to
individuals or firms that are identified as incumbent users through a political process
fundamentally concerned with different ideas of equity (Raymond 2003, 2016). However, each
subsequent generation of potential resource users must purchase their way into the regime
thereby raising questions of intergenerational injustice by creating class distinctions between
those that have rights and those that do not (Carothers 2010).
In the specific context of market-based fishery management, issues of procedural and
recognitional justice are linked as manager’s preferences lean towards design options and
alternatives that emphasize efficient or so-called rational outcomes (Carothers 2008a). In Alaska,
representatives from coastal fishing communities have attended NPFMC meetings to resist and
oppose privatization, but ethnographic research shows the economic values underpinning
markets for the environment can speak louder to decision-makers than the voices of local
community members, even when they are in the room with decision-makers (Carothers 2008a,
2011; Raymond-Yakoubian 2012). Institutions that privatize the right to fish ultimately displace
the long-standing socioeconomic and cultural systems that fishing communities deem
meaningful (McCay 1995; Copes 1997; Lowe and Carothers 2008; Pinkerton and Edwards
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2009). Indeed, emerging maritime social science shows the ways in which IFQ implementation
has influenced younger generation’s conceptualizations of what constitutes a good life or a
meaningful vocation (Coleman et al., 2018; Ringer et al., 2018).

Conclusions
This chapter reviews the theoretical and empirical literatures on justice (Young 1990;
Fraser 1997; Schlosberg 2007; Walker 2012; McDermott et al., 2013; Marion Suiseeya 2014;
Martin et al., 2016) that unify the goals, research, and analytical approach of this project. This
justice framework creates rich opportunities to understand the political process crafting
institutions for the environment, particularly market-based institutions for fishery management
where resource managers continue to understand notions of equity, operationalized as fair
distributions of resources or access opportunities, as sufficient for justice. Yet justice is about
more than distribution. Incorporating the procedural and recognitional dimensions of justice
brings forth possibilities to also see the extent to which different stakeholders are encouraged or
constrained in deliberative management processes, and the struggles over how different values or
identities are rendered legitimate in particular contexts.
This chapter also contextualizes the CDQ Program by situating the project in a much
broader body of research grappling with different institutional ideal types, and how their design
configurations affect the justice outcomes for local resource users and groups (Ostrom 1990;
Agrawal and Gibson 1999; Balland and Plateau 1999; Marion Suiseeya and Caplow 2013;
Martin et al., 2016; Grillos 2017). This conversation provides an important context for
understanding the CDQ Program’s design, which includes elements of different institutional
ideal types. For instance, the CDQ Program is a market-based institution. The program uses
quasi private rights and markets to address underdevelopment in select communities. However,
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this program also situates power with the six CDQ groups representing all CDQ-eligible villages.
The CDQ groups share management and development rights with government agencies,
reflecting community-based institutions, but the co-managerial relationships are complex. The
CDQ groups do not engage equal power sharing as resource managers, but some CDQ groups
(e.g., BBEDC and NSEDC) have formed research organizations that provide important
biological, ecological, and social science data that can inform the management process. Further,
in some cases, CDQ group industry partners or employees may sit on various committees and
panels under the NPFMC, or even the NPFMC itself. This can place the CDQ groups, though not
necessarily the villages they represent, at the center of power.
Building on the conversation had here, the next chapter traces the discourse and critical
junctures behind the rise of IFQ management (Bromley 2009). Specifically, I give the reader a
background on the ideational and discursive struggles over IFQ designs by focusing on the
opposing themes of efficiency and justice as well how these concepts are sometimes
operationalized in various IFQ designs. In doing so, I situate the CDQ Program as an important
case for marine governance.
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CHAPTER 2. EFFICINECY AND JUSTICE: THE CONTEMPORARY
GLOBAL DEBATE SURROUNDING INDIVIDUAL FISHING QUOTAS

Introduction
This chapter further explores the polarized theoretical and empirical literature
surrounding IFQ management 11 by focusing on the conflicting notions of economic efficiency
and justice and how they are operationalized in market-based fishery management programs. In
doing so, the following pages give the reader a basic understanding of the major issues
underpinning modern, industrialized fisheries that ultimately make IFQs a governance “panacea”
(Young et al., 2018). This discussion provides an important context for an understanding of how
the CDQ Program is both similar to, and different from, prominent IFQ programs. My work for
this chapter includes a broad body of multidisciplinary literature on IFQ management,
observations from a 2018 NPFMC meeting, and some interviews with Alaska fishery managers.
Economists and fishery managers have long argued that IFQs are an effective tool for
resource conservation and generating economic efficiencies because they provide the proper
incentives to restrain resource user’s behavior (Gordon 1954; Christy 1973; Arnason 2005). This
logic assumes that fishers will race to catch as many fish as possible without a secure allocation
because no one can be certain of their performance in relation to their peers (Gordon 1954, 135).
Allocations of private fishing rights theoretically eliminate this uncertainty by assuring each
enterprise their portion of the catch, which should encourage sustainable fishing practices,
increase economic performance, eliminate overproduction by extending the length of fishing
seasons, and improve overall fleet safety (Costello, Gaines, and Lynham 2008; Brinson and

11

How this chapter approaches portraying the competing ideas of efficiency and justice builds on Courtney
Carothers’ (2008) work on the discursive construction of fishery privatization in Alaska.
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Thurnberg 2013). In terms of programmatic designs, economic theory insists that IFQs should be
fully transferable to maximize economic efficiencies and therewith maximize the net economic
benefits to society (Scott 1996; Hannesson 2004; Arnason 2005).
Yet, the prioritization of economic efficiencies has also been widely criticized for
elevating economic goals while minimizing the negative outcomes these programs create for
smaller operations and coastal fishing communities (Carothers and Lowe 2008). For example,
economists argue IFQs should be leasable to provide advantages to harvesters looking to makeshort term adjustments to their operations without having to sell their IFQ and exit the fishery
(Deacon and Costello 2007). However, maritime social scientists have shown that more flexible
leasing rules increase the likelihood that fishing rights will create negative distributional
outcomes for coastal fishing communities as the rights migrate to a few large fishing operations
headquartered in urban areas that benefit from economies of scale (Stewart et al., 2006;
Karlsdóttir 2008; Carothers, Lew, and Sepez 2010). Pinkerton and Edwards’ (2009) work further
illustrates this point by showing how flexible leasing rules can create an absentee class of owners
who earn profits but do not incur the same financial or physical risks as the people who are
actually fishing. Depending on the extent to which an IFQ program’s design encourages
consolidation, programmatic implementation can also radically reduce the number of crew
positions available in a fishing industry (Pinkerton and Edwards 2009), and create new economic
barriers for people looking to enter the fishing fleet (Coleman et al., 2018).
The following pages expand on this broader debate. I first articulate the desirability
economic efficiencies espoused by economists, fishery managers, and the broader conservation
community supporting IFQs. Next, I explore how four different quota systems in New Zealand,
Iceland, British Columbia, and Alaska approach economic efficiencies in their designs.
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Admittedly, any number of programs could have been chosen for this purpose, but these four
cases were selected because of their high profiles, data accessibility, and their status as
frontrunners in IFQ implementation. The third section of this chapter responds to the economic
goals of IFQ designs by introducing the multivalent justice implications of their use for smallscale fishers and coastal fishing communities. Finally, this chapter concludes by considering
calls to move from individualization and commodification towards community-based approaches
for fishery management. This final section analyzes some elements of the CDQ Program in
comparison to IFQs in terms of efficiency and justice (Donkersloot and Carothers 2016b).

Economic Efficiency in IFQ Management Discourses and Designs
The widespread use of private fishing rights reflects the broader neoliberal paradigm
organizing the contemporary political economy based on principles of marketization,
commodification, and deregulation (Pinkerton and Davis 2015). Markets and fishery
management were woven together over 50 years ago when the issues facing resource managers
were portrayed as a “common property” problem (Gordon 1954). Commonly held goods are
rivalrous, and Gordon (1954, 131) claimed that harvesters will continue to enter the fishery and
race for their share of the resource under open access conditions because the profits are
essentially unguarded and able to be earned by anyone:
“In the sea fisheries the natural resource is not private property; hence the rent it may
yield is not capable of being appropriated by anyone.”
This logic has since influenced the thinking of economists and fishery managers who generally
argue that open access conditions create overcapitalized fisheries due to the economic incentives
they present to potential or existing fishers (Christy 1973; Moloney and Pearse 1979; Hannesson
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2004). 12 A former Alaska fishery manager described this perspective in their own terms with
respect to the Pacific halibut and sablefish IFQ program:
“You know, in an open access fishery that would open up, people would just
have to race out there irrespective of the weather in dinky little boats and put
their life at risk, lose a lot of gear, have a lot of wastage, all of that stuff. We
thought hey let's try to get rid of that, and the halibut IFQ program was
successful because we did get rid of that.” 13
However, the evidence is mixed as to whether IFQ programs actually achieve conservation
outcomes because the economic incentives provided by contemporary capitalist systems persist
regardless of whether IFQs are used (Acheson et al., 2015; Donkersloot and Carothers 2016b).
Even with an IFQ program, for example, there are still incentives for fishers to act dishonestly by
highgrading their catch (i.e., keep the choice fish from the targeted species brought onboard),
exceed their quota limit, or misreport their catch. Further, the conservation logic linking property
ownership with resource conservation is diminished in those instances where individuals lease
their quota from owners (Donkersloot and Carothers 2016b). Finally, a diverse, small-scale
fishing fleet can create pro-environmental outcomes as these harvesters use smaller operations
and less technologically advanced gear (Mansfield 2010). As such, IFQs are seen by some
analysts and economists as economic tools that are designed to facilitate more efficient
harvesting through the removal of unproductive labor, consolidation of fishing assets, and capital
accumulation (e.g., Arnason 2005).
Whether an IFQ program can generate efficiencies and maximize profits depends on how
it is designed. IFQ programs draw on property theory emphasizing security, exclusivity,
transferability and permanence (Macinko and Raymond 2001; Scott 1996; Sumaila 2010). As
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It is important to note that this understanding of the relationship between fish and people tacitly ignore the ways in
which the technological capacity of modern enterprises also contribute to biological degradation (Mansfield 2010).
13
Interview, former Alaska fishery manager, March 13th, 2018.
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Icelandic fishery economist Ragnar Arnason puts it (2005, 248), “if these rights are permanent,
secure, exclusive and transferable then these property rights [ITQs] are of high quality.” From
this perspective, the closer IFQs are to true property rights the better (Hannesson 2004; Arnason
2005). Security refers to the ability of an owner to enforce their rights, whereas exclusivity refers
to the ability of the owner to manage their rights without external interference. Managers can
design an IFQ program that encourages transferability by allowing quota to be leased or for
entities to own a significant portion of the overall quota limit. The latter practice encourages
consolidation and vertical integration as the rights presumably travel to efficient, capitalintensive operations that can pay the leasing price. Conversely, a lower quota ownership limit
can be used to keep a high number of participants operating in the fishery. A diverse fleet can
encourage more diffuse income earnings among a greater number of enterprises thereby offering
some modest protections for fishers looking to diversify their fishing incomes.
An unbridled IFQ design reflecting a true property right does not exist in practice, much
to the disappointment of some fishery economists (e.g., Hannesson 2004, 78). Governments are
extremely reluctant to define IFQs as a form of property right, instead often characterizing them
as harvesting “privileges,” because it allows the state to maintain authority to ultimately control
the resource by revoking the system at any time without compensating quota holders (Macinko
and Bromley 2002). In general, IFQ systems also have a low level of exclusivity because other
regulations influence and constrain the owner’s behavior. Nevertheless, economists continue to
insist that IFQ designs should get close to the so-called “economic ideal” of totally secure,
permanent, exclusive and transferable rights (Sumaila 2010). The next several sections of this
chapter looks at the design of four different IFQ systems in New Zealand, Iceland, British
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Columbia, and Alaska to investigate the extent to which they incorporate different institutional
rules for security, permanence, exclusivity, and transferability.

Case Selection
The four quota management systems discussed below are New Zealand’s 1986 Quota
Management System (QMS), Iceland’s 1990 individual transferrable quota system (ITQ), British
Columbia’s 1991 halibut individual vessel quota system (IVQ), and Alaska’s 1995 halibut IFQ
program. These four cases were selected because they all have relatively high profiles due to
their status as frontrunners for IFQ implementation, the abundance of scholarly literature written
on each program, and because they represent a mix of national and subnational management
systems. For example, New Zealand and Iceland’s quota systems are implemented at the
national-level whereas British Columbia and Alaska’s quota systems operate at the sub-national
level.
This discussion does not weigh the relative goodness of the different quota systems but
instead uses them to showcase the individuality of each design in terms of how they do or do not
approach the so-called economic ideal in the face of different political goals. I specifically
analyze programmatic rules in each IFQ system that determine who can own IFQs (e.g.,
individual fishers, vessel owners, or firms), rules that enable or constrain quota transfers, and
aggregate quota ownership limits (Moloney and Pearse 1979). Table 2 provides a snapshot of
these rules and how they differ across the four cases. Overall, this discussion provides an
important background for how the CDQ program both reflects and diverges from these other
prominent IFQ programs.
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Table 2. Snapshot Comparison of Individual Quota Programs
New
Zealand’s
QMS

Iceland’s ITQ
System

Implementation 1986
Date

1990

Owner
Eligibility

Individuals and
firms

Licensed fishing
vessels,
individuals, and
firms

Ownership
Limits

Up to 45% for
an individual
stock and 20%
for an
individual
species
Quota shares
are transferable
with few
restrictions

No more than
12% for all
species; 12-35%
limit for
individual species

Transfer Rules

Security

Initial restrictions
on transfers; post1990 ITQ-shares
are perfectly
divisible and
transferrable with
few restrictions

British
Columbia’s
Halibut IVQ
System
1991

1995

Licensed fishing A-shares able to
vessels
be owned by
non-individual
entities; B-D
shares owned by
individuals
1%
.5% to 1.5%

Initial quota
shares were not
transferable;
quota shares
became
temporarily
transferrable in
1993; in 1999
quota shares
could be
transferred
permanently
Quota shares
ITQ system can
Quota shares
are held in
be discontinued
held in
perpetuity, and without
perpetuity, but
recognized as
compensation, but not recognized
formal property TAC-shares are
as formal
under the law
secure and
property under
protected by law
the law
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Alaska’s
halibut IFQ
System

Initial quota
shares could not
be transferred; a
1996
amendment
allows shares to
be transferred
down in vessel
class size

Quota shares
held in
perpetuity, but
not recognized
as formal
property under
the law

New Zealand and Iceland as Examples of the Economic Ideal
New Zealand’s Quota Management System (QMS)
New Zealand’s commercial fishing industry was comprised of a relatively small inshore
fishery until the late 1970s when the nation established a 200-mile exclusive economic zone
(EEZ) that created a nationalized deepwater commercial fishing industry. The inshore fishery
was managed as an open access fishery for domestic participants, and the national government
actively encouraged capitalization by providing various financial incentives (Clark, Major, and
Mollet 1988). These institutional factors depressed fish stocks in the inshore fishery while also
sparking widespread interest in participating in the newly formed deepwater fisheries. The New
Zealand government implemented the QMS in 1986 under the Fisheries Amendment Act to
address conservation issues in the inshore fisheries, prevent biological mismanagement in the
new deepwater fisheries, and encourage economic efficiencies. To achieve these goals, the QMS
issued a moratorium on new fishery entrants, removed part-time fishers, and distributed quota
shares to incumbent users and corporations (Dewees 2008, 37).
Allocating initial quotas to vessel owners is a common practice under most IFQ programs
because it theoretically recognizes the person or firm who has a financial investment in the
fishing industry (Macinko and Bromley 2002). Reflecting these dominant equity norms for
allocating property rights, quota was given to enterprises with a demonstrated tenure in the
fishery for both the inshore and deepwater fisheries; the amount of quota each harvester received
was based on their individual catch record from 1982-1984 (Batkin 1996). New Zealand took a
unique approach to allocating quota, and issued the shares in metric tons of fish rather than a
percentage of the TAC, so the national government had to enter the quota market and buy back
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shares at market prices to lower the TAC, or enter the market and auction off additional quota
shares to raise it. Although closer to the so-called “economic ideal,” of creating secure fishing
rights, this feature constrained programmatic efficiencies as the cost of entering the market to
buyback quota shares to reduce TAC was unmanageable (Dewees 2008). The result was new
legislation to redefine quota shares in terms of a percent of the TAC in 1999 so quota share
holdings would change proportionally with TAC adjustments, as is done in most other IFQ
programs.
New Zealand’s policy comes closest to the economic ideal for IFQ designs considered in
this dissertation. Fishing rights under the QMS have a high level of security as they are held in
perpetuity by their owners except for the rock lobster fishery, and the national government
recognizes quota shares as formal property under the law (Bastone and Sharp 1999). New
Zealand’s QMS allows fishing rights to be bought, sold, or transferred with little restriction. For
example, the QMS actively encourages vertical integration by setting a high aggregate ownership
limit—stock ownership limits range from 10-20% while the limits for individual species are set
at 35% or 45%, the highest of the four policies compared here (Dewees 2008). 14 (Aggregation
limits vary by species because of their relative profitability and the information available about
the condition of the biological stock.) These rules encourage quota to migrate to enterprises that
are willing to pay the high cost of owning these rights, and economic theory suggests those
fishers able to purchase the majority of quota will be the most efficient and profitable in the
industry. Further reflecting the economic ideal, the QMS gives owners flexibility to sell a portion
of their quota or their entire holdings by allowing the rights to be divisible and additive.

14

New Zealand FishServe: https://www.fishserve.co.nz/information/quota-shares (accessed January 11th, 2019).
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Overall, the quota allocated under the QMS act like real property rights by enclosing
access to resources and facilitating capital accumulation. In particular, the QMS grants secure
rights, held in perpetuity, and it strongly encourages the transfer of rights. Similarly, the system
includes relatively few limits on the new market to protect small fishers, suggesting that
preventing negative distributional outcomes with respect to the structure of the fishing industry
and fishing communities’ economies might not have been a central goal of managers during the
design process (McCormack 2012).

Iceland’s Individual Transferable Quota System
The rich marine ecosystem off Iceland’s shores has supported a fishing economy and
fishing-based lifestyles for centuries. Icelandic fishery management is engaged by resource
managers, parliamentarians, industry representatives, and fishing communities who each have a
stake in the biological and economic success of these fisheries. As such, there are diverse values
related to privatization and any type of quota-based program is confronted with different political
goals (Kurien 2000; Chambers and Carothers 2017). Within this context, the Icelandic
government began considering an allocation of private fishing rights in the early 1980s to protect
national fishing industries when fishery scientists found the nation’s valuable cod fishery was at
risk of collapse (Runolffson 1997).
In 1984, Iceland implemented its ITQ system for a one-year trial period with the purpose
of improving at-sea safety, conserving fishery resources, and increasing economic efficiencies in
Icelandic groundfish fisheries (Runolfsson 1997; Kurien 2000). Icelandic ITQs are relatively
permanent because their duration is not specified, and the system will continue to exist
indefinitely so long as the government does not revoke it. Icelandic ITQs can be owned by
licensed fishing vessels, individuals, or firms. The initial rights were allocated to individuals and
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firms based on past historical catch records over a three-year averaging period prior to 1984
except for the small-scale demersal fleet (Arnason 2005).
Iceland’s ITQ system included a protective measure that reduced the scope of achievable
economic efficiencies by exempting small-scale fishers with vessels between 6 and 10 Gross
Registered Tons (GRT) in the demersal fishery (demersal fisheries include multiple species that
live near the bottom) from participating in the ITQ system. This small vessel fleet was managed
by a fleet quota similar to setting an overall TAC limit instead of individually-allocated quota
shares. The small vessel exemption was a response to privatization critics who argued the ITQ
system undermined regional fishery policy and that excessive amounts of quota would
concentrate in the nation’s urban centers (Kurien 2000). In 1990, the demersal rule became
politically unattractive when Iceland implemented a comprehensive quota system, and the rule
was eliminated under the 1991 Fisheries Management Act (Pálsson and Helgasson 1995).
The original 1984 ITQ design also included a transitional measure that prohibited entities
from leasing or transferring their shares from 1984 to 1990. This rule gave fishers an adjustment
period so they could make more informed market decisions with their quota shares. However,
vessel owners found a loophole in this restriction by selling the vessels to which the ITQ-shares
were attached, thereby allowing some concentration to occur under individuals or firms who
purchased multiple vessels (Pálsson and Helgason 1995). When the ITQ program was
permanently extended in 1990, transfer limitations were dropped to encourage the
(re)distribution of fishing rights across the fishing industry (Arnason 2005). However, all
enterprises are capped at owning no more than 12% of the quota for all species or 35% of a
single species (Karlsdóttir 2008). Similar to New Zealand, Iceland’s high aggregation limit is a
mechanism for vertical integration and the consolidation of rights under the most efficient
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harvesters. For instance, by 1992, the twenty largest fishing firms held 36% of the total quota
holdings; by 2001, that number climbed to 59% (Chambers, Helgadóttir, and Carothers 2017).
Similar to New Zealand, Iceland’s ITQ system includes several design features that
resemble true property rights, even though the government used several measures to gradually
transition the fishing industry. Icelandic fishing rights are fairly secure, these rights can be leased
with little restriction, and high aggregate ownership limits have encouraged vertical integration
with the primary goal of generating economic efficiencies and capital gains.

Breaking Away From the Economic Model?: IFQ Designs in British Columbia and Alaska
British Columbia’s Individual Vessel Quota (IVQ) System
The North Pacific’s commercial halibut fisheries have long attracted participants that
were willing to undertake financial and personal risks to fish the highly valued species. British
Columbia’s halibut fisheries were historically open access. This institutional configuration
facilitated “derby fisheries” where fishers raced for their share of the catch in short fishing
seasons; derby fisheries are notoriously dangerous as they present strong economic incentives to
land their catch as quickly as possible without regard to risks from weather or other
considerations (Casey et al., 1995). Safety concerns were amplified in the late 1970s when the
U.S. and Canada both established EEZs to give each nation sovereign rights to marine resources
in their territories. Giving first capture rights to domestic harvesters in each nation forced
Canadian vessels operating in the Alaska halibut grounds southward, and the geographical
redistribution of enterprises made British Columbia’s halibut fishery more competitive by
saturating the fishing grounds (Butler 2008). The result was excessive gear setting to land a full
catch in the short time window, and much of the fishing gear would get left behind to ‘ghost fish’
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which causes species loss and bycatch (i.e., the taking of non-targeted species). These conditions
ultimately led to dangerous fishing conditions, falling ex-vessel landing prices, and
environmental damage (Casey et al., 1995).
In response to ongoing environmental and safety concerns, British Columbia
implemented a limited incense program in 1979 to reduce the total number of vessels operating
in Canadian halibut fisheries to 435 unique boats to control resource access and use. Limited
license programs try to address overcapitalization in fishing fleets by setting a limit for how
many entities can legally access the resource. However, license programs do not necessarily slow
the race to fish because this approach only controls how many people can legally access a fishery
instead of articulating how much of the fishery person can use. The halibut limited license
program did not improve resource conservation; halibut catch records from the early 1990s
indicate that 50% more halibut was caught in a six-day season under the limited license program
than prior fishing seasons that extended over 65 days (Casey et al. 1995). While fishing
organizations began discussing alternative management options to address long-term
conservation and fleet safety issues, the Canadian Department of Fisheries and Oceans assessed
halibut license holder’s interests in a quota-based program, and the survey results reported 77%
were in favor of privatization (Casey et al. 1995). However, many halibut fishers were concerned
about the possibility of structural changes in the fishing industry with respect to consolidation
and vertical integration (Pinkerton and Edwards 2009). The outcome was a political compromise
where any quota-based system would include a two-year transition period that would prohibit the
transfer and lease of rights to prevent vertical integration and negative distributional outcomes
for small-scale harvesters.
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In 1991, British Columbia implemented its IVQ system that divided the halibut TAC
among the 435 licensed vessels operating under the 1979 license system. The amount of quota
that each vessel received was based on its catch history from 1986-1989 (Dewees 1998). Fishing
rights were attached to vessels, and the allocations are fairly permanent as the program does not
have a specified duration and will continue to exist in perpetuity unless the government revokes
it. Reflecting the original concerns over consolidation vocalized by license holders, the IVQ
system included a transitional measure that prohibited leasing or transferring fishing rights for
two years, and capped vessel ownership of quota shares at 1% of the TAC (Pinkerton and
Edwards 2009). This aggregation limit is striking in comparison to those used in New Zealand
and Iceland, but certain design features of the IVQ system create loopholes that have encouraged
quota concentration. In particular, quota is attached to vessels and the rules do not prohibit
individuals from owning multiple vessels to consolidate their total holdings. Moreover, there are
relatively few restrictions on leasing fishing rights under this system and some research estimates
that the leasing rate has increased to 79% (Pinkerton and Edwards 2009). Leasing arrangements
can threaten the long-term viability of sustainability of the industry because they concentrate
economic benefits with those people who own the rights but are not fishing. This dynamic can
limit upward mobility in a fleet, sometimes making crew positions unattractive to an aging
population or new entrants (Donkersloot and Carothers 2016a).
Overall, British Columbia’s IVQ system includes some design features that reflect the socalled economic ideal described above. However, managers operationalized their efficiency
goals differently from the quota management systems in New Zealand and Iceland. For example,
the IVQ system uses an extremely low quota aggregation limit to protect halibut fishers against
consolidation. Theoretically, a low aggregation limit could keep a high number of vessels
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operating with crewmembers thereby providing more diffuse economic benefits. However, the
IVQ system does little in practice to prevent the consolidation of rights among the wealthiest in
the industry who can purchase multiple vessels (Pinkerton and Edwards 2009).

Alaska’s 1995 Halibut IFQ Program
Halibut is a highly valued commercial and subsistence fishery in Alaska. While halibut
generally earns a high market price, it can also be fished as a day fishery. Day fisheries allow
people to fish in the day and return home to be with their families or participate in meaningful,
community-based activities in their off time (Lyons et al., 2017). Multiple dynamics caused
Alaska’s commercial halibut to grow rapidly throughout the 1980s, including: the commercial
price of halibut, the sociocultural importance of the fishery, the open access nature of the fishery,
and a growing sense that the NPFMC would soon place a moratorium on new entrants to control
resource access (Patuzke and Oliver 1997). These socioeconomic dynamics created a diverse
halibut fleet that was characterized by a high number of operating vessels. Diverse fishing fleets
are the archetype for the over used phrase that there were “too many boats are chasing too few
fish” (Gordon 1954). This logic is linked with catalyzing the privatization of fishing rights
because theory predicts private rights can fix overcapitalization if programmatic rules support
quota transfers and consolidation.
The historical record shows the NPFMC did consider issuing a moratorium alongside
either a limited license program or an IFQ program. The NPFMC preferred an IFQ program
because an allocation of private rights was believed to be able to stop the race to fish, improve
at-sea safety, and address overcapacity in the industry (FR 58, 215: 59375). At the same time,
decision-makers recognized fleet diversity and also wanted to “forestall a full-scale
reorganization of the fleet which might result in larger vessels dominating quota at the expense
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of smaller vessels…’’ (Patuzke and Oliver 1997). A former councilmember explained their logic
behind designing the halibut IFQ program in the following way.
“Anyone could jump in a skiff and catch halibut, and so implementing a catch
share program in response to all of the normal problems in the fishery that catch
share programs are meant to address was you know…it seemed good from a
management perspective but because there were so many participants in a fishery
and such a diverse fleet it was challenging to develop and implement a
program.” 15
The NPFMC’s preferred design sought to mitigate the potential sociocultural effects of a halibut
IFQ program for coastal fishing communities by deploying several institutional rules (e.g.,
owner-onboard requirements for second generation fishers, low aggregate ownership limits,
leasing restrictions, etc.) to protect the small-scale, owner-operator nature of the fleet. The extent
to which these broader goals informed the design of Alaska’s halibut IFQ program indicates
some important institutional innovation beyond the case of the CDQ Program. Managers
designed the halibut IFQ program in a way that ensured the economic benefits of the fishery
would not be maximized through full-scale quota transfer and consolidation so they could protect
the diverse halibut fleet (FR 58, 215: 59375). This decision contrasts what the neoliberal view of
fishery management predicts should happen by in terms of maximizing efficiencies (Gordon
1954; Moloney and Pearse 1979; Hannesson 2004; Costello, Gaines, and Lynham 2008).
In 1995, the NPFMC implemented an IFQ program for the federal fixed gear commercial
halibut and sablefish fisheries; it was the first large-scale IFQ program used in the federal waters
of Alaska’s coast. The halibut IFQ program allocated initial quota shares to fishers that made
legal landings with fixed gear from 1988-1990. Halibut IFQ are secure and permanent for as long
as the program continues to exist. IFQ are attached to four vessel categories (A-D) determined by
the length of the vessel. A-shares are harvested on freezer vessels of any length; B-shares are

15

Interview, former councilmember, March 5th, 2018.
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harvested on vessels greater than 60’; C-shares are harvested on catcher vessels between 35’-60’
for halibut; D-shares are harvested on catcher vessels less than or equal to 35’ for halibut IFQs.
A-shares are the only class of IFQ that can be owned by firms. Catcher vessel holdings (B-Dshares) are subject to greater restrictions and must be owned by individuals. The original
regulations prohibited quota from being transferred between vessel class sizes, but the NPFMC
allowed halibut IFQs to be transferred down in vessel class size in 1996. By not allowing quota
to be fished up in vessel class, the NPFMC institutionalized harvesting flexibility for the smallest
group of operating vessels (D-shares), which were used as a proxy for fishing communities
where residents were most likely to own or participate in the fishery on smaller vessels.
Alaska’s halibut IFQ program prohibits any type of owner entity from owning more than
1.5% of the total halibut catch in shares, and this limit is set even lower at .5% in the
Southeastern part of the state. These rules try to keep a high number of individuals operating in
the halibut fleet to prevent vertical integration, and here fishing rights are attached to individuals
instead of vessels limits consolidation under vessel purchases. Recognizing the potential for
leasing arrangements to create an absentee class of owners (Pinkerton and Edwards 2009), the
NPFMC included a rule that requires the second generation of quota owners to be onboard
during harvest, and to have 150 seadays of commercial fishing experience to be eligible to
purchase IFQ. Requiring the second generation of quota owners to be onboard should protect
against leasing by ensuring they are actively fishing. For second generation fishers, halibut
fishing rights can be leased under relatively few circumstances such as medical transfers or
military leave. However, Alaska’s IFQ program contains an important loophole as initial IFQ
owners may use a hired skipper to fish their rights and therefore remain permanent economic
beneficiaries of the fishery. (Exceptions include first-generation IFQ owners in management
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areas throughout southeast Alaska where all owners must be onboard during harvest.) This
loophole was created to protect some of the harvesting practices used by some fishers in the early
1990s because many people borrowed or fished on vessels that they did not own outright when
the program was implemented. Recent work shows nearly 70% of initial recipients of halibut
IFQ lease to a hired skipper (Szymkowiak and Himes-Cornell 2015). This practice, combined
with the expense of purchasing IFQ, have restricted access opportunities in such a profound way
that youth in the Kodiak Archipelago are reluctant to join the commercial fishing industry
(Ringer et al., 2018).
Overall, Alaska’s halibut IFQ program diverges from what we should expect to see when
comparing it to the economic ideal approximated more closely in New Zealand and Iceland,
especially with respect to rules that constrain patterns of consolidation and transfers. The use of
vessel class sizes to protect the diversity of the fishing fleet and local fishing communities
further contrasts New Zealand’s deliberate removal of part time fishers under the QMS in order
to prioritize professionalizing the industry, improve efficiency, and increase rents. Yet, despite
the inclusion of these rules, the halibut fleet and Alaska fishing communities have experienced
significant socioeconomic transformations in the wake of privatization (Carothers 2008a; Olson
2011) as IFQ has migrated through sales towards urban centers (Carothers et al., 2010).

Justice and IFQ Fishery Management
Across the four IFQ cases considered above, the prioritization of efficiency has often
obscured the broader socioeconomic and cultural implications of utilizing private fishing rights
as a management option. Maritime social scientists challenge this obfuscation by contending that
privatization is as much about justice as it is about efficiency (Pinkerton 2015). At the core of
market-based transformations of marine resources are shifts in property relations that alter social
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identities and create new modes of economic existence for coastal fishing villages (Lowe and
Carothers 2008). The following discussion focuses on the justice critiques of IFQs which are
often a response to the efficiency values that inform IFQ designs.
Scholars have challenged (Copes 1986; Mansfield 2004), if not outright rejected
(Carothers and Lowe 2008; Carothers 2010), the efficiency values underpinning the support of
fishery privatization on the grounds that IFQs are deeply unjust for certain cohorts of the fishing
industry. Issues of distributional justice emerge from the initial allocation of fishing rights which
are typically given to vessel owners. From a manager’s perspective, this is a fair practice based
on distributional norms that recognize a person’s financial investment into a fishery. However,
coastal fishing communities and crew members generally oppose this method of allocating
fishing rights because it privileges owners with financial assets rather than recognizing those
people who physically incur the risks of fishing or hold specialized knowledge of a fishery. This
concern was recorded in the public commentary filed with the Federal Register (FR 58, 215:
59385) for Alaska’s halibut IFQ program.
“The initial allocation to those who invest [in fishing vessels] would unfairly
allocate a valuable asset to relatively few fishermen and businessmen who own
vessels to the exclusion of the vast majority of fishermen who crew and operate
the vessels. This would make vessel owners and lease holders “fishermen”
regardless of their participation in the fishing activity of their vessels. Crew
members and captains who actually fished would be excluded from receipt of
quota share regardless of the years of personal investment they have as real
fishermen…”
By drawing on themes of recognition and distribution, this quote challenges the legitimacy of
allocating halibut rights to vessel owners. It raises clear questions regarding who should be
eligible to own fishing rights and whether particular determinations are equitable. Crew members
and coastal fishing communities with experience in the fishing industry who were not recognized
in the initial allocation process must purchase fishing rights at market, but depending on the
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extent to which a design includes active participation measures, owners can profit from the
fishery without directly engaging the labor of participation. These individuals have little
incentive to sell their quota, resulting in the entry opportunities for a fishery being controlled by
a select few of have consolidated power amongst themselves (Jentoft 2007; Karlsdóttir 2008;
Carothers, Lew, and Sepez 2010).
For example, a form of unrestricted market capitalism emerged in Icelandic quota
markets because the system places few restrictions on the transfer or sale of rights. The result
was rapid consolidation as owners sold their rights for windfall profits; in a mere five-year
period, post-implementation over 400 companies ceased to exist (Benediktsson and Karlsdóttir
2011). These changes have undercut the political economy of fishing villages (Benediktsson and
Karlsdóttir 2011). Allowing enterprises to transfer and consolidate significant portions of fishing
rights has also increased tension and animosity between those that own quota and those that do
not (Karlsdóttir 2008), reduced the number of available fishing-related jobs, and created new
economic inequalities between urban centers and coastal villages (Benediktsson and Karlsdóttir
2011).
Helgason and Pálsson’s (1997) early work in Iceland explores local resistance to fishery
privatization where fishers adopted distributional justice rhetoric to describe the feudal inequality
brought on by the nation’s ITQ system. Helgason and Pálsson (1997, 456) capture the public
discourse surrounding modifications to the Icelandic ITQ system (when small vessels were no
longer exempt from the system and the rights became fully transferrable), where the largest
fishing companies became known as “quota kings” and “lords of the sea.” Concerns over
distributional justice outcomes with respect to labor and employment have been so great in
Iceland that the UN Human Rights Council ruled that certain aspects of the ITQ system violate
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the human right to work (Chamber, Helgadótti, and Carothers 2017). In response to these
challenges, the government issued a quota free fishery season called the strandveiðar season that
tries to provide new access opportunities to regions with declining community participation. The
strandveiðar season ostensibly works to address structural inequalities in the nation’s fishing
industry, but Catherine Chambers, Guðrún Helgadóttir, and Courtney Carothers’ (2017) work
paints a clearer picture of the power dynamics operating throughout Iceland’s fishing industry
and the strandveiðar season.
The strandveiðar season is a retroactive mechanism used to address distributional justice
concerns, but it has created new power struggles between fishers by creating “little kings” in
fishing villages. This dynamic has transformed the social relations of Icelandic fishing
communities (Chambers, Helgadóttir, and Carothers 2017, 2).
“Little kings” think and/or behave as if they have control over the strandveiðar
season by guarding their “turf” and “creating various obstacles for others. In
fisheries, a little king is an attitude portrayed through the inherently different
interests in fisheries created by overlapping identities: community residence,
quota-ownership, species fished, gear used, boat size, and so on.”
The strandveiðar season is unique to Iceland, but redistributions of economic wealth and power
have also been observed throughout Alaska, New England, British Columbia, Iceland, New
Zealand, Denmark, Norway, and more (Carothers and Lowe 2008; Carothers et al., 2010; Holm
et al., 2015; Webster 2015; Chambers and Carothers 2017). As I discuss in greater depth below
in this chapter, these structural changes cannot be separated from issues of recognitional justice
as they instigate transformations in the social relations, labor opportunities, and livelihood
strategies of coastal fishing villages (Olson 2011; Coleman et al., 2018).
Advancing procedural justice in market-based institutions is also challenging but viewing
IFQ designs through this lens orients us towards analyzing the decision-making processes that
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crafts these institutions and the deliberative spaces that exist for their administration postprivatization. Very little maritime social science specifically targets these issues, though some
important exceptions exist (Raymound-Yakoubian 2008, 2012; Reedy-Maschner 2013). Seeing
procedural justice in the privatization of fishing rights demands an understanding of ontological,
institutional, and material barriers to justice that individuals face for meaningful representation.
The values that shape fishery management are conveyed through narratives and discourse
that shape institutions for the environment. Privatization has become nearly synonymous with
“rationalization” which approaches managing fisheries in such a way that “labor and capital
[allocated] between fishing and other industries that maximizes the net value of production”
(Fina 2006, 2). Yet the very lexicon “rationalization” implies it is a commonsense technique
which obscures its normative orientation. Carothers’ (2008) ethnographic research breaks down
the impacts of economic values and rhetoric throughout IFQ management by calling attention to
managers’ preferences for privatization. The potency of economic values and ideas of “rational”
fisheries have constrained opportunities for procedural justice by backgrounding alternative
goals (Carothers 2008, 2011).
Other procedural justice implications can arise from the high economic and cultural costs
of participating in decision-making processes. The Alaska context illustrates this point well
because coastal fishing villages are often located in remote areas where residents face high travel
expenses to participate in the NPFMC meetings, and yet, are dependent on diverse fishery access
opportunities for their livelihoods. In general, the NPFMC’s decision-making process is open
and inclusive in the sense that the meetings are open to the public, the publications produced by
council staff and other agencies are available online, and stakeholders can listen to meetings live
from anywhere in the world via a web-based platform (see Introduction). Addressing economic
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costs of engagement, concerned stakeholders may submit testimony, proposals, or commentary
in-person, via email, or in written letter. At the 2019 Kodiak Rural Leadership Forum,
community members identified several barriers to participating in the NPFMC process,
extending beyond the costs of travel. In particular, residents of Indigenous and rural communities
noted the process of giving testimony to the NPFMC as intimidating, recommending options to
not be asked question, the opportunity to testify via teleconference, and training on public
speaking. 16
However, there are linguistic and cultural barriers for Alaska Natives as elders do not
always speak English as a first language (see Morris and Hensel 1992 for a detailed analysis of
majority oppression via linguistic domination). Similarly, Indigenous cosmologies are often
incompatible or entirely juxtaposed with western concepts for resource management such as
maximum sustainable yield (Vonoit Baron 2019). Further, an ongoing critique of federal fishery
management processes are the postcolonial political and legal structures that place Alaska
Natives at the edge of material power (Carothers 2008b), able to participate but unable to vote on
the NPFMC unless appointed by the Governor. The NPFMC reserves voting seats for state and
federal management agency representatives, but the council does not have institutionalized
pathways for securing Alaska tribes’ representation on the NPFMC body (Raymond-Yakoubian,
Raymound-Yakoubian, and Monicreff 2017). When Indigenous communities are not recognized
as tribal sovereigns with distinct political rights in the deliberative or participatory spaces that
determine institutional outcomes, their diverse knowledge, cultures, and norms are at risk for
being systematically marginalized by those institutions that manage or enclose resources
(Carothers 2010).

16

North Pacific Fishery Management Council. 2019. Challenges to Participating in NPFMC Process. Discussed
under Community Engagement Committee. October 1st, 2019, Homer, Alaska.
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Issues of recognitional justice are deeply embedded in the design and implementation of
IFQ systems that subject communities to new forms of globalization via commodity markets. For
instance, IFQ designs treat the fish they manage as an objectively separate phenomena from the
ocean they are located in. This practice undermines the social values of some fishing
communities that do not separate fish or the act of fishing from the local seascape in which they
are embedded (Butler 2008; Carothers 2008; Chambers, Helgadóttir, and Carothers 2017;
Coleman et al., 2018). As fishing-based lifestyles and livelihoods change at a rapid pace, coastal
youth no longer seeing fishing a meaningful or fulfilling vocation (Coleman et al., 2018).
In Alaska, issues of recognitional injustice related to Alaska Natives’ cultural values
attached to fishing and marine ecosystems are amplified by allocations of private fishing rights
for commercial access that do not recognize subsistence use (Langdon 1986). The rules that
privatize fisheries place subsistence use or rights outside the commercial sphere. Yet some
fisheries like Alaska salmon have a murky distinction between subsistence and commercial use
as a person might choose to keep the best fish from their commercial harvest for their own table
(Blume 2012). The exclusion of subsistence considerations facilitates forms of injustice by
minimizing certain cultural values and fabricating a false separation between commercial and
subsistence economies (Carothers 2008; Reedy-Maschner 2009). This critique is not meant to
place Indigenous or coastal fishing villages outside of modernity as they need cash for common
goods and services. Rather, it aims to redirect attention to the importance of scale and local
control for villages to direct their own economic futures (Anderson 2008; Reedy-Maschner
2009).
Overall, academic and real-world resistance to privatization is anchored in themes of
justice where dissent emerges due to communities’ lived experiences of radical transformations
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in marine-based lifestyles and livelihoods (Copes 1986; Helgason and Pálsson 1997; Butler
2008; Carothers 2011; Olson 2011; Holen 2014; McCormack 2017). IFQs can threaten the
cohesion of fishing villages, and so to protect those villages it is essential that fishery
management programs recognize diverse fishing values and are designed to fit the multiple
realities of a given context. Some scholars have called for a deeper understanding of the
processes that drive overfishing and the need for privatization to address these issues (Mansfield
2004, 2010), while others bring our attention to alternative designs that move communities from
the periphery to the center of fishery management approaches (Donkersloot and Carothers
2016b; Lyons et al., 2017).
An example of a community-centric design beyond the CDQ Program is the Western
Pacific Community Development Quota Program which provides Indigenous communities
access to customary fishery resources. Rather than allocating quota shares, however, the U.S.
Secretary of Commerce and Secretary of the Interior are authorized to make direct grants
available to eligible communities. Communities must submit competitive annual plans to receive
grant money, and the total purse available for distribution is $500,000 each fiscal year (NRC
1999). The Western Pacific program operationalizes notions of distributional justice by
institutionalizing pathways for communities to overcome economic barriers to participating in
certain fisheries by allowing them to use grant monies for fishery-related conservation and
development projects.
Alaska is also home to a second community-based quota program. NMFS implemented
the Community Quota Program for federally managed halibut and sablefish fisheries in the Gulf
of Alaska in 2004 in response to observations of quota losses in remote coastal fishing
communities (Carothers 2011). The Community Quota Program operationalizes justice by
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creating a pathway for access opportunities to be redistributed by allowing communities to
collectively organize and purchase Pacific halibut and sablefish IFQ. Achieving just distributions
in this case presumably happens by allowing communities to retroactively purchase quota, which
suggests that the aspirational goal of justice for Indigenous coastal villages can be measured by
calculating how many fishing rights these villages come to own. Operationalizing justice in this
way has thus far been insufficient because it ignores the structural conditions that make
purchasing fishing rights difficult in the first place and the more nuanced sociocultural
implications of villages’ exclusion from enclosed fisheries (Carothers 2011).

Exploring How the CDQ Program Deviates from Traditional IFQ Designs
Fishery managers around the globe are increasingly aware of the broader justice
implications that accompany IFQ programs for coastal fishing villages (Young et al., 2018).
Community-based quotas are an alternative to processes of individualization and
commodification familiar in IFQ programs, but managers generally resist these approaches
because they are seen as a non-viable economic option (St. Martin 2005). Below I examine some
of the major elements of the CDQ Program’s design in terms of efficiency and justice. In doing
so, I describe how this institution both mirrors and deviates from classic IFQ designs (Table 3).
The CDQ Program’s simultaneous incorporation of capitalistic and social justice goals
(Mansfield 2007) creates new possibilities to understand how different ideas of justice emerged
and became embedded in its design, raising questions about how this institution might
simultaneously encourage and constrain efforts for achieving justice.
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Table 3. A Theoretical Comparison of Economic Principles in IFQ and CDQ Designs
Generalized Design
Principles
Programmatic Purpose

IFQ Program

CDQ Program

Conserve fishery resources;
generate economic
efficiencies by giving access
or ownership rights to
individuals and firms to
encourage “rational”
harvesting

Address underdevelopment
by redirecting economic
benefits to communities
without pre-existing assets in
offshore, industrialized
fisheries

Quota Leasing

Leasing IFQ generates profit Leasing CDQ to high bidding
for owners; allow the rights to industry partner to generate
be fished by highest bidders
profits for CDQ groups; CDQ
groups can lease CDQs to
residents at no cost

Quota Consolidation

Quota consolidation is
encouraged to maximize
efficiencies; capital accrues
under owners of fishing
rights; encourages vertical
integration

Quota Transferability

Quota transferability allows
the rights to travel and be
sold to where they are valued
most, presumably the most
efficient harvesters
Capital accrue to rights
owners; under leased IFQ,
skippers, crew, and shorebased workers paid lower
wages

Capital Accumulation

Fishery Participation

Consolidation and
integration; removal of smallscale operators and constrains
diverse fishing opportunities
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Quota consolidation
discouraged under CDQ
Program because CDQ group
allocations are cemented at
current levels; CDQ groups
use revenues to consolidate
non-CDQ rights for halibut,
sablefish, and crab fisheries
CDQ groups cannot sell their
CDQs so they are inalienable

Economic benefits diffused
throughout communities
represented by CDQ groups;
possible for profits to accrue
to CDQ group leadership who
act as IFQ owners
CDQ groups can employ
residents and non-residents as
crew, allocate fishing rights
to residents to fish, or support
permit purchasing programs
or no-charge leasing of
CDQs; CDQ groups also
have the authority to allocate
rights to non-locals

Rather than working to improve resource conservation or ratchet up the efficiencies in the
BSAI industry, the NPFMC justified the idea of designing fishing rights for communities by
looking to these villages’ socioeconomic status. As such, the CDQ Program defines communities
as the subjects of justice, diverging from classic IFQ designs by using quota to embed wealth in
select Indigenous villages. In doing so, this program provides villages with an additional form of
economic protection by insulating them from purchasing quota at market after the fisheries were
privatized (e.g., the Gulf of Alaska Community Quota Program). It is reasonable to expect that
without the CDQ Program these communities would have faced significant barriers to entering
the fishing industry because patterns of economic marginalization and exclusion are welldocumented elsewhere in Alaska where a similar program does not operate (Langdon 2008;
Carothers, Lew, and Sepez 2010). Further, CDQs are inalienable. By ensuring rights stay with
communities by prohibiting CDQ groups from selling them, the CDQ Program may also provide
an avenue for intergenerational justice by securing long-lasting social and economic
opportunities for eligible villages (NRC 1999). By requiring the quota to permanently be owned
by the six CDQ groups (and by extension eligible communities), the CDQ Program provides a
form of permanent economic protection for eligible villages for as long as the program continues
to operate.
IFQ systems are typically designed in a way that secures economic benefits with the
most efficient enterprises that benefit from economies of scale by using quota leasing and
transfer arrangements. In contrast, the CDQ Program allocated quota to villages that would
largely be considered inefficient harvesters due to their lack of fishing assets and experience in
the industrialized groundfish industry. The CDQ Program’s design encourages the CDQ groups
to leverage economies of scale by leasing their fishing rights to high-bidding industry partners.

87

Now, these firms pay the CDQ groups a high value for the right to fish resources these firms
once fished freely. Thus, CDQs are not divorced from capitalization encouraged by traditional
quota markets. Indeed, CDQs act like property rights because they are commodities with a high
value through leasing which facilitates capital accumulation for the CDQ groups (Mansfield
2004, 2007). This is an important component to the CDQ Program’s design because, in practice,
their ability to be leased means CDQs act like more traditional IFQs. The CDQ groups lease a
significant portion of their quota to industry partners or trusted individuals in the Pacific halibut
and sablefish fleet to maximize their profits. In doing so, CDQ groups can generate greater
revenue streams to channel back into social programs in their villages.
Attending more closely to the CDQ Program’s design illustrates the misconception that
market-based institutions depoliticize natural resource management by removing the
government’s hand in making resource determinations (Hannesson 2004). The State of Alaska
supported the CDQ Program as a way of addressing underdevelopment in coastal Indigenous
communities (NRC 1999), but the NPFMC was not legally obligated to allocate fishery resources
to Indigenous coastal villages. Pinkerton and Edwards (2019 in press) use this observation to
argue that councilmembers and other political actors were motivated by moral interests, but the
following chapters of this dissertation go further by exploring how different understandings of
justice emerged or became embedded into its design, and the subsequent effects of those choices
on how CDQ groups manage their fishing rights.

Conclusions
This chapter shows the ways in which different types of values related to efficiency and
justice have been approached in scholarship as well as IFQ designs. In doing so, this chapter
provides the reader with a basic understanding of the broader debate surrounding the
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privatization of fishing rights. It also provides important background for the CDQ Program,
again highlighting the program’s theoretical and empirical importance as a case for this
dissertation. The next chapter situates the CDQ Program in the broader Alaska governance
context by comparing it to older Indigenous natural resource institutions in the state, as well as
laying out the major elements of the CDQ Program’s design.
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CHAPTER 3. THE 1992 WESTERN ALASKA COMMUNITY
DEVLEOPMENT QUOTA PROGRAM

Introduction
To better understand the normative dimensions of the CDQ Program, it is important to
situate this institution in a historical context. This chapter provides an overview of the CDQ
Program’s design, and it draws attention to the complex ways that institutions for the
environment have shaped Alaska Natives’ resource use rights and village economies. Through an
investigation of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act of 1971 (ANCSA) and the Alaska
National Interests Land Conservation Act of 1980 (ANILCA), it is possible to trace Indigenous
struggles for justice to the CDQ Program, including: the malrecognition of Indigenous rights in
natural resource management, the regionalization of distributional justice conflicts, and the
corporatization of resource rights for profits. ANILCA expanded federal protections over land
use and created some protections for subsistence resource use. ANCSA is the largest land claims
settlement in U.S. history, keeping 44 million acres of land titles in the hands of Alaska Natives
while also conveying nearly one billion dollars to a network of regional and village Native
corporations in exchange for extinguishing Alaska Natives’ aboriginal hunting and fishing rights
(Anders and Langdon 1989; Case and Voluck 2012). Acknowledging these dynamics is an
important starting point for grappling with the complexity of the justice politics which informed
the CDQ Program.
My work for this chapter draws from reviews of the CDQ Program’s design (Ginter 1995;
NRC 1999; NMFS 2018; Szymkowiak and Himes-Cornell 2018), a thorough examination of
regulatory filings and publications related to the CDQ Program from the NPFMC and NMFS, as
well as some interviews with the CDQ Program’s designers. The following pages lay a critical
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foundation for the subsequent chapters of this dissertation by calling attention to the flow of
power from these older institutions to the CDQ Program by setting legal precedents for CDQ
decision-makers. For example, a major theme discussed is Chapter 4 is the fact that decisionmakers describe the CDQ Program as a non-Indigenous institution, even though it requires
eligible villages to be Alaska Native as designated by its ANCSA status. The backbone of this
assertion is that both Alaska Natives and non-Natives can access the benefits of the CDQ
program. This idea reflects the institutional rules established under ANILCA which created a
designation of rural preference for subsistence, underscoring the complex, and ongoing, ways in
which Alaska Natives’ history, political rights as sovereignties, and cultural identities are
minimized into a “homogenized rural identity” that has been imposed on Alaska Natives.
This chapter begins by analyzing land claims politics and the corporatization of land
rights under ANCSA. I place the conversation on ANCSA at the front of the chapter because the
CDQ Program’s design reflects this older institution in important ways. I then describe the
region of western Alaska and give some historical context to the Bering Sea’s modern fishing
industry. This background provides the reader a basic understanding of the geological,
climatological, social, and economic factors that shaped Alaska fishery management in the 1990s
and made early proposals for community-based quotas politically possible. I then give an
overview of the CDQ Program’s design, focusing on the management rights and administrative
power of the CDQ groups, the types of fishing rights the program allocates, the different fishing
strategies CDQ groups use to fish their CDQs, and programmatic accountability mechanisms.
While working through the analysis I discuss several observations of how different
programmatic design features might instigate different types of justice outcomes for both eligible
and non-eligible villages.
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Alaska Native Land Claims: Introducing the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act
Indigenous Peoples have existed in the modern territory recognized as the State of Alaska
for at least 12,000 years and their tribal governments are recognized with political sovereignty
that predates the formation of the United States (Lindemuth 2017), but Alaska’s 1958 Statehood
Act did not recognize aboriginal hunting, fishing, or mineral rights. Tribal sovereignty is inherent
regardless of whether tribes reside on “Indian Country,” which encompasses “all land within the
limits of any Indian reservation, ‘dependent Indian communities,’ and Indian allotments”
(Lindemuth 2017, 6). The subsequent decade after statehood was a period of intense political
debate for many Indigenous groups who asserted their identities and titles as the rightful owners
of particular territories (Mitchell 2001). In the early 1960s, the State of Alaska faced enormous
pressure to develop its fledgling economy and oil companies sought to exploit the newly found
petroleum reserves. Alaska Natives’ demands for recognition of their lands were often a direct
response to denial of their tribal status and jurisdiction as the state pursued economic and
extractive development (Case and Voluck 2012). ANCSA was the culmination of this political
battle between the State of Alaska and Alaska Natives, conveying 44 million acres of land to
twelve regional and nearly two-hundred village corporations representing Alaska Natives. To
receive ANCSA’s benefits, Alaska Natives born before December 18th, 1971 (ANCSA’s
enactment date) were required to enroll with the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and to meet at least a
one-quarter Alaska Native blood quantum. By 1973, over 80,000 Alaska Natives had enrolled
under ANCSA.
ANCSA corporations hold land titles while Alaska Natives are designated as
shareholders in their regional and village corporations from which they receive dividend
payments (Case and Voluck 2012). During the process of making land conveyances, the State of
Alaska surveyed and divided state lands based on its varying potential for economic
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development. This parceling did not reflect Alaska Natives’ traditional use of the land, and it did
not account for naturally occurring variation in the location of surface and subsurface resources
(Anders and Langdon 1989). The land rights allocated under ANCSA are inalienable yet
insecure. Native corporations cannot sell their titles outright, but ANCSA lands are corporate
assets. ANCSA originally included a transition measure that prohibited the sale of shareholdings,
but this restriction of sale was lifted in 1991, allowing the possibility for non-Indigenous people
to acquire land holdings in Native corporations. (Case and Voluck 2012).
ANCSA’s imposition of a two-tier corporate structure to manage land rights can be
broadly explained by two factors. Alaska Natives’ status as tribes was formally acknowledged in
the 1867 Treaty of Cession through which the U.S. “purchased” the territory of Alaska from
Russia. 17 Alaska tribes were later recognized by federal legislation under the Federally
Recognized Tribe List Act of 1994, but the State of Alaska litigated the federal determination
until 1996, challenging both the existence and political legitimacy of tribes (Lindemuth 2017).
Tribal recognition occurred well after the enactment of ANCSA, indicating that it would have
been politically implausible to make conveyances to sovereign tribal governments in 1971. As
such, scholars have made note of the fact that ANCSA was used as an institutional mechanism to
encourage village assimilation into modernized forms of capitalistic development (Mitchell
2001; Carothers 2008b). Outsiders and political elites have long seen the socioeconomic
problems of remote Indigenous villages as being derived from their subsistence lifestyles (Berger
1985). However, subsistence hunting and fishing are important material and cultural systems for
many Alaska Native villages that comprise a significant portion of the food consumed in rural
Alaska. The corporatization of land rights under ANCSA was a pathway towards addressing

17

U.S. 1867. Treaty of Cession, U.S.- Russia, 30 March. 15 Stat. 539.
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issues of poverty and so-called underdevelopment in Alaska Native villages by commodifying
land resources and using them as financial assets for capitalization (Mitchell 2001).
When engaging land claims politics to negotiate ANCSA, Alaska Natives believed they
would be able to protect “the traditional economy and a village way of life” if they could control
their lands; “subsistence is at the core of village life, and land is at the core of subsistence”
(Berger 1985, 60). There are different ways of understanding “subsistence” in Alaska. The State
of Alaska has historically approached subsistence in terms of its commercial value by
quantifying resource consumption rates and utilizing comparative cost estimates. Another
understanding of subsistence is from “the Indigenous perspective [that] encompasses hunting and
gathering related activities which have a deep connection to history, culture, and tradition, and
which are primarily understood to be separate from commercial activities” (RaymondYakoubian, Raymound-Yakoubian, and Monicreff 2017). Alaska Natives fought for ANCSA to
secure land titles for current and future generations to ensure that their understanding of
subsistence would endure for generations. Importantly, ANCSA predated any type of marine
enclosure in state or federal waters given its purpose as a land settlement, and thus by design, it
does not include protections for subsistence or commercial use of marine resources. The
exclusion of marine resources from ANCSA was a major point of contention for coastal villages
that use marine ecosystems in culturally and economically significant ways (Berger 1985).
Nevertheless, it should be recognized that Alaska Natives across different regions of the
state deliberately engage in commercial and market economies while maintaining subsistence
practices. Academic dialogue on subsistence can all too often trend towards “authenticating”
Alaska Native identities by “downplaying” their engagement in commodities markets (ReedyMaschner 2009). The importance of subsistence for Alaska Natives, and the recognition of these
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rights, is not that it provides a barrier to keep modernity out. Rather, subsistence is an issue of
recognitional justice and self-determination. Villages should be able to control the scope and
pace of their commercial engagement. As such, land claims politics were about more than the
just distribution of resources. Land claims are demands for recognitional justice and improving
capabilities (Schlosberg and Carruthers 2010). It was, and remains, fundamentally rooted in the
notion that the legal recognition of Alaska Natives’ land titles facilitates their wellbeing as they
can continue to have control over traditions and relationships that they deem meaningful.
Despite making demands for recognition of their political rights and institutionalized
protections for subsistence, ANCSA extinguished aboriginal hunting and fishing rights, and it
only vaguely addressed subsistence use by extending federal exemptions for Alaska Natives to
continue to use subsistence resources (Anders and Langdon 1989). This ambiguity fueled
political conflicts between Alaska Natives and lawmakers (Blume 2012) and played an important
role in the enactment of the Alaska National Interest Land Conservation Act (ANILCA) of 1980.
Tribal sovereignty conveys political rights that are not based on a peoples’ racial identity
(Lindemuth 2017), but ANILCA avoided establishing subsistence rights on a racial basis by
giving people with “rural” status preference for subsistence use on public lands. The State of
Alaska then enacted its own subsistence priority statute in 1982 which expanded ANILCA’s
rural priority to all state and federal lands (Anderson 2016). There is now a complex legal
network for subsistence management. The federal government has authority over subsistence use
on federal lands, while the State of Alaska manages subsistence for state and private lands.
ANCSA is located in this matrix as Native corporations can exclude people or firms from using
their lands, but these lands are considered private. As such, they do not have federal subsistence
protections (Anderson 2016).
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The prioritization of rural identities is a form of malrecognition that is reflective of the
broader postcolonial legal structures operating throughout the United States that continue to
subvert Indigenous rights as political sovereigns (Whyte 2011). In Village Journey, Thomas
Berger 18 provides a rich ethnographic account of Alaska Natives’ testimonies regarding ANCSA.
Berger’s work presents a diverse range of perspectives, but there is widespread dissatisfaction
with the deal ANCSA and ANILCA offered to Alaska Natives with respect to subsistence rights
(Berger 1985, 64-65).
“They came up with a thing called subsistence, or rural residence, and that is not
only for Native people but all people who are living in rural areas. I think that
one way to quickly eliminate any of the Native hunting and fishing rights in
Alaska is to use the subsistence in the place of aboriginal hunting and fishing
rights.” – Bonnie McCord, Tyonek
“Subsistence, as it is used nowadays, merely lumps us in. The State of Alaska
cannot discriminate, so subsistence is everyone’s right. We use the word
subsistence in a politically separate term and, in fact, when the state uses
subsistence, it is a privilege. To us, subsistence is our inherent right because that
is how we have always been and, I believe, that is how we will always be.” – Suzy
Erlich, Kotzebue
Rather than assuaging conflicts over land claims, ANCSA has been a driving force behind
ongoing political battles between resource managers and Indigenous communities who continue
to lay claims to aboriginal hunting and fishing rights (Blume 2012). ANCSA’s extinguishment of
aboriginal hunting and fishing rights, coupled with ANILCA’s designation of rural priority for
subsistence use, decomplexifies Alaska Natives’ cultural existence and legal rights into
homogenized rural identities, erasing their sovereign political rights and cultural heritage (Torrey
1978; Anders and Langdon 1989; Carothers 2008; Lindemuth 2017). Overall, attending to land

18

The subsequent discussion of this chapter draws heavily from the ethnographic work of Thomas Berger. Berger
was appointed by the Inuit Circumpolar Conference in 1983 to review ANCSA. Completing this task involved the
collection of a multitude of perspectives and testimony from Alaska Natives regarding ANCSA.
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claims politics helps to situate the CDQ Program’s design in the broader institutional matrix that
organizes the lives and economies and economies of Alaska Native villages.

Western Alaska
To understand the CDQ Program’s significance and some of its relative impacts on CDQ
villages, it is important to have a sense of the region where the program was implemented. There
are a variety of ways to define a region, but I highlight some of the major geological and
climatological characteristics of the Bering Sea as well as some of the economic and social
characteristics of the proximate communities.
The Bering Sea is a subarctic sea that is bordered by the U.S. to the east and Russia to the
west (see Figure 1). The western portion contains a deep-sea basin while a huge continental shelf
extends to the north and east, making the Bering Sea an extremely productive marine ecosystem.
Some of the most well-known and lucrative commercial fish species include pollock, herring,
Pacific cod, king crab, halibut, sablefish, and several rockfish species. The inland rivers that
empty into the Bering Sea are visited by some of the world’s largest salmon runs every year.
While commercially available fish species are abundant, the Bering Sea is also known for its
fierce weather, including hurricane winds, enormous waves, freezing spray, and short winter
days with little sunlight. The Bering Sea is seasonally covered in variable amounts of sea ice
which can extend as far south as the Pribilof Islands in the winter months (NRC 1999). During
the summer season, vast flocks of waterfowl migrate north to nest in the marshes nestled
alongside inland rivers and lakes. The Bering Sea is also experiencing enormous environmental
change attributed to climatological shifts. The loss and change of patterns in Arctic Sea ice as
well as species distribution changes have changed fishery engagement and harvesting practices
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(Watson and Haynie 2018). These environmental changes may have long-term implications for
the large marine ecosystem and the communities depending on these resources (NPFMC 2019).

Figure 1. Map of U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone Around Alaska
Source: Criddle and Strong (2013, 14).

The villages eligible for the CDQ Program are diverse Indigenous communities,
including: Unangan, Alutiiq, Athabascan, Yup’ik, and Inupiaq. CDQ communities sprawl across
an enormous geographic range along the Bering Sea’s coastal perimeter. Some communities
have road systems for personal and commercial transport, but there is not a contiguous road
system connecting villages to one another or other regions of the state. Access between villages
is generally limited to snow machines in the winter, vessels in the summer, or planes year-round
with permitting weather. In the early 1990s, over 25% of CDQ village households lived below
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the poverty line, and much of the housing was substandard, lacking modern amenities such as
piped water and sewers (EC3 Consulting 1994).
Separating the practice of subsistence from the landscape of values that encompass these
practices is not possible, and subsistence remains a source of material and cultural wealth for
Indigenous villages throughout the region (Voinot-Baron 2019). Further, many people derive a
significant part of their food from subsistence hunting, fishing, and gathering. Some of the most
common species harvested as food sources include: all five species of salmon, halibut, herring,
some crab species, shellfish, moose, caribou, muskox, bear, walrus, bowhead and beluga whales,
seals, birds, as well as many types of berries and plants (Fall et al., 2013). Subsistence
dependence has been shown to vary by household and village depending on the number of
residents in a village, the amount of commercial employment opportunities available, non-Native
residents, and more (NRC 1999). Yet subsistence remains the backbone of village economies as
resources move among households through sharing, trade, or barter (Wolf et al., 2009).
Alaska Native villages along the Bering Sea coast, as well as those that inhabit the
sprawling interior and Arctic coast of Alaska, continue to engage subsistence practices while
incorporating economic changes based on new technologies and cash economies (ReedyMaschner 2009). Primary sources of cash income for Bering Sea villages have historically been
commercial fishing and hunting, dividends from Native corporations, or federal and state
employment opportunities (i.e., schools, healthcare centers, airport operations, or construction)
(NRC 1999). However, rather than strictly prioritizing wage labor and a transition away from
subsistence, villages throughout the Bering Sea region have generally worked towards balancing
commercial and subsistence engagement by using cash economies to support traditional
lifestyles that now depend on market engagement (Reedy-Maschner 2009). These dynamics are
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part of what made an allocation of community-based quota so attractive as it was a potential
form of commercial development that aligned with some of the villages’ existing cultural
practices and customs.

The Modern Bering Sea Fishing Industry
The NPFMC manages the fisheries under its purview, including CDQ eligible fish
species (Table 4), under different plans because of variation in stock abundance, harvesting
methods, and the historical development of each fishing fleet. Federal fishery management
underwent a radical transformation in 1976 with the enactment of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (MSA), which created an overarching framework for
managing resources in federal waters. The MSA is named after Alaska Senator Ted Stevens and
Washington Senator Warren Magnuson who wanted to extend America’s jurisdiction over
coastal waters and invigorate the U.S. fishing industry through “Americanization” and
modernization (Strong and Criddle 2013). To this end, the MSA established protections for
marine fisheries and their development by creating a 200-mile nautical boundary called an
exclusive economic zone (EEZ). Within the EEZ, the U.S. has sovereign rights to all living and
non-living natural resources.
The MSA was a direct response to foreign development near U.S. coastlines. After World
War II, foreign harvesters from Japan, the Soviet Union, and Norway had ventures operating in
the Bering Sea, accumulatively taking billions of pounds of fish each year (Strong and Criddle
2013). For example, the Bering Sea pollock fishery is the largest single species fishery in the
U.S. In the late 1980s the annual catch limit was close to 1.3 million metric tons or 2.9 billion
pounds of fish. Most of the pollock resource and its revenue stream were landed by foreign
harvesters with the domestic fleet taking just 0.05% of the pollock catch limit (EC3 Consulting
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1994). Jude Henzler from the Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association summarized this history
during the introduction of the “CDQ on the Air” radio program broadcast throughout western
Alaska in the following way:
“Up until 1976, fishing vessels from all over the world did fish right off the
coast of the U.S., including the coast of Alaska. Now, it is very important to
remember that American fishing companies always had the same opportunity as
any of the other national fishing fleets to fish off the coast of Alaska. A point
about all of this is that in waters open to all, there was not a realistic
opportunity for an American fishing fleet to participate. And let’s underline that
word realistic because, although it is true in theory American fishermen always
had the legal right to fish the high seas, they would have had a hard or even
impossible time doing so. They would have had to compete with subsidized
fishing fleets, a complicated and perhaps even closed market, and their own
inexperience… the Magnuson Act was the first realistic opportunity for
Americans to prosecute a fishery in American waters.” 19

Americanization in the Bering sea was an economic development philosophy and political
process oriented towards capitalizing and industrializing the fishing industry to capture the
economic benefits of fishery resources for domestic harvesters (Mansfield 2010).
The domestic fleet was slow to take over the BSAI fishing industry from foreign control
because of the subsidies available to foreign fishing fleets and Japanese trade restrictions that
closed their fishery markets to U.S. operators (Strong and Criddle 2013). To encourage and
quicken the pace of Americanization, Congress directed NMFS to introduce “fish and chips”
policies which linked future access for foreign enterprises to their assistance of developing the
U.S. seafood industry by purchasing fish from U.S. vessels or developing shore-side facilities.
“We were going through a transition from directed foreign fishing to joint
ventures where the U.S. vessels would deliver to a foreign mothership, and then
from there we would transition to a domestic harvesting and processing industry.
There was State Department initiative back then that we referred to as "fish and
chips,” and what that means is that we said to different countries if you do certain
things to help advance the domestic industry, we will look favorably on your
country when it comes to allowing foreign fishing to continue or to allocate you
19

Jude Henzler, Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association (1997, Tape 1).
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know more quota to joint ventures in your country. All of this you know occurring
as we were steadily reducing and ultimately eliminating both foreign fishing and
joint ventures.” 20
Joint-venture agreements (e.g., U.S. fishing vessels contracted to deliver to foreign processors)
were also used throughout the 1970s and 1980s to encourage domestic engagement in shoreside
processing facilities. Despite attempts by the NPFMC to manage these fisheries sustainably, the
result of comprehensive strategies fueling domestic development was a fleet of vessels targeting
pollock, crab, and other groundfish species with technologically advanced gear that lead to
overfishing. Thus, understanding the problem of overfishing requires investigation into the core
mechanisms driving modernization in industrial fisheries, including: government subsidies
fueling industrialized fishery development (i.e., large-scale vessels with specialized gear that can
stay at sea for weeks or months at a time), global commodity markets supplying unsustainable
fish consumption in the global North, and the displacement of diverse small-scale fleets that are
an archetype of manager’s visions of the Tragedy of the Commons (Mansfield 2010; Webster
2015).
In the early 1990s, the NPFMC began considering a transformation towards privatization
in the Pacific halibut, sablefish, and pollock fisheries (see Chapter 2). 21 The collective
anticipation of limited entry created an opportunity for stakeholders to debate new policy options
and lay claims for what future management regimes should look like. Paul Fuhs, the former
mayor of Dutch Harbor/Unalaska, 22 made the first recorded proposal for a community-based
allocation of fishing rights in 1988. Fuhs’ argued that 10% of any Bering Sea groundfish fishery

20

Interview, former councilmember, October 24th, 2018.
The management issues facing each fishery varied; halibut and sablefish fisheries were comprised of a diverse
fleet of small-scale operators, whereas the pollock fishery was a mix of industrialized factory trawlers and retrofitted
vessels designed to deliver to onshore processing facilities.
22
The Dutch Harbor fishing port is one of the largest in the nation by landings, and home to the community of
Unalaska. Unalaska is an Unangan village originally excluded from the CDQ Program because of the significant
fishery infrastructure in Dutch Harbor. Today, Unalaska is an unofficial member of APICDA.
21
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should be distributed to Bering Sea communities if the fishery was transformed to any form of
limited entry management (i.e., license limitation, permits, of IFQ).
“Both federal and state sources of funds have been substantially reduced,
threatening the economic viability of many western Alaska villages… Now
proposals are being considered on a federal level to limit entry into the
bottomfishery. As our people have no past history in the fishery, they would
certainly not receive permits or quota shares and would be legally
disenfranchised from participating in the fishery. It would be an outrage to have a
multi-billion-dollar industry right on our doorstep without the local people
receiving any economic benefit… The CDQs would be inalienable, that is, they
could not be transferred out of the community and would be a permanent
economic birthright.” 23
Fuhs’ proposal did not argue for an allocation of groundfish rights to be distributed to Indigenous
Bering Sea villages, but instead argued that the fishing rights should go to proximate villages
where the rights would “be a powerful tool for providing jobs and financing for boats and harbor
development leading to stable rural economies” (Fuhs 1988).
At the root of this first proposal for a CDQ Program was the observation that Bering Sea
villages received little economic benefit from the offshore development happening in fisheries
off their shores, and that an allocation of fishing rights could generate new economic
opportunities for villages. Fuhs also envisioned community-based fishing rights as inalienable—
they could not be exchanged or permanently sold from the villages. This is an important
protection as it should theoretically erase financial incentives operators face to sell their rights
and exit the fishery that most IFQ designs do not include. This design could insulate eligible
villages from market forces encouraging owners to sell their rights for windfall profits, and
inalienable fishing rights might even provide a pathway towards achieving intergenerational
justice with respect to securing long-term access and ownership opportunities for fishing
villages.

23

Fuhs, Paul. 1988. “Let’s Keep Fishery Revenues in Alaska.” Tundra Times, 7 March.
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An Overview of the CDQ Program
The CDQ Program was implemented in 1992 to achieve four interrelated goals: provide
eligible communities an opportunity to participate in BSAI fisheries, support new pathways for
economic development in the region, alleviate poverty and provide social benefits to eligible
communities, and develop sustainable regional economies (FR 57, 195: 46139). The first
allocation of CDQs were for 7.5% of the BSAI pollock reserve TAC. The CDQ Program uses
four requirements to determine whether a village is eligible: a community must be located within
50 nautical miles of the Bering Sea, be designated an Alaska Native community according to
ANCSA, residents must have some experience participating in commercial or subsistence
harvesting on the Bering Sea, and the village must lack significant fishery infrastructure prior to
the implementation of the program (FR 57, 195: 46140).
To achieve these goals, the CDQ Program allocates quota for certain commercial fish
species to six non-profit corporations known as “CDQ groups” representing 65 Alaska Native
villages along the Bering Sea coast. The six CDQ groups are as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•

The Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Development Association (APICDA)
The Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation (BBEDC)
The Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association (CBSFA),
The Coastal Villages Region Fund (CVRF)
The Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation (NSEDC)
The Yukon Delta Fisheries Development Association (YDFDA)

After the CDQ Program was approved by the NPFMC, individuals from eligible villages that
worked for city and tribal councils held a series of meetings to determine CDQ governance
structures. From these meetings, the six CDQ groups emerged. The process of forming the CDQ
groups has generally been described as bottom-up in nature, (NRC 1999; Szymkowiak and
Himes-Cornell 2018) which should theoretically have given communities the opportunity to
align themselves based on their interests. However, the process for crafting institutional rules
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was rushed and little analysis was conducted to understand the broader implications of dividing
the region into six parts in this way. Moreover, despite the fact that CDQ communities are
ANCSA villages with tribal governments, the historical record does not indicate that these
groups were the result of government to government conversations between the State of Alaska
and Alaska tribes.
The six CDQ groups are diverse. APICDA represents six communities and 414 residents
at 1.6% of the CDQ population while CVRF represents 19 communities and 9,290 residents at
35% of the CDQ population. The groups are also geographically dispersed across the region
(Figure 2). New research shows that the diversity of communities exhibited under one CDQ
group can influence internal governance processes. CDQ groups representing a larger number of
communities have a greater potential for representing more diverse interests where the goals of
individual communities may be juxtaposed to one another (i.e., inland and river-based
communities may have different harvesting priorities than coastal villages) (Lyons et al., 2019).
Thus, the CDQ groups did, and continue to face, several obstacles to managing their operations.
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Figure 2. Geographic Location of the Six CDQ Groups
Source: National Research Council (1999, 9)

The CDQ Program’s first allocation of quota was attached to the highly industrialized
BSAI pollock fishery. (See Mansfield (2010) for a more detailed discussion on the social and
economic dynamics of Alaska’s pollock fishing industry.) The eligibility requirement stating that
a community cannot have well-established infrastructure prior to the CDQ Program has led some
scholars to consider the CDQ Program as a form of distributional justice by addressing some of
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the structural inequalities in the BSAI fishing industry (Langdon 2008). However, allocating
pollock quota to communities without well-established groundfish infrastructure or assets also
required they lacked the requisite gear and experience to independently fish pollock CDQs,
encouraging the six CDQ groups to enter into lucrative leasing arrangements with industry
partners that bid the highest price to fish their pollock CDQ in the early 1990s. These dynamics
facilitated new economic dependencies for CDQ groups as they relied on corporate partners to
fish their rights. Chapter 5 gives significant attention to this new relationship between CDQ
groups and industry partners, complexifying the story of the CDQ Program in terms of the wins
and losses it creates for eligible communities.
The CDQ Program has expanded several times since 1992 to include additional
allocations of federally managed fish. The scope of fishing rights now allocated under the CDQ
Program has also encouraged the CDQ groups to diversify their fishing strategies to offer the
best mix of opportunities to maximize their earnings. Beyond royalty agreements, CDQ groups
can also fish their rights on group-owned vessels where current CDQ group ownership rates of
partner fishing vessels range from 9-100% (NMFS 2017). CDQ groups may also allocate their
fishing rights to individuals or residents to fish independently. This strategy is most common in
CDQ halibut fisheries which are an important commercial and subsistence fishery for residents.
Table 4 displays the programmatic allocations of federal fisheries as a percentage of the TAC for
each CDQ fishery, and then the percentage of each CDQ fishery the CDQ groups hold.
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Table 4. Current CDQ Program Allocations of Fish Species and Amount
Species
Bering Sea
Pollock
Aleutian
Island
Pollock
Bering Sea
Fixed Gear
Sablefish
Aleutian
Island Fixed
Gear
Sablefish
Bering Sea
Sablefish
Aleutian
Island
Sablefish
Pacific Cod
Western
Aleutian
Island Atka
Mackerel
Central
Aleutian
Island
Mackerel
Eastern
Aleutian
Island/Bering
Sea Atka
Mackerel
Yellowfin
Sole
Rock Sole
Bering Sea
Greenland
Turbot
Arrowtooth
Flounder
Flathead Sole

CDQ Program
Allocation
10%

APICDA BBEDC CBSFA CVRF NSEDC YDFDA
14%

21%

5%

24%

22%

14%

10%

14%

21%

5%

24%

22%

14%

20%

15%

20%

16%

0.0%

18%

31%

20%

14%

19%

3%

27%

23%

14%

7.5%

21%

22%

9%

13%

13%

22%

7.5%

26%

20%

8%

13%

12%

21%

10%
10%

15%
30%

21%
15%

9%
8%

18%
15%

18%
14%

19%
18%

10%

30%

15%

8%

15%

14%

18%

10%

30%

15%

8%

15%

14%

18%

10%

28%

24%

8%

6%

7%

27%

10%
10%

24%
16%

23%
20%

8%
8%

11%
17%

11%
19%

23%
20%

10%

22%

22%

9%

13%

12%

22%

10%

20%

21%

9%

15%

15%

20%
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Western
Aleutian
Island Pacific
Ocean Perch
CAI Pacific
Ocean Perch
Eastern
Aleutian
Island Pacific
Ocean Perch

10%

Table 4 continued
30%
15%
8%

10%

30%

15%

8%

15%

14%

18%

10%

30%

15%

8%

15%

14%

18%

BS C. Opilio
Crab
EBS C.
Bairdi Crab
BS C. Bairdi
Crab
Bristol Bay
Red King
Crab
St. Matthew
Blue King
Crab
Pribilof Red
and Blue
King Crab
EAI Golden
King Crab
Adak Red
King Crab

10%

8%

CDQ Crab
20%
20%

17%

18%

17%

10%

10%

19%

19%

17%

18%

17%

10%

10%

19%

19%

17%

18%

17%

10%

17%

19%

10%

18%

18%

18%

10%

50%

12%

0%

12%

14%

12%

10%

0%

0%

100%

0%

0%

0%

10%

8%

18%

21%

18%

21%

14%

10%

8%

18%

21%

18%

21%

14%

CDQ Prohibited Species in Groundfish Fisheries
10.7%
24%
21%
8%
12%

12%

23%

10.7%

26%

10.7%

24%

10.7%
varies

25%
22%

Zone 1 Red
King Crab
Zone 1
Bairdi
Tanner Crab
Zone 2
Bairdi
Tanner Crab
Opilio Crab
Pacific
Halibut

24%

15%

14%

18%

8%

8%

8%

26%

23%

8%

11%

10%

24%

24%
22%

8%
9%

10%
12%

8%
12%

25%
23%
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Table 4 continued
PS Chinook
Salmon (A
Season)
BS Chinook
Salmon (B
Season)
BS Chinook
Salmon
(Total)
AI Chinook
Salmon
Non-Chinook
Salmon
Halibut 4B
Halibut 4C
Halibut 4D
Halibut 4E

9.3%

14%

21%

5%

24%

22%

14%

5.5%

14%

21%

5%

24%

22%

14%

8.2%

14%

21%

5%

24%

22%

14%

7.5%

14%

21%

5%

24%

22%

14%

10.7%

14%

21%

5%

24%

22%

14%

20%
50%
30%
100%

CDQ Halibut
100%
0%
15%
0%
0%
26%
30%
0%

0%
85%
0%
70%

0%
0%
24%
0%

0%
0%
30%
0%

0%
0%
20%
0%

CDQ Group Accountability and Transparency
The amount of quota CDQ groups received was adjusted on an annual basis based on the
merit of their Community Development Plans (CDPs) for the first fifteen years of the CDQ
Program’s existence (EC3 Consulting 1994). Federal regulations required CDQ groups to submit
their CDPs on an annual basis to the State of Alaska who could make (re)allocation
recommendations to the U.S. Secretary of Commerce acting through NMFS. The CDP process
was extensive, and it required each group to state how much quota they needed to meet their
goals, a statement justifying their request, detailed project descriptions, an estimated number of
employment opportunities, a detailed business plan, business partners, and budget (EC3
Consulting 1994, 10; NRC 1999).
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Table 5. CDQ Group Initial Allocation Requests Compared to Their Actual 1992-1993
Season Allocation Amount
CDQ Group
APICDA
BBEDC
CBSFA
CVRF
NSEDC
YDFDA

CDQ Villages
7
16
1
20
15
6

Original CDP Pollock
Request
30%
33%
33%
33%
33%
17%

1992-93 Pollock
Allocation
18%
20%
10%
27%
20%
5%

The annual CDP submission process played a major role in holding CDQ groups
accountable by allowing the State of Alaska to observe how the groups were working on behalf
of their residents to achieve the goals outlined in their CDP which were compatible with the
overall purpose of the CDQ Program. However, the CDP process was also one of the most
controversial elements of the CDQ Program’s design because preparing these documents
required extensive human resources to be accounted for in each group’s year-to-year operations.
The CDQ Program requires each CDQ group’s Board of Directors to be comprised of at least
75% commercial or subsistence fishers from the villages the group represents (NRC 1999). This
rule theoretically solidifies some local participation in leadership roles for the CDQ groups.
However, the CDP rule also created an institutionalized knowledge gap; elected fishers running
the CDQ group operations are not necessarily businessmen with corporate acumen for
commercial and private sector development.
The CDP process was also challenging for CDQ groups because it continually changed
their quota holdings, making it difficult for leadership to make sound long-term investment
choices. In this sense, even though CDQs were inalienable, the amount of fishing rights each
group received was insecure and varied based on their performance. This insecurity drove poor
investment choices among some CDQ groups early on because it compelled high-risk, high-
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reward decision-making. For example, the group that previously represented residents along the
Coastal Villages Fishing Cooperative (now represented by CVRF) dissolved in the late 1990s
when their partnership with a catcher-processor pollock vessel failed in foreclosure (NRC 1999).
Understanding the CDP process in this way raises both distributional and procedural justice
questions as to whether distributing programmatic quota among the CDQ groups based on merit
unjustly penalized CDQ communities that own the quota and are the actual beneficiaries of the
program.
Recognizing these challenges, and following the recommendation of a special committee
established to review the CDQ Program, Congress reauthorized the MSA in 2006 to erase the
CDP process and fix the distribution of fishing rights among the CDQ groups at 2006 levels (see
Table 4). CDQ Program oversight is now reduced to a decennial review carried out by the State
of Alaska. The decennial review is based on CDQ group’s self-reporting on four criteria: the
socioeconomic conditions of the CDQ group’s villages, the CDQ group’s financial performance,
the CDQ group’s workforce development efforts, and the extent to which the group works
toward achieving their former goals articulated in older CDPs. The CDQ groups choose how to
weight these criteria when reporting to the State of Alaska for review. The removal of the CDP
process created a major transparency gap, so the reauthorization of the MSA also established the
Western Alaska Community Development Association (WACDA). WACDA is an
administrative panel comprised of one representative from each CDQ group, and it is supposed
to facilitate and oversee the activities of the groups. However, any decision or recommendation
made by WACDA requires unanimity among the panel of CDQ group representatives. The
unanimity requirement has made WACDA a largely dysfunctional organization since its
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inception because the six CDQ groups have vastly different opinions on how the program should
be run.
Interviewees disagreed on the merit of removing the CDP process and its impact on
programmatic oversight and accountability. Some people described concern over the CDQ
Program’s lack of transparency, given that the CDQ Program delegates substantial power to the
six CDQ groups to independently manage their allocations as they see fit. These dynamics raised
several questions that some interviewees feel they no longer have answers to: Why do CDQ
group’s pursue particular development choices over others? What share of the royalties earned
from fishing rights are invested back into the communities as opposed to paying executive
salaries or sitting in investment funds? From this perspective, as described by one representative
from BBEDC, Alaska’s resources are public goods, “and the people who use it, no matter who
they are, need to be aware of that and aware that the use of these catch shares in particular is a
privilege.” 24 Conversely, the CDP process was described in negative terms by an APICDA
representative as well as fishery managers as an administrative “yoke” 25 endured by the CDQ
groups and as overtly “paternalistic.” 26 From this perspective, the CDQ Program’s design gives
flexibility to each CDQ group to pursue the development strategies they feel best meet the needs
of their villages. 27 In short, the only administrative body the CDQ group leadership should be
held accountable to is its respective Board of Directors. Interviewees with this opinion also said
the CDP process unfairly forced the CDQ groups to compete with one another for a scarce
amount of quota and ignored the fact that there should be an anticipated level of diversity in each
group’s development portfolio as each group pursues locally-tailored strategies.

24

Interview, BBEDC representative, August 4th, 2017.
Interview, NMFS representative, August 4th, 2018.
26
Interview, APICDA representative, October 24th, 2018.
27
Interview, BSFA representative, August 1st, 2017.
25
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The CDP process played an important role in creating transparency for outsiders with
respect to CDQ group decision-making, but it was not designed to facilitate procedural justice
for CDQ residents in terms of their inclusion in decision-making processes or holding CDQ
group leadership accountable. The CDQ groups generally work to facilitate communication
between residents and group leadership through periodic in-community meetings or annual
meetings that cultivate a professional space for staff and residents to meet, attend group-led
presentations, provide updates on available programs, crowdsource resident interest in certain
fishing opportunities, and recap the CDQ group’s annual performance. However, the extent to
which a CDQ group offers any of these deliberative platforms is derived from their own political
will rather than the CDQ Program’s design. Moreover, residents’ capacity to engage deliberative
or decision-making processes can be constrained by travel costs if the CDQ group is
headquartered outside the region. BBEDC and CBSFA are the only two groups to be
headquartered in the regions they represent. This choice is strategic as it generates a sense of
place-based autonomy for the CDQ group and residents. Representatives from both BBEDC and
CBSFA described deliberate transparency goals with respect to their operations by encouraging
residents to socialize in group-owned spaces (BBEDC 2007), as well as attend membership and
fishing meetings. 28 Other CDQ groups choose to be headquartered in urban areas like Anchorage
to be closer to skilled labor pools and industry partner’s operations, reflecting the diverse
approaches to meeting the program’s social goals discussed in chapter 5.
Overall, the CDQ Program includes relatively weak procedural mechanisms to ensure
deliberative processes exist for residents to participate in CDQ group decision-making. Yet,
villages are the rightful owners of CDQs which are supposed to be managed on their behalf by

28

Interview, BBEDC representative, November 5th, 2018.
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CDQ groups. The primary pathway through which residents can exert influence on CDQ group
leadership decision-making is through Board Member elections that occur every three years.
Most of the CDQ groups use municipal elections to determine Board membership, but BBEDC
gives greater control to the tribal governments in their villages which are able to appoint a
representative to the Board of Directors. 29 An important future task for CDQ-related work isa
better understanding of who is elected or offered employment under the groups, and whether
these positions further consolidate power under people who are already socially and
economically well-off.

High-level Justice Implications of ANCSA and the CDQ Program’s Designs
Corporatizing Resource Rights
One of the most controversial features of ANCSA was its imposition of corporations as
new governance entities in villages (e.g., Berger 1985). There is a misapprehension that the land
under ANCSA is owned by Alaska Natives, but it is not. The land belongs to corporations. Using
regional and village corporations to manage land rights is fundamentally an issue of
recognitional justice as it places corporations in the spotlight, obscuring the legitimacy and
sovereignty of tribal governments in Alaska Native villages. Moreover, ANCSA operates by
delivering economic benefits to residents via employment or a transfer of money through
dividend payments. This design places Native corporations in an uncomfortable position between
their shareholders who may desire to leave lands undeveloped for subsistence use while their forprofit ventures and partnerships are necessarily built around the development of these lands. The
corporate model has continued to instigate political conflict between Alaska Natives and the

29

Ibid.
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State of Alaska because it is designed to promote commercial development which can be entirely
divorced from Indigenous forms of governance and traditional land use.
The CDQ Program also corporatizes resource rights by allowing CDQs to be held and
managed under the six CDQ groups. Linking ANCSA to the CDQ Program raises questions
about the broader effects of the corporatization of fishing rights. Some CDQ groups use leasing
arrangements with industry firms to generate revenues to invest into their villages. CDQ group
decision-making that prioritizes capitalization via leasing changes the act of fishing by
emphasizing different types of participation in federally owned and industrialized offshore
fisheries (Miller 2012). While using their quota to invest into the offshore sector has given the
CDQ groups opportunities to embed enormous wealth in their villages, these leasing
arrangements also facilitate CDQ group and CDQ village dependencies on the royalties earned
from leasing arrangements to subsidize valuable social programs in these villages, including
local programs that support traditional and subsistence fishery use.

Regionalized Distributional Justice Conflicts
Over time, ANCSA’s design has instigated new conflicts among Alaska Native villages
based on arbitrary boundaries tracing the location of regional and village corporations. These
boundaries have been shown to prompt distributional conflicts as the lands, and thus
opportunities, selected by each regional corporation vary in their commercial value. Disparities
in the commercial value of ANCSA landholdings has major implications for the material benefits
these corporations can provide to shareholders via dividend payments. A quote from Jack Wick,
a resident of Larsen Bay, Alaska (Berger 1985, 31), brings to light the implications of organizing
Alaska Native villages into territories represented by corporations.
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“All the people that used to be together everybody became distinct different
villages. regions became different regions. Some regions even split in half just so
they would get their own control… Boundaries were fought over, whereas two
groups of natives or two villages, who never had a problem before, they’re
fighting over boundaries.”
The CDQ Program’s historical record indicates similar distributional conflicts emerged
throughout its multi-year negotiation process. CBSFA represents the one community of St. Paul.
When the CDQ groups formed during the initial design process, St. Paul separated themselves
from other villages located on nearby islands which would have created a unified group under
APICDA. The community’s choice to independently represent themselves was motivated by
their cultural and political histories. 30 In particular, the St. Paul island economy had been
radically transformed with the 1983 Fur Seal Act when the federal government withdrew their
economic support from the Pribilof Islands and significantly curtailed the commercial fur seal
harvest.
“The Pribilof Islands… are at the center of the darker parts of U.S. history (St.
Paul and St. George) are home to approximately 750 individuals, as well as
millions of seabirds and marine mammals. These two volcanic rocks were settled
in the 18th century when Russian fur traders forced a number of Alaska Aleuts out
of their homes and carried them to the islands so that they could supply seal pelts
for the Russian fur market. The Aleuts were kept in slavery until Alaska was sold
to the U.S. in 1867. Unfortunately, the term “land of the free” was not applied to
the Aleuts; in fact, they continued to be kept enslaved by American merchants and
later the U.S. government until the 1960s. By this time, the Aleuts had become
virtual wards of the U.S. government with their only livelihood being the harvest
of fur seals.” 31
Economic hardship derived from colonization and mercantilist subjugation influenced St. Paul’s
identity as a community (Torrey 1978), but also their vision for what would constitute a just
allocation of community quota.

30
31

Interview, CBSFA representative, December 17th, 2018.
Don Young. “Memo: A Bill to Support the Pribilof Islands,” April 25th, 1989.
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Fishermen’s associations from St. Paul requested an allocation of no less than 5% of all
Bering Sea groundfish be set aside for purposes of commercial development at the NPFMC’s
April 1989 meeting. This request was distinct from early proposals for the CDQ Program which
were “unacceptable” for St. Paul because it would not recognize the unique economic needs of
the community, and it instead more widely diffuse the allocation of groundfish quota among
many coastal villages. 32 This example creates a possibility to consider community-based quota
as a form of distributional justice based on reparations. Perhaps more importantly, CBSFA’s
request for a distinct allocation of community fishing rights, and the group’s representation of
one community, is also a reflection of peoples’ understanding of what it means to be a resident of
St. Paul. Linking ANCSA and the CDQ Program in this way shows how processes of
regionalization based on distributions of resources and the corporations that manage them
emerge from, and shape, understandings of what it means to be a St. Paul resident.
The regionalization of western Alaska villages under the CDQ groups has also instigated
distributional conflicts related to inter-CDQ group allocations of quota. CVRF represents the
highest portion of CDQ residents, and they have campaigned for reallocations of fishing rights
based on population even if doing so would dramatically reduce the amount of fishing rights held
by other groups, and therewith, the scope of benefits these CDQ groups can provide their
villages (CVRF 2015). As I discuss in Chapter 5, the smaller CDQ groups (e.g., APICDA and
CBSFA) feel like the “Just Fix CDQ!” campaign, if successful, would dramatically constrain the
nature and scope of benefits these groups can provide their residents.
Finally, based on their geographic positioning and so-called underdeveloped status, CDQ
villages have been partially insulated from the processes of commodification and enclosure that
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have dramatically constrained communities’ access opportunities and catalyzed radical
socioeconomic changes in villages across other regions of Alaska (Reedy-Maschner 2013; Holen
2014; Donkersloot 2016; Ringer et al., 2018). Since its implementation, the CDQ Program’s
application to communities within 50 nautical miles of the Bering Sea have raised several
questions regarding a possible “boundary effect” (NRC 1999). It is now well established that
quota implementation can create uneven landscapes of wealth across fishing industries and
displace small-scale operations that constitute the social and economic backbone of villages
(Carothers 2010, 2013). Remote coastal Indigenous communities throughout Alaska have been
disproportionately affected by these changes (Carothers, Lew, and Sepez 2010), and non-CDQ
communities’ witness of the opportunities and benefits made available to CDQ villages have
continued to shape their perceptions of wellbeing (Langdon 2008; Ringer et al., 2018).
Considering the socioeconomic changes experienced by villages post-privatization, the
importance of the CDQ Program’s institutional rules becomes more clear. By allocating fishing
rights to select villages pre-enclosure, the CDQ Program provided communities a secure holding
of quota that can translate into direct fishing opportunities or revenue streams which are not
available to communities elsewhere in Alaska.

Conclusions
This chapter provides important historical context for the CDQ Program’s design and
some of the broader politics that encapsulated this process. In sum, it calls attention to the ways
in which the CDQ Program’s design is mostly geared towards optimizing economic efficiencies,
has instigated regionalized distributional conflicts, and ultimately reflects long-standing power
struggles between Alaska Natives and the State of Alaska with respect to control and ownership
of natural resources. The next chapter investigates the political process of negotiating the CDQ
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Program’s design with an eye towards different conceptualizations of justice and how different
actors translated these visions into particular institutional rules.
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CHAPTER 4. EXPLAINING THE JUSTICE POLITICS OF THE CDQ
PROGRAM

Introduction
By leveraging process tracing and a qualitative content analysis on an extensive
collection of archival and interview materials, this chapter explores how different understandings
of justice emerged and were institutionalized or resisted during the CDQ Program’s multi-year
design process. Results indicate the CDQ Program reflects a much broader struggle over the
ways in which different values and identities are rendered legitimate within the Alaska
governance context. The data reveal the ways in which the design choices selected by
councilmembers and other political actors (i.e., councilmembers, State of Alaska politicians and
employees) were largely linked to particular understandings of distributional justice. Throughout
NPFMC discussions, the idea of community-based quota was described as a pathway for
meaningfully addressing underdevelopment in by resetting the flow of wealth from the Bering
Sea fishing industry towards select coastal villages. Understood in this way, the actual allocation
of commodities is an important tool for villages to experience justice.
Although the perspectives of CDQ decision-makers are important, they only tell a partial
story of CDQ politics and the normative dynamics that influenced its design. Indeed, much of the
contemporary scholarship on the CDQ Program has overlooked the nature of the demands made
by Indigenous communities and local fishing organizations (Ginter 1995; Mansfield 2007;
Szymkowiak and Himes-Cornell 2018; Pinkerton and Langdon 2019 in press). An important
contribution of this chapter is its incorporation of the oral and written testimonies submitted by
Indigenous communities and local fishing groups which diverges from councilmembers.
Specifically, these stakeholders conveyed how the CDQ Program should be used to restructure
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access opportunities for commercial fisheries in the Bering Sea to provide an institutionalized
protection for secure and direct fishing opportunities (i.e., the residents fish the rights
themselves). These actors saw the possibility for CDQs to generate wealth, but rather than
narrowly focusing on the act of distributing fishing rights to villages, the oral and written
testimonies of local actors describes how CDQs could provide a pathway for achieving justice,
placing greater emphasis on building the particular capacities people needed to live meaningful
lives.
Perhaps unsurprisingly, the CDQ Program’s design largely reflects the understandings of
justice articulated by decision-makers. For example, the program encouraged villages to enter
into partnerships with industrialized firms from the beginning to earn royalties from leasing
arrangements. These revenues were to be invested into community-based development projects
by the CDQ groups. While the broad goals of developing strong regional economies and
alleviating village poverty are not altogether undesirable, defining justice in this way necessarily
limits the available pathways for achieving it. Even so, the CDQ Program has a polycentric
power configuration; the six CDQ groups hold a considerable level of authority to set their own
goals and pathways for achieving them (Ostrom 2010). This institutionalized flexibility allows
individual CDQ groups, at certain times, to deviate from purist capitalization strategies. A major
theme introduced in this chapter and investigated with greater depth in Chapter 5 is how the
CDQ Program’s design allows for contingent exercises of power to meet local demands for
justice as they evolve over time.
The following pages first describe my methodological and analytical approach. Next, I
expand on the ways in which councilmembers and other political actors conceptualized the
purpose of the CDQ Program and trace how different visions of justice emerge in the data using
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the established framework. I then explore the different design options proposed and considered
by councilmembers, making note of the interlinkages between the themes of distributional justice
in the discussion on CDQs and specific configurations of rules. I position the analysis of the
testimony and alternative design proposals from Indigenous communities and local fishing
organizations towards the end of the chapter because these demands are largely a response to the
options and alternatives explored by councilmembers. Overall, this chapter makes an important
contribution to understanding the CDQ Program’s political origins, and it ultimately repoliticizes
the conversation on the CDQ Program by questioning some of the dominant assumptions about
the purpose of allocating community fishing rights.

Methods and Approach
The observations presented in this chapter are drawn from process tracing methods and a
qualitative content analysis on the set of archival materials collected from the NPFMC and the
BSFA (Introduction), as well as interviews with individuals intimately involved with designing
the CDQ Program. My interviews include former Washington and Alaska councilmembers,
former Alaska politicians and State of Alaska employees, representatives from the commercial
fishing industry, CDQ residents, and fishing organizations. An important limitation to the work
conducted for this dissertation is its lack of contemporary Indigenous perspectives on justice and
the CDQ Program. Although I did reach out to some members of Alaska Native villages beyond
individuals affiliated with the CDQ groups, I found that people were reluctant to talk to me as an
outsider. Time and resource constraints also made it infeasible to conduct an extended field stay
in a CDQ village.
Process tracing through my dataset involved making a detailed timeline of events and
thick descriptions of the occurrences between and among actors to record their ideas throughout
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the multi-year negotiation process for the CDQ Program (Munck 2004). Specifically, my record
keeping drew connections between different understandings of justice, from whom these ideas
emerged, and when. I also made note of how different actors conceptualized the purpose of the
CDQ Program and translated their visions into specific design choices. Through this effort I
became a bricoleur of the written histories, oral testimonies, and people’s personal experiences
related to developing the CDQ Program to understand the importance of particular discourses
and contingent moments (Collier 2011).
A qualitative content analysis complements a process tracing method by capturing the
full range of political discourse surrounding the CDQ Program. All textual data was coded in
NVivo, a qualitative software and statistical analysis program. I developed an initial set of codes
based on environmental justice literatures (Corbera et al., 2007; Marion Suiseeya 2014; Dawson
et al., 2018; Friedman et al., 2018), research on IFQ management (Hannesson 2004; Arnason
2005; Carothers and Lowe 2008), and published federal regulations for the CDQ Program (FR
57, 248: 61329). The set of initial codes included themes related to justice, efficiency, and
communities, including: “Distributional Justice,” “Merit-based Principles of Allocation,”
“Recognitional Justice,” “Economic Efficiencies,” “Capitalization,” “Programmatic Purpose,”
“Eligibility Requirements,” and more. I then used a grounded theory approach (Guest et al.,
2006) to develop additional codes focusing on negotiation topics that received significant
attention during political debate. For example, many actors gave suggestions for the CDQ
Program’s purpose, but the debate over what the CDQ Program should achieve largely centered
on whether it should alleviate village poverty or encourage direct fishing opportunities (see
Introduction).

124

Understandings of Distributional Justice Related to the CDQ Program
As I reflected on my interviews with former councilmembers and retired fishery
managers, it became apparent that at the forefront of their understandings of the challenges
facing Bering Sea villages were persistent issues of economic instability and poverty. I asked
both former and current councilmembers, as well as employees from the Alaska Department of
Commerce and Department of Community and Regional Affairs, to describe the CDQ Program’s
purpose in their own terms and it was common for people to begin their account by
characterizing Bering Sea villages as economically destitute. For example, a former member of
the State of Alaska’s “CDQ Task Force” responsible for writing its regulations described Bering
Sea villages as “fourth worldly” where people live in “enormous poverty.” 33 A former
councilmember described the region as “the Appalachia of Alaska,” 34 while a non-Indigenous
representative of YDFDA casually stated how the state tourism brochures warn visitors that
traveling to these villages means preparing for a lack of modern amenities (e.g., running water,
restaurants, and lodging facilities). 35 These economic realities facing Bering Sea villages were
portrayed by State of Alaska employees as an obvious “fact,” a simple “reality,” 36 of what it
means to be from western Alaska.
Reflecting Paul Fuhs’ (1988), the former mayor of Dutch Harbor/Unalaska, very first
proposal for community-based groundfish quotas that claimed Bering Sea villages’ “threatened
economic viability” is the result of little commercial and private sector development, the
historical record captures Larry Cotter (Alaska councilmember with ties to Central and Southeast
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Alaska who eventually became the long-standing CEO of APICDA) negotiating for a CDQ
Program in August 1990 with similar, poverty-oriented rhetoric.
“I view the purpose of this program to be one where we can provide
communities that are legitimately suffering…that are economically destitute,
with an opportunity to begin to develop a local economy that is based upon
resources that are in waters that are essentially adjacent to those
communities, at their doorsteps.” 37
Cotter was not the only Alaska councilmember who saw the purpose of the CDQ Program in
economic terms.

“What I wanted was to set up a deal to get the fishermen into it from there and
give them a solid block that they could lease, or do anything they want with it
to be able to parlay it [their fishing rights] into ownership of fishing
assets.”38
“The purpose was capital so communities could jumpstart their participation
in the seafood industry as an equal partner.”39
Distributing valuable commodities is an obvious answer to the so-called underdevelopment
issues facing Bering Sea villages as it could provide a form of distributional justice by lessening
certain disadvantages that they experience to entering the fishing industry, or provide villages
with a form of secure ownership to “parlay” resource revenues into Bering Sea assets. However,
noticeably absent from the descriptions of Bering Sea communities given by councilmembers
and State employees were villages’ social or cultural connections to place and people. Linking
villages’ underdevelopment with an allocation of private rights embeds the solution in the
problem statement, creating a self-evident truth (Ostrom 2000) that obscures the contentious
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processes through which different material worlds become socially constructed (Lyons et al.,
2017).
The goals of building strong regional fishing-based economies and mitigating village
poverty have “commonsensical power” (Carothers 2008b), but these understandings of the
socioeconomic issues facing Alaska Native villages’ obfuscate the ways in which many outsiders
and political elites have long seen Indigenous poverty as being derived from the “intolerable”
nature of their subsistence lifestyles (Mitchell 2001, 170). Alaska Native villages in western
Alaska and elsewhere do face real social challenges such as substance abuse and high suicide
rates, and they are also considered poor by some national standards (Gessener 1997; Martin
2009; Himes-Cornell and Hoelting 2015). Yet the sense of hopelessness that is sometimes used
to describe communities dispersed throughout the Bering Sea region is not just the result of
economic poverty. It is more accurate to also incorporate Alaska Natives’ colonial histories,
which are steeped in violence and malrecognition that contribute to the modern social and
economic issues facing villages, including: forced assimilation, slave labor, government control
over local politics, and exile as punishment (Torrey 1978; Jones 1980). ANCSA was an
instrumental effort towards assimilating and modernizing Indigenous village economies by
corporatizing land rights to facilitate their transition into capitalized systems (Berger 1985).
Linking ANCSA and the CDQ Program (Chapter 3), councilmembers’ emphasis on poverty
alleviation suggests the program is about more than just fish and people, reflecting a much
broader struggle over recognitional justice and how different identities are rendered legitimate in
the Alaska context. This observation has long raised critical questions of the extent to which the
CDQ Program’s design reflects the postcolonial state of affairs in Alaska and more widespread
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cultural discrimination against Alaska Natives (Collons Keys 1997; Lyons et al., 2017; Lyons et
al., 2019).

ANCSA Status and Distributional Justice in the CDQ Program
Chapter 3 of this dissertation drew both conceptual and real-world linkages between the
CDQ Program and ANCSA, an approach that reflects an early review of the CDQ Program
conducted by the National Research Council (NRC 199, 10-12) claiming it was designed to
mirror ANCSA by using corporations to manage allocations of fishing rights on behalf of
Indigenous villages. Given the CDQ Program also requires a village to be designated as Alaska
Native by ANCSA to be included under the CDQ Program, it was unanticipated when my
interviews with councilmembers and representatives from the State of Alaska responsible for
designing its rules did not acknowledge any connection between these two institutions. From
their perspective, ANCSA is a “racial policy” whereas the CDQ Program is strictly “non-Native”
because its benefits are available to any CDQ resident regardless of their ethnic identity or
cultural status.
“The program is not a Native program, period. It is coincidental that 98% or
94% of the residents that are eligible in these communities are Alaska Native, but
it is not an Alaska Native program, so that's factual.” 40
“No, we never looked at it as a Native issue. We looked at it as a local issue. A
local governance issue, basically local people using local resources. It is their
fish out there and they should have a piece of it.” 41
“It is not a Native program…We wanted to make sure that everybody in the
community was eligible to receive the benefits of the program not just Alaska
Natives. As to why the community had to have a tribal status, you know I think
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that was just a means of defining what constitutes a community more than
anything else.” 42
From these data, an obvious tension emerges as the CDQ Program has been an Indigenous
institution from the beginning through its incorporation of ANCSA status to determine whether a
village was eligible to participate, but the discourse of decision-makers regarding the CDQ
Program removes villages’ Indigenous identities and political rights.
While examining the NPFMC’s archives, as well as regulatory filings related to the CDQ
Program, I made a note that the NPFMC never considered options or alternatives to adopt a
subsistence program for key subsistence species like halibut of Pacific cod, nor did the NPFMC
consider allocating commercial quota to Alaska tribes. Probing further in my interviews with
former councilmembers and State of Alaska employees, I asked why ANCSA status was utilized
to determine CDQ eligibility. Operating from an understanding that the benefits of communitybased quotas should go to economically marginalized villages, the CDQ Program’s eligibility
requirements were written by the CDQ Task Force to work together as an institutionalized
barrier that would deliberately exclude some villages while purposefully including others.
Councilmembers and CDQ Task Force members described their approach to writing
programmatic eligibility requirements in a way where any given village would need to meet all
four requirements to be eligible. 43
Rather than designing the CDQ Program to constitute a form of Indigenous rights for
marine resources, ANCSA designation was used as a political tool to exclude the community of
Adak. In the early 1990s, Adak was a U.S. naval base that would have otherwise been eligible
for the CDQ Program.
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“Now, on the question of ANCSA. We did reference that, and the reason we
used that as an impact filter was because it denied Adak, which is an Aleutian
community, but it was a U.S. Navy base. They are otherwise eligible, but they
are all U.S. government. They are either a military person, military contractors,
or civilians working for the military. That was not the objective of the CDQ
Program to bring a program to someone who is otherwise dealing with
submarine tracking. I don't think anyone else was denied by that litmus test of
an ANSCA recognized community. I think that was a test that we layered to
specifically exclude Adak.” 44
The importance of historical context for understanding how institutional designs create
opportunities and constraints towards achieving justice is not unique to Alaska.
However, it is not “coincidental” that Bering Sea villages are predominantly comprised of
Alaska Natives, and accepting this so-called truth as “fact” simplifies the CDQ Program’s
political history.
This perspective homogenizes the unique cultural and legal identities of Alaska Natives
into a contentious “rural” existence (Torrey 1978; Jones 1980; Anders and Langdon 1989;
Anderson 2008; Carothers 2008b; Lindemuth 2017). To some extent, the malrecognition of
Alaska tribes in the early 1990s is not surprising as the extent to which tribal knowledge or
interests are incorporated into NPFMC decision-making remains a contentious issue (RaymondYakoubian 2008, 2012). However, tracing how power flows through ANCSA and ANILCA to
the CDQ Program links the malrecognition of Alaska Natives identities in CDQ villages to the
legal contingencies cultivated by these older institutions. How fisheries are managed in federal
waters reveals the technical operation of ongoing colonial power struggles in contemporary
Indigenous settler nations (Lyons et al., 2019). By extinguishing aboriginal rights and
institutionalizing rural preference for subsistence use, ANCSA and ANILCA constrained legal
possibilities for the NPFMC with respect to designing the fishing rights that were allocated under
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the CDQ Program. Further, the NPFMC directly operates under the authority of the MSA which
fosters the long-term biological and economic sustainability of U.S. fisheries and does not
emphasize subsistence management of marine resources. As such, councilmembers largely
operated from the position that any allocation of community fishing rights would necessarily be a
rural use program by allowing the economic benefits to be received by any resident regardless of
their cultural status.
This story of the CDQ Program pushes us to embrace and explore the complex
relationships between different ideas of justice, the root of these conceptualizations in the
broader material or ontological context in which they are formed, and their translation into
particular institutional rules. In this sense, the following pages tell an important story by showing
the ways in which various understandings of distributional justice emerge throughout the
construction of different design options for the CDQ Program.

Initial Design Options for Community Fishing Rights for Economic Development
The following sections trace the options and alternatives for the CDQ Program through
NPFMC discussions from 1988 to 1992. This analysis focuses on the ideas and design
configurations put forth by councilmembers to achieve the articulated goals of creating economic
development opportunities for select villages. The reader should keep in mind the CDQ Program
was discussed under different agenda items for Pacific halibut and sablefish as well as BSAI
pollock from 1988 to 1992 because the NPFMC was considering limited entry management
proposals for these fisheries during this time period. The presentation of results reflects the
meeting-to-meeting variation in how the options for a CDQ Program were considered.
The NPFMC’s discussion on how to effectively address economic inequalities in
Alaska’s fishing industry by redistributing wealth towards some grouping of coastal fishing
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villages was centered on two separate ideas for what would constitute a just distribution of
fishing rights: an allocation of fishing rights to protect communities with a demonstrated record
of participation in the fishing industry, or an allocation of fishing rights to institutionalize new
access opportunities for coastal communities. Councilmembers used a different management
program, namely the inshore/offshore pollock allocation that is discussed below, to protect the
access and participation opportunities of coastal communities with existing infrastructure. The
CDQ Program was ultimately designed to achieve the second vision for a community-based
fishing rights, reflecting councilmembers’ expressed goal of concentrating the material benefits
of Alaska’s marine space in a meaningful way with “economically disadvantaged coastal fishing
villages.” 45
Paul Fuhs’ (1988) proposal for an allocation of 10% of the Bering Sea’s groundfish
fisheries to be given to proximate villages garnered immediate attention from the NPFMC. The
NPFMC delegated the community allocation issue to the Future of Groundfish Committee, a
body created in the 1980s to identify the scope of management issues facing the groundfish
industry and framework solutions, to discuss initial options and issues for allocating Bering Sea
villages fishing rights. The Future of Groundfish Committee recommended to the NPFMC that
an allocation of fishing rights to Bering Sea villages would be illegal under National Standard 4
of the MSA. As described previously, the MSA establishes the legal boundaries for all U.S.
federal fishery management plans, and National Standard 4 inscribes protections for inter-state
allocations so that no state is unfairly advantaged or disadvantaged in the distribution of fishery
resources or fishing rights.
“Conservation and management measures shall not discriminate between
residents of different states. If it becomes necessary to allocate or assign fishing
45
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privileges among various United States fishermen, such allocation shall be (a)
fair and equitable to all such fishermen; (b) reasonably calculated to promote
conservation; and (c) carried out in such manner that no particular individual,
corporation, or other entity acquires an excessive share of such privilege." 46
The Future of Groundfish Committee interpreted National Standard 4 to mean that any allocation
of quota to Bering Sea villages would unfairly discriminate against fishers who were not
necessarily proximate to the resource but had a demonstrated dependence. For example, the
Makah Indian Tribe from Washington gave testimony to the NPFMC concerning early proposals
for Pacific sablefish IFQs (Chapter 2). The Makah Tribe laid claims to their status as a
significant stakeholder in the Pacific sablefish fisheries due to their cultural and economic
dependence on the resource. In this way, their legitimacy as stakeholders in the Pacific sablefish
fisheries was not derived from a geographic place, but rather from their relationship and cultural
dependence on the Pacific sablefish resource. 47 While Fuhs’ proposal for a community-based
program did not specifically target sablefish, the NPFMC later considered community-based
allocations of sablefish rights, and the Makah Tribe is an example of a community with a
historical dependence on fishery resources that would not receive benefits from a program that
narrowly applied to the Bering Sea region.
Proposals for a community-based program without a geographic restriction (i.e., the
rights would be potentially available to any fishing community in Alaska, Washington, or
Oregon with a demonstrated economic dependence on the fishery) resurfaced eight months later
in December 1988 when the NPFMC asked the Sablefish Management Committee to develop
options for “some kind of community development share” under new sablefish regulations.
Alaska councilmember Henry Mitchell (Alaska councilmember, the former Director of the
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BSFA, and a lobbyist for southeast Alaska charter fishermen) advanced the concept of
community-based fishing rights by proposing to extend the NPFMC’s power over the issue by
allowing the management body to transfer “up to 100 permits for the purposes of coastal
community development.” 48 Mitchell’s proposal did not specify a geographic region that the
permits would be attached to or what would constitute coastal community development, but the
idea ultimately failed because it was attached to a broader plan that would eliminate the status
quo option for fixed gear sablefish management thereby committing the NPFMC towards some
type of limited entry management.

Determining Councilmembers’ Allocation Goals
By evaluating the NPFMC’s meeting minutes and reports from the late 1980s, it becomes
clear that one of the central normative issues for Alaska councilmembers was settling how to
reset the flow of economic benefits to economically disadvantaged coastal fishing villages not
whether they should reset the flow of economic opportunities. This is not a trivial point as it
suggests decision-makers holding material power to forge new institutions for the North Pacific,
such as the CDQ Program, were politically willing to take on distributional issues. Thus, the
political fight for a CDQ Program was not focused on the merit of an allocation of quota for
coastal communities, but rather on distributional issues related to particular institutional rules:
which communities should receive these rights, and how the rights should be able to be used?
For example, Don Collinsworth (Alaska voting member, Commissioner of Alaska Department of
Fish and Game from 1981-1992, and Chairman of the NPFMC from 1989 to 1990) proposed a
state-centric approach to community allocations that would keep managerial authority with the
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State of Alaska by allowing it to determine which villages should benefit from an allocation of
community quota. Collinsworth’s idea was to allow the State of Alaska to purchase community
quotas which could then be distributed to select “developing” communities based on their
proposal to use the resource. 49 This design would have solidified the State of Alaska as the
administrator of the fishing rights, but it also implies it would have played a major role in quota
markets by determining how much quota to purchase year-to-year which would then be made
available to certain communities of its choosing. It is possible that the cost of quota year-to-year
could have been too high to manage under a community-based program, or that the amount of
quota available on an annual basis would to be insufficient to meaningfully address economic
issues in select coastal villages. Finally, it is unclear from this proposal if unharvested quota
would return to an industry pool if coastal villages were unable to harvest all of the rights held by
the State of Alaska.
The notion of community-based quotas took a major step forward at the NPFMC’s
January 1989 meeting with the release of the decision points for an IFQ Management System
and a License Management System for fixed gear sablefish (see Table 6). 50 Both sets of decision
points contained a section dedicated to coastal community allocations. The decision points
indicate that councilmembers’ attention was focused on familiar questions facing IFQ designs,
including issues of who should receive quota, whether they should be permanent, and the extent
to which quota should be transferable. These decision points were a critical juncture for the CDQ
Program’s design process as it solidified a formal pathway for the NPFMC to discuss the issue,
but the actual design of community-based quotas was largely unsettled. Alaska councilmember
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Larry Cotter recognized the critical point facing the NPFMC with respect to community-based
quotas was whether the allocation should benefit communities with a demonstrated record of
participation in the fishing industry (e.g., Dutch Harbor/Unalaska or Kodiak), or be used to
institutionalize new access opportunities.
Table 6. Initial Decision Points for Coastal Communities Under Sablefish IFQ
Management System
VII. Coastal Communities [No specific discussion]
1. Initially how community gains access, may require Magnuson Act change.
2. Allocated—includes communities but reduces other participants shares.
3. Allowed for—no initial allocation but allows communities to buy in and be “separate
but equal.”
4. Specific regulations
5. Individuals or communities or coastal development organization—who gets them,
person, town, corporation, etc.
6. Qualification of ownership right—coastal, proximate, port, etc.
7. Definition of community
8. Use by owner or not—to be used by the entity, leased by it, or both.
9. Special transferability rights—transferable when all others are not, etc.
10. Administrating body—a special body set up to remove local conflicts and provide
cohesion
11. Special duration rights—as with transferability.
12. Amount to be allowed—limits amount totally allocated or allowed to communities
Source: North Pacific Fishery Management Council. “Decision Points for IFQ Management
System” at the January 1989 North Pacific Fishery Management Council Meeting, Agenda
Item Agenda C-5(c).

In May 1989, Larry Cotter crystalized two different design configurations reflecting these
different distributional goals (Table 7). Both proposals were crafted to broadly maximize wealth,
but rather than allowing this capital to transfer away from coastal fishing villages, each proposal
is fundamentally oriented towards re-concentrating profits and power in a select grouping of
coastal communities. However, the two proposals are profoundly different in terms of the type of
community that is recognized as a potentially legitimate owner of community-based quotas.
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Table 7. Comparing At-sea/Community Maintenance Quotas and Community
Development Quotas
At-sea/Community Maintenance Quotas

Community Development Quotas

Purpose: Divide the TAC between two
distinct components to provide stability for
the two groups.

Purpose: Address the needs of specific
communities.

(a) Define communities that might qualify—not
(a) TAC would be separated into an at-sea all do. Kodiak, Unalaska, Akutan, Sitka, etc., are
component and community maintenance communities which have developed and whose
component.
needs are addressed through the community
maintenance approach. The Pribilof Islands are
(b) The at-sea component would include all examples of a community that should qualify.
factory trawlers, and possibly other types of
at-sea operations: factory longliners or (b) Identify the TAC amount available to
motherships designed to operate at-sea.
adjacent communities which could be used as a
The community maintenance component development quota. TAC amount could come
would include all harvesting-only vessels, from either community maintenance percentage
shore plants, and most floating processors. or a combination of community maintenance and
Factory longliners could also be included.
at-sea percentages.
(c) To protect the community maintenance
component from the at-sea harvesting
capacity, harvest areas should be established
for each component by defining the area
where the at-sea component can operate. The
community maintenance component can
operate in the remaining areas. The areas
would be exclusive to each component.

(c) Development quota could be used by the
community for a defined period of time (e.g.,
two to four years).
(d) Communities must apply for development
quota. Applications would include business and
other plans to justify a request for quota. Issued
quota could be leased or used by the community
in accordance with the application.

(e) Any allocated quota will revert back to the
components from which it came when the
program is complete.
Source: Larry Cotter. Memorandum to Dick Tremaine of the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council staff regarding “Open Access/Community Quota Concept,” May 26,
1989.

The At-sea Maintenance Quotas aligns with dominant distributional justice norms for
IFQs that privilege entities who have made a financial investment into the fishing industry.
Under most IFQ programs, this practice recognizes vessel owners instead of crew, but this
proposal effectively uses the presence of fishing industry infrastructure to operationalize
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meaningful commercial fishery participation via financial investment. Themes of distributional
justice also emerge in the Community Development Quota concept, but it substantially diverges
from the At-sea Maintenance Quota proposal by purposefully transferring wealth to coastal
fishing communities without significant fishing assets and infrastructure to meet their economic
needs. By citing specific examples of which communities could and could not qualify for CDQs,
Cotter’s proposal highlights understandings of distributional justice anchored in a broader goal of
addressing the structural disadvantages the most economically marginalized communities
experience with respect to participating in the commercial fishing industry.

Maximizing Economic Wealth: Setting the CDQ Program’s Geographic Scope
One of the primary puzzles regarding the CDQ Program’s design is how its geographic
scope became narrowed to Bering Sea villages, especially when considering the Future of
Groundfish Committee’s early recommendation that allocating private fishing rights to Bering
Sea villages would be unacceptable under National Standard 4. Henry Mitchell advanced
proposals for a community-based allocation of fishing rights by presenting a plan for assisting
“Economically Disadvantaged Fishing Communities Under the Sablefish Management Plan”
(Table 8) in January 1990. This proposal deliberately left open the possibility for an allocation to
communities outside Alaska to solidify the program as an equitable multi-state institution to try
and satisfy NS4:
“The Governors of Alaska, Washington, and Oregon are authorized, individually,
to recommend to the Secretary that a community within the geographic
jurisdiction of the Council be designated as an eligible economically
disadvantaged fishing community.” 51
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North Pacific Fishery Management Council. 1990. Meeting Minutes, Appendix III, “Assistance for Economically
Disadvantaged Fishing Communities Under the Sablefish Management Plan,” January 1990.
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Table 8 below captures more of the text of this proposal, highlighting the Apportionment of Area
IFQ to Communities. It is notable that IFQ was proposed to be apportioned to communities for
fisheries ranging from the Bering Sea to the southeast region of Alaska. This proposal, as well as
other early multi-state CDQ proposals, would theoretically allow communities as far south as
Oregon (with a demonstrated dependence on the Area-specific fishery) to participate in a
community-based program attached to fisheries in Alaska waters.
Table 8. Assistance for Economically Disadvantaged Fishing Communities Under the
Sablefish Management Plan
Eligibility Requirements
) (a) Be located on the coastline at a site accessible to
commercial fishing vessels and the sablefish fishing )
grounds;
)
)
) (b) Be unlikely to be able to attract and develop economic
activity other than commercial fishing that would provide
a substantial source of employment’
)
)
) (c) Have culturally and traditionally engaged in and
depended upon fishing in the waters off its coast;

Apportionment of Area IFQ to
Communities
Bering Sea
10% of Area TAC
Aleutian Island 10% of Area TAC
Western Gulf 10% of Area TAC
Central Gulf
5% of Area TAC
W. Yakutat
1% of Area TAC
E. Yakutat/
1% of Area TAC
S.E. Outside

) (d) Have not previously developed harvesting or
processing capability sufficient to support substantial
participation in the commercial groundfish fisheries
because of a lack of sufficient funds for investment in
harvesting or processing equipment; and
) (e) Have developed a fishery development plan approved
by the Governor that includes arrangement to: (1) acquire
or contract with U.S. fishing vessels and U.S. processing
plants for the development of commercial sablefish fishing
based primarily in the community or region; (2) provide
employment of persons in the community and otherwise
contribute to the economic development and improvement
of the community as a whole; and (3) provide sufficient
financing to implement the plan successfully.
Source: North Pacific Fishery Management Council. 1990. Meeting Minutes, Appendix III,
“Assistance for Economically Disadvantaged Fishing Communities Under the Sablefish
Management Plan,” January 1990.
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Although Mitchell’s proposal would concentrate the proposed program’s benefits with
economically marginalized and fishery-dependent communities, other Alaska councilmembers
took issue with its design because the scope was so wide it would significantly dilute the wealth
that could be reasonably anticipated to be received by Alaska communities. There was
uncertainty as to how much of the TAC would actually be allocated for any potential fishery,
raising questions about the amount of fish and associated profits that would even be available. In
this way, Mitchell’s proposal might have satisfied National Standard 4, but it did not satisfy
other Alaska councilmembers’ goal of “carving out a little piece of the fishery” 52 to catalyze
meaningful economic growth in certain economically marginalized villages (FR 57, 248: 61329).
Alaska councilmember Larry Cotter made four changes to the proposed language of the
“Assistance for Economically Disadvantaged Fishing Communities Program” in August 1990:
1) Delete the phrase “within the jurisdiction of the NPFMC”
2) Replace “a Governor is authorized” with “the Governor of Alaska is authorized”
3) Insert after the word “coastline” “west of the line immediately to the east of Port
Graham and English Bay”
4) Replace “each Governor” with “the Governor of Alaska” in all relevant text
A transcript of councilmember’s conversation regarding the transformation of the CDQ
Program’s potential geographic limit to apply to a select group of Alaskan villages conveys
Cotter’s supporting arguments:
“We have a very, very small amount of product that is going to be available. If
we stick with these percentages, 10% of the TAC in the Bering Sea, what is
that—100 tons? 200 metric tons? Maybe it is 400 metric tons. Are we going to
try and spread that out among communities up and down the West Coast or
even among communities throughout the state of Alaska and hope that it is
going to accomplish anything at all? It’s ridiculous to believe that a program
could accomplish anything like that.” 53

52
53

Interview, former Councilmember, October 24th, 2018.
Ibid.
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Cotter’s proposal narrowed the scope of a community-based program to Alaska by inventing an
exclusionary line at the communities of Port Graham and English Bay. (A transcript of this
discussion shows councilmembers’ confusion over the location of these communities, but Port
Graham is a small Alutiiq village on the Kenia Peninsula on the Gulf of Alaska.) 54 Cotter argued
that communities west of this line lacked sufficient and viable opportunities to enter the fishing
industry due to their distance from viable fish markets and the absence of harvesting or
processing infrastructure. While Cotter recognized that coastal fishing villages’ economic
opportunities in Southeast Alaska would be negatively impacted by restructuring fishing access
in favor of villages along the Bering Sea, he justified his design choice on the basis that
communities the Southeast and Eastern Gulf of Alaska could still participate in salmon and
herring fisheries and therefore did not need economic assistance to enter the fishing industry. 55 It
is important to note that these justifications muddy the fact that the Bering Sea also has robust
salmon and herring fisheries, especially the Bristol Bay salmon fishery that is a major economic
engine for the region.
Reflecting Cotter’s perspective, another Alaska councilmember described their
understanding of the different types of commercial fishing opportunities available to fishing
villages in the Gulf and Bering Sea.
“It was a different scenario between the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering Sea, so
some of the arguments made between the Bering Sea and the Gulf was that they
[Bering Sea communities] didn't have the processing capacity. How could you
have participated? These fishing boats have nowhere for to deliver—there is no
market, there is no transportation market whereas in the Gulf there is
infrastructure and there are some people involved. If more people chose to fish
salmon instead, well that is a choice they made.” 56
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North Pacific Fishery Management Council. 1990. Council Discussion of Motion on CDQs at August 7-9, 1990
Council Meeting.
55
Ibid.
56
Interview, former Councilmember, October 16th, 2018.
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Neoliberal theory predicts allocating rights to inefficient or inexperienced communities would be
the last place a rational actor would invest capital (Pinkerton and Davis 2015). However, why
Alaska councilmembers would not give private fishing rights Bering Sea villages, the notions of
distributional justice emerging from their discussion on CDQs suggests the allocation of fishing
rights to select Bering Sea communities was based on their economic status. Councilmembers
manufactured an arbitrary line of inclusion at Port Graham as a means by which they could
ratchet up the program’s anticipated economic benefits for a select group of villages. A major
component to why the CDQ Program applies to Bering Sea communities is because Cotter,
motivated by the overarching goal of ratcheting up the anticipated economic benefits of coastal
community participation, correctly interpreted National Standard 4 in his favor. An allocation of
fishing rights that equally discriminated against Alaskans as it did residents of other states would
be legal.
“NOAA General Counsel advised that there were some discriminatory issues
regarding limiting this program to communities in Alaska, and upon reflection it
seemed to me that not necessarily all areas of Alaska need to participate, or
should be participating in a program along these lines…The fact that this
program would likewise discriminate against Alaskans who don’t live within the
defined geographic area, as well as non-residents who happen to live outside the
state, whether that brings it into conformance with National Standard 4, I think it
[does].”
Jon Pollard (NOAA General Counsel, Alaska) affirmed the legality of Cotter’s proposal:
“Briefly, this particular proposal, as I understand it, doesn’t draw the line on the
basis of state residents. That is, it excludes some communities within Alaska that
are east of the line, like Port Graham and English Bay. I can’t say that that
violates National Standard 4, prohibition of discrimination on the basis of state
residence, although the benefits would accrue necessarily under this program to
communities within Alaska. The burdens, those people who would be excluded,
would be similarly situated Alaskans and non-Alaskans alike. I guess it’s a
roundabout way of saying I don’t see the same National Standard 4 problems
with this proposal. The approvability of this proposal would hinge on whether the
line drawn is rationally supported by the record that you’re developing here, that
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that line is an appropriate line to draw between those who ought to be included
within this beneficial program and those who should be excluded.” 57
This legal rationale is furthered confirmed in a response from the NMFS to a public comment in
the final rule for the pollock CDQ Program:
“The CDQ program does not discriminate between Alaskans and nonAlaskans based on residency. The impact of the CDQ program in setting
aside a pollock reserve for use by western Alaska communities…falls
equally upon similarly situated Alaskans and non-Alaskans. Regulations
that are determined to discriminate among residents of different states,
based on their residence, would not be approved.” (FR 57, 248: 61329).
Unsurprisingly, Cotter’s proposal was opposed by Washington and Oregon-based
councilmembers, where Oregon councilmember Robert Mace called it “dangerous” and a
“bummer:”
“I think this type of regulation where we start to rationalize these quotas for
specific needs is a very dangerous philosophy for us to get engaged in. I don’t
think it’s equitable for the fishermen of Alaska as well as the other fishermen
from outside that utilize these resources, and I just think it’s the wrong
approach and I am going to oppose it.” 58
Overall, opposition to the CDQ Program at this stage in the political process reflected concerns
that some Alaskans would receive “benefits greater than other Alaskans and that no Oregon or
Washington citizen will be able to participate in but will have definitely to pay in terms of lost
harvesting capacity.” 59 Washington and Oregon councilmembers’ disapproval of the CDQ
program highlights the contentious nature of these allocations where major concerns over design
and implementation largely reflected similar distributional conflicts that are typically present
under conventional IFQ designs, raising questions about the broader political dynamics and

57

North Pacific Fishery Management Council. 1990. Council Discussion of Motion on CDQs at August 7-9, 1990
Council Meeting.
58
Ibid.
59
Ibid.
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tradeoffs that made it politically possible for a CDQ Program to allocating fishing rights to
Bering Sea communities.

Setting the 50 Nautical Mile Limit
There is a lacuna in the NPFMC’s recorded history on the CDQ Program with respect to
the 50 Nautical mile boundary. It is likely that this rule reflects pre-existing institutional
structures that constrained councilmembers who could not legally extend any fishery
management plan or subsequent program into the Chuckchi Sea which did not have a fishery
management plan in the early 1990s, resulting in the 66° North latitude as the northernmost
boundary for the CDQ Program. This boundary reflects the limit established in the BSAI
groundfish fishery management plan (NRC 1999). However, the narratives and testimonies I
collected from individuals involved with designing the CDQ Program also described the 50
nautical mile limit as a reflection of Harold Sparck’s political goals. Sparck was a white man
from Bethel, Alaska, a member of the NPFMC’s Advisory Panel in the 1980s and early 1990s,
and the leader of an advocacy group called Nunam Kitlutsisti meaning “protectors of the land.”
Sparck was an enormously influential political actor in Alaska credited as the originator of the
CDQ Program.
“I would say Harold and Henry introduced this to people and got people on
board there were more and more proponents from lots of different entities from
both state and federal agencies that helped to push this forward…They are really
the founding fathers I would say.” 60
“From the community side, the main person was Harold Spark and he was from
Bethel.” 61
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Interview, BSFA representative, August 1st, 2017.
Interview, NMFS representative, August 3rd, 2017.
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Even former Alaska Senator Ted Stevens remarked that Sparck was “the key person that had to
be contacted whenever there was an issue that might impact the West Coast people” (CVRF
2010).
Sparck’s colleagues described his belief that the CDQ Program should operate as a
bottom-up program where the resources are owned and managed by the communities
independently. Setting the CDQ Program’s limit to 50 nautical miles was a deliberate move to
exclude larger communities like Kotzubue, Bethel, Dillingham, and Nome.
“Harold thought, as a matter of policy, this [the CDQ Program] was for the
villages not Bethel. But there was no way on the 50 mile rule to get Dillingham
and Nome out of the program because they are both located literally on the
Bering Sea.” 62
Kotzubue is located on the Chukchi Sea, but Bethel is situated in the heart of the
Yukon/Kuskokwim region represented by CVRF. Sparck lobbied to exclude Kotzubue and
Bethel because of their connections to ANCSA regional corporations. Kotzubue is the
headquarter location for NANA Regional Corporation, which leased its land holdings to Red
Dog Operations in 1989 to develop one of the world’s largest zinc mining operations. Calista
Regional Corporation owns nearly 58,000 sq. miles of land, and while the corporation is
headquartered in Anchorage, it maintains offices in Bethel. Interviewees described Sparck’s
concern that if Kotzubue and Bethel were included in the CDQ Program, it would reduce
villages’ control over the fishing rights which would likely become controlled by the regional
Native corporations. 63
The 50-mile limit was deeply political, and there was little analysis done to understand
the effect of dividing the human networks of the Bering Sea under the CDQ Program. It is
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Interview, former lawyer for the Alaska Federation of Natives, November 27th, 2018.
Interview, former BSFA employee, October 31st, 2018.
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possible to map communities for analytical purposes by their tribal governments, ethnolinguistic
and cultural distinctions, Alaska Department of Fish and Game’s subsistence regions, types of
fishery engagement, and more. Considering these potential alternatives is important because the
CDQ Program’s boundaries affect communities within and outside the program. As discussed in
Chapter 3, communities in the Gulf of Alaska, as well as those that reside further inland and rely
on dense river networks to access the Bering Sea for subsistence harvesting of Pacific salmon
and herring, have been adversely affected by ongoing marine enclosure and environmental
change (Reedy Maschner 2007, 2009; Carothers 2013; Holen 2014; Coleman et al., 2018; Ringer
et al., 2018).

The Political Tradeoffs of Negotiating the CDQ Program
To fully understand the CDQ Program’s design, it is important to situate CDQ politics in
the broader context that captured this thread of negotiations. The NPFMC’s politics are generally
underappreciated in the case of the CDQ Program because the conflict of values and interests
among councilmembers is what gave the Alaska delegation, which holds a majority of voting
seats (Introduction), the leverage to get a community-based allocation of fishing rights. This
dynamic is especially important because the proposals for community fishing rights were an
affront to many industry fishers who saw it as a “welfare policy” that would unfairly detract from
their potential fishing income. 64 In short, the CDQ Program was the political compromise for the
Washington and Oregon-based councilmembers to get the Pacific halibut and sablefish IFQ
program discussed in Chapter 2.
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Interview, former Councilmember, October 29th, 2018.
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In January 1990, the NPFMC dedicated more than twenty hours to discussing their
preference for implementing an IFQ program to manage Pacific halibut and sablefish (see
Chapter 2). I asked interviewees to reflect on their choice of implementing halibut and sablefish
IFQs, and some expressed certainty that they had implemented the best programmatic design that
was before them at that time. Other councilmembers conveyed regret. Some Alaska
councilmembers recalled feeling unsure about how they should vote on the Pacific halibut and
sablefish IFQ program because of the anticipated negative distributional impacts an IFQ program
would have for many Alaskan fishers. These councilmembers had a sense they were on the cusp
of radically altering the economic structure of these fisheries and by extension the social
dynamics of the fishery and fishing villages. 65
“We also knew we were going to create wealth, but I don't think any of us had any
idea how much wealth we were going to create. I was sensitive to the fact that we
were privatizing a common property resource and that this was going to result in
substantial consolidation. There were bound to be adverse impacts. Is the benefit of
what we are doing going to be worth the pain? Was there a better way? Were there
enough protections in the motion to be able to protect the communities and the
small boat nature of the fishery? As it turned out, we made several mistakes.” 66
Washington and Oregon-based councilmembers also anticipated socioeconomic changes to occur
in the Pacific halibut and sablefish fisheries post-privatization, but in contrast to being a concern,
Washington and Oregon-based councilmembers cast their support for an IFQ program because it
would likely make transfers of wealth to their advantage. Washington and Oregon-based
councilmembers understood that many of the largest and most efficient vessels in the fleet were
based in Seattle, so these operators could reasonably anticipate they would receive a significant
share of the economic benefits over the long-run, especially if IFQs could be consolidated over
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Interview, former Councilmember, October 24th, 2018.
Ibid.
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time. 67
The fishery specialist for the Alaska Department of Commerce described the political
tradeoff between Alaska and Washington councilmembers regarding the halibut and sablefish
IFQ program and the CDQ Program in greater detail in a radio interview with the BSFA.
“Most people on the NPFMC did not care about CDQs or they were opposed to
them. The only people [who supported CDQs] were Henry Mitchell, Clem Tillion,
and Larry Cotter. Everyone knew that that was all Henry Mitchell cared about. At
this point, there were a lot of divisive issues teetering on six-five votes, so it
became important to get their [Henry Mitchell, Clem Tillion, and Larry Cotter]
votes. What Henry Mitchell, Clem Tillion, and Larry Cotter thought about CDQs
became very important. A lot of trading off occurred where the CDQ and IFQ
programs became a part of the inshore/offshore pollock program. The IFQ and
inshore/offshore programs would have moved ahead without the CDQ portion
being a part of the puzzle.” 68
Interviewees widely attributed Henry Mitchell, Clem Tillion, and Larry Cotter as key players in
CDQ politics, but the quote above illuminates a second element to negotiating the CDQ
Program: the inshore/offshore pollock allocations to which the CDQ Program was attached. The
Bering Sea pollock fishery was comprised of an offshore component that could catch and
processing fish at sea, and an inshore component that caught pollock on smaller vessels and then
delivered to shore-based processing facilities. These two components were locked in a harvesting
“war” 69 with each other in the early 1990s. The offshore component is more efficient than the
inshore sector because their operations can catch and process pollock at sea without having to
slow down and travel back to shore to make landings. Distributional issues between the two
components climaxed in spring 1989 when the industrialized offshore component took enough
pollock to close the Shelikof Strait area near Kodiak Island in a matter of days. The inshore
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sector was unable to realize any of the anticipated economic benefits from the pollock fishery,
and it became an immediate political issue as the State of Alaska stood to gain little from the
pollock industry with respect to shore-side fish processing jobs and tax revenues if the status quo
continued (Strong and Criddle 2013).
The result was the launch of the inshore fisher’s campaign for the NPFMC to split the
pollock catch limit between the two harvesting components. This allocation would maintain open
access conditions among the two components, settling how much fish each component could
take (Amendment 18 to the BSAI groundfish fishery management plan eventually split the
pollock TAC with 35% going to the inshore component and 65% going to the offshore
component) but not determining how much each individual harvester would own. A shoreside
allocation would ensure the State of Alaska and coastal villages with processing facilities would
receive economic benefits from the pollock fishery. The inshore/offshore issue advanced through
the NPFMC process faster than the Pacific halibut and sablefish IFQ program, and Henry
Mitchell moved the CDQ amendment to the preferred alternative for the inshore/offshore pollock
allocation. The CDQ amendment was seconded by Wally Pereyra (a Washington councilmember
who was also an offshore sector industry leader based in Seattle).
Some scholars interested in the CDQ Program’s origins have speculated that Pereyra
threw his support in favor of the program because he believed it would eventually fail when the
management plan reached the U.S. Secretary of Commerce, Barbara Franklin, and he
miscalculated Alaska Senator Ted Stevens’ ability to secure Franklin’s support (Strong and
Criddle 2013). However, my results show that Washington councilmembers supported the CDQ
Program because Seattle-based trawling operations stood to gain significant economic benefits
from its implementation. The inshore/offshore pollock allocation did not privatize the fishery as
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the proposed amendment merely divided the pollock catch limit between the two sectors, thereby
facilitating an open access fishery within each sector. CDQs represented the only “true”
allocation of quota under the inshore/offshore pollock split, and holding CDQs was
advantageous to an offshore partner because they represented a guaranteed amount of pollock in
a fishery that was otherwise extremely competitive under open access conditions. 70 High-bidding
Seattle-based vessels would have the opportunity to fish CDQs in addition to whatever amount
of fish they could harvest in the open access seasons. Because the CDQs were secure, it gave
those harvesters holding them the chance to fish the rights when it was safe (e.g., weather
permitting) and most efficient for them to do so.
In sum, using a justice framework to analyze the archival record and interview notes
brings forth themes of distributional justice in councilmembers’ discussions on a communitybased allocation. Further, the perspectives conveyed by these decision-makers underscored the
importance of utilizing the CDQ concept to address economic inequalities in such a way that it
could mitigate underdevelopment in particular villages. Thus, the predominant understanding of
justice materializing from NPFMC discussions is that CDQs would be the primary mechanism
for achieving redistributions of wealth to the benefit of impoverished Indigenous villages. 71

Capabilities and Recognition: An Alternative Perspective on the CDQ Program
The following sections of the chapter articulate alternative understandings of the CDQ
Program in relation to justice drawn from the oral and written testimonies of Indigenous
communities and local fishing organizations throughout the early 1990s. What can be observed is
that both councilmembers as well as Indigenous communities and local fishing organizations
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conveyed it would be “unconscionable” to privatize resources proximate to villages without
institutionalizing their access. 72 However, instead of solely focusing on how to use communitybased quotas to generate wealth, Indigenous communities and local fishing organizations
described the CDQ Program as a pathway for improving their capabilities in the Bering Sea
fishing industry via direct participation.
“The fishing that I saw when I went out to western Alaska was the river fishing in
the salmon fishery. That was a traditional fishery for the peoples who live there. I
saw an opportunity with the Norton Sound region with the fisheries at their front
door in the Bering Sea which has rich resources. We could develop something
that would allow the guys to go out and fish, at least the guys can have the
opportunity to go out in the Bering Sea and find what is there.” 73
Using the multidimensional framework to understand the different themes of justice that emerge
from within the testimony submitted by local and Indigenous actors reveals notions of
recognition where CDQs could serve as a means towards achieving broader visions of improved
capabilities.
The BSFA was formed in 1979 at the onset of Americanization to represent the interests
of commercial and subsistence fishers throughout western Alaska in the development of Bering
Sea resources. BSFA wrote a letter to Rick Lauber (the Commissioner of Alaska Department of
Fish and Game with a voting seat on the NPFMC) in January 1989 supporting early proposals for
community-based quotas. The letter drew from a recently published report by the Alaskan
Federation of Natives denouncing the federal government’s financial support of Bering Sea
villages in developing their economies. BSFA opposed ongoing government-funded welfare
programs that facilitated village dependency on these programs (Torrey 1978) while
simultaneously anticipating that cash investments into villages would naturally lead to
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151

improvements in their so-called underdeveloped status. By implementing welfare programs with
this logic, the federal government largely ignored these villages’ remote location and uncritically
assumed that cash injections would encourage residents to develop market economies despite the
fact that their geographic positioning gave villages relatively few connections to outside
markets. 74 Overall, federal welfare programs only provided local governments in Bering Sea
villages short-term revenue boosts instead of sustainable development opportunities that were
consistent with their existing knowledge and customs. 75
To understand the context of BSFA’s letter, it is important to note that western Alaska
village economies were predominantly comprised of three distinct components at the end of the
20th Century: the market economy where residents earn wages through commercial activities, an
independent subsistence economy underpinned by traditional hunting and gathering activities for
personal use, and a transfer economy based on federal or state provided money (Huskey 1992).
The primary opportunity for remote Indigenous villages to experience capitalistic growth and
wealth accumulation was through expansion of the transfer economy, but fiscal issues or
mismanagement created a predictable ebb and flow of the amount of money available to villages.
More realistic attempts at creating stable village economies, and ultimately increase villages’
self-determination, were forms of development like the CDQ Program that could connect both
the subsistence and market economy (BSFA 1989; Huskey 1992). Community-based fishing
rights would be a radically different approach to economic development in villages.
“Communities have sought support to eliminate the interception of their
traditional fisheries resources, have worked to develop technologies to create
additional opportunities in these fisheries, and have organized interregional
mechanisms for promoting fisheries development. Unlike the recent history of an
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economy based upon government programs, fisheries have been the one area of
these communities promoting their own self-sufficiency.” 76
BSFA’s request does not downplay the importance of allocating community quotas for creating
capitalistic growth opportunities and the possibility for wealth accumulation. It instead
emphasizes the potential for villages to transition away from federal welfare programs and to
control how fishery resources are used to meet their needs. Understood in this way, CDQs could
cultivate a pattern of economic engagement that could facilitate villages’ autonomy, thereby
combating processes of colonialism that facilitated villages’ dependence on the State (Torrey
1978; Jones 1980; Berger 1985; Williams Sr. et al., 2016; Lyons et al., 2019).
The oral and written testimonies related to the CDQ Program submitted by the Alaska
Native village of Savoonga and the Qaluyaat Fishermen’s Association (an Association that
represented several hundred Yup’ik Eskimo subsistence and commercial fishers who primarily
harvested Pacific salmon in the Yukon and Kuskokwim Rivers as well as proximate tributaries)
echo the BSFA’s letter. Requests for community halibut quota emerged alongside early
proposals to limit entry in the Pacific halibut and sablefish fisheries with IFQs. A major concern
then, which persists for coastal communities today, was that without an allocation of quota to
secure communities’ access, the cost of entering the market post-privatization (see Knapp 2011)
could realistically prevent them from ever doing so.
“The People of St. Lawrence Island have subsistence harvested halibut for years.
We would like to have the opportunity to develop a halibut commercial venture
for island fishermen.” 77
“For halibut management, we would like to see a similar program for community
quotas whereby resident fishermen of these communities would have access to a
portion of the total catch in the Bering Sea… The amount is equal to 5% of the
total halibut catch in Alaska. We feel that this amount is fair and would be enough
76
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to benefit local fishermen already fishing at Atka, Bristol Bay, Nelson and
Nunivak Islands, and the Pribilof Islands.” 78
Beyond commercial engagement, halibut is a key subsistence fishery for some coastal villages
throughout the Bering Sea region because these fishing grounds are relatively close to shore.
Halibut can be fished from small skiffs owned by locals where people can go out to fish in the
day and return home in the evening to participate in meaningful family or community-based
activities (Lyons et al., 2017). Allocating communities halibut quota would provide a pathway
for commercial development, but it might also inadvertently extended protections for subsistence
use if villagers fish independently. While today’s halibut fishing regulations are written such that
commercial halibut fishers may not have subsistence halibut onboard the vessel at the same time
as commercially caught halibut with IFQ, there are exceptions to this rule. If a person owns a
Subsistence Halibut Registration Certificate, and they land their annual halibut IFQ or CDQ
harvest in Areas 4C, 4D, or 4E they may keep smaller halibut under 26 inches in length onboard
(see Figure 3). (It is worth noting that, in practice, there is not always a clear delineation between
rural and subsistence fishing in rural Alaska, even with IFQs, because the same vessel is used to
harvest both commercial IFQ and subsistence halibut.)
Another illustration of the importance of gaining particular on-water fishing opportunities
emerges from the testimony of David Bill, who wrote to former Alaska Governor Walter E.
Hickel on behalf of Qaluyaat Fishermen’s Association to question CDQ decision-makers on their
choice to remove certain subsistence resources from the CDQ Program’s original allocation.
“Community quotas for pollock were included in the inshore-offshore allocation,
but the state moved to take cod out of CDQs. Governor, we have a history of
using cod for subsistence and have been trying for years to make it a good
commercial fishery. Why did the state take this action?” 79
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Further, when discussing the purpose of the CDQ Program in a 1997 interview with Jude
Henzler from the BSFA, an Indigenous fisher from Alakanuk explained how the institution
should provide Bering Sea villages direct fishing opportunities.
“From the very beginning, the goal of it [the CDQ Program] was to get the local
crews out and go fish ourselves. From the very beginning, I didn't think of this
program as a program where we receive a check. I always thought we would go
out and fish some species ourselves.”
Reflecting on this interview, I made note of the themes of recognitional justice and improved
capabilities that surfaced from within multiple demands from Indigenous and local stakeholders
for community-based quota. Importantly, these testimonies challenge conceptualizations
portraying capitalistic growth and wealth expansion as the most desirable aspect of the CDQ
Program’s design. Further, the testimony emphasizes the importance of the types of fishing
opportunities that community-based quota should facilitate for villages. Table 9 below highlights
some of the major differences between how councilmembers and Indigenous and local
stakeholders conceptualized the CDQ Program and the divergent understandings of justice that
surfaced throughout different programmatic design features.
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Table 9. Divergent Understandings of the CDQ Program's Purpose and Design
Councilmembers
CDQ Program
Purpose

Direct Fishing
Opportunities

Profit-making

Themes of
Justice

Reset the flow of economic benefits
to impoverished villages with an
allocation of community-based
quota
Not explicitly important; villages
should own fishing assets to
facilitate capitalization and
economic growth
CDQ groups and villages maximize
revenue from leasing allocations of
quota
Address structural inequalities in
Bering Sea commercial fishing
industry; concentrate wealth with
select villages to maximize the
potential for quota to mitigate
poverty

Alaska Native Villages and
Local Fishing Associations
Increase direct fishing
opportunities and encourage
economic self-sufficiency
Direct fishing opportunities
sought from the start;
independence is a key value
for fishery participation
Economic benefits to be
diffused through direct fishery
participation
Support fishing capabilities in
Bering Sea villages; recognize
locally held knowledge and
fishing practices; provide a
pathway towards economic
independence and wellbeing

Locally-articulated Design Alternatives for the CDQ Program
A primary aim of this dissertation is to understand the different options and alternatives
circulated for the CDQ Program’s design, the actors that put these ideas forward, and which
features became embedded into the actual program. This section of the chapter describes some
design alternatives proposed by local fishing organizations from western Alaska to show how
local actors can find important and original ways of resisting purely capitalistic goals that can
often be inscribed into market-based institutions. An important proposal in this regard was the
“Bering Sea Village Fisheries Development Program” (BSVFDP) submitted by Harold Sparck
on behalf of the Yukon-Kuskokwim Fisheries Task Force before the NPFMC’s December 1989
meeting. The Yukon-Kuskokwim Fisheries Task Force represented villages across the entire
Yukon River and the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta, including nearly 5,000 subsistence and
commercial fishers of Bering Sea resources. The BSVFDP echoed Paul Fuhs’ original argument
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for 10% of the Bering Sea’s annual groundfish harvest to be set aside for Bering Sea villages, but
this proposal included a rule that would allow villages to harvest the allocation independently via
a cooperative arrangement. The allocation would be managed by “eligible Native villages that
will form a Bering Sea Fisheries Development Foundation, a non-profit corporation under the
laws of the State of Alaska.” The proposal further asked the NPFMC to issue Disadvantaged
Community Vessel permits to vessels that home port in an eligible village. While it is possible
that people or firms outside the Bering Sea region could own a stake in the vessel that these
fishing rights would be harvested on, the Disadvantaged Community Vessel permit is a key
component to this proposal as it ensures community quotas are generally fished on local vessels
that return to, or are owned by, people in the villages. Implementing a Disadvantaged
Community Vessel permit alongside community-based allocations could have increased
community engagement in the Bering Sea’s industrialized pollock fisheries while also improving
the representativeness of the industry in the communities where the permit is applied. Over time,
the significance of a Disadvantaged Community Vessel permit has become amplified as
managers sometimes measure fishery engagement in terms of permits and vessel landings in
each fishing community (NPFMC 2019, 63).
The BSVFDP is rooted in themes of recognitional justice. In particular, the BSVFDP
conveys the importance of increasing village autonomy by acknowledging their capability to
independently harvesting CDQs, thereby reinforcing the notion that it mattered how villages
could use these rights. The BSVFDP challenges the assumption that the CDQ Program had to be
designed in such a way that the initial pollock rights had to be leased by CDQ groups to industry
firms with expertise in the groundfish industry, and it draws attention to whether the CDQ
Program could have been designed to provide direct fishing opportunities to villages, even in the
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least likely case of the industrialized pollock fishery. For example, beyond the BSVFDP’s
suggestion of using a Disadvantaged Vessel Permit, the NPFMC could have implemented a
Territorial Use Rights for Fisheries (TURF) system for the initial pollock allocation to more
closely align the CDQ Program’s design with locally-articulated goals of self-sufficiency.
TURFs are a form of property right that are spatially bound to a particular geography, and these
systems are used globally to manage fisheries in a way that recognizes customary fishing rights
or fishing cooperatives’ tenure (Afflerback et al., 2014). This alternative design may have
encouraged Bering Sea villages to jumpstart their direct participation in the groundfish industry,
generate stable fishing economies, but potentially do so independent of industry partnerships.
Understanding why the CDQ Program’s design does not reflect the BSVFDP requires a
reorientation towards councilmembers’ preference for an institutional design that would
encourage capitalization. The CDQ Program was initially designed to sunset in 1995 and setting
a three year limit on the program made the program politically feasible with respect to being
approved by the U.S. Secretary of Commerce. If the primary goal underpinning the CDQ
Program, as conceptualized by CDQ decision-makers, was to address socioeconomic issues in
these villages, the program needed to generate as much wealth as possible as quickly as possible.
These dynamics facilitated CDQ group’s immediate dependence on industry partners who were
the most efficient at harvesting pollock and could pay the highest price to fish CDQs, rather than
fueling the locally-articulated goal of achieving direct fishing opportunities. It is, thus, the nature
of the fishing rights allocated under the CDQ Program that are at the root of certain access
opportunities for CDQ residents. This observation is not meant to suggest that Indigenous
communities and local fishing organizations rejected the broad ideal of improving
socioeconomic conditions in Bering Sea villages. Instead, it raises questions about the extent to
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which institutionalizing councilmembers’ capitalistic goals might necessarily constrain the
pathways available to meeting the multidimensional demands for justice emerging from local
resource users (Marion Suiseeya 2014, 2017).

Disparate Understandings of the CDQ Program’s Design in Relation to Justice
How different understandings of justice emerged and became embedded in the CDQ
Program’s design can be explained by several different contingencies, including the MSA but
also ANCSA and ANILCA which are important institutional precursors. As described above,
councilmembers and State of Alaska representatives did not recognize the CDQ Program as an
Indigenous institution. This claim rests on the idea that the benefits of institutions managing
natural resources, such as the CDQ Program, can be accessed by Alaska Natives and non-Natives
alike. As such, decision-makers claimed it is merely “coincidental” that residents in Bering Sea
villages are Alaska Native. Moreover, individuals from the state-formed CDQ Task Force
described their decision to use ANCSA status as an eligibility requirement as a way of excluding
the community of Adak, discounting the fact that incorporating ANCSA status simultaneously
defined the CDQ Program as an Indigenous institution from its inception.
The understanding that the CDQ Program targets rural villages draws from the important
legal precedents set by ANCSA and ANILCA which extinguished possibilities for recognizing
aboriginal rights, and it perpetuates misconceptions that Alaska Natives’ rights are predicated on
race, when in fact they hold political rights as sovereigns (Lindemuth 2017). This tension brings
forth ongoing issues of colonial mentalities in Alaska (Torrey 1978; Williams Sr. et al., 2016;
Lyons et al., 2019), where institutions for natural resource management continue to obfuscate
Indigenous history, their political rights as sovereignties as well as their cultural identities by
blending them into a homogenized rural identity. These data reorient us to the importance of
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recognitional justice as it demands institutional designs reflect and respect multiple normative
orders (Marion Suiseeya 2016).
When the CDQ Program is understood through the justice framework, the disparate
understandings of what the program should accomplish become more clear. Importantly, the data
show resistance to the ideas conveyed by councilmembers with respect to using the CDQ
Program as a means of capitalistic and industrialized fishery development. In particular, the
testimonies from Indigenous communities and local fishing groups incorporate understandings of
recognitional justice that indicate the importance of an allocation of fishing rights for villages’
self-determination (Lyons et al., 2019). The point of departure between these understandings of
justice was that councilmembers mostly focused on the idea of a just distribution of commodities
to achieve capitalization, whereas Indigenous and other local stakeholders described what an
allocation would allow them to do with respect to attaining independent fishing opportunities to
advance cultural and economic self-determination. Importantly, many Indigenous villages
engage mixed economies based on small-scale production of traditional and commercial
resources which diverges from the industrialized pollock fishery CDQs were first attached to
(Reedy Maschner 2009). From both perspectives, the CDQ Program’s design matters in terms of
how villagers could engage the institution or use fishing rights.
In many ways, the CDQ Program’s design reflects the goals held by councilmembers and
other political actors holding material power to craft institutions determining marine access in
Alaska. For example, the CDQs can be leased to industry firms outside the villages to encourage
capitalization. This result is not surprising due to the power asymmetries operating throughout
the Alaska governance context where councilmembers have the authority to design fishery
management plans and NMFS has the authority to implement them. The point is not that the
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understandings of distributional justice surfacing from councilmembers’ discussion on the CDQ
Program is inherently undesirable, but rather to question the extent to which the CDQ Program’s
design is also a derivative of particular values working throughout the CDQ Program’s design
process (Collons Keys 1997). Working to eliminate village poverty via private rights designed
for efficiency and capitalization is linked to the broader neoliberal values underpinning
traditional markets for the environment (Mansfield 2004; Pinkerton and Davis 2015). In the
Alaska context, these ambitions are difficult to separate from broader assimilationist policies
targeting Alaska Native villages’ and their incorporation into broader capitalistic systems of
economic and political engagement (Berger 1985; Carothers 2008b; Williams Sr. et al., 2016;
Lyons et al., 2019).
And yet, the CDQ Program is polycentric with multiple centers of power and authority
for decision-making under the CDQ groups, which creates opportunities for the flexible and
contingent exercise of power. For example, the CDQ groups can choose different harvesting
options (i.e., to whom the CDQ groups lease their fishing rights) to fish their allocations. The
extent to which CDQ groups support local participation in various CDQ and non-CDQ fisheries
is the mechanism that can combat processes of villages’ or residents’ marginalization from the
fishing industry. The culmination of CDQ group strategies create different justice landscapes,
influencing the suite of opportunities made available to residents. Overall, this institutionalized
flexibility is an important indication of the potential, albeit limited, influence of alternative
perspectives for what the CDQ Program should achieve conveyed by Indigenous communities
and local fishing organizations. The next chapter builds on the insights presented here by
exploring the ways in which the CDQ groups use their management rights to achieve the CDQ
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Program’s goals by making social or economic investments into their villages and the broader
implications of these choices.
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CHAPTER 5. EVALUATING THE JUSTICE IMPLICATIONS OF THE
CDQ PROGRAM’S DESIGN

Introduction
The CDQ Program has a polycentric power configuration as the six CDQ groups operate
independent from federal or state agencies, setting their own goals and designing the pathways
for achieving them (Ostrom 2010). This chapter explores how the CDQ groups leverage their
power to meet the needs of their residents as well as some of the broader justice implications of
these choices. The work for this chapter draws from a qualitative content analysis of written
materials published by the CDQ groups as well as interviews with CDQ group representatives,
residents, and fishery managers.
Results show some common patterns emerge as all the groups work towards
capitalization by leasing CDQs (especially for groundfish and crab) and purchasing other fishing
assets such as vessels and IFQ in other fisheries. Thus, while all the CDQ groups pursue
capitalization strategies to various ends, the CDQ groups are not only pursuing capitalization.
BBEDC, for example, uses revenues from leasing groundfish and crab CDQs to support a suite
of programs that help residents access state salmon fisheries which are a key commercial and
subsistence resource in the region. The BBEDC case exemplifies how the CDQ Program’s
configuration can create opportunities for the flexible and contingent exercises of power to
achieve locally-articulated visions of justice. The six CDQ groups cultivate disparate justice
landscapes for their residents as the nature of a CDQ group’s justice landscape is influenced by
the number of villages the CDQ group represents, the concentration of economic benefits among
member villages, the proximity of the resources, and in some cases, its ability to exclude other
resource users to the benefit of CDQ communities.
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The following pages first introduce the methods and approach used in this chapter. I then
provide the reader with an overview of the CDQ groups’ governance structure. Next, I describe
some of the ways the groups have pursued capitalization strategies (i.e., vessel purchases or
quota leasing), creating and expanding local fish markets, providing direct fishing opportunities
to residents, and investing into social and cultural revitalization programs. I conclude with a
discussion on the broader implications of CDQ group decision-making.

Methods and Approach
The work for this chapter draws from a qualitative content analysis of archival and
interview data. The archival dataset includes CDQ group annual reports from 2007 to 2018,
CDQ group-related publications released during the initial design process, and early reports on
CDQ group activities produced by state agencies or consulting firms. Relying on these publicly
available documents is a somewhat limited approach because these materials do not reveal
private discussions or interpersonal conflicts over different issues, but they do reveal some of the
leadership’s different understandings of justice, at least in terms of the public face of these ideas.
It is also worth mentioning that CDQ group publications are one of the only sources of publicly
available data on their decision-making. It is a major challenge for scholars and practitioners to
understand CDQ groups’ behavior because the program has had relatively weak oversight and
accountability mechanisms since the dissolution of the CDP process and removal of state
oversight functions in 2006 (Chapter 3).
As a result, I also draw from interviews with representatives from five of the six CDQ
groups, some CDQ residents, and fishery managers to understand the more nuanced patterns of
CDQ group motivations and decision-making. Given the CDQ groups own nearly $1 billion in
Bering Sea assets, and the relative political power that accompanies their status as major players
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in the fishing industry (NMFS 2017), I anticipated this work would receive mixed reactions and
levels of interest from possible interviewees. Indeed, I sent interview requests to representatives
and employees from each of the CDQ groups, but one group declined all staff contact with me
and the project. It is again important to note that I did not collect many Indigenous perspectives
via interviews beyond individuals that work for a CDQ group or those whose voices and
perspectives were captured in the CDQ on the Air tapes. This is an important methodological gap
that should be addressed in future iterations of this work, and research related to the CDQ
Program more broadly, as it has the potential to highlight Indigenous perspectives on justice and
wellbeing in relation to the CDQ Program.
When appropriate, I used a snowball sampling strategy to help build trust among
potential participants by having their colleagues informally vouch for me through an interview
recommendation (Rubin and Rubin 2012). I facilitated a responsive environment with open, fair,
and honest communication between myself and the interviewees, including providing my
professional information and credentials when requested to build rapport (Rubin and Rubin
2012). Some interview participants did not want their comments to be attributed by name, so I do
not attribute any interviewee comments by name. In those cases where CDQ group
representatives did not want their CDQ group to be identified, I only use the generic identifier
“CDQ group representative.” Interviews were conducted in person or over the phone due to the
geographical dispersion of many participants, and they were recorded with participant’s consent
using a hand-held device and complemented with hand-written notes.
I developed an initial set of codes from observable commonalities in the content of CDQ
group annual reports. NVivo was used to analyze and code all archival and interview data.
Examples of these codes include “Community-based Infrastructure,” “Quota Market Expansion,”
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and “Fisher Support.” I then used a grounded theory approach to generate additional codes based
on the content of individual CDQ group reports during the analysis. There are some significant
differences in the content of different CDQ group reports because of their ability to administer
their fishing rights and development opportunities independently. Table 10 helps the reader to
visualize the diversity between two CDQ group’s social and economic programs. The bolded
codes represent the initial codes drawn from group publications and the non-bolded codes were
emergent.
Table 10. Comparison of CDQ Group Coding Structure
BBEDC
1. Aging Fishing Fleet
2. Bristol Bay Science and Research
Institute
3. Chinook Salmon Bycatch
Engagement
4. Community-based Development
5. Education and/or Scholarships
6. Executive Salaries
7. Fishermen Support
8. Fishery-specific Development
9. Grant Money
10. In-community Infrastructure
11. Investment Fund
12. Job Provision
13. Mining Threats
14. Poor Investment Choices
15. Quota Market Expansion
16. Resident Fishing Opportunities
17. Royalty Income
18. Service Fees
19. Subsidiaries
20. Vocational Training

CBSFA
1. Community Outreach
2. Community-based Development
3. Crab Management Engagement
4. Education and/or Scholarships
5. Executive Salaries
6. Fishermen Support
7. Fishery-specific Development
8. Grant Money
9. Halibut Bycatch
10. Halibut Cooperative
11. Halibut Management Engagement
12. In-community Infrastructure
13. Job Provision
14. Pacific Cod Management
Engagement
15. Quota Market Expansion
16. Resident Fishing Opportunities
17. Royalty Income
18. Service Fees
19. Subsidiaries
20. Tribal Government Partnerships
21. Vocational Training

Overall, the CDQ groups take seriously their residents’ interests when setting
development strategies. Many CDQ group representatives are proud of their group’s
performance, seeing the projects conducted in the villages they represent as positively affecting
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village life. For example, one person from APICDA described how the group used revenues to
support entrepreneurial opportunities for their residents via loan programs and grants which this
employee described as giving residents a sense of independence and stability for their economic
futures. 80
At the same time, many of the CDQ group representatives I spoke with are also
suspicious of outsiders, albeit it to different extents, and they are protective of their reputations. 81
All of the CDQ group personnel that I spoke with are acutely aware of the negative press the
CDQ Program has received in recent years due to CVRF’s “Just Fix CDQ!” campaign that
demands distributional justice by reallocating fishing rights among the CDQ groups based on
population.
“The CDQ fish is in some ways just like the Alaska Permanent Fund and there is
no justifiable reason for our residents to receive a smaller CDQ “dividend” than
our neighbors just up the coast in Emmonak or just down the coast in Togiak, or
out on St. Paul and St. George islands. We will not have a stable, sustainable
CDQ program until the CDQ fish is fairly allocated and the program reflects the
value of sharing among our people.” 82
CVRF represents 20 villages and nearly 9,300 people which is approximately 35% of the CDQ
Program’s total population. The “Just Fix CDQ!” issue is one of both recognitional and
distributional justice as CVRF believes it is unfair for the CDQ Program to continue allocating a
greater ratio of fishing rights per resident to the smaller groups. The complaints emerging from
both CVRF leadership and some of their residents are predicated on a belief that their unique
socioeconomic needs, derived from the group’s large population size, are not recognized under
the current programmatic design. The amount of fishing rights each CDQ group receives was
permanently fixed in 2006 (Chapter 3), but CVRF must diffuse their economic benefits more
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Interview, APICDA representative, October 24th, 2018.
Written correspondence, CDQ group representative, July 20th, 2017.
82
Coastal Villages Regional Fund. “Just Fix CDQ!” https://www.coastalvillages.org/about-us/just-fix-cdq
81
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broadly than other groups representing fewer villages. At the same time, representatives from the
two smallest CDQ groups—CBSFA and APICDA—described their sense that a programmatic
reallocation of quota based on population would further institutionalize structural inequalities
and class distinctions between the CDQ groups making it impossible for their operations to
continue to exist in the future. 83

The Community Development Quota Groups
Each CDQ group has a leadership body comprised of a CEO, a financial advisor, and office staff.
Staff positions are generally held by professionals with knowledge and experience in their field. Some
staff employees are residents from villages, but most CDQ groups have headquarters in Anchorage,
Alaska. Revenues allow the groups to recruit highly skilled labor from outside the region to assist
running their operations. Over time, this practice has raised questions over the extent to which residents
are able to maintain control over the functioning and daily operations of CDQ groups.
CDQ groups participate in the NPFMC decision-making process (Introduction) in their
own way and to various degrees by sending staff members, lawyers, or residents to give
testimony on relevant issues on their behalf. Although the NPFMC meetings are open to the
public, the CDQ groups themselves experience different conditions than their residents to
gaining access to procedural processes. Their status as major players in the fishing industry
amplifies their voice in important ways, but they also have the material resources to pay the high
costs of travel and lodging to routinely attend meetings. 84 Moreover, NSEDC is currently in a
unique position because one of their staff is an Alaska councilmember that can vote on all
management issues facing the federal waters off Alaska’s coast. Although an Alaska
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Interview, CBSFA representative, December 17th, 2019; interview, APICDA representative, October 24th, 2018.
Interview, former councilmember, October 16th, 2018.
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councilmember seat is not reserved for a CDQ representative, someone broadly representing the
interests of western Alaska has intermittently been on the NPFMC for years. While all
councilmembers should be objective and operate under the directive of managing the federal
waters off Alaska’s coast in the interest of the nation, NSEDC’s current access to NPFMC power
does give the group a direct line of influence (Pinkerton and Langdon 2019 in press).
As stated above, all the CDQ groups have the authority to exercise power through the
administration of their fishing rights, setting their own investment strategies, and creating
original, village-specific social or economic development projects. My results reveal four broad
and important ways that CDQ groups use their power to meet the needs of their residents,
including: capitalization, creating and expanding local fish markets, providing direct fishing
opportunities, or making investments into social and cultural revitalization programs. The
culmination of these strategies for any particular CDQ group ultimately constructs the justice
landscape for residents. Each CDQ group faces different types of influencing factors when
pursuing their development activities. For example, some of APICDA’s villages are
geographically ill-suited for the construction of deep harbors to service the groundfish and crab
fleets because the waters off their shores are too shallow. APICDA has instead pursued several
unique place-based ventures that support local tourism and guided hunting as a profit-making
strategy.
There are also major tradeoffs for the CDQ groups with respect to pursuing capitalization
strategies over diversifying local livelihood strategies with small-scale fishing opportunities and
vice versa because capitalization can entail leasing a substantial portion of their fishing rights
which necessarily constrains the scope of rights available for use by residents. For example, as I
discuss in depth below, CVRF leases their CDQ halibut rights to outsiders to earn more revenues
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to be invested into valued community-based programs. The tradeoff is that village residents no
longer have access to an important fishery that helped to diversify their income and support
fishing-based lifestyles. Thus, the ability of a CDQ group to continue to provide independent,
small-scale commercial fishing opportunities reflects the amount of fishing rights the group is
allocated (Table 4), the location of viable fish markets, the capacity of local harbor infrastructure
to service certain types of vessels, whether the resident population can or wants to fish the
species the rights are attached to, and even how CDQ group leadership sees its development
priorities.
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Table 11. Examples of CDQ Group Development Priorities
CDQ
Group

APICDA

Community Capitalization
Count
Efforts

6

Creating
and
Expanding
Local Fish
Markets

Direct Fishing
Opportunities

Social
Programs and
Cultural
Revitalization

Direct
investments in
fishery
companies and
vessels

Nelson
Lagoon
salmon
processing
plant

Formerly
supported Atka
halibut fleet

Communitybased grant
programs
Youth
internships

Investments into
halibut and
sablefish IFQ

Atka Pride
Seafoods plant

Currently
supports St.
George halibut
fleet

CDQ 4E halibut
fishery

Bristol Bay
Science &
Research
Institute

Investments into
Gulf of Alaska
longline vessels

BBEDC

17

Community
tourism ventures
Direct
investments in
fishery
companies and
vessels

Dock and
harbor
infrastructure

Processing
plant
construction
Fish icing
program

Salmon permit
brokerage and
loan programs

Investments into
halibut,
sablefish, and
crab IFQ

CBSFA

1

Direct
investments in
fishery
companies and
vessels
Investments into
halibut,
sablefish, and
crab IFQ

Scholarship
programs

Fishery
management
engagement
Communitybased grants

Fish
processing—
Trident
Seafoods plant

4B and 4E CDQ
halibut fishery

Saints vessel
purchases to fish
Halibut
CDQ or IFQ
processing and cooperatively
cold storage

Scholarship
programs
Elders and
Community
Seafood
Donations
Fishery
management
engagement
Unangam Tunuu
language
revitalization

Halibut Co-op
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Table 11 continued
CVRF

20

Direct
investments in
fishery
companies and
vessels—
achieved a fully
vertically
integrated
fishing fleet

Regional fish
buying
stations

Employment on
group-owned
vessels

Community
infrastructure
Employment
and internships;
CVRF is the
largest private
employer in the
Kuskokwim
region

Platinum
processing
plant (now
closed)

Investments into
halibut and
sablefish IFQ

Propel People
Program
Ciuneq Program

NSEDC

15

Direct
investments in
fishery
companies and
vessels,
Investments into
halibut,
sablefish and
crab IFQ

YDFDA

6

Direct
investments in
fishery
companies and
vessels

Fish buying
stations

CDQ red king
crab

Nome,
Savnoonga,
and Unakleet
processing
plants

CDQ halibut

Kwik’pak
fisheries

Some CDQ
halibut

Fish buying
stations

Salmon fishing
support via
permit and gear
financing

Investments into
halibut and
sablefish IFQ

Salmon fishing
support via
permit and gear
financing

Fisheries
Research and
Development
Communitybased grants
Fuel Bank and
Community
Energy Fund
Salmon
donations to
village entities,
Youth
Employment
Project
Vocational
training
Small business
loan programs

Yukon River
towing
enterprises

1. Capitalization Strategies: Vessel Purchases and Quota Leasing Strategies
The following sections explore how the CDQ groups have pursued various capitalization
strategies to acquire the means of production in the BSAI fishing industry, and how they
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ultimately use these assets to embed wealth in their communities. The CDQ Program’s first
allocation was attached to the highly industrialized BSAI pollock fishery. The nature of the
pollock quotas, and the heavily industrialized offshore pollock fleet, encouraged CDQ groups to
enter into royalty agreements with high-bidding industry partners (Chapter 4). These
arrangements provided CDQ groups with the opportunity to earn significant revenues. Indeed, in
the first full year of the CDQ Program, the CDQ groups collectively harvested 196,811 metric
tons of BSAI pollock earning $39 million in royalties; more than 550 CDQ residents were
employed on partner factory trawlers or at shoreside groundfish processing facilities servicing
CDQ operations. The total wages for these positions was nearly $3.6 million (EC3 Consulting
1994).
Echoing earlier efforts of Americanization under the MSA, some CDQ groups have
worked to “Alaskanize” their fishing assets in the BSAI industry. Alaskanization is both a
development philosophy and investment strategy anchored in the goal of achieving independence
and a belief that Alaskans, but especially Alaska Natives who are “natural owners of the Bering
Sea” (CVRF 2010), should own and control the resources off their shores. While only some
CDQ groups explicitly use the rhetoric of Alaskanization to describe their development goals,
the broader philosophy is evident in each group’s strategies that maximize revenue streams.
“The CDQ Program has been gradually ‘Alaskanizing’…giving Alaskans both the means
and the directive to buy the Seattle-based Bering Sea fishing fleet.” – 2010 CVRF Annual
Report
“Alaskanization” means that we can have white and blue collar careers for our hardworking people and their families, not just seasonal processing jobs.”—2009 CVRF
Annual Report
All CDQ groups own and control a substantial amount of fishing assets that they operate
independently or in conjunction with their partners. Most of the CDQ groups have long-standing
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partnerships with industry leaders to whom they lease their CDQs. Some CDQ groups have used
the revenues from capitalization efforts to purchase their own vessels to decrease their
dependence on industry partners to fish their rights. CDQ group ownership in vessels currently
varies from 9% to 100% (NMFS 2017). CVRF is the only vertically integrated CDQ group, a
transformation that occurred in 2010 when CVRF redeemed its stock in American Seafoods in
exchange for pollock and cod fishing rights, four vessels to fish these rights, and over $100
million in assets (CVRF 2011). CVRF completed this transaction to Alaskanize their assets to
achieve greater economic independence.
CBSFA has also used CDQ leasing revenues to work towards economic independence by
expanding their ownership of fishing assets, though they are not vertically integrated like CVRF.
CBSFA’s goal is to develop an independent, fishery-based economy in St. Paul so the
community can thrive without government intervention. 85 To this end, CBSFA has established
the St. Paul Fishing Company, which is a wholly owned subsidiary of CBSFA that manages all
of CBSFA’s fishing assets, including all vessels, gear, equipment, licenses, and quota. CBSFA
also makes use of its Halibut Cooperative (Co-op). The Co-op is managed by some St. Paul
residents to ensure “the local fleet has as much CDQ halibut available to them as they are able to
catch.” Through the Co-op, CBSFA purchases the halibut from the local fleet, and then
coordinates with Trident Seafoods (the processing plant on St. Paul island) to custom process the
fish. The group then uses its 170 Degrees West, LLC to directly market the halibut to end users
(CBSFA 2015).
CBSFA has also purchased the Saints fishing vessels (FV Saint Paul and FV Saint Peter)
to participate in the halibut, Pacific cod, and sablefish fisheries to achieve a fully utilized, self-
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Interview, CBSFA representative, August 4th, 2017.
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operated fishery. Any halibut CDQ that is not able to be caught by residents by the end of the
season, as well as any personal-owned halibut IFQ, is leased to the Saints vessels to be harvested
by residents working as crew members. The Saints vessels provide an avenue to translate latent
quota into harvested fish which maximizes the potential economic benefits from CDQ and IFQ
rights for residents. In sum, CBSFA uses a diverse set of strategies to work towards making
investments into local infrastructure that facilitates an independent fishing economy on the
island.
CDQ group acquisitions of fishing assets is possible because of their programmatic
allocations and their royalty agreements that give them the capital to make extraordinary
economic investments on behalf of their villages. Understood in this way, the CDQ Program has
addressed some distributional justice issues at the programmatic level by radically altering the
structure of wealth in the BSAI fishing industry to the benefit of CDQ groups and their
communities. The CVRF and CBSFA cases reveal some of the pathways the CDQ groups can
leverage with their allocations to generate capital to acquire the means of production on behalf of
their communities to operate independently. Even though these strategies are not oriented
towards cultivating independent, small-scale opportunities, they do reflect the understandings of
justice that emerged from the testimonies of Indigenous communities and local fishing
organizations in the early 1990s with respect to autonomy. Importantly, CDQs are the starting
point for the CDQ groups to be able to achieve different goals, which can address distributional
and recognitional justice concerns related to villages’ economic independence.
Ultimately, the CVRF and CBSFA cases reorient us towards considering what CDQs
allow the CDQ groups to do and the types of roles they can fill for their villages. But they also
illustrate the complexity of the primary tension situated at the CDQ Program’s design. CVRF’s
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efforts to purchase a suite of offshore trawler vessels that operate in the BSAI groundfish
industry exemplify this point. These vessels are not skippered by CDQ residents, though a
specified number of crew positions are typically reserved for CVRF residents to work on groupowned boats, a practice that is common across all CDQ groups.

Capitalization Strategies: Conceptualizing CDQ Groups as Quota Kings
The discursive construction of privatization and efficiency portrays market competition
for scarce commodities as an inevitable step towards capitalization. CDQ groups have immense
capital at their disposal, and they have used their revenues to purchase variable amounts of IFQ
in halibut, sablefish, or crab fisheries. During my interviews with representatives from BBEDC,
CBSFA, and APICDA, they each described IFQ purchases as a pathway to augment their
group’s earnings, diversify their fishing portfolios, and insulate their assets from market
fluctuations. 86 Most of the CDQ groups do not discuss their IFQ purchases in terms of
Alaskanization, but their consolidation of Alaska fishing rights both in the CDQ region and
outside is linked with this broader development paradigm.
All the CDQ groups have invested into A-shares, or the largest class of fishing vessel, for
Pacific halibut and sablefish IFQ. In these fisheries, CDQ group ownership is close to 1% of total
IFQ holdings (NMFS 2015). APICDA has also set a goal of becoming the leading player in the
Gulf of Alaska groundfish trawl fleet by forming the Alaska Longline Company to increase their
ownership share in Prowler, Bering Prowler and Ocean Prowler freezer longliner vessels.
Collectively the CDQ groups also own a substantial portion of the BSAI crab fisheries, ranging
from 14% to 59% for harvester IFQ shares and 12% to 30% for processor IFQ shares (Garber,
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Interview, BBEDC representative, October 29th, 2018; interview, CBSFA representative, December 17th, 2018;
interview, APICDA representative, October 24th, 2018.
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Yonts, and Lee 2016). IFQ purchases are part of the broader profit-making strategy for the CDQ
groups, so these rights are not often leased to non-resident vessels instead of providing direct
fishing opportunities to residents. For instance, YDFDA leases their halibut IFQ to the highest
bidders who are typically non-residents. 87 A representative from NMFS described their
understanding that many CDQ groups target industry firms that own a substantial amount of IFQ
in the fishery already and are therefore are assumed to be trustworthy and efficient harvesters. 88
Taking a closer look at the amount of fishing rights CDQ groups own in both CDQ and
IFQ fisheries, as well as the broader implications of their ownership and control of these rights,
divulges their role as significant players in Alaska’s fishing industry. CDQ group purchasing
power in IFQ markets is mostly tempered by their own economic goals, the amount of quota
available at market, or IFQ program ownership limits. CDQ groups may now mirror the largest
fishing firms in Iceland that have long been described in feudal terminology as “quota kings” or
“lords of the sea” due to their control over large amounts of fishing rights (Pálsson and
Helgasson 1995). CDQ group’s emerging status as “quota kings,” and their ownership of IFQ in
both BSAI and out of region fisheries, can constrain the access opportunities of residents and
coastal fishing villages elsewhere. Considering CDQ groups as “quota kings” also brings forth
the fact that their purchases of IFQ may reduce the access opportunities for current fishers or
communities located elsewhere, particularly residents of coastal Indigenous communities
(Carothers, Lew, and Sepez 2010) who do not have the same purchasing power.
Overall, the extent to which a CDQ group pursues various capitalization varies, and their
strategies can have major tradeoffs in terms of the justice landscape they cultivate for residents
via the nature and scope of benefits the CDQ groups can provide. Importantly, CDQ group
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Interview, BSFA representative, August 2nd, 2017.
Interview, NMFS representative, August 3rd, 2017.
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performance has become intimately bound with capitalization and industry partnerships. Most of
the groups have found themselves in difficult relationships trying to balance the interests of
residents and their fishing partners. While eligible villages own CDQs and the CDQ groups’
primary role should be to operate on their behalf, the groups also have fiduciary responsibilities
to their industry partners (Lyons et al., 2017). As I discuss below, balancing of community and
corporate relationships can marginalize CDQ villages on certain management issues where CDQ
groups have aligned themselves with the interests of their industry partners rather than the
villages they represent.

Capitalization and the Resulting Relational Conflicts Facing CDQ Groups
One of the more nuanced implications of the CDQ Program and its formation of CDQ
groups is their location in a broader governance matrix representing Alaska Native institutions
and villages. The NPFMC’s decision-making process has historically excluded Alaska tribes
from holding a formal role, including direct consultations, even though this management body
develops regulations that impact tribes. The NPFMC has largely seen itself as exempt from
federal regulations requiring tribal consultations (FR 65, 218: 67249) because it is not a federal
agency. Further, the NPFMC currently does not have robust pathways for incorporating Tribal
Consultations undertaken by NMFS. Julie Raymond-Yakoubian (2012, 123) describes the
difficult relationship of Alaska tribes from the Bering Strait region with the NPFMC,
highlighting some of the material and discursive power asymmetries that exist between the
NPFMC and sovereign tribal governments:

“Tribal representatives who travel to these [NPFMC] meetings and provide
testimony are often not engaged by Council members (i.e., through questions
following their testimony) and often describe leaving meetings feeling as though
they have wasted their time and resources (Raymond-Yakoubian 2008-2012).
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These feelings are amplified for tribal representatives when they see that fishing
industry representatives are given literally hours in front of the Council to discuss
their views, solutions, and opinions on the bycatch issue (tribes requested
additional time in front of the Council for the June 2011 meeting in Nome where
chum bycatch was discussed, but were denied it). Tribal expert testimony is also
often viewed as anecdotal by the Council, despite the fact that many such
representatives are there speaking on behalf of their entire tribe and their views
and observations are endorsed by them. Feelings of disappointment and
frustration with the process are further affirmed when Council decisions greatly
differ from tribal recommendations.”
Envisioning the concentric governance circles that encapsulate Alaska Native villages
throughout western Alaska, the CDQ groups find themselves in a unique scenario because they
represent 65 Indigenous villages while also holding status as key industry stakeholders with a
meaningful voice that the NPFMC recognizes. Yet all the CDQ groups are registered non-profit
corporations with investments in for-profit subsidiaries. This can be an uncomfortable dynamic
because it pressures CDQ group leadership to carefully balance their profit maximizing
investments with the interests and needs of their residents (Lyons et al., 2017).
The CDQ group’s corporate fishing partners, especially those from the offshore trawl
industry, are a formidable lobby attending each of the NPFMC’s meetings and some of which sit
on the council as voting members. The interests of offshore trawlers harvesting CDQ groundfish
rights have differed from CDQ residents on certain management issues like Chinook salmon
bycatch (i.e., the taking of Chinook as a non-targeted species). Chinook salmon bycatch by the
BSAI groundfish trawl fleet has been a contentious issue for the NPFMC for decades but
especially since 2007. The groundfish fishery closes early when the trawl fleet reaches the
Chinook bycatch limit. Early closures would dramatically constrain trawlers’ operations, and by
extension the CDQ groups’ earnings. In turn, a reduction in CDQ group earnings constrains the
scope of economic benefits a group can distribute to its villages. Voinot-Baron’s (2019)
ethnographic work in the Kuskokwim region represented by CVRF illustrates how Indigenous
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villages located along the Bering Sea coast, as well as deep into the interior of Alaska, have
“taken care” of Chinook salmon for generations by catching and drying these fish to use
throughout the winter as a food source. Alaska Natives’ social and economic relationships with
Chinook salmon have undoubtedly changed over time with the construction of fish canneries and
the market demand for commercial salmon, and today Indigenous villages have “entangled”
economies based on mixed commercial and subsistence fishing (Reedy-Maschner 2009; Blume
2012). Protecting Chinook salmon fisheries is a recognitional justice issue that takes priority for
some CDQ residents over protecting groundfish trawl operations, even if it means the villages
could reasonably expect a reduction in the revenue streams supporting valuable communitybased programs.
The sociocultural and economic relationships that Bering Sea residents hold with salmon
are highly valued, and residents often advocate for more ambitious management standards to
reduce Chinook bycatch by the groundfish trawl fleet, even if it means communities can expect
to see a smaller revenue stream from their CDQ group.
“It is vitally important to all of us that we preserve our culture and honor our
traditional way of life—to ensure that our salmon resources will be here for
generations to come.” Ragnar Alstrom, Executive Director, YDFDA and
Alakanuk Fisherman
However, CDQ group profit-making strategies and leasing arrangements place them in the
middle between representing the interests of their residents and their industry partners. On at
least one occasion, the NSEDC staff member currently serving on the NPFMC has had to recuse
themselves from voting to reduce the Chinook salmon bycatch limit because of a conflict of
interest between villages and industry groundfish partners (Pinkerton and Langdon 2019 in
press). This brings to light the conflicting relationships CDQ group leadership hold with respect
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to their residents and industry partners, and calls attention to possible frictions that emerge
between CDQ groups and their residents.

Capitalization and Shifting Values
Maritime social scientists have shown the ways in which enclosing marine resources both
reflects and produces malrecognition of certain values and lifestyles (Carothers and Lowe 2008),
ultimately transforming ideas of community and property (Butler 2008; McCormack 2012;
Coleman et al., 2018). Yet strong quota markets are the cornerstone of the CDQ group’s
economic success. The scope of benefits the six groups can provide depends on the amount of
CDQs they hold as well as the exchange value of their fishing rights. Current work on the CDQ
Program has not yet investigated whether there are conceptual or practical linkages between the
allocation of CDQs and changes in the values CDQ residents hold with certain fishery resources,
but a recognitional justice lens opens the possibility to ask whether CDQs create patterns of
sociocultural change for residents that mirror those created by IFQs.
CVRF’s “pollock provides” campaign, which reinforces to residents and outsiders
exactly where their economic power is derived, exemplifies this possibility. “Pollock Provides”
is painted onto regional fish service centers, impressed upon worker’s safety vests, and peppered
throughout CVRF’s annual reports thereby signaling the importance of CDQ pollock royalties
for their residents. Indeed, pollock revenues “pay for more than 80% of EVERYTHING that
CVRF does” (CVRF 2008; CVRF 2017). The “Pollock Provides” campaign pushes us to
investigate transformations in fishing values and the accompanying “conceptual displacements”
that signal transitions in how people understand the relationships between people and fish (Butler
2008). Contrary to being isolated from the sociocultural impacts of typical IFQ programs, the
“Pollock Provides” campaign suggests the CDQ Program is located squarely within this
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contentious dynamic. In particular, the notion that “Pollock Provides” indicates a possibility that
CDQs have remade the act of fishing by emphasizing different types of participation, particularly
in the pollock or broader groundfish and crab fisheries where CDQs are generally leased to
outside firms. Changes in the means of fishery access among CVRF villages illustrates the
changing social relations throughout villages by relying on the CDQ groups for economic
engagement and production, reshaping how people understand fishing-based livelihoods.

2. Creating and Expanding Local Fish Markets
All the CDQ groups exercise their power to create or expand local fish markets by
constructing onshore facilities to service the seafood industry. Onshore expansion of boat
harbors and fish processing facilities are essential for developing local, fishing-based economies
because this infrastructure provides regional employment opportunities, local buying markets for
residents, and additional sources of revenue for the groups that can then be reinvested into
community-based social programs. A representative from YDFDA explained the importance of
this strategy for their residents as the proximity of buying markets or processing facilities
influences residents’ trip lengths and operating costs. Equally important is the fact that the owner
of a processing facility determines the price paid to fishers for their catch, and YDFDA makes it
a point to offer a competitive and fair price for resident-caught fish. 89 YDFDA has constructed
Kwik’Pak Fisheries, a community-based organization that supports the regional fishing economy
by purchasing salmon from Yukon Delta residents to support their Yukon River operations.
Kwik’Pak emerged to provide residents an additional salmon buyer in the region that would offer
a competitive price and subsidize the price of halibut they pay to residents to insulate local

89

Interview, YDFDA representative, November 5th, 2018.
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operations from market fluctuations. These combined efforts can support the retention of locally
held commercial salmon permits, and they signal the importance of understanding wellbeing
beyond the narrow terms of economic growth, including the preferences of residents for certain
capabilities related to the commercial fishing industry. By changing residents’ conditions of
access to fish markets, CDQ groups use their revenues to support residents’ fishing-based
lifestyles by reducing the barriers they face.
NSEDC exercises contingent forms of power to provide more support for local fishing by
operating three fish processing plants in Nome, Savoonga, and Unalakleet. These plants all
provide employment opportunities for residents and reduce the distance local fishers must travel
to land their catch. The Savoonga plant is located on St. Lawrence Island in the Bering Sea
where halibut fishers use small skiffs and pull hand lines to catch CDQ halibut miles offshore
from St. Lawrence Island. 90 The plant on St. Lawrence Island makes an important contribution to
the community’s economy as alternative forms of commercial engagement beyond fishing are
sparse. NSEDC supports residents in Savoonga by declining to purchase halibut at the Nome and
Unalakleet locations at certain times of the year to maximize the volume processed at the
Savoonga facility on St. Lawrence Island. NSEDC’s Nome processing facility also only
purchases red king crab deliveries from vessels with a local permit. How NSEDC leverages its
management rights to exclude non-locals is an important example of its exercise of power, but it
also calls attention to alternative pathways that can be used to facilitate residents’ participation in
the Bering Sea industry beyond giving residents CDQs to fish. Importantly, NSEDC’s work to
cultivate local fish markets indicates their effort to improve residents’ access to fishery markets,
even when they are costly (i.e., refusing deliveries at the Nome or Ualakleet plants), are
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Interview, CDQ group representative, November 9th, 2018.
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illustrative of its effort to recognize residents’ fishing values. In this sense, a recognitional justice
lens provides an important way for understanding how the notion of development is internalized
by NSEDC and how the group works to achieve its visions.

Interlinkages between Developing Local Markets and Village Insecurity
The Aleutian Peninsula is speckled with shoreside processing facilities owned outright by
APICDA or in partnership with industry leaders like Trident Seafoods. 91 Similar to other CDQ
groups, APICDA uses shoreside facilities to purchase residents’ catch, cultivate strong buying
markets, and provide employment opportunities. Nelson Lagoon is a community represented by
APICDA, and it was historically an Unangan summer fish camp where residents operate gillnet
and setnet sites. Local salmon fisheries are a key piece of Nelson Lagoon’s cash economy, but
historically the nearest processing facility was thirty miles away in Port Moller. The Port Moller
facility closes in early September, leaving Nelson Lagoon residents without a market to land
their fall silver salmon. APICDA invested $3.5 million into a processing facility in Nelson
Lagoon to provide an extended market to purchase residents’ product and increase the number of
locally available jobs (APICDA 2008).
Developing shoreside processing facilities has been a controversial development option
for some APICDA residents who have raised recognitional justice concerns regarding the
placement of facilities. Atka is home to Atka Pride Seafoods—a small seasonal processing
facility owned by APICDA that provides services 45 local vessels by processing halibut,
sablefish, and cod. Atka was described by an APICDA employee as the “epitome” of a rural
fishing village in the 1990s, but residents have experienced a population decline. Atkans have
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APICDA has invested into a Bering Pacific Seafood plant in False Pass. Trident Seafoods owns a shoreside plant
in Akutan, which is the largest seafood production facility in North America.
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expressed interest in having a year-round fishing economy, and APICDA’s leadership sees a
year-round processing facility as the answer. However, according to the employee, Atkans are
reluctant to place a year-round facility in their community because of the predictable ebb and
flow of outsiders entering the village in response to seasonal employment opportunities. There is
a sense of uncertainty for what that means in the long run regarding the social and economic
security of villagers’ ways of life. The APICDA representative explained the group’s perspective
on the year-round Atka processing plant in detail.
“We said, look, if you do not want complete social disintegration of the
community to be your future, you have to embrace a year-round seafood
processing plant. That means that you are going to have 100 people in this
community working at the plant for maybe two months at a time in the winter. The
rest of the year it'll be less, around 20 to 40 people. You know a lot of them
[seasonal plant workers] are going to be people of color, different faiths, and you
will have to accept them and treat them well. They thought about it for two and a
half months and said ‘we want the plant, but we want to try to repopulate Atka
with Atkans, and if we can't get enough Atkans to come bac,k we want to find
other Aleuts. If we can't find enough Aleuts to come back, then we want to find
people of Eastern Orthodox faith. Russian Orthodox which includes, they said,
Syrian refugees.’ They said the religion will bring us together.” 92
Unangan peoples in Atka and elsewhere in Alaska have experienced violent waves of
colonial oppression where community security and stability are affected by the interactions of
outsiders pursuing the economic wealth of marine resources (Torrey 1978). Atkans’ sense of
wellbeing is described in relation to their ability to maintain control over their social and
economic systems, which accentuates a fundamental tension in the CDQ Program’s nature: even
if CDQ group leadership takes resident opinions into serious consideration, and they often do,
the group ultimately does not need the consent of their residents to move forward with their
administrative choices (Lyons et al., 2017). The Atka processing plant also suggests that the
decisions of CDQ groups could catalyze socioeconomic changes in villages that make them more
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Interview, APICDA representative, October 24th, 2018.
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insecure over time (Lyons et l., 2019). Insecurity can be derived from CDQ group investments
like the proposal for a year-round processing plant in Atka that residents see as potentially
threating their way of life, but also through failed attempts to increase local economic activity.
CVRF’s unsuccessful investment into the Coastal Villages Seafoods fish processing
facility in Platinum (a small community in the Kuskokwim region) further exemplifies this point.
The $30 million Platinum plant was built to provide a reliable market to local salmon fishers and
hundreds of local jobs (CVRF 2008). Platinum operated at an expected loss for seven years, but
CVRF closed the plant in 2016 despite residents’ desire to continue to land their fish in Platinum.
The Platinum plant provided essential, proximate services to local operations (Miller 2012), but
CVRF leadership closed the facility so they could use the money that subsidized plant operations
to make greater investments in other communities. CVRF justified the closure to residents after
the fact by claiming the Kuskokwim salmon fisheries were too unpredictable in terms of
environmental conditions, market price, and stock abundance making it commercially untenable.
Further citing a need to address distributional issues among residents, CVRF leadership
conveyed that “substantial pressure on the local resource, with tensions between up-river and
down-river communities, commercial, and subsistence users” had also contributed to their
decision-making (CVRF 2015).

3. Direct Fishing Opportunities for CDQ Residents
This section of the chapter explores the extent to which the CDQ groups provide
independent fishing and employment opportunities to their residents. As described in Chapter 4,
the understandings of justice which emerged from the testimonies of Indigenous communities
and local fishing organizations were oriented towards obtaining an allocation of communitybased rights for key species and using these rights to enrich particular fishing lifestyles and
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improve village autonomy. The CDQ groups have used their power to generally increase
residents’ direct fishery participation through diverse strategies, including: providing
opportunities for residents to work onshore at fish buying or processing facilities, work as crew
members on group-owned or partner vessels, and independently harvest CDQs for some species.
For example, NSEDC recently employed 23 resident crewmembers who earned $595,507 in
wages (NSEDC 2017). Most of the groups have negotiated employment contracts with partner
vessels who must keep a set number of positions available to group residents to work on offshore
vessels, but these positions are not required to be filled. These arrangements work to ensure
Bering Sea residents participate in the fishing industry to earn wages, but the nature of these
employment opportunities also provide a way for residents to develop valuable and transferable
labor skillsets. The most common types of fishing opportunities made available by an allocation
of private fishing rights to offshore groundfish and crab fisheries are crew positions.
Nevertheless, CDQ groups have often struggled to fill crewmember positions on
groundfish and crab fishing vessels because these jobs are not desirable to residents. Some
residents’ unwillingness to work on these vessels reflects ongoing debates regarding whether the
CDQ Program should be used to advance industrial fishing on the seas or to enhance mixed
economies and livelihood strategies closely anchored to place. Jobs on offshore vessels require
residents to leave their villages for long stretches of time to live at sea, missing out on daily life
and subsistence activities that support their families. For some residents, the chance to make a
living on the high seas fishing industry is appealing, but for many this approach conflicts with
their broader sociocultural values and the types of place-based fishing livelihoods they seek.
“There are partner vessels in Seattle that have a requirement to have workers
from the region on their ships. The groups want workers so there is a benefit to
increasing the experience of regional people on these high sea vessels. What you
hope for is that you would then have a captain who is from Emmonak or another
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CDQ community, right? This is a lofty goal, but nonetheless it would have been
impossible 26 years ago. It is possible now. But they have a very, very hard time
staffing from the region. Those people don't want to be on the high seas. This is a
group of people that would have to leave their communities and everything that
you know behind… it is not a great fit for the cultural practices of coastal western
Alaskans.” 93
Prior to the CDQ Program, eligible Indigenous villages had not invested into in the
industrialized, offshore fishing industries they received new rights to. Local subsistence fishery
participation ebbed and flowed with seasonal fishing opportunities and was influenced by their
village’s proximity to resources, economic conditions (i.e., access to capital and lending
institutions), the strength of purchasing markets, and cultural traditions (NRC 1999). Most
Bering Sea villages participate in subsistence day fisheries, such as halibut, herring, or salmon.
Day fisheries allow residents to spend time in their community and are a crucial aspect of placemaking as it provides a local livelihood and cultivates a sense of local empowerment (Lyons et
al., 2017). The primary pathway through which CDQ groups could achieve a robust day fishery
so to speak is by allocating their halibut CDQs to residents to fish independently.

Resident Engagement in CDQ Halibut Fisheries
The CDQ halibut fishery is currently the only viable programmatic fishery residents can
harvest independently, so long as their respective group chooses to allocate their CDQ halibut
rights to residents. APICDA holds 100% of 4C halibut CDQ and 15% of the 4B halibut CDQ.
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Interview, BSFA representative, August 1st, 2017.
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Figure 3. Halibut Management Areas
Source: NOAA Fisheries Alaska
APICDA represents Atka whose residents initially harvested the entire programmatic allocation
of 4C halibut CDQ because of village residents wanted to fish small-scale halibut and were
proximate to the fishery. However, their leadership now allocates 4C halibut CDQ to nonresident enterprises to earn royalties from the lease arrangements. From the perspective of one
APICDA employee, social transformations in Atka, like population decline and substance abuse,
have made local harvesting options nonviable. APICDA chooses non-resident harvesters to fish
their 4C halibut CDQ based on the amount of IFQ they own because the group will match the
harvester’s IFQ holdings if they deliver their halibut IFQ and CDQ to a processing facility inregion owned by APICDA. This practice ensures APICDA can turn 200,000 lb. of 4C halibut
CDQ to 400,000 lb. of delivered halibut to be processed at their own facility. 94 APICDA’s
choice to allocate its 4C CDQ halibut to non-residents is driven by a lack of a viable local fleet,
but it also aligns with economic theory predicting rights should be fished by the most efficient
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harvesters able to earn the highest market price (Hannesson 2004; Arnason 2005). If the overall
goal of using CDQs is capitalization, APICDA’s choice to allocate away 4C halibut CDQ is
rational. By choosing to distribute 4C halibut IFQ to non-locals, APICDA inadvertently creates
distributional justice implications for residents because non-residents owning significant portions
of IFQ have already consolidated access rights and the wealth that is attached to these rights.
Thus, this practice could further encourage the dispossession of access and fishing opportunities
for locals even if it earns revenues that might be reinvested into community-based social
programs.
APICDA’s allocation of 4B halibut CDQ is harvested by residents on St. George island
in skiffs less than 30 feet in length on the Bering Sea. This fishery contributes to the island
economy by providing a source of cash income and it is a primary source of private employment
for residents (APICDA 2017). In 2017, the St. George halibut fleet caught 46,658 pounds of
halibut that was processed at the nearby Trident facility on St. Paul island. These halibut
landings had an ex-vessel value of $223,958 (APICDA 2017). APICDA further supports St.
George residents by providing zero percent interest loans on specialized fishing gear and running
tendering services. However, APICDA’s former CEO described their desire to improve
operational efficiencies on St. George Island by purchasing a large vessel for residents to fish 4B
halibut CDQ cooperatively. This transition would ensure residents harvest the entire allocation,
save on operating costs, and increase gross net profits. However, St. George halibut fishers have
rejected this proposal, wanting instead to maintain their independent operations.
“In St. George, our guys insist on using their small boats to go out and fish
competitively… I guess I understand in a way that everybody wants to do their
own thing and it is too difficult to work with someone else and who is going to be
the boss and the captain and so on and so forth. But you know that's pretty
important to them.” 95
95

Ibid.
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The tension between the preferences of some APICDA leadership and the residents they serve
are rooted in issues of distributional and recognitional justice. The pursuit of economic
efficiencies ultimately displaces diverse fishing fleets with a high number of small-scale
operators like those in St. George. Further, St. George residents pursuing small-scale fishing
opportunities are juxtaposed to the efficiency values encapsulating markets for the environment.
The St. George halibut case reveals the ways in which residents pursue diverse on-the-water
opportunities, even when these fishing opportunities are inefficient. Like Atkans who want
control over their social and economic systems related to proposed processing facilities, so too
do residents on St. George Island in terms of how they harvest halibut. This observation links to
Lyons, Carothers, and Reedy’s (2017) work in St. George that documents the value residents
hold with respect to certain types of fishing lifestyles. By refusing APICDA’s offer to purchase a
vessel and fish 4B halibut CDQ cooperatively, St. George residents continue to demand
recognition of their own sociocultural value systems attached to place-based and independent
fishing lifestyles. Thus far, APICDA leadership has continued to support the St. George halibut
fleet by granting the CDQ area halibut rights to resident fishers.
CBSFA holds 85% of the 4C and 70% of 4E halibut CDQ allocations, and the group has
prioritized developing a local halibut fleet to encourage a fishing-based economy on the island.
Halibut is a commercially viable near shore fishery, and residents of St. Paul island have
harvested halibut from small skiffs on the Bering Sea for generations. Indeed, halibut is a key
part of resident’s subsistence and commercial fishing lifestyles as the operations weave
throughout the community as locals work as skippers, boat crew, and onshore hook baiters.
CBSFA only represents one community, giving it a unique governance opportunity with respect
to facilitating theoretically better procedural justice outcomes. CBSFA uses a democratic process
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through their Annual Fishermen’s Meeting to collectively determine a CDQ halibut management
plan for the upcoming halibut season. At the Annual Fishermen’s Meeting, resident meet with
group leadership to collectively determine vessel limits and harvesting caps for each St. Paul
resident interested in fishing the CDQ halibut allocation. 96
Conversely, CVRF represents the highest portion of CDQ residents. This demographic
reality poses major distributional challenges for the group as leadership must consider strategies
that balance the distribution of programmatic benefits among all 20 member villages. This
dynamic has fostered a utilitarian mindset in CVRF leadership where they largely operationalize
justice in terms of providing the most benefits for the greatest number of people (CVRF 2013).
This paradigm informs how CVRF pursues profit-making strategies as well as how they
approach providing residents fishing opportunities. For example, CVRF closed its CDQ halibut
fisheries to locals in 2015. Although the group declined to speak with me on this issue, CVRF’s
2015 annual report explains that “in 2015, we fished hard for pollock, crab, and cod so that we
could earn our way towards economic equality. We leased out our halibut in order to more fairly
distribute benefits from CDQ fish” (CVRF 2015). Some Alaska fishery managers described the
group’s choice from their perspective with more detail.
“CVRF did not have a lot of CDQ halibut, but they had a couple hundred people
fishing it. Because the halibut catch limits have been so small, they have decided
not to do that for the past couple of years. They just leased it all out. Based on
some phone calls that I received from residents, it is apparent to me that the
residents in some of these communities did not understand that that was
happening. So, the process for selecting- or how they figure out how to get their
CDQ halibut harvested- may not be completely communicated.” 97
“They [CVRF] didn't even run a plant to buy halibut from their own residents.
We had residents coming to us asking ‘how can this be? Our own organization
won't even respond to our requests and we don't have a way to deliver.’ They
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Interview, CBSFA representative, August 4th, 2017.
Interview, NMFS representative, August 3rd, 2017.
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are leasing all the halibut CDQ to outside residents. They came to the Council
and we had sympathy but there was nothing we could do.” 98
Recent work by Lyons et al. (2019) in Mekoryuk, a CVRF village, brings to light the complex
ripple effects of CVRF’s closure of its CDQ halibut fishery. Reducing local autonomy and
decreasing residents’ self-determination, the halibut fishery closure has made residents’
socioeconomic futures less secure by eliminating a reliable source of cash income and making it
more difficult to repay loans under the People Propel program. People Propel was implemented
in 2013 to help CVRF residents purchase necessary equipment for daily life, but especially local
fishery participation. Since closing the halibut fishery, some CVRF residents have fallen behind
on their loan repayments and the group has seized the assets purchased with group-sponsored
loans (Lyons et al., 2019).
While CVRF is unwilling to elevate the needs or preferences of one group (i.e., halibut
fishers) over another, it is not clear how CVRF’s reallocation of economic benefits or fishing
opportunities occurs amongst the villages or whether certain villages and families benefit more
than others. For example, there is variation in the population size of each village that CVRF
represents, but the group’s annual reports do not suggest they allocate benefits and opportunities
to villages in equal proportion to village population size. Deploying a utilitarian framework to
guide development and community-based investment strategies may seem an ostensibly fair
approach, but it may not be just, especially to those residents who lose their access to particular
fishing and livelihood strategies. CVRF’s choices to lease its halibut rights to outsiders and close
the Platinum fish processing facilities are both valuable illustrations of the scope of CDQ group
power and the importance of contingency with respect to when the groups exercise it.
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Interview, former Councilmember, October 18th, 2018.
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Using Profits to Support CDQ Resident Commercial Salmon Fishing
A loss of access to commercial fisheries is not a new problem facing coastal villages or
Alaska fishery managers who have continued to work towards ensuring local participation.
Major social and economic changes began to emerge in fishing communities across western
Alaska well before the implementation of the CDQ Program when the State of Alaska approved
a limited entry permit system to manage its salmon fisheries in 1972 and was adopted in 1975
(Knapp 2011). Since limiting entry, there has been a massive outmigration of salmon permits
from rural Alaska fishing villages who have lost more than 2,300 fishing permits (Donkersloot
and Carothers 2016). The result has been a loss of place-based and diverse fishing livelihoods,
shifts in valued cultural practices, and an aged and unsustainable fishing fleet (Reedy-Maschner
2007; Holen 2014; Donkersloot and Carothers 2016). Work by Knapp (2011) shows debt and a
lack of access to financial lending institutions can encourage local fishers to sell their rights for
windfall profits as they permanently exit the fishery. An important outcome of the institutional
flexibility incorporated under CDQ Program’s design is that some CDQ groups leverage their
power by dedicating groundfish and crab CDQ revenues to support resident’s access to salmon
fisheries which were beyond the scope of the CDQ Program.
Both BBEDC and NSEDC offer a suite of programs to help combat permit out-migration
by assisting residents with retaining or purchasing salmon fishing permits through brokerage
services, permit loan programs, or emergency transfer grants. These programs connect fishers
with financing and trading markets thereby reducing the barriers they face to participating in
permit markets. BBEDC also supports residents by offering value-added services like icing, sea
water refrigeration, workshops and training for commercial fish handling to ensure residents earn
the highest possible market price for their fish (BBEDC 2016). CDQ group’s efforts to improve
access opportunities for residents interested in salmon fishing shows the ways in which CDQ
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groups can advance opportunities for recognitional justice by using their revenues to rejuvenate
and protect key traditional fisheries.
There are obvious economic benefits to supporting resident engagement in salmon
fishing, such as wages that could be spent in community businesses, but there are also cultural
benefits to maintaining and rejuvenating traditional fisheries. The attainment of limited entry
permits for residents might even create meaningful opportunities for the next generation of youth
fishers to participate in salmon fishing which has long been the backbone of Bristol Bay villages’
sociocultural and economic lifestyles. This reflection sparks considerations of whether the CDQ
Program’s design provides the CDQ groups enough space to develop programs capable of acting
as a mechanism for recognitional and intergenerational justice. However, the extent to which
BBEDC and other CDQ groups can meaningfully address salmon permit attrition among resident
populations hinges on the scope of investments they can make into their support programs. An
extended quote from BBEDC’s CEO is useful here as it shows the ways in which the group’s
leadership is beginning to ask difficult questions about what it will take for their villages to
thrive well into the future with fishing-based economies (BBEDC 2017).
“What will our communities look like in 30 or 40 years?... Vibrant communities
both big and small, fueled by residents who continue to be active participants in
the fishery will be an absolute necessity. Studies and vague references to the
“Graying of the Fleet” and “Permit Loss” have been commonplace the last
decade but have mainly just been getting lip service. This inattention, inaction,
must change if we are to be successful. Recent studies continue to show that
statewide Alaska continues to loses about 5% of its permits to non-resident
ownership every year. Closer to home we see much the same. In 2017, BBEDC’s
Permit Loan Program had seven new participants. Four were “saves” (permits of
residents that might have left), and three “retrievals” (non-resident permits)
brought back home. At BBEDC we are incredibly proud of our Permit Loan
Program, but until we double down and double our annual success rate, we are
still not matching the attrition.”– 2017 BBEDC Annual Report
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Examining BBEDC’s salmon support programs brings forth two important implications
of the CDQ Program’s design. First, the BBEDC case shows how the revenues earned from
leasing CDQs can extend protections for residents’ access to subsistence fisheries, even though
the CDQ Program’s design formally falls short of doing so (Blume 2012). BBEDC’s suite of
commercial salmon support programs also exemplifies the creativity of CDQ groups with respect
to promoting resident fishing, even though that explicit goal was not the primary goal
conceptualized by councilmembers when designing the program. In this way, while the CDQ
Program is a market-based institution, its design also gives the groups autonomy to set their own
goals, including improving conditions of access for residents in non-CDQ fisheries. At the same
time, however, resident’s commercial salmon fishing engagement is influenced by more than just
market factors (i.e., the quantity of salmon fishing rights that are available) as the CDQ groups
themselves can control resident fishing engagement year-to-year by limiting or expanding loan
programs as they see fit. This dynamic again illustrates magnitude of CDQ group power with
respect to administering fishing rights and opportunities for residents.

4. Social Program Investments, Employment, and Cultural Revitalization Programs
CDQ groups can use up to 20% of their revenues to invest into non-fishery related
projects in their villages, and their decision-making displays tremendous diversity as their
projects are crafted to uniquely reflect the needs of their residents. In general, the groups have
made investments into critical community infrastructure such as elementary schools, provided
community grants, and established vocational and educational training funds. These programs
provide essential services, but they are also a pathway through which CDQ groups can distribute
economic and sociocultural benefits to non-fishers in their communities. For example, CBSFA
and YDFDA have each made community outreach an important part of their mission. CBSFA
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supports the community’s recreation center, providing youth employment opportunities, and
supporting subsistence donations to elders. The Elder Subsistence Halibut and Crab Donation
Program delivers halibut and crab processed on the island in CBSFA logo boxes to elders twice a
year (CBSFA 2017). Subsistence and place-based activities are the backbone of St. Paul’s island
economy, and sharing subsistence resources with elders who may be less likely to be able to
harvest these resources is an important value. YDFDA has offered a similar program that
delivers several thousand pounds of salmon to area school lunch programs on the Lower Yukon
in the St. Mary’s and Iditarod School Districts (YDFDA 2007).
A common pathway through which all CDQ groups try to advance justice and improve
quality of life in their villages is through the provisioning of educational or vocational services to
residents. For example, BBEDC’s Harvey Samuelson Scholarship Trust allocated $436,590 in
scholarships to resident students in 2017 alone (BBEDC 2017). Investing into resident education
and training provides an obvious benefit to the individual by facilitating the acquisition of
knowledge and skilled labor. However, supporting educational programs may also facilitate a
sense of empowerment among those who receive these benefits; it is possible, although
uncertain, that this facilitates more informed political engagement. Testimony from a BBEDC
resident regarding the impact of a scholarship program illustrates this point (BBEDC 2017).
“Being an Alaskan Native woman enrolled in my tribal organization, working to
preserve our traditional values and address the impact of historical trauma on us
as a people adds so much to my life. I’m proud to have something to share with
my son and other kids growing up trying to find their place in the world as a
human being. The feeling of being empowered is a feeling I hope everyone can
find through whatever avenue suits them best.”
BBEDC internship programs provide opportunities for residents to gain job experience in
corporate offices, processing plants, science and management organizations, as well as with
BBEDC partners in Seattle. These programs develop valuable skills among residents, but there
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have at times been negative side effects where the programs create a so-called “brain drain” as
youth with skilled labor may not want to return to their home villages. 99 BBEDC’s Student Loan
Forgiveness Program works to keep residents and their skillsets in-region by providing up to
$20,000 of student loan repayment over the course of a over the course of a five year period to
residents that return to a CDQ community and obtain full-time employment.
Vocational training programs also offer a crucial line of support for developing residents’
skillsets. YDFDA established a Youth Employment Project (YEP) that employs youth from 14 to
17 years of age, and it has become a major element to the group’s long-term effort to generate
regional economic stability. Through training, development, and wage earnings, YDFDA sees
this program as a solution to long-term unemployment issue to achieve the group’s goal of
financial and economic stability.
“It provides security to the families that depend on commercial fishing for their
livelihood. It is the only true cash economy that a majority of people have the
opportunity to participate in… People could rely on the fishery year in and year
out. They would have a market because there were workers to process fish. That
is probably the biggest change it [the CDQ Program] has had. Prior to it, there
was extreme economic hardship, but there is still economic hardship in the
region.” 100
CDQ group sponsored employment opportunities skilled labor training and wage earnings, which
can indirectly provide some revenues back into other community-based businesses or services.
CDQ groups have also invested into specialized programs that advance recognitional
justice for residents by creating awareness of certain values and practices through the
revitalization and restoration of communities’ culture and traditional knowledge. For example,
every summer BBEDC provides funding to host a summer Salmon Camp where BBEDC youth
learn about the importance of salmon to local ecosystems from scientists and elders. CBSFA
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supports the St. Paul Tribal Government’s hosting of Bering Sea Days and Marine Science
Camps that educate youth about Unangan culture. CBSFA also provides financial support to
programs revitalizing the Unangan language, Unangan Tunuu (CBSFA 2013). CVRF offers a
Ciuneq Program that rewards well-performing high school students by taking them to urban
centers to introduce them to potentially available career opportunities if they complete their
education. The Ciuneq program also provides an opportunity to forge relational connections
between youth and elders who share stories and transmit cultural heritage across generations
(CVRF 2016). Each of these programs work towards rejuvenating Indigenous epistemologies,
and serve as a means by which different Alaska Native culture can be transmitted to the next
generation at a time when many CDQ communities have had significant declines in population
over the last several decades as their residents have migrated to urban centers (Department of
Commerce, Community and Economic Development 2009).

Concluding Thoughts: Understanding the Broader Justice Implications of CDQ Group
Behavior
CDQ groups’ development choices reflect the tension at the core of the CDQ Program’s
design with respect to whether CDQs are a mechanism to encourage industrialized fishing on the
high seas, or a tool to support villages’ mixed economies and livelihood strategies with
independent, small-scale fishing opportunities. An important finding of the work presented in
this chapter is how the CDQ Program’s polycentric power configuration allows for the CDQ
groups to exercise contingent forms of power to meet their residents’ needs. Overall, the CDQ
groups construct different types of justice landscapes with capitalization strategies that target
purchasing fishing assets like vessels and IFQ, creating local fish markets, providing residents
direct fishing opportunities, and investing into social and cultural programs in their villages.
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Each of these development strategies can profoundly shape residents’ access to resources and
benefits, and they preset different tradeoffs for the CDQ groups as pursuing capitalization can
enhance or constrain the types of opportunities they can provide residents.
Collectively the CDQ groups have been successful at capitalization—group revenues
peaked at over $414 million in 2010 when they also invested over $251 million into their
communities; their accumulated fishing assets are worth approximately $1 billion (NMFS 2017).
However, measures of capitalization and economic wealth do not indicate whether CDQ group
decision-making increases local power or self-determination which are essential to community
wellbeing (Lyons et al., 2019). Some CDQ groups have made alternative forms of development a
key priority for their residents. For example, CBSFA works to support place-based lifestyles
residents find meaningful by supporting local halibut fishers through vessel acquisitions, and
subsidizing the price residents receive for their fish, to sustain a local fishing-based economy.
However, CBSFA only represents one village on St. Paul island and thus finds itself in a
different governance scenario than the larger CDQ groups that need to more widely distribute
economic benefits across several member villages. Representing only one community also
creates the possibility for more direct feedback linkages between residents and leadership as they
live in the same community and share public spaces. This dynamic might also facilitate norms of
reciprocity, which Ostrom’s (1990) work on common property institutions shows is essential for
institutional effectiveness and compliance. The possibility of a better procedural outcome in
terms of resident voices being included in CDQ group decision-making is exhibited in CBSFA’s
Annual Fishermen’s Meeting where residents and managers cooperatively determine the year’s
halibut management plan. 101
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Interview, CBSFA representative, December 17th, 2018.
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Some of the larger groups like BBEDC leverage their power to extend residents access
opportunities for state salmon fisheries, whereas NSEDC exercises its power to close local
processing plants at certain times of the year and refuses deliveries from non-local vessels. These
practices control the timing of a fishery to concentrate economic benefits with NSEDC residents.
Contrasting the choices made by CBSFA and NSEDC, CVRF leadership closed the Platinum
Plant and CDQ halibut fishery instead of continuing to support local fishing and processing
opportunities to pursue capitalization and more widely diffuse economic benefits among
residents. Thus, at certain times CVRF has used its power to exclude residents to manage their
fisheries for greater revenues rather than to protect local harvesting.
Taking a closer look at CDQ group strategies raises two important observations. First, the
CBSFA, NSEDC, and CVRF cases exhibit different pathways towards improving distributional
outcomes for at least some cohort of residents (e.g., residents working in the group-owned
processing plant on St. Lawrence Island in the NSEDC case). And yet, to provide these types of
direct fishing opportunities to residents, CDQ groups rely on cash injections from leasing other
quota holdings to outsiders which subsidizes the cost of local fisheries. CBSFA’s Halibut Co-op
exemplifies this point as the group prioritizes the local halibut fleet, but the Halibut Co-op is
propped up by leasing revenues from the group’s groundfish and crab quota. In this way, the
nature of the fishing rights and the cost of maintaining local fishing or processing operations can
facilitate village dependence on allocations of federally owned fish, and in many cases, the
performance of outside firms who fish these rights.
By using a more traditional IFQ design, the CDQ Program somewhat encourages a
transition in village economies towards dependence on federally-owned offshore fisheries. This
is a controversial reflection that raises questions over the long-term socioeconomic security of

201

Bering Sea villages. At a time when privatization continues to enclose access, the potential of the
CDQ groups to carve out new access opportunities for their residents hinges on their royalty and
revenue performance. If there were to be substantial changes in biological stock abundance
brought on by environmental change, a programmatic reallocation of CDQs among the groups,
as called for in CVRF’s “Just Fix CDQ!” campaign, or if the CDQ Program ceased to exist
altogether, there is deep uncertainty regarding the ability of CDQ groups to continue to support
social and economic programs in their villages.
The second observation centers on the extent to which CDQ group leadership, and even
the CDQ Program more broadly, advances procedural justice in terms of facilitating resident
participation in decision-making processes. When viewed through a distributional lens,
NSEDC’s decision to decline purchasing halibut during certain points in the season at the Nome
and Unalakleet plants lends itself to a more just outcome for residents on St. Lawrence Island
who have relatively few economic alternatives. Similar conclusions could be drawn regarding
APICDA’s choice to recognize and respect the interests of St. George halibut fishers who resist
fishing CDQ halibut cooperatively for greater earnings in favor of maintaining independent
operations. And yet, attending to procedural justice shows there are no institutionalized pathways
that guarantee resident participation in deliberative spaces or CDQ group decision-making
except for holding Board of Directors positions. In the NSEDC and APICDA examples given
above, issues of procedural justice should not be interpreted as the group’s leadership working
against the interests of residents. Rather, this alternative lens highlights different forms of
insecurity CDQ villages can face derived from the fact that while villages are the rightful owners
of CDQs, CDQ group leadership can at any point pursue development alternatives regardless of
residents’ values. CVRF’s choice to close local CDQ halibut fisheries without warning to
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residents is a powerful illustration of this point. The near complete absence of transparency and
accountability mechanisms obscures whose voices are amplified in decision-making processes or
whether some residents or households are systematically excluded from the CDQ group
governance processes.
While some CDQ groups like APICDA, BBEDC, and NSEDC use community liaisons
as mediators that communicate between leadership and residents, the CDQ Program’s primary
mechanism to ensure resident’s inclusion and representation in decision-making processes is the
requirement that 75% of each CDQ group’s Board of Directors to be local fishers from the
villages they represent. One CDQ resident described their dissatisfaction with group leadership,
ultimately suggesting that the institutionalized power disparity between villages and group
leadership is the source of conflict.
“There was tension about what kind of community development would be most
useful. Whether money should be spent out in the region, what kind of
investments you would want to make, who your fishing partner should be. A lot of
that, I think, was basically driven by the top down. It was not the bottom up. That
is the easiest way to say that. I don't think the local folks ever really had their say,
so most locals just stopped paying attention.” 102
Since the dissolution of the CDP process in 2006 (Chapter 3), CDQ group annual reports, benefit
catalogues, and regulatory compliances statements are the primary documents disclosing their
decision-making. As a result, it is unclear the extent to which residents work to cultivate power
and influence in-place at group meetings or through other avenues to represent their interests.
In sum, this chapter illustrates how the nature of the justice landscapes cultivated for
residents is derived from CDQ group strategies. These strategies are influenced by the number of
villages the CDQ group represents, the concentration of economic benefits, the proximity of the
villages to resources, and in some cases like NSEDC, the group’s ability to exclude other
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resource users to the benefit of its communities. Many CDQ groups have confronted institutional
gaps in the CDQ Program to uniquely craft small-scale fishing opportunities to enhance villages’
mixed economies. In doing so, these groups are deliberately working towards the understandings
of justice which emerged from Indigenous and local testimony for what the CDQ Program
should achieve by facilitating villages’ self-determination and wellbeing.
-
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CONCLUSION

Scholars and practitioners have worked for decades to address distributional inequities
and the concerns of coastal fishing villages while continuing to privatize fishery management.
This dissertation enters the polarized debate on efficiency and justice in relation to market-based
institutions by analyzing the CDQ Program. As I have described throughout the dissertation, the
CDQ Program uses a modified and limited version of private fishing rights to address so-called
underdevelopment issues in Indigenous villages by embedding wealth from an industrialized
fishing industry with 65 Indigenous villages. An allocation of community-based quota was not
justified as a means towards conservation as is common in IFQ programs, but rather to achieve
capitalization for community development and incorporate villages into mainstream forms of
economic engagement. Overall, this dissertation makes an important contribution to exploring
the divergent understandings of justice located within CDQ politics and how some ideas were
translated into various institutional rules, and it questions some of the dominant assumptions
about the purpose of allocating community quotas to improve wellbeing in Indigenous villages.

Summary of Findings
Understanding Justice in Relation to the CDQ Program
To understand the politics that made the CDQ Program possible, it is important to
recognize the historical context and broader governance setting in which this institution is
located. There were different levels to the structural inequalities that characterized the BSAI
fishing industry in the early 1990s. Alaska’s marine space has long been characterized by
extractive dynamics where the resources and their economic benefits traveled to out-of-state
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parties (Strong and Criddle 2013). For example, the BSAI pollock fishery is the largest single
species fishery in U.S. waters but it was predominantly harvested by foreign fleets until the MSA
was enacted in 1976. However, most of the new American boats operating in the industrialized
pollock fleet were moored in Seattle (Strong and Criddle 2013). Thus, despite the fact that the
State of Alaska had worked since statehood to combat economic forces that brought Alaska
resources and their benefits out of state, many Alaska-based operators, but especially Bering Sea
villages, were marginalized from the industrialized fishing industry (i.e., pollock, groundfish,
and crab). Coastal Indigenous villages also had relatively little shore side development, except
for Bristol Bay salmon canneries, because they did not hold the necessary material wealth and
their geographic positioning makes it challenging for large vessels to port. Having a desire to
secure the economic benefits of Alaska resources with Alaskans, but especially proximate and
underdeveloped villages, councilmembers used CDQs to embed wealth.
Although scholars often point to this story and the material wealth accumulated by the
CDQ groups to highlight the CDQ Program as a successful case of marine management
(Langdon 2008; Foley and Mather 2016; Pinkerton 2019), its design is a product of a much
broader struggle over recognitional justice. In particular, the results discussed in Chapter 4 call
attention to the ways in which councilmembers and state bureaucrats described the act of
allocating community-based fishing rights in terms of capitalization with the long-term vision of
supporting community development and addressing village poverty. However, in Alaska, this
ambition is difficult to separate from assimilationist policies targeting Alaska Native villages to
incorporate them into broader capitalistic systems of economic and political engagement (Torrey
1978; Berger 1985; Carothers 2008b; Williams Sr. et al., 2016; Lyons et al., 2017; Lyons et al.,
2019). Importantly, as described in Chapter 4, CDQ decision-makers did not conceptualize this
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program as an Indigenous institution because its benefits can be accessed by Alaska Natives and
non-Natives alike. The notion that the CDQ Program is non-racial reflects older precedents
established by ANCSA and ANILCA, perpetuating commonly held misconceptions that Alaska
Natives’ rights are predicated on race rather than their political rights as sovereign entities
(Lindemuth 2017). This malrecognition calls attention to the fact that, however “wellintentioned” the CDQ Program may be, certain rules and the broader discourse that conveys
them bring to light the ongoing post-colonial state of affairs in Alaska (Lyons et al., 2019).
Related, the justice framework deployed throughout this dissertation brings different
understandings of justice related to different stakeholders’ ideas of what the CDQ Program
should do to the front. Chapter 4 makes an important contribution by showing resistance to the
ideas conveyed by councilmembers with respect to using the CDQ Program as a means of
capitalization via participation in industrialized fisheries. Rather than emphasizing wealth
accumulation and economic efficiencies, which emerge as externally imposed goals for
Indigenous fishing villages, understandings of recognitional justice are the foundation of the oral
and written testimonies from Indigenous communities and local fishing groups. These
testimonies indicate the importance of an allocation for villages’ self-determination by
underscoring the legitimacy of Alaska Natives as stakeholders in the Bering Sea with the right to
independently pursue means of fishery engagement they deem meaningful (Lyons et al., 2019).

Exploring Patterns of CDQ Group Decision-making
The unresolved tension of whether the CDQ Program is a tool for capitalization via
industrialized fishing or for small-scale, independent fishing opportunities indicates just how
hard it is to create space for justice when privatizing natural resources. In many ways, various
rules of the CDQ Program reflect the understandings of justice located within councilmembers’
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discussion on CDQs. The ability of CDQs to be leased by groups to high-bidding industry firms
illustrates this point well as it is the primary mechanism for wealth accumulation. This outcome
is not surprising as councilmembers, federal agency representatives, and State of Alaska
employees hold the material power to craft institutions which determine conditions for marine
access. However, the CDQ Program’s polycentric power configuration is important in this
respect as it delegates decision-making and some managerial authority to the six CDQ groups
which allows for contingent exercises of power. While CDQs were designed for capitalization,
some CDQ groups have leveraged their power to lease their rights for certain species to residents
at no cost. In doing so, some CDQ groups actively work against efficiency values to support
mixed economies and livelihood strategies closely connected to place. This power configuration
and institutionalized flexibility enables the CDQ groups to meet their resident’s needs, even if
doing so comes at a cost for capitalization.
However, understanding the CDQ groups as autonomous actors highlights the unique role
CDQ groups play as non-profit corporations representing Alaska Native villages with
investments in for-profit subsidiaries in the North Pacific. This can create an uncomfortable
dynamic because the CDQ groups can pursue a range of development strategies at any point in
time, even if residents deeply oppose them. CDQ groups generally try to align their profit
maximizing investments with the interests and needs of their residents, but the near complete
absence of institutional accountability and transparency mechanisms in the current programmatic
design raise obvious procedural justice issues for villages and their residents. CVRF’s choice to
close their CDQ halibut fishery exemplifies this point well, calling attention to the ways in which
CDQ group exercises of power might place villages outside of the commercial fishing industry,
even though these communities are the rightful owners of CDQs.
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Yet some CDQ groups do use strategies (e.g., BBEDC’s salmon permit loans) that reflect
the importance of providing residents small-scale fishing opportunities to diversify local income
sources and provide meaningful fishing-based lifestyles. Two illustrative examples are NSEDC’s
choice to decline purchasing halibut at their Nome and Unalakleet plants to maximize the
volume landed at the St. Lawrence facility and CBSFA’s Halibut Co-op that supports St. Paul
resident fishing operations. Nevertheless, the CDQ groups can incur costs to subsidize certain
fishery support programs for residents because they funnel leasing revenues earned from their
groundfish and crab rights to support these highly valued programs. This observation raises
questions over the long-term socioeconomic security of Bering Sea villages because, at a time
when privatization continues to enclose access, the ability of CDQ groups to carve out new
access opportunities for hinges on their royalty performance.
Overall, results show the CDQ groups create disparate justice landscapes for their
residents by leasing CDQs to outsiders, purchasing other fishing assets, cultivating and
expanding local fish markets, providing residents fishing opportunities, and investing into social
and cultural programs in their villages. As described in Chapter 5, the selection of these
strategies is influenced by group homogeneity, the concentration of economic benefits, villages’
proximity to the resources, and whether the group can exclude other resource users to the benefit
of its villages. In sum, the choices CDQ groups have made tell a more complicated story of wins
and losses for CDQ communities according to different understandings of justice.

Project Implications
By exploring how different ideas of justice emerged, and the extent to which these ideas
became embedded into the CDQ Program’s institutional rules, my dissertation has several
interconnected implications for both scholars and practitioners working at the intersection of
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environmental markets and local resource users. Specifically, this research informs broader
debates occurring in overlapping scholarly and practitioning circles about creating market-based
institutions in ways that are more sensitive to justice considerations for local communities.
The justice framework used here contributes to ongoing scholarship focusing on the
human dimensions of institutional designs and outcomes, especially for fishery management
(McCay 1995; Copes 1997; Langdon 2008; Lowe and Carothers 2008; Pinkerton and Edwards
2009; Carothers 2013, 2015; Lyons et al., 2017; Ringer et al., 2018; Lyons et al., 2019). First,
using a justice framework can decrease the slipperiness of contested concepts like justice which
continue to be seen as too fluid in management processes dominated by positivist frameworks
(Carothers 2011). In the context of federal fishery management, “equity” is frequently linked
with understandings of distributional justice defined as a fair allocation of resources, costs, or
benefits. Such was the case in the CDQ Program, where themes of distributional justice emerged
throughout councilmembers’ discussion on CDQs as a pathway for addressing economic
disparities between fishing firms and coastal villages. However, as this dissertation shows,
focusing narrowly on concepts of equity or distributional justice alone is problematic.
Indeed, the institutionalized practices that decomplexify Alaska Natives’ political rights
and cultural identities underscore the importance of recognitional justice as a necessary condition
for achieving alternative visions of justice (Marion Suiseeya 2016). Recognitional justice
demands that institutions for natural resource management reflect diverse values, heritages, and
normative orders (Whyte 2011; Williams Sr. et al., 2016). The results presented in this
dissertation suggest managers should work to systematically incorporate multiple dimensions
and understandings of justice into management frameworks, which is not only an ethical
approach to fishery management but is also known to increase institutional effectiveness by
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reducing the likelihood of conflict (Marion Suiseeya 2014). Taking the multivalent nature of
justice seriously could provide a richer and more balanced approach to crafting management
institutions by opening the door for more meaningful inputs of local and traditional knowledge.
It is important to note that cultivating purposefully deliberative spaces of inclusion demands
allowing Indigenous and local communities to challenge what constitutes justice in specific
contexts like designing markets for the environment. Thus, this dissertation cautions against
institutionalizing justice in precise terms (i.e., in terms of distribution and poverty alleviation
goals) because it can limit the institutional pathways that are, or can become, available to meet
multidimensional demands for justice (Marion Suiseeya 2014, 2017).
In emphasizing capitalistic development, CDQ decision-makers discounted alternative
models that emerged from Indigenous communities and local fishing organizations who made
demands for independent fishing opportunities. As described in Chapters 3 and 4, colonial power
struggles continue to influence institutions for natural resource management in Alaska (Williams
Sr. et al., 2016). A major implication of this work is the CDQ Program’s polycentricity, and how
this design delegates authority to the CDQ groups in a way that affords them the ability to
exercise contingent forms of power. This design feature is the mechanism that allows the CDQ
groups to pursue local visions of justice, even in the face of a broader design configuration that
emphasizes capitalization and economic efficiencies. These findings are linked with broader
institutional and common property scholarship that underscores the importance of local control
for community wellbeing and institutional effectiveness (e.g., Ostrom 1990). Further, as the
environmental and social conditions facing Bering Sea fisheries and communities change over
time, this design allows the CDQ groups can evolve their strategies over time to keep pace with
the changing needs and demands that emerge from their communities. This finding is relevant
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for both scholars and practitioners because it highlights the importance of achieving flexible, if
not evolutionary, institutional designs that can adapt over time to keep pace with changing
environmental and social conditions as well as demands for justice.

Future Directions
While this dissertation provides a rich account of the CDQ Program’s history and offers
some understandings of the implications of particular design choices for eligible villages, my
work does not give a complete picture of the CDQ Program’s story. Documenting the ways in
which CDQ groups evaluate tradeoffs in their decision-making in relation to themes of justice,
efficiency, and uncertainty is an important next step. This thread of scholarship can help us to
construct a fuller picture of the tradeoffs CDQ groups face to meeting the interests of their
residents by articulating the evolving set of factors CDQ groups consider, or the more nuanced
elements that pressure, their decision-making.
My work has also uncovered new questions about the extent to which residents currently
make demands for justice from their CDQ groups, and whether the CDQ groups work towards
meeting them. While this dissertation expands the broader conversation on the CDQ Program, it
falls short of providing contemporary Indigenous perspectives on the CDQ Program. It is
important that future work investigate the postcolonial nature of power relations, demands for
recognitional justice, and patterns of institutionalized erasure of Indigenous rights and cultural
identities in Alaska and Alaska fisheries.
Related to this point, while this dissertation is situated within the theoretical literatures on
justice (e.g., Sen 1992; Fraser 1997; Schlosberg 2007) and broader work on environmental
justice (e.g., Schlosberg 2007; Martin et al., 2016), Indigenous scholars have underscored how
Indigenous understandings of justice can exist outside of the dimensions of distribution,
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procedure, or recognition (Hunt 2014). Similarly, the lived experiences of some Indigenous
Peoples and communities raises awareness of the tensions that exist between these theoretical
dimensions of justice (Whyte 2011). Indigenous communities may access and engage
technocratic and legal processes equal to white citizens under the law (e.g., procedural justice) to
give lengthy testimony of violence committed against them but never achieve recognitional
justice (Hunt 2014). Thus, an important continuation of this research will be the development or
amplified rearticulation of Indigenous perspectives of justice. This work should be done by
Indigenous scholars and researchers, but in some cases, it may be appropriate for non-Indigenous
scholars to work collaboratively with communities on these issues. Collaborative work should
take place under the guidelines established by communities to build these insights.
There is uncertainty as to what the future holds for CDQ villages. Climate change has the
capacity to instigate substantial changes in stock abundance, and CVRF is currently seeking a
governance revolution through its “Just Fix CDQ!” campaign that would dramatically restructure
the allocation of fishing rights among the groups. These dynamics create uncertainty regarding
the ability of CDQ groups to continue to support social and economic programs in their villages.
As such, it will be important for scholars to consider alternative models of community fishing
rights and engagement even in the context of the CDQ Program where institutional evolution
might be essential if the program is to survive well into the future. An exploration into
alternative models of community fishing rights and engagement should be developed in
connection to locally-articulated demands for justice, which will likely require the inclusion of
robust mechanisms for local participation in both the design and running of any new programs.
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