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THE KUSKOKW M RI VER SALMON FI SHERY

The Kuskokwi mRiver, at 93 0 mles, is Al aska's second | argest
river (Figure 1). The popul ation of the drainage is roughly 12,000
people, primarily Yup'ik Eskim who live along the |ower half of
the river. The area has a m xed subsi stence-market econony. Fish,
nostly salnmon, formthe bul k of the subsistence harvest wi th noose,
mari ne manmal s, waterfow , and other animals also harvested in the
annual cycle.

Commercial salnon fishing is the largest single source of non-
governnental enploynment and incone in the region. Conmmercial
harvesting takes place within the lower 250 mles of the river
(Figure 2). Essentially the sane gear is used for both comercia
and subsi stence salnon fishing: a snmall, outboard-powered skiff 18
to 26 feet long drifting a nultifiber gillnet up to 50 fathons in
l ength. The fishery is directed on the harvest of chum salnon in
late June to md-July and on coho salnon in August. Comerci al
openings are held two to three tines a week for periods of 6 to 9
hours each. Subsistence salnon fishing is allowed at all tinmes
except imediately before, during, and after comrercial openings.

There are over 800 limted entry permt holders for the
Kuskowki m Area commercial salnon fisheries (Districts WI, W2, W
4, W5; Figure 1), essentially all of themlocal residents and 95
percent of these are Al aska Natives. Fishing inconme is relatively
low averaging $7,000 gross in a season. Income is evenly
distributed wwth 65 percent of the fishermen earing 50 percent of
the fishery's gross incone. Mst fishernen also catch salnon for
subsi stence. Fishing incone is not sufficient as the sole source of
one's livelihood and must be supplenented either by subsistence
harvests or by wage incone. Fishing income enables Yup'ik to
purchase such subsistence equipnment as boats, rifles, and
snowmobi | e.



BEFORE CO- MANAGEMENT

Prior to co-managenent fishery nanagenent was the sole
responsibility of the Area Managenent Biologist for the Al aska
Departnment of Fish and Gane (ADF& , Division of Conmercial
Fi sheries. Fromthe early 1970s to the md 1980s, nmangenent was on
the basis of harvest guidelines. Commercial fishing was generally
allowed twice weekly with the fishery closing once the harvest
| evel s for each species were reached. Wiile this policy allowed for
the orderly devel opnent of the commercial fishery as effort |evels
grew (Figure 3), another ramfication was that stocks were
over harvested during years when the run was weak and under harvested
during strong runs.

Kuskokwi m Ri ver sal non nanagenent was, and remai ns hanpered by
several natural factors. The turbidity of the water nakes estinmates
of popul ation size difficult to obtain and the drainage is so vast
that escapenent is, at present, only neasured through using a few
streans as indices. As well, the growh in size and efficiency of
the fleet nmakes conparison of yearly harvests to gauge abundance
unrel i abl e.

Beginning in 1984, ADF&Gofficials began to nanage using in-
river estimates of run strength and to obtain escapenent objectives
for certain tributaries. To gauge the fornmer, they operated a test
fishery near Bethel. A sonar counter and weir were used to measure
escapenent into two tributaries of the Kuskokwim Aerial surveys to
estimate spawning activity were conducted in the other major
tributaries.

Beginning in the late 1970s and continuing into the 1980s,
confrontation and di sagreenent between local fishernen and |oca
ADF&G staff becanme conmmonpl ace. According to the nenbers of the
Wrking Goup, the followng problens characterized relations
bet ween nmanagers and wusers; one, there was Ilittle formal
opportunity for uses to participate in in-season managenent of the
comercial fishery; twd, sone ADF&G personnel were seen as
condescending or arrogant; three, there was poor conmmunication
bet ween t he ADF&G and users; four, disagreenents over the heal th of
the stocks arose as restrictions were placed on when and how | ong
comrercial fishing was allowed; five, the decisions of the ADF&G
were mstrusted due to what sone felt was an inadequte database and
run strength nonitoring ability. Kuskokwim fishernen did not
hesitate in challenging the |ocal ADF&G staff, often bypassing them
with direct appeals to the ADF&G Conm ssioner and the Governor.

THE MANAGEMENT CRI SIS

The tension between managers and users began to focus on the
health of the R ver's Chinook stocks. From 1983 through 1986, ADF&G
escapenent estimates were judged to be bel ow average levels. In
response the ADF&G began to delay the first opening of the season



to allow nore Chinook to pass to their spawning grounds. Secondly,
begi nning in 1985 the ADF&G successfully | obbied the Al aska Board
of Fisheries (which sets statewide regulations and policy) to
institute a 6-inch mesh size restriction for comrercial fishing so
that less of the large fenal es woul d be caught. Although fishernen
have conplied with this regulation, some, elders in particular,
feel that the small gear causes |arge chinook to suffocate and drop
out of the net to be wasted. O her fishernen, while agreeing that
there was a problem with chinook stocks, felt that the Japanese
not hership driftnet fleet or other factors were to blane. Still
others disagreed with ADF&G s population estimates and felt the
chi nook stocks were heal thy.

In April of 1987 the ADF&G was proposing a conplete closure on
commercial fishing during June to aid chinook esacapenent. Faced
with this threat, local fishernmen's groups and others net with the
ADF&G and worked out a conprom se Managenent Plan for the June
Fishery. Its basic elenents were as follows: a cap of 14,000 on the
nunber of chinook that could be sold in June; three 8-hour periods
pre-set for June 18th, 24th, and 30th (the six-day gaps designed to
m nimze pressure on individual stocks of chinook); and an
extensive information canpaign to encourage fishermen to use their
commer ci al | y-caught chi nook for subsistence.

: As it happened, the 1987 chinook run was the strongest in many
years. Mst fishernmen as usual caught their subsistence chinook
prior to the start of the commercial fishery rather than rely on
their incidental take. The cap of 14,000 was exceeded on the first
period. Although fishermen tried not to catch chinook on the 24th
and 30th, they could not avoid doing so which coupled with a high
price created frustration with this rigid nanagenent plan

Later that summer during the coho run, tensions reached the
boiling point. On the basis of limted catches in its test fishery
at Bethel, the ADF&G delayed the first two coho openings. Loca
users, however, felt that fish were present in strong nunbers and
the Bethel test fishery was inadequate as a gauge of run strength
since the crew were not |ocal Natives and did not know "how to
fish." At a well-attended public neeting called by the Wstern
Al aska Salnmon Coalition and the Association of Village Council
Presidents, local fishernmen berated the ADF&G staff for its overly
conservative managenent and its failure to listen to users and
invol ve them in managenent. Catches at the peak of the run were
extrenely strong. Fishernmen clained that this proved that they were
right and "that the fish were there all along", while the ADF&G
mai ntai ned that the run was del ayed and conpacted.

KUSKCKW M RI VER SALMON CO- MANAGEMENT



The Al aska Board of Fisheries nmet in Novenber and Decenber of
1987. Representatives of Kuskokwimfishing interests went to this
neeting with the experiences of the recent summer fresh in their
mnds and with frustrations built up over many years. Prior to
Kuskokwi m proposal s bei ng addressed, these representatives net for
several hours with local and higher-echelon ADF&G staff. All
parties including the ADF&G felt there was a "bad situation” and
"sonething had to be done."” Through these ad hoc neetings, a new
cooperative approach to Kuskokwim River salnon nanagenent was
negotiated, and then l|ater approved by the Board of Fisheries

(Appendi x 3) .

Representati on

The Kuskokwi m Ri ver Sal non Managenment Wrking G oup was formed
of those individuals and interests who were willing to nmake the
conmtnment to participate in managenent deci sion-naking. Fishing
organi zations were obvious choices for nenbership but the
participants al so nade seats for those who needed to be represented
but |acked an official organization, the seats for Elders or
Subsi stence Fishermen being a case in point. The Wrking G oup
currently has ten seats to represent the various sal non user groups
along the river. The ten nenbers are as follows: Wstern Al aska
Sal ron Coalition, Kuskokw m Fishernen's Cooperative, Kuskokw m
United Fishernen's Mrketing Association, Processors, Elders,
Downriver Fishermen (Tuntutuliak and down), Upriver Fishernen
(Lower Kalskag and wup), Upriver Subsistence Fishernmen, WI
Subsi stence Fi shernen, and the Al aska Departnent of Fish and Gane.

The ADF&G, however, does not vote on notions concerning the
determ nati on of commercial openings. The G oup neets w th ADF&G
staff every four to five days during the summer nonths. Meetings
are held in Bethel, the regional center for the river and the
commerci al fishery.

The primary responsibility of the Whrking Goup is to nake
recommendati ons to the Area Managenent Biol ogi st on openings for
comercial salnon fishing in Districts WI and W2 of the Kuskokw m
River (Figure 2). This neeting process consists of review ng the
avai | abl e managenent data and then determ ning when and how | ong
the next opening will be. Data produced by the ADF&G such as weir
or sonar counts, Bethel test fishery results, and comercial
harvest figures are reviewed. As well, data provided by |ocal
fishermen (through the efforts of the Wrking G oup) are exam ned.
These data cone in the followwng forns: a test fishery near the
mouth of the river operated by Yup'ik comercial fishernmen and
funded by local processors; a program run by the Kuskokw m
Fi shernen's Cooperative to nonitor subsistence fishing success in
villages along the river; and the regular input of nenbers of the
Wwrking Goup along with that of their fellow fishermen in
att endance.

In addition to addressing commercial openings, the G oup
handl es other fishery-related issues. These issues are generally
brought to the attention of the Goup by the users thenselves.



Recurring concerns include enforcement problems, fishermen safety,
and regul ati ons.

Operatiognal rules

All neetings are open to the public. In keeping with |ocal
traditions, discussion is extensive and fishernen in the audi ence
are encouraged to participate. Al nmanagenent data is presented by
the ADF&G staff. The participants focus nost of their attention on
the harvest results from the previous commercial opening(s).
Fol I owi ng questions and discussion of the data, the ADF&G Area
Managenent Biol ogi st puts forth his reconmendati on on when the next
commer ci al opening should be. Follow ng this recommendation, debate
between nmenbers of the Wrking Goup ensues and ADF&G staff
generally step out of the debate unless asked their opinion.

The Group will often debate for nmore than an hour before a
notion on the next sal nmon opening is approved. Al notions of the
G oup have to pass by consensus. Consensus is defined by the G oup
as unani nous agreenment or with only one vote in opposition. Once a
notion is approved, the Area Biologist is asked if he wll
i npl emrent the vote of the Group. In the past three seasons, the
Area Biologist has only used his authority to override the Goup on
three to four occasions. In these cases, all of which took place
during the 1990 season, the ADF&G wanted one extra day of closure
bef ore the next opening.

THE FI SHERY UNDER CO- MANAGEMENT

The Kuskokwi m River Sal non Managenent W rking Goup co-
managenent nechanism has allowed naxinmzed comercial salnon
harvests within sustained-yield principles while at the sane tine
providing for the needs and operation of the vitally inportant
subsi stence fishery. A summary of the co-managenent of each of the
maj or species on the Kuskokwim follows. (Refer to Figure 3 and
Appendi x 1 for details).

Chi nook

During the three years of the Goup's operation the chinook
runs (early June to early July) have been extrenely strong,
supporting both record commercial and subsistence harvests and
heal t hy escapenents. Managing the June fishery requires special
consi deration for subsistence users as chinook formthe bulk of the
sal non harvest for human consunption. At the sane tinme, however,
adequat e opportunity nmust be given to conmercially harvest the chum
and sockeye sal non which are building in strength in late June.

Al t hough ADF&G policy (Appendix 3) prefers, and l|local staff
have advocated six-day gaps in June, the Goup has nmde a
successful conpromse by limting the area allowed for conmercial
fishing so that both escapenment and upriver subsistence needs could
be met but spacing periods only four days apart so conmercial
fishermen could take advantage of the large chumruns of 1988 and
1989. In 1989 the Goup nmde a special effort to protect



subsi stence uses. The Chinook run was healthy but high water
prevented many villagers fromnoving to their subsistence fishing
canps. The G oup delayed the start of the conmercial fishery for a
few extra days to allow them adequate tinme to harvest and hang
their subsistence sal non.

Chum

In 1988, its first year of operation, the Wrking Goup was
fortunate to be able to nmanage the |argest recorded chum sal non run
on the Kuskokwi m River. Consequently there was little disagreenent
bet ween the ADF&G and the Working Group and an intensive fishing
schedul e was al | owed.

In 1989 an intensive debate ensued between the ADF&G s
interpretation of chumrun strength and that of |ocal fishermen and
the Working Group. Until their escapenent nonitoring projects had
sufficient data, the ADF&G tended to view the run nore
conservatively and recommend an opening every four days. Menbers of
the G oup, fromtheir experience fishing on the river, felt the run
was quite strong (albeit not as strong as 1988's) and that a nore
aggressive fishing schedule was warranted. The outcone was that
only one period was set at a time. Meetings were held after each
openi ng, the available data eval uated, and another single period
announced. In general, the Goup voted to set the next opening a
day earlier than the ADF&G reconmmrendati on. The Area Bi ol ogist
carried out these decisions of the Goup. Wen the Goup decided to
set two openings at one neeting, the ADF&G persuaded the Group to
space the second one an extra day later to assist escapenent.
Through this "one opening at a time" strategy and neeting
frequently, the run was mcro-nmanaged and a perfect bal ance was
struck. The second | argest conmercial chumharvest on the river was
oblt iai ned and ADF&G chum escapenent objectives were achieved as
wel | .

Coho nmove through the river in rapid pulses as weather
condi tions change. The ADF&G ability to assess coho escapenent and
run strength is limted conpared to their tools for gauging chum
and chinook strength. Thus, coho managenment has proved to be a
tense and difficult challenge for the co-managers. In both 1988 and
1989 the August coho run denonstrated early strength. In 1988 the
Group scheduled a relatively nmore intense conmercial fishery and
set two to three periods at a tine. At a point, however, when they
felt run strength would remain strong, catches and new entry
dropped dramatically. The Goup then closed the river to conmerci al
fishing for a week to allow the run to recover and to aid
escapenment. Weir escapenent at the ADF&G s single index streamfor
coho fared poorly. The G oup was able to use only the prelimnary
returns fromthis weir for decision-naking as it is sone twenty
days in salnmon mgration timng from Bet hel .

During the 1989 coho run, the Wrking G oup, having |earned a
| esson from 1988 coho managenent, set only one opening at a tine to
afford thenmselves nmaxinmum flexibility. Al though the run behaved



sonewhat unpredictably, there was little friction between the ADF&G
and the Goup over the timng of periods. As in 1988, new entry
slowed dramatically in the third week of August (perhaps due to
interception by donestic offshore m xed-stock fisheries) and the
Goup again closed the fishery for a week to help escapenent
Commerci al coho harvests were as strong as they could be and the
ADF&G estimated that escapenent did well.

The 1990 season

The 1990 season has been extrenely challenging for the G oup.
Chum and coho prices were |ess abundant than recent years and
prices were low. The Goup acted to protect escapenent but endured
criticism from sone of their fellow comercial fishernen
D sagreenents over run strength caused the ADF&G Area Biologist to
override the G oup on a few occasions. He and his staff felt a nore
conservati ve managenent strategy was in order, but many nenbers of
the Goup felt that the ADF&G s scientific data was inadequate and
i nconclusive. In the case of the 1990 coho run, they felt that the
ADF&G was relying too nmuch on one or two sources of data to back
its decisions. This is simlar to the criticismlevelled at the
Bethel test fishery in 1987 when the ADF&G used its results to
justify a delay in the start of the fishery.

CONSENSUS: THE KEY TO KUSKOKW M CO- MANAGEMENT

The rule of consensus is the chief factor which has nade this

cooperative managenent nechanism successful. Consensus style
deci sion-making is appropriate for the Kuskokwimin several ways.
Forenost, it is based on Yup'ik systens of governnent whereby

communi ty deci sions would be nade by a group of elders. The issue
is discussed at length until the problemis worked and "tal ked out™

and the decision is agreeable to all. Menbers recogni zed that this
was the only way the G oup would be respected as an authority in
managenent by the wder community --both the people they
represented and State officials. Second, in the words of nany

menbers, the consensus rule prevents "railroading" by any bl oc of
menbers. Just as wusers resented the nonopoly ADF& had on
managenent, so too were they concerned |lest any users abuse their
new authority. Levels of trust still had to be built. Finally,
consensus forces each nenber to conpromise so that a workable
deci sion may be achi eved.

The sal non users on the Goup represent a range of interest
and opinion but share inportant traits. Essentially all fishernen
are local residents and use the sane gear --drift gillnets--, and
nmost rely heavily on subsistence salnon harvests as well. The
nature of the fishery and the river is such that no fishernen from
a particul ar area have an advantage over others. These simlarities
reinforce notions of sharing and cooperation anong the users.
However, the needs and opi nions of users represented on the G oup
are sufficiently diverse that rarely is there a unani nous deci sion
of the Goup which is in irreconcileable opposition to the opinion
of the ADF&G



The ADF&G was pleased with the broad representation in the
G oup. Like those fishernen active in formng the G oup, the ADF&G
pl aces great value on the fact that the issue of fishery managenent
can be discussed at "one table" and at one tine. In the past, the
ADF&G staff found it very difficult to concentrate on their duties
as they would have to handl e numerous phone calls and visits from
fishermen, and repeatedly explain their rationale for a decision.

USER- PRODUCED MANAGEMENT DATA

In addition to consensus rules of decision-naking, the
i nvol verent of users in different managenent tasks has inproved and
increased the anount of data available. In a region like the
Kuskokwi m where the drainage is vast and scientific data is
scarce, bringing a broad range of opinion to nanagenent helps to
counteract the pitfalls of single-approach managenent, such as
over harvesting or managi ng too conservatively. Two Wrking G oup
projects involve local wusers directly in the production of
scientific data.

The Industry_ Test Fishery

One of the persistent conplaints of |ocal users concerning
ADF&G managenment was that the test fishery at Bethel was |located in
a non-productive fishing area and that it was fished inproperly
because the crew were not Native, l|local fishernen. Therefore, the
Working Group wanted to have their own test fishery. Since 1988,
with the financial and |ogistical support of |ocal processors, a
test fishery has operated near the nouth of the river near Eek
Island (Figure 2) at a site selected by the Wrking Goup. Two
Yup'ik comercial fishernen fromEek alternate as skippers and are
assisted daily by an ADF&G technician who acts as crewran and
tabul ates the catch data into a standardi zed catch-per-unit-effort
or CPUE figure. ADF&G staff in Bethel then prepare the data for
presentation at Wrking Goup neetings.

The data fromthe industry test fishery has proven tinely for
deci si on-naki ng on several occasions. It provides data on entry
earlier than the ADF&G test fishery at Bethel. However, since it is
a newer operation its results are less refined and sonetines
difficult to evaluate since yearly conparisons are |linted.

The Subsistence Monitoring_Program /_Test Fishery

For the past three seasons, the Kuskokwim Fishermen's
Cooperative has hired nonitors in each village to contact fishernen
in their area on a daily basis and record the amount of fish they
caught, the nunber of hours fished, and the |ength and nesh size of
the net they used. As with the industry test fishery, Cooperative
enpl oyees then calculate this information into a standardi zed CPUE
figure each species by village

In general, the subsistence test fishery programhas been nore
probl ematic and | ess successful than the industry test fishery. It



has proven nost wuseful for tracking the progress of the Chinook
runs as they nove up the river since this is the species fished for
the nost consistently by subsistence users. As a consistent neasure
of abundance its utility is Ilimted since fishermen will vary the
| ocation and timng of their harvest attenpts according to

ecol ogical conditions and other factors. As well, if fishing
conditions are poor or if the racks are full, sone villages wll
have no subsistence effort at all for several days. In 1988

monitors were in place at twelve sites from Tuntutuliak to
Chuat hbal uk. The program was streamined to eight sites for 1989
and four sites for 1990 to elimnate redundancies and to shift
funds to maintaining consistency of data collection and anal ysis.

Despite its problens, the program fills inportant gaps. It
provides the only "hard" or standardized data within the main stem
of the river upriver of Bethel. It tracks the progress of the
chinook run well enabling the co-managers to accurately tine
commerci al openings so that subsistence harvests of this critical
species will not be harned. Finally, it is of significant, if
intangi ble value, in that it engages the daily experience of
subsi stence fishernen and brings it formally and openly into the
managenent forum By treating the average fishernen as an expert
W tness, it gives hima stake in managenent.

In the design of these two new projects, the ADF&G exerci sed
its influence to insure that appropriate scientific guidelines
woul d be used. The ADF&G stressed that the two projects nust
collect data in a standardi zed, consistent manner. |ndeed, the
ADF&G supplies its own enployee for the industry test fishery and
handl es the analysis of its data as well.

Both | ocal users and the ADF&G staff work together closely in
operating these projects. Through the responsibility of running a
test fishery in a "scientific" manner and interpreting and using
the data generated, the Wrking Goup nenbers have cone to
recogni ze nore clearly the advantages and liabilities of a nethod
they often criticized, while gaining an appreciation of the
difficulty of ADF&G nmanagenent and research operations. The ADF&G
has conme to recognize that the users' demand to be involved in
managenent i s backed up by a denonstrated willingness to provide
their own data and nake personal and financial contributions.

The ADF&G continues to generate nost of the "fishery science"
data. In addition to the Bethel test fishery and its escapenent
nmonitoring projects, staff also tabulate the commercial salnon
sal es, take age-sex-weight sanples at dockside, and fly aerial
surveys of fishing effort.

FI SHERVEN S KNOW.EDGE

I ncreasing the scientific data avail able was only one goal of
the Working Goup. They also wanted the 1local know edge of
fishernen directly involved in decision-making. This know edge, as



denonstrated by the participants at Working Group neetings can be
divided into four categories discussed bel ow.

1) On-the-river experience

During meetings, menbers and fishernen in attendance share
their experience of participating in the nost recent opening. This
input helps all present to discern what factors influenced the
success of the commercial salnmn harvest. Frequently, these
comments relate to the weather or water conditions, such as the
presence of high pressure systenms which causes the salnon to dive
to the bottomof the river below the fishernmen's nets.

2) Subsistence harvest experience
Fishermen also report on how subsistence catches are

progressing in their respective areas --i.e., how full the drying
racks are. As well, they describe how well or how poorly they did
on their nmost recent subsistence fishing outing. Although these
|atter reports are anecdotal and not standardized |ike that

collected by the subsistence monitoring program they do serve to
augnment it and the other "scientific" data avail able.

3) Fishermen's needs and goals

Working Group nmenbers, being local fishermen thenselves,
understand the social dimensions of the fishery. This allows them
to assess how fishermen will react to management decisions. For
instance, nenbers debate if comrercial fishing periods in late July
will mesh with the desires of many villagers to go berry picking at
this time. They are also aware of how critical fishing income is to
village residents w thout other sources of income and thus the
Group usually has allowed comrercial harvests at the end of the run
if Dbiologically feasible. Although harvests wusually are |ow
("scratch-fishing"), the Group feels obligated to provide an
econom c opportunity even if it barely pays expenses.

4) "Knowi ng_the sal non"

Fi shermen possess an intuitive wunderstanding of salnmon
behavi or gained from their direct experience in living off the*
river. This is informed by the collective know edge and beliefs of
their fellow fishermen, particularly elders. This enables themto
assess how the fish will react to certain weather conditions and
hence when the fishing will be good.

Co- management engages fishery scientists and fishermen in a
negotiation or transaction. Successful transactions require a
famliarity with the values and know edge of the other. Kuskokw m
fishermen's know edge acts to augment the scientific data generated
by the projects of the Goup and the ADF&G A fishermen's
under st andi ng of sal non and how to manage themis gained first-hand
and nmeasured qualitatively rather than through the wuse of
statistics. In turn, by sharing the responsibility for managenment,
fishermen learn better the rationale behind the methodol ogy of
"fishery science" and begin to experience directly the difficulty
of management. When each manner of understandi ng sal nron managenment
--"fishery science" and "fishermen's know edge"-- is wused and



shared at the co-managenent table, each acts to informand refine
t he ot her.

CONCLUSI ON: - VALUES AND THE BALANCE OF POAER | N CO- MANAGEMENT

Political realities help to achieve a balance of power in
Kuskokwi m co- managenent. Al though the ADF&G has the statutory power
to override the G oup, it has been reluctant to do so unless they
have felt the biological data to be incontrovertible. Likew se
while the Group has strong tacit political and social influence,
they nmust not force the Area Biologist into a corner. To do so
would create a situation of tension and chaos |ike that which

existed prior to co-managenent. In the words of one nenber, the
participants have "buried the hatchet" and achieved a "working
relationship"; if users were to start "butting heads" again with
t he ADF&G again, then "in the long run, it'll be the fishernmen who
| ose out."

It is not only the rule of consensus which helps to maintain
t he bal ance of power. The co-nmanagers have al so devel oped their own
managenent style which gives themflexibility and maneuvering room
in their negotiations over howto nanage the fishery. "Setting one
period at a tinme" is the heart of this style and has becone an
explicit rule of the co-managers. This enables individuals to nore
easily acquiesce to the larger consensus since they know they wll
not |lose nuch and can use their act of flexibility to place bonds
of reciprocity on fellow nenbers. Therefore, the nmenber can |ater
bargain nore effectively to be sure fishernen fromhis area have a
good chance at the fish or to argue for a delay to hel p escapenent.

Menbers of the Wirking Goup and the | ocal ADF&G staff fee
that their co-managenent nechanism wll survive. They have
experienced a variety of situations and have adapted well. A few
menbers | spoke with in the sunmer of 1990 expressed frustration
not with co-managenent, but rather with the inadequacy of the
managenent data currently available to them |In becom ng "nmanagers"
t hey becone acutely aware of how State budgets affect their duties
and |ivelihoods. I ndeed, the extrene <challenge inherent in
Kuskokwi m coho managenent, caused the G oup to often ask fishernen
for their patience while the G oup postponed decisions up to the
| ast possi ble nonent so that they could have the nost recent data
available to wuse in judging when to set the next conmercial
openi ng.

Despite the difficulties it has faced and its |lack of

i nanci al support for staff or daily operations, the Goup seens
ikely to continue. In its first two years, its success rested a
great dealy on the conbined efforts of a dozen or so individuals.
During that tine, however, others began (primarily through
attending neetings) to gain a famliarity with the managenent and
co- managenent process such that in 1990 at |east three nmenbers were
new partici pants. This process of education and burden sharing is

f
I



buil ding up a core of local individuals who can and will partake in
the participatory denocracy of co-nmanagenent.

Sinply put, the participants have |earned how to do co-
managenent. Sharing the burdens of managenent --research, deci sion-
maki ng, public relations-- has engaged themin a | earning process.
One nenber of the Working Goup, in commenting on the first drafts
of ny thesis described this process:

Personally, | find the nore participation | have the
nore | find ny ideas divergent fromothers on the

Group. Understanding this divergence neans |'m | earning
the values of others nore clearly; this makes reaching
conprom se personally nmuch easier for me. Wien I'm
giving sonething to reach conpronmise | give it not
because ny val ues have converged with the recipient of
what |'ve given up but because | understand nore clearly
how inportant it is for himto get it. | keep track of

t hese concessi ons and expect something in return.

The know edge they gain about each other enables themto find ways
to nake the co-managenent bargain possible. The success of co-
managenent is not dependent upon the participants sharing nany
val ues, nerely that they find ways to acconodate or make congruent
each other's val ues.

The inportance of sustained cooperative managenent neans that
each stakeholder has found it in his interest to participate.
Through devolving sonme of its power, the ADF&G has gai ned nore
stability and peace in its work environnent. It can now concentrate
on its primary duty of biological resource managenent and broader
| ong-term research goals. The Wrrking Goup is better able to
communi cate and work with users in the social and political realns
of the fishery and also now shares the responsibility (and the
burdens that go with it) for a decision. Therefore, the ADF&G no
| onger has to invest as much energy in attenpting both to get users
to accept its credibility and to stemdamge to its authority.

The Worki ng Group now takes sone of the "heat" that the ADF&G
used to bear alone. There are also financial and personal costs.
But by nmking these contributions, users now exercise greater
control over decisions that affect their livelihood. Conmmercia
users can counteract the nore conservative managenent tendencies of
the ADF&g to nake certain that the fleet is allowed to maximze its
harvest w thin sustained-yield guidelines. Fishernmen have a forum
to make sure they get their fair share and subsistence users in
particular can act to protect both the economic and cultural
significance of their harvest. Instead of having to force repeated
confrontations with the State to protect their interests, Kuskokw m
Ri ver sal non users can work on long-termgoals such as protecting
their salnmon runs from offshore m xed-stock or high-seas driftnet
fisheries or working to enhance the economic value of their
product .



| nposed decisions that allocate quotas or arbitrate between
users and mnmamnagers are only short term solutions to resource
managenent conflicts. Gving the different interests a stake in the
managenent system acts to sustain transaction and negotiation
between them Qut of this can arise a conpatibility of approaches
t o managenent which builds |ocal |evel cooperation and hence nore
effective stewardship of a common property resource.

---------------------------

For a nore detailed analysis of the Kuskokwi m Ri ver Sal non
Managenent Wor ki ng Group, refer to:

Al brecht, Daniel E 1990 Co-mapagenent as_transaction; the
Kuskokwi m Ri ver Sal non Managenent Wor ki ng_G oup.  Unpublished M A
thesis, Departnent of Anthropology, MGII University, Montreal,
13 9 pp.




