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One of the most persistent 'problems im discussing common
Property resources is that of definition. The term itself 1is
understood to have varied meanings, depending upon both the type
of resource under discussion and the orientation of the discus-
sant, Thus an economist views the common property aspect of
fisheries quite differently than the political scientist; they

will each have yet another view of the common property aspects of

range managément.

In this paper, I propose to accomplish three objectives:
first, to elaborate upon a definition of common pfoperty re-
sources; second, to develop a typoleogy of common property re-
sources with an emphasis on fisheries; and, third, to apply that

typology to the Chesapeake Bay fisheries as a demonstration of

the typology's heuristic usefulness in examining institutionab/

arrangements in fisheries management.
éOHHON PROPERTY RESOURCE: DEFINITION
The definiticon of common property resﬁurce relies upon
either economic grounds or legal (i.e., political) grounds which
rest upon notions of property. Typically, the economic defini-
tion evokes a resource subject to unlimited access by all users.
Tach independent user then producés axternalities which have a

"externalities are

negative effect upon other users; these
technological relationships and not matters of law or institu-

tional manapement" (Dorfman, 1974:6). This open-access resource
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is "used, 1f not necessarily owned, in common by all the members
of the community.' ﬁéither exclusion nor discriﬁination is
ﬁermitted with respect to its access" (Fisher and Krutilla,
1974;38). While property rights have significance, they do not
define a comnon property ;esourcé; the "distinguishiﬁg feature of
a common property resource 1Is thag it transmits influences
directly from one economi¢ agent to another" (Dorfman, 1974:7).
Thus fhe concept of externality--that use by one diminishes the
resource for another--is the economic basis for a definition of a
COMMON property resource.

Other economic definitions of common property rescurce tely
s S

A

more heavily on an understanding of accessibility. ‘The termn
"relates specifically teoe the conditions gzovaerning access to the
resource, not to the nature of the owners or of those who
exercise control over the resource'" (Christy, 1975:697). Thus
ppblic property may be common promevty (e.g., recreation lands
that are free) or not ke.g., grazing land managed by the BZureau
of Land‘Management it the- United States); even private property
may be common property, as when a -public right-of-wvay or footpath
exists across privately owned land.. -Christy (1975:696) lists

four characteristics of common property resources:

A, It is a natural resource whose flow
of services has economic value.

B. The flow of services is treated as
indivisible.

C. The flow of services can be used
by any individual economic unit

within a group.of economic units,

b. There is no agent that controls
access within the group of economic
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units to the flow of services from
the resource.

In additiqn, common property usually "exists where the costs
{social, political, or economic) of acquiring and enforcing
rights of property are greater than the benefits that can be
obtained" {(Christy, 1975:693).

Despite the hopes of economists, the concept of common
proper‘ty can not be defined without a consideration. of property
rights and their allocation. The preceding quotation assumes
that property rights exist but the cost of asserting them is too
high. There are viewpoints that insist that some forms of
property aré immune from acquisition.

The earliest modern writer on property is Hugo Grotius

(1608) who wrote The Frecedom of the Seas. In this essay to

justify the Dutch trade in the East Indies, he distinguishes

three kinds of property: res nullius, which is no one's propefty

but can be acquired; res communes, which is anyone's property and

cannot be acquired as personal property; and res publica, which

is public property (Grotius, 1608:22). A fich captured on the

'

high seas is an example of res nullius, because no one owned it

but by capture it becomes the captor's property. The air is res

communes: because it cannot be captured or occupiled. Grotius

writes that the sea is also res communes because "it is so

limitless that it cannot become the posscssion of anycne and
because it is adapted [by nature] for the use of all" (Grotius,

1608:28); this distinction of being limitless is important in

defining modern fisheries rights because our present concept of

"freedom of the seas" 1is based explicitly on Grotius. Res
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publica is then the "private property of a whole nation" (Gro-
tius, 1608:30), such as the national sea shore,

What we label as "common propérty“ is therefore not one but
several kinds of property. The fish caupght on the high seas
becoﬁes its captor's.property by wvirtue of his labor; no nation
or individual could lay claim to it prier to the capture. This
lack of ownership, hoﬁever, resides not in the fish but rather in
its location. The same fish'caught in a Scottish lord's salmon
strgaﬁ is private property bgfore thg first line is cast, which
is why fishing rights in salmon and trout streams may be leased.
Had the fiﬂl traveled instead into American waters fo spawn, it
would have ;elonged to the state in which it was found and its
capture »ound byunumerous state-imposed rvestrictions such as
seasons, licenses, and gear, However, our peripatetic and
bioclogically unlikely‘fish may have swum into waters whose
f;shing is assigned to a tribe of Native Americans, in which caée

it would become the property of the entire tribe rather than of

one individual., Thus we cannat casually label a fish as a comnon

property Tesource: it may be res nullius, res communas, res

publica, or simply private property, dépending onn wherg iF is
féund, how it is caught, and by whon.

A new coﬂcept of "coﬁﬁan héritagé"‘takes the issue of
property further. This idea, first espoused by Arvid Pardo,
Haltese Ambassador_to the United ¥Nations, defines some property
as the common heritage of manlkind. It is therefore everyone's
property f{and since it is already owned, cannot legally be

appropriated by any one individual or state) and should be
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subject to joint management (Kent, 1977:242-243). Pardo was
calling for the common heritage to applf to the sea resources
that are outside national jurisﬂiction sach as the mineral
deposits and fisheries. "The gommon heritage idea should be
understood as a wholly new concept of property rights, a modern
alternative to the traditional ideas of exclusive ownership or of
free and unlimited access" (Kent, 1977:244).‘ Prdponents feel
this new idea is necessary because changes in environmental
pressures and resource availability makes old ideas of property
obsolete,

How then, are we to define common property resource? The
term "“seems to be a catch-all concépt for a variety of esséngial;
ly different circumstances that require different definitions and
formulations™, (Dorfman, 1974:G). However, there is general
agreement that such a resource is both 1limited and has a pool Pf
users whose access has not been restricted. The problem ﬁf
comﬁons management-arises when this pool of users is larger than
the resource can permanently beary -~ To go beyond -this-"general
understanding, 'a typology of common property resources should be
of more utility as a heuristic device to direct management
inifiatives.

TYPOLOGY

Thre are three factors which have a major impact id classi-
fying common property resources: the scale of the endeavor
(i.e., the size of the user pool); the property right involved
(transferable or non-ttansferable, exclusive or non-exclusive

[Regier and Grimaj; 1985:853)); and the nature of the resource
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TABLE .1:

A TYPOLOGY OF COMMON PROPERTY RESOURCES

Scale of User Pool

Property Right

Nature of Resource

[Traditional (internal
control, little
external control)

or

Localized (external
political control)

or
Regional (external ‘
political control)

or
National {(internal
political control)

or
Myltinational (little
internal or external
control) :

Non~-transferable -
Exclusive

or

Non-transferable -
Non-Exclusive

or

|ITransferable -

Exclusive

or

Transferable -
Non-Exclusive

Stationary - Renewable

or

Stationary - Non-renewable

or

Fugitive - Renewable

or

Fugitive - Non-renewable




itself (stationary or fupgitive, remewable or non-renewable) (See
Table 1: A Typolopy of Common Property Resources.)

Scale of User TPool

While the scale of the endeavor is not strictly synonomous
with political jurisdiction, the two are intertwined. At one end
of the scale are small, self-contained communities such as were
once found in medieval Curope and are now virtually restricted to
develbping countries., In these communities the traditional
commons system (Cox, 1985c; Gonner, 19663 NHoskins and Stamp,
1965) has the most chance of success (Berkes, 1981; Berkes and
Pocock, 1983; Rerkes and Pocock, 1981, Ruddle and Akimichi,‘1984;
Ruddle and Johannes, 1985). At the opposite end of this scale
are the virtually unrestricted user pools comprised of users from
nany natiomns and ethnic groups. Thase user groups have littlé
formalized political control, largely because the resources they
use are outside political jurisdictionm. High seas {isheries are,
for éxample, accessible to any user with sufficient capital;
restrictions which may be imposed by non-democratic povernments
on their citizens' participation in the fishery are not limita-
tions on access per se but rather are limitations which would be
imposed on a particular individual regardless of his activity.
In this category, restraints and management restrictions of any
kind are difficult to apply because of a lack of agreement among
narticipants, a lack of political jurisdiction, and the extrene
difficulty of consistent enforcement.

Between these two extremes lie a wide variety of user

pools. Others dinclude localized user pools that are part of a
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wider political community which impinges upon use of the re-
source. Fishing towns such as Gloucester, Massachusetts, in the
nineteenth century are an examplé of this level of user poonl.
Access here is rarely restricted hecause the user noal from
any one comnunity 1is small compared to the resource; the resource
becomes endangered by the combination of many such user pools.,
Here restraints are often self~imposed (Berkes and Pocock, 1981;
Pringle, 1985).

A fourth possible catepory is the regional user pool which
is, once again, controlled by an external pelitical comnmunity.

Cxamples of this category include river basins, large coastal

areas such as the New England region of the American eastern

segboard (Dewar, 1983), or interstate regions swuch as the
Chesapeake Bay area. Political jurisdictions overlap in this
category; for enranmple, resources within the Chesapeake Bay area
are controlled by three states, the District of Celumbia and the
federal government. These overlapping jﬁrisdictions generate
complex management prodblems which require iﬁnovative institu-
tional arrangenients (Cox, 1985a),.

A fifth category 1is . the national user pool; this community
of users has an internal political control in that the users are
dravn from throughout the political jurisdiction exercising
control, Visitors to national parks come from the entire nation
and.the regulations they face have been devised by a national
prﬁcess, unlike consumers of municipal water who are constrained
by state and federal repgulations as well as their own municipal

ordinances.




These discussions of the scale of the endeavor are not
exhaustive; a variety of other categories exist. The possibil-
ities lie on a c¢ontinuum rather tﬁan presénting a finite number
of discrete points, The complexity of the manégement nroblem is
directly influenced by the scale of eqdeavor and its relationship

to the type of resource and the type of property rights involwved.

Property Right

Academic discussions of the legal niceties of property 1law
do little to illuminate the practical concerns of common property
resource managewent (Johnstoen, 1%65:303). Regardless of how the
property rights have been generated--and even if they do not
exist in law but rather only in custom--what matters in manape-
ment is the practical avpplication of those righfs.

Rights are either transferable or not (Regier and Grima,
1985.) Transferable or individual rights are salesable for gogds
or money, or are subject to bestowal and removal for services
rendered. Hon-transferable rights have been rtemoved freom
individual control and rest with the government -or with the
community of users. These tights may be assigned to individuals
but the individual may not transfer the right to another. For
example, in a medieval village; the right of access-to a common
was attached to the property within the village. A nhouseholder
could not sell his right to use commen pasture and still retain
his house and property. The house could be transferred, thus
inevitably transferring the right to common, but the right to

common was not severable (Gonner, 1966:3-4).

Similarly, property rights may be exclusive or non-exclu-
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sive (Regier and Grima, 1985). Exclusive rights imply a limited
access to the resourcej; prazing permits for public land are
exclusive in that only a limited number are issued, and access to
public grazing 1is restricted to those holding peruwits. A
non-exclusive right gives access to the resource to a defined
pool of users rather than to individuals; any city resident may
use the municipal parks. Access to high seas fishefy is virtual-
ly unrestricted; therefore, the right to exploit these fisheries
1s at present non-exclusive,.

The management implications of property rights are consider-
able. A non-exclusive, non—transferaSle right is not, by
definition, susceptible to political management, F&r some
resources, such as open-seas fishing, there are no legal property
rights at all attached to the resource, Therefore, to initiate
any management program, we nust first creats a property right in
the resocurce. -To accoﬁplish this, political jurisdiction of some
sort must be impbsed.upon the resource.- In the case of high-seas
fisheries, this entails extending political jurisdiction of some
nations out into the open seas. The '"common heritage of wankind"
proponents would -have us give this jurisdiction to 2ll nations;
others argue for extending the jurisdiction of only the coastal
states. However we decide, the simple recognition of the type of
nroperty right involved begins to direct our mﬁnagerial nntions.

lature of the Resource

Resources may be categorized as stationary, such as forests,

mineral deposits, and oyster beds, or fugitive as in wild game

and most fish stocks. They may also be considered renewable,
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such as fisheries or forests, or non-renewable, as are minerals,

Each category generates a set of management issues,

Stationary resources are reédily identifiable and rarely
is their ownership open to ques;ion. Oyster beds, éince they
rest on state-owned bottoms, belong to the state. Mational
forests are managed by federal agencies; private forest lands are
harvested by the_corporations whichh own them, Government may
regulate private resources for the good of the political commun-
ity but the eownership and control are clear.

In contrast, fugitive resources wmay span several political
jurisdictions and are difficult to capture. Ownérship of the
resource Qaries with its location. For example, in the United
States, the "“state ownership" doctrine applied to fisheries until
the 1940's. nder this doctrine, the right to névigable waters,
submerged land, fish, and wildlife was a public trust dating fron
coleonial times. The public character of the'rights was passed on
to the various sovereign states which therefore cwned the fish.
Fowever, im 1948, the Supreme Court struck down the state
ownership doctrine and declared that federal law was .pre-emp-
tive. This has lead to awxward situations in which the  American
government Tegulates fisheries inside state waters. Other
problems also arise whaen the fish travel ocut of one jurisdiction
and into another; for example, fisherman in the sacond territory
may feel that the resource is unfairly exploited before they have
access,

This fugitive character of fisheries may be categorized

according to either the political jurisdiction or the tyvpe of
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fish, although clearly these.distinctions are closely related.
Christy (1977:237) combines a classification of mipratory pattern
with political jurisdictions: |

1. Unshared stock exists in a single national juris-
diction.

2. Shared stock exists in the jurisdiction of two or
more adjacent or opposite coastal nations,

3. Highly migratory stock is within the jurisdictioan
of two or more nations and exists outside any
national jurisdiction.

4. Anaéromous stock lives in the fresh or estuarine

waters of a single naticnal and outside the

nation's jurisdiction on the high seas,
5. High seas stock exists only outside national
jurisdictioﬁs {e.qg., same Qhales).

Thus the nature of the resource is closely related. to the
scale of the user pool because access is frequently determined by
political jurisdiction.. However,;,- the two are distinct -in that
the user pool of one jurisdiction mav harvest several stocks, or,
conversely, one stock may be susceptible to more than one- user
pool,

Given this tyasology, resources fit into one of four cate-
gories., Forests and public grazing lJands are stationary-re-
newabhle., Minerai deposits such as coai Oor copper are stationary-
non-renewable. Fisheries, wild pgame, and some water-borne plants
are fugitive-renewable, "Fugitive-non-renewable" trewains a null
set,
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Where do fisheries fit intolthis typology? All fisheries
are renewablé resources, which excludes the non-renewable
categories, .Beyond that, however, fisherieé may be fouﬁd to fit
ﬁirtually any combination.

Most fisheries (excluding the truly sedentary fisheries such
as oysters) are fugitive. The fupitive characteristic means they
will Erobably cross several political jurisdictions; thus the
typology in this category will be expanded to include the five
migratory patterns discussed above. (See Table 3: Typology of
Fugitivé Fishery Resources.) This biological characteristic
hampers col%ectionrof scientific data on fishery stocks, future
vields, and any other information usually deemed essential to
TIesource management. Thus social, political, and econocomic
factors will ‘have a proportioconately gtreater influence in -a
fugitive resource than they might in another resource.

Property rights in fisheries méy fall into-any category.
Some fishery property rights,'sﬁch %s enjoyed by certain Pacific
Northwest Indian- tribes, 'are non-transferable. Others, such as
the right to certain salmon runs or trout streams, may be leased
and are transferable. COnventiqnal fishing 1icen§es,convey
an exclusive right of access to the fishery; while Asian villages
have non—exclusive rights to the local stocks ‘{Hooper, 1985).

Finally, =a2ny one of the almost infinite user-pools may
describe a group with access to the fishery.

A variety of techniques are available to the fishery

manager; the usefulness of each technique depends almost entirely

on the type of resource being managed. A small peol of users
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TABLE 3:

TYPOLOGY OF FUGITIVE FISHERY RESOURCES

Scale of User Pool

Traditional

oTr

Localized

or

Regional

or

National

or

Multinational

Property Right

Migratory Pattern

Non-Transferable -
Exclusive

or

Non-Transferable -
Noen-Exclusive

or e

Transferable -
Exclusive

or

Transferable -
Non-Exclusive

Unshared Stock

or

——

Shared Stock

or

Highly Migratory

or

Anadromous

or

High Seas

Nature of
Resource

Fugitive -
Renewable
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with exélusive and transferable rights to a fishery will respond
to-app;oaches that ére inappropriate for a large pool of users
drawn from several political jufisdictiéns. One use of the
typology just developed is for managers to orgénize #Héir
percéptions of fheir oWwn resource. Determining the differences
and similarities between resources helps determine the transiera-
bility of management techniques. An applicétion of the typology
to Chesépeake Bay fisheries follows to serve as a democnstration
of the problem-structuring possibilities of the typology.
CHESAPEAKE BAY FISHLERIES

Problems in . Fisheries lanzagement

The complex and interconnected ecosystem of the Chesapaake
Pay is in serious difficulties, Late in 1983, the Environmental
Protection Agency completed a six-year §$27,0008,000 study of the
Bay. The study

clearly indicated that the Chesaneake is an
ecosystem in decline., It found that submerged .
agquatic vegetation. (54V),.which plays. a crucial -
role in the Bay's food chains and physical- ]
processes, has declined 84% since. 1971, The- T
study showed that areas exhibiting low (or no)
"dissolved oxygen have increased 15-fold in the
last thirty years. Furthermore, the- study
established a direct link between the rising
influx of sgsediments, nutrients, organic
conpounds, and .heavy metals to the dramatic
decline of living resources, Over 100 million
pounds of oyster meat was shucked annually in the
early 1%00's and today that figure is less than
30 million pounds. Landings of freshwater
spawning fish such as striped bass, shad, and
yellow perch, have decreased nearly 4-fold since
the early 1900's.  (Summary, a.d.:1).

Solutions to the enviroamental problems of the Chesapeake
are complicated by the. multiple government jurisdictions that

control Bay Fisheries. (See Figure 1) Virginia and Marvland are
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the two states most directly dinvolved in managing the Bay's
fishery resources. However; the 1impact of both the District of
Columbia and Pepnyslvania and the overlapping federal jurisdic-
tion, which inciudes all navigable water and the oceaﬁs out to
the territorial limit, further exacerbate management problems.

One deceptively simple problem caused by the multiple state
jurisdictions is the variatiom in fishing gear permitted in
Virpinia and in Maryland. In Virginia, for example, a crab pot
is defined as a "structure made of wire or thread net;" herd crab
pots may not have mesh smaller than 1 1/2" but peeler pots have
no restricpions a£ all (Summary and Comparison, 1983:5). in
ltaryland, a crab pot is legally defined as a '"cube shaped device
with openings toward inside {[with] sides not more than 24" long
[and] constructed of wire." Hard crab pots in Maryland may not
have mesh smaller than one inch, and peeler pots have identical
restrictions (Goldsborough, 1984:1). The variation is suffi-
ciently extreme that, prior to. 1985, possession of. regulation
Maryland gear in. Virginia water could lead to an arrest. Any
substantial chénge in gear regulations -~ short of a total lack
of restrictions -- will be an economic hardship on an already
stressed industry.

A second state-level c¢oncern is socio-cultural. Virginia
and Marvland have been historic rivals for control of the Bay:
boundary disputes date back to 1632 (Hortom, 1981:B6)., Virginia
has a traditional abhorrence of regulation, while Maryland is
happier to regulate (Fisher, 1984). Although the traditional

cultures of fishermen in the two states are very similar to the
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outside observer, the fishetrmen themselves view theilr cultures as
dissimilar and cherish those differences in the same spirit as
two high schools perpetuate a sports rivair&.

A third factoer that inhibits any organized coordination of
the Bay is the overlapping jurisdictions of various local, state
and federal agencies and lawus. (See Table 4&: Goverament
Organizations Engaged in Fisheries Management) Until 1971,
liaryland allowed county residency requifements for crabbing
licenses,. The U.S. Army Corp of Engineers has jurisdiction over
dredging in all navigable waters and in ocean waters, and thus
the‘Corps is invol?ed in keeping Bay channels and lampton Roads
clear for shipping. The Fishery Conservation and Hanagemer&t Act
of 1976 (Magnuson Act) establishes eight fisheries management
councils; the Mid-Atlantic Regional Fishery Managenent Council
coordinates fisheries for Mew York, New Jersey, Delawvare,
Pennsylvania, !aryland, and Virginia. Although the Bay is not
technically‘in the'Fisheri'Conservation Zone (3-200 miles off
shore), the Council does preemptwsomé'coo?dination efforts of the
two major Bay.states. Fhile this list does not exhaust the
multiple jurisdictions in the Bay, - it does indicate the complex-—
ity of regulations for the Chesapeake.

Application of Tvpoloey

Excluding the sedentary fisheries, Chesapeake Ray fisheries
are:

(1) fugitive-renewvable resources, comprised of

(2) shared stock and highly migratory stock.

(3) Property rights .are non-transferable and
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TABLE 4: GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATIONS ENGAGED IN FISHERIES MANAGEMENT

Federal:
National Marine Fisheries Service
Multi-State:

Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commissicon
Mid-Atlantic Marine Fisheries Commission

Tri-State:

Chesapeake Bay Commission
Bi-State:

Potomac River Fisheries Commission
State: ~

Virginia Marine Resources Commission
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
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(4) exclusive.
(5) The pool of users consists almost eatirely of local-

ized, externally controlled users {(e.g., Gloucester,

Vireinia, and Smith Island, Maryland).*
Setting political considerations aside momentarily, this

deseription indicates several options for management.

1. fugitive-renewable resources, As discussed earlier,

managers are not able to rely upon extensive scientiiic data
being available.

s a renewable resource, the vafious fisheries can be
managed for either maximum sustainable yield (MSY)--the level at
which the seasonal catch equals the replenishment of the stock-~
or the optimal sustainable yield (0S8Y)--the level of catch wﬁﬁch
maximizes profit by generating the largest possible retﬁrn per
unit of effort. Since the O0SY is usually at a level 0f catch
below MSY, and since the data which generates the II3Y is suspect,
the fishery should be managed for somethiag less than the
estimaéed MSY (Eckert, 1979:123; Gulland, 1974:110). This
may be easier than ip,first appears because "among the public at
large there is enough growing awareness of the simpler aspects of
fishery problems for the idea of exceeding the MSY to have
achieved the moral stigma of a specialized form of pollution®

(Gulland, 1974:109).

2. shared stock and highly migratory stock. Although the

stock is both shared and highly migratory, the user pool does not
*While in theory regional. and multinational pools exist in
practice the users primarily come from Maryland and Virginia. A
few Delaware or Nerth Carolina fisherman will venture into the
Bay but they have no significant impact,
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move outside the shared stock political Jurisdictions. There-
fore, the manager can discount the need to regulate the user pool
in the federal government's territorial waters. What the manager
must do, however, is insure that the users' behavior withiﬁ the
shared stock range is consistent with the demands of the migra-
tory stock management.

3. non-transferable property. rights. The property rights

in the fishery exist and do not need to be created. Unlike
property rights in high-sea fisheries, which to date do not exist
'in any recognizable or enforceable form, the rights to Bay
fisheries have been esfablished Sy positive law and ratified by
custom.

\
4 . exclusive property rights, These rights are exclusive

in the sense that no one may fish in the Bay without a license.
However, as a practical matter neither Maryland nor Virginia
imposes a limit on the number of licenses issued. The states
would need to_justify a license limit on conservation grounds,
At present, Bay regulators seem happier to manage through catch
limits and season and- gear restrictions. _We therefore -have the

interesting situation of exclusive rights but unlimited--access.

5. localized wuser pooi; .Finally, the poeocl of users 1s
comprised of -localized, externally controlled users. The
regulatory impact. upon the fisheries comes from the- - two states,
but the actual bureaucratic structure in place-is overwhelming.
Recognition of the size and character of the user-poocl suggests
that the management -focus should be at the regional level, Thisg

is generally the case, 'although management of certain species
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such as striped bass is so0 politically sensitive that decisions
are made at the state level. Fisheries management in Virginia
and Maryland is coordinated through frequent but {informal
communication between the two states. Both states report to the
Cheéapeake Bay Commission their progress on fisheries initiativeg
on a quarterly basis. In'additibn, the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) has established a Chesapeake
Bay Stock Assessment Committee, formed of federal, state and
acaaemit participants to make long-range term plans for stock
assessments ;nd to implement the plan, {(Goldsborocugh, 1986,
n.p.)
CONCLUSION

Through?the development of a common property resource
typology and its application to a specific fishery, we have
demonstrated two ideas. First, fishery resources fit a wide
spectrum of common property resource types. Second, the major
characteristics (user pool, property rights, resource character--
istics} provide a. valuable heqristic device for -structuring our
views of fisheries:resources. By utilizing a formalized approach
to problem-~structuring, we can improve the soundness of decisions

in fisheries management,

-22-



-  REFEREHNCES

-

Adasiak, Allan.yvﬁzmments. "Conference Discussion: Philosophieé
and Feelings.: 1in Rettig and Ginter, eds., Limited Entry As

A Fishery Hanagewment Tool. Seattle: ¥, Washington Press,

1978:96.,
Lerkes, Fikret. "Common Property Resource Problem and the
Creation of Limited Property nghts. Human Ecology 13(2},

1965:187-207.

Berkes, Fikret. "Role of Self-Regulation in Living Resources
Management 1in the NWorth." in M.M.R., Freeman, ed. Renewable

Resources and the Economy of the North,. Ottawa: ACUNS/MAL,

1881.

Berkes, Fikret and Dorothy Pocock. "Ontario XNative Fishing
Agreement 1in Perspective, A Study in user-Group Zcology."
Environments 15(3), 1983:17-26,

Berkes, Fikret and Dorothy Peccock. "Self-Regulation of Commer-
cial Fisheries of the Outer Long Point Ray, Lake Erie."
Journal of Great Lakes Research 7(2), 1931, pp. 111-115,

Christy, Francis, '"Property Rights in the YWorld Ocean." Natural
Resources Journal, October, 1975, pp. 695-712.

Christy, Francis. “"Ifransitions in the Management and Distribu-
tion of ‘Internationsgl Fisheries." Internatlonal-Organiza-

o

tion 31(2), Spring 1977, np. 235 255.

‘. Cocne, Timothy. "Falkland Sovereignty at Heart of Argentine
Fishing Dlspute." Christian Science lionitovr, 6 June
1686:12.

Cox, -Susan J.B: "Fisheries lianagement and Interstate Cooperation
in the Chesapeake XBay." Paper presented at 1985 Annual
Conference, -American Society for. . Public Administration,
Indianapolis. -liarch 24-27, 1985a,

;x(éox, Susen J.B., "Flawed Perceptions in the.TFoundaticns of Public
Policy: The Case of Hardin's Tragedy of the Comncocns."
Paper npresented at the Annual Mesting Southern Political

Science Association, MWashville, TN, )—9 \ov mher 1¢85h,

2
|

%, Susan J.B. “"fo Tragedy on the Commons." Environmental .

Ethics 7 (Spring 1985¢), pp. 49-51,

Dales, J.H. "Beyond the Market Place.," Canadian Journal of

Economics 8 (1975): 483-503. Cited in Regier and Grima,
. PFishery Resource Allocation: An Exploratory Essay." Cana-
dian Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences. 42(4), 1985: 853,

-23-

A' ,//

1=



Dewvar, Margaret, Industry in Trouble: The Federal Government
and the X¥ew Enpland TFisheries, Philadelphia: Temple
University Press, 1983.

Dorfman, Robert}_ "Technical Basis for Decision-Making,”" 1in
Edwin Haefele, ed. Governance. of Common Property Re=-
‘sources, Baltimore: Johns llopkins for RFF, 1974: 5-25,

Eckert, Ross. The .Enclosure of Ocean Resources: Econcemics and
the Law  of the. Sea. Stanford, CA4: Hoover Institution
Press, 1979,

><fisher; Anthony and John Krutilla, “Managing the Public Lands:

F

/

Assignment of Property Rights and Valuation of Resources,"
in Edward llaefels, ed, GCovernance of Common Property
Resources. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins for RFF, 1974: 35~59,.

Fisher, Frederick. (Assistant Attorney Genefal, Commonwealth of
Virginia). Telephone Interview, 18 September 1984.

Fisheries Management -Under. ILxtended Jurisdiction: A Study of
Principles and Policies. Staff FReport to the Associate
Administrator for Marine Resources, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, 1975.

/Y

Friedheim, Robert. “"The Political, Economic, and Legal Ocean.”
in Robert TFriedheim, ed. tlanaging Ocean Resourcas: A
Primer, TBoulder: Westview, 1979: pp. 26-42,

Goldsborough, Bill. Personal Communication. 13 June 1986.

Goldsborough, B8ill. "Striped Bass Fishing Ban Announced."
Chesapeake Bay Foundation MNews 9.(3), November 1984:1.

Gonner, - E.C.K.” - Common Land and .Inclosure. Lecndoni Cass, 1817
(2nd ed., 1966)..

Grotius, EBugo. Freedom of the Seas (1508). trans. Ralph
Magoffin. New York: Oxford University Press, 1916,
(rpt. edition: VWew York: Arno Press, 1972).

Gulland, J.A. lianagement of Marine Fisheries.’. Seattle:
U. Washington Press, 1974,

Hooper, Antony. "Tokelau Fishing in Traditional and Modern
Contaxts." in Xenneth Ruddle za2nd R.E. Johannes, cds.
Traditional Knowledge and Management of Coastal Systews,
Jakarta Pusat Indonesia: UNESCO (Regional Office for
Science and Technology for Southeast Asia), 1935:7-38,

Horton, Tom. “"Border Dispute Dates Back Centuries." Paltimore
Sun, 8 March 1931.

S24—



f
vV\Hoskins, W.G. and L. Dudley Stamp. The Cowmmon Land of England
LJﬁ and Wales, St. James' Place, London: Collins, 1963.

Johnston, Douglas, International Law of .Fisheriesg. New Haven:
Yale U, Press, 1965.

VK/Kent, George. "Global Fisheries MNanagement," in David Orr and

/ farvin Soroos, eds. The Global Predicament: . Ecolopical
Perspectives on World Order. Chapel Hill: UNC Press,
1979: pp. 232-248. '

&(ulller arc and John Van Maanen, “"Emerging and Organization of
j Fisheries in the United States.”" Coastal Zone in Managerent
P/f‘ Journal 10(4), 1983:369-386.

v<\opper, Frederlck "Fishery Management COncepts and Limited

Entry." in R. Druce Rettig and Jay Ginter, eds. Limited
Entry As A Fishery Management. . Taol. Seattle: U, Washington
Press, 1978:5-12,

»

Pringle, J;D. "The Human Factor in Fishery Resource Manage-
ment." Canadian..Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences
42(2), 1985:389-392.

/ ‘
J\Qggier, H.A. and A.P. Grima. "Fishery Resource Allocation: An

Exploratory Essavy.," Canadian Journal .of Fisheries and
phf Agquatic Sciences 42(&4), 1935:845-859.

Ruddle, Kenneth and Tomoya Akimichi. "Introduction" in Ruddle
and kimichi, eds. Maritime Institutions in the Western

Pacific. Osaka, Japan: National tiuseum of EZthnology,
1984:1-9, o

Ruddle, Kenneth and-R.E.ujbhéths:_edé. Traditional Knowlédge

and Management .of. Coastal Systems . in. Asia and -the Pacific,’

Jakarta Pusat, Indonesiax UNESCO (Regional Office for
Science and Tecﬁnologv for Southeast Aola), 1985.

Summary of States Cheseneake Bay Cleanup Efforts. Yashington:
Environmental Policy Institute, n.d. - '

2%



