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INTRODUCTION

Anthropologists interested in “maritime anthropology” have focused on
three subjects: modern fisheries, shipboard life, and prehistoric marine ad-
aptations. In this age of proliferating subspecialties, it will come as no
surprise to learn that the practitioners in these areas comprise three exclu-
sive “clubs” whose members are scarcely aware of each other’s existence.

. While this review will concentrate on the work of those maritime specialists :
2 . . interested in modern fisheries, it will ingjude references to work done by .

* members of the other two “clubs” when their work can illuminate particu-

- , ' ’ _ ‘ lar issues of importance. - R

~ What are the major contributions-of maritime anthropology? Some an-
thropolegists say there are none, and that such studies have nothing in
common but water (223). Bernard (41, pg_;'_478—,792: for example, argnes
that “maritime anthropology” i “far-fetéhed” in that it has no focus and N
has produced few “generalizations increasing our understanding of man.” .
Studies in this field, he claims, could better be classified as “plain old - :
ethnology, archaeology, linguistics, or physical anthropology with no loss
of generality.” M. E. Smith (223) contests Bernard’s assertions, arguing that
the proliferation of subspecialties such as maritime anthropology are inevi-
table given the lack of a theoretical focus in anthropology as a whole. She
goes on to produce a long list of generalizations and “ethnographic ele-’
_ments” significant in both maritime and fishing coan\;aﬁttcig%%r p. 4-5).
I agree with. Smith that there are some clear thireads running farough the
anthropological literature on fishing. To be sure, there are anthropological
‘ » studies on a variety of topics in communities where people do some fishing.
" , o ; . Such studies clearly belong in archaeology, physical anthropology, or other S ‘
: : g s_ubareas of social anihropology. But fishing poses similar problems the A
warld over, and the significant contributions-of the anthropology of fishing "“‘* ;
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have stemmed from studies focusing on the way that human beings have
ada(ed to earning a living in the masine epviran ment. Most of the contri-

ne in the mad
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butions of this field have been made by anthropologists studying what

happens on board ships and in the fishing industry—not by shore-based
studies of fishing communities.

Fishing takes place in a very heterogeneous and uncertain environment
(25, 159, 248). This uncertainty stems not only from the physical environ- |
ment, but also from the social environment in which fishing takes place. f

The sea is a dangerous and alien environment, and one in which man is -

poorly equipped to survive. It is a realm that man enters only with the
support of artificial devices (i.e. boats, canoes, platforms, scuba gear, or
other technologies), and then only when weather and sea conditions allow.
The constant threat of storm, accident, or mechanical failure makes fishing
at sea a very dangerous occupation anywhere in the world (39, 69, 79, 142,
158, 209). The fishing gear used must be “adapted to aquatic conditions,”

- which means that “fishing devices are not simply transferences of land

hunting devices, and that many technological features of fishing gear never
appear in hunting devices used outside of the water” (102, p. 239). The
intertidal zone is not as dangerous as open ocean, but even here people must
retreat in the face of the incoming tide, and the tools and techniques
designed for land will not work here. . :

Marine ecozones typically contain very large numbers of species (70, 81)
with different habits and requiring different capture techniques. Thus, the
fishermen of a single culture must be adept at several different fishing
techniques (228). Many species are only available periodically. Not only do
many species migrate seasonally, but fish populations can increase or de-
crease drastically in ways which are difficult for even trained fisheries
scientists to predict (62, 70,.128). Widespread economic disaster, following
on the heels of stock failure, is far from unknown (106).

The fact that fishermen are operating on a flat, undifferentiated surface
and are exploiting animals that are difficult to see increases uncertainty
(180). For fishermen, locating one’s position is always problematic; and it

- is much more difficult—perhaps impossible—for the fisherman to learn as

much about desirable species as the hunter and farmer, who can closely
observe the animals and plants they exploit (223). In addition, one’s catches
can fluctuate depending on the activities of fellow fishermen, and even
fishermen working with relatively primitive technology can affect the stocks-
of aquatic animals (18, 82, 149, 150, 212). In many fish markets of the
world, prices fluctuate wildly so that a good catch does not always mean
a good day’s income (31, 157, 247). : '
Geographers such as Sauer (208, p. 309) have argued that before the
advent of agriculture, the seas provided man with a “continuous” and
“inexhaustible” supply of food. The long-run stability of marine organisms
may have provided man with unusual opportunities for settlement. How-
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ever, the evidence from modern social anthropology is that the sea’s largesse
is notoriously undependable in the short run, and biologists have stressed

- that industrialized fishermen are all too capable of exhausting it.

The fact that many fishermen work long hours on crowded boats in an
all-male environment far from home causes physical and psychological
problems for them and their families from whom they are separated (35, 53,
233). More important, it forces both fishermen and their families to play
roles that are often not standard in the culture from which they come. The

' men must organize effective work groups and maintain privacy; the women
must oring up familics and run households with their men gone much of |

the time (28). It is not surprising that fishing selects for different psychologi-
cal characteristics than land-based occupations in the same culture a7,
and that there are problems recruiting people in some fisheries (33, 13 1, 186,
187). v ' . '
Since fishermen are absent so much of the time, they are often unrepre-

~ sented in the political arena and are usually dependent on middlemen and

ship owners (79, 247) who are often in a position to exploit them (154).
Most important, fish are a common property resource. There is a growing
body of literature demonstrating that resources of all kinds owned by the
public (i.e. air, rivers, grazing land, oceans) are overexploited and abused
in ways that do not occur with privately owned resources. Private property
is protected and maintained by its owners, who, after all, obtain benefits of
any investment they make. By way of contrast, those depending on common
property resources are locked into a system in which it is only logical that
they increase their exploitation without limit (99). Why should fisiiermen
conserve when there is no way the benefits can be reserved for themselves?
This introduces uncertainty in both the short run and long run. In the short
run, it means that a fisherman’s physical output is dependent not just on
the resource, but on the uncertain actions of other fishermen (24). In the
long run, it means fishermen live with the specter of complete stock failure.
In summary, fishing poses some very unusual constraints and problems.
Marine adaptations are one of the most extreme achieved by man. The
primary contribution of the group of anthropologists studying fishing has
been to produce a body of literature and set of concepts on the way people
have solved the problems posed by earning a living in this uncertain and
risky environment. i ‘ ‘ '

RESPONSE TO UNCERTAINTY: INSTITUTIONS AND
CLUSTERS T )

While fishermen cannot control the weather and location of fish, they can

reduce some of the uncertainty of shing by entering into agreements with
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each other. Some of these ﬁshmg institutions and norms reduce nsk by
insuring fishermen some part of the catch or at least a chance to catch fish;
others operate to reduce the costs of fishing; and still others to mcrease
revenues from the sale of fish.

Crew Organization

THE SHARES SYSTEM The world over, fishing crews are organized to
spread the risk of fishing. Fishermen rarely are paid a flat fee or wage; they
are ordinarily paid a portion of the catch. This is true in virtually every area
of the world—from Canada (49), Sweden (122), to Mexico (133), Sri Lanka
(18), Ecuador (138), and Ghana (59). This effectively increases the motiva-
tion of the crew by making them partners in ners in the enterprise, and reduces

 risk for boat owners bye ensunng that | they ‘will not have’ to pay fixed wages
if” catchés are poor - (83). The principles on which shares are allocated vary

somewhat. In virtually all societies, shares of fish are allocated to both labor

.and capital, In most peasant societies where capltal reqmrements are small,

each crewman obtains an equal share, and one or two shdrés are feserved
ff)?theboat and equipment (83, 198). As total investment in boat and fishing
"equipment increases, a larger number of shares are reserved 1 for the boat -
owner(s) (122, 204). Ln some soc1et1es, lncreased shares are allocated to .
jidividuals on the basis of age s of age. and experlence (49); in"other cases all share
‘equally “regardless of experience (122). In some instances where ﬁshmg

success depends on highly skilled specialists, these specialists will receive a

higher percentage of the catch (197, 242). Two eﬁ’ects of the shares system... ‘

should be noted. First, since a crewman’s. earninigs depend on the > success

"of the bo boat, there is a tendency, fm; the best.crewmen to seek out at the 1 most-
* successful captams Thls exacerbates competition between captam of

e e

"ﬁshmg vessels and ¢ contrxbutes to crew instability. (36, 112, 177 Second, it
is said to inhibit capital investment, because boat owners and investors do
not receive full returns on the mvestmenf“th’é}f“”make “That 1m
pays all Costs of mvcﬂme%ﬂkrhemew receives.part of the incréasés in
Gatch that result (20). T

EGALITARIAN EMPHASIS Relationships among crew members on
fishing boats are remarkably egalitarian, from Europe (56, 122) and Latin
America (34, 114, 204) to Asia (48, 54, 73). All fishing vessels have captains
or skippers because the need to coordinate activities and make definite
decisions is ever present, but in many crews, the captain’s authority is rarely
exercised: “The ideal skipper-crew relationship is one where crewmen re-
marked of the skipper that ‘he’s so quiet, you hardly know the man is up
there’ [in the wheelhouse] or ‘he hardly says a word,” and orders rarely have

e e ireishee
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to be given” (25, p. 219). Much the same situation exists on Puluwat, where

T. Gladwin (95) reports that the captain pays attention to the suggestions -
~ of the crew members. Several anthropologists have commented on the need

for “voluntary cooperation” among Crews (21; 242, p. 107y “which” gene;—
ates"more egalitarian’ Telations between the crew and those in command.”
Waﬁ:ﬂ'erent hypotheses have been proposed o account for this phe-
nomenon, First, Barth (36) argues that this egalitarian emphasis is related
?(Tfﬁé"ﬁ@éd for a well-trained, committed, crew. He notes,_that as the need
for 3 trained crew increased, the : captain and, crew. Tew. became more. equal.
Barth (36) writes that when purse seines were introduced into the Norwe-
gian herring industry, captains entered into a series of transactions with
their crews in which they relinquished some of their traditional authority
in exchange for greater commitment and performance, resulting in higher
catches (36, 192).

Norr & Norr (154) and Pollnac (180) argue t that the egalitarian nature
of crews is directly rejated to the risks. That is, “the need for coordination

T ey

of fishing crews to avoid disaster and mcreaseﬁ"hmg ng effectiveness increases
the 1mportance “of each “workef. Tn addition, “ﬂshmg ‘enitails Higher 1isK of
equxpment loss,“whlch increases economic moblhty .among fishermen and

i rmr

~reduces social distance between ﬁshmg boat owners and crew §157)

Egalitarian relatlonshlps are also congruent. with {he shares systern. After-
, @ CTew is a group of co-adventurers s” (25)—not wage.carners.
WWWQ‘ g
CREW RECRUITMENT AND KINSHIP Much of the literature on crew
organization centers on the problem of recruitment-—that is, the way own-
ers of vessels attract crews, and the relationship between owners and crew-
men. Here the qpestlon of kinship is of paramount concern since many.

crews—pamcularly in the’ mshore a.rt1sana1 ﬁshenes—are ‘organized around

e oy e

e e e

a core of kmsmen

dee varlatlon ex1sts in the orgamzatlon of ship’s crews, however. In a
few Cases, crews consist primarily of friend§’ (73, 91) or f nonkinsmen (112).
In a very few sotietiesat-the’ other extreme, crewmen typlcall"ware close
kinsmen, as is the case in the Newfoundland .ports described by Nemec
mﬁ” Faris (77),"and’ Fu'estone (78). It is more usual for crews to exhibit.
great Hexibility aid v variation in recmmtems and "0"iivolve both
kifi and nonkinsmen, """ TS s

Where crews are composed mamly of kinsmen, it is typlcal that the boat
owner is granted great’ ﬂexxblhty,, in- recru;tmg ‘them. In the Faroes (44),
CIEws are typlcally composed of kin."However, the owner has no obligation
to accept or I'eject kinsmen in certain categotics. Here, kinsmén join crews

y consciously” activating “kith’ ties - Thus,’ kms'hxp does little more than ...

T G i O T, A 3

deﬁne a soual field within which crews are recrulted Stiles (2 232) argues that
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crews in Newfoundland are recruited through both kin ties and gontractual
ties. There are a “relatively small number of purely familial or contractual
crews” (232, p. 206). And McGoodwin (133) states that kin ties are not the
structural basis on which Mexican shark fishing crews are formed, regard-
“less of what informants say.
The explanations for the fact that crews usually involve different admix-.
tures of kinsmen or nonkinsmen are as various as the authors and societies

R S S

éscribed. H. Gladwin (91) notes that crews built around cores of kinsmen

dre ‘more stable than crews without kin linkages. Stiles (233) echoes this
e, Rypothesizing that a skipper’s primary goal is to recruit a stable.crew
with the right combination of skills. If he can recruit such a crew from
among close agnates, i€ Will"d57$6 since he is obligated to give them jobs.
But he will not hesitate to obtain crew members via contractual ties if the
stability of the crew is threatened. Lofgren (122 phasizes. the-great
“shock absorbing” capacity of family fishing firms, faced with uncestain, .
fluctuating incomes, problems obtaining crews, and difficulty. obtaining.
capital. Breton (49) argues that organizers of work groups.in.one French-
‘Canadian fishing Villdge choose agnates, However, the percentage of agnatic
ties in such groups varies considerably depending on th $éason of the year,
the task, and the lineality of the corporate group inyolyed. Orbach (159, p.
168) notes that tuna hoat skippers in San Diego choose crewmen from
among “their friends and relations”; with refreshing candor he admits that
i€ feason is unclear, although he suspects access 1o inforitiation about Grew
VACANCies 1S, an, impertant, factor. ™" R
Two themes crop up repeatedly in the literature which have strong
bearing on the recruitment issue. First, being at sea for long periods of time
puts crewmen under, psychological stress. Althcugh the amount of stress
“might be relétivel_x small in,.gQI!;Wcs_tem_,kggltmgg.,,mffé?éf’ﬁj%ﬁiﬂé' haveper-
sonality traits preadapting them to long times at sea (94), it is Severé ifi the
gz_a's'é‘*éf crews fromi Western*natlons (35, 103). As a result, _crews of vessels
from Western nations have evolved a variety of norms, interactional pat-

A L iy a4 B

- terns, and Spaci% mechanisms to give some semblance of privacy (42, 101,

IT7). Second; the safety and effectiveriess of a vessel depend on the ability
of a crew to work together (198, 204). For this reason it is critical {0 ChoGse
erewitien who are compatible with each offiéf (159). This goal is most likely™

€6 be achieved if recruitment, procedures are very flexible.. "

i A w05 s

Access to Fishing Rights

In some societies, fisheries resources are truly a common property resource.
Several authors reporting on widely scattered places in the world have noted
that fishermen can fish where they want and that there is no ownership of

R
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fish resources (72, 80); However, there is a burgeoning body of literature
demonstrating that in many diverse societies, fishermen do have established

- ownership rights to marine resources (52, 57, 109, 110).

~ Several authors have noted instances where fishing spots are not formally
owned, but where secrecy and information management operate to effect
some property rights over resources (21,;82, 83, 122, 235). In a few in-
stances, certain boat crews have. de factt rights to specific niches and
ecozones since they are the only ones in the area which have the technology
to fish them (64, 122). McCay (130, p. 399) points out that in most societies_
fishing rights involve control over ‘fishing space”—iot thé resource itself.

.

However, such a wide variety.of types of sea tenure systems have been

ALY
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reported that it is difficult to generalize about them. :

I SGMie THStARCE femporary usufTuct rights to choice fishing spots.are
allocated to the boat that reaches the fishing grounds first (51); in others;
fisliermen are organized in ways which allow different crews.to take turns
éxplotting choice spots (56). Sometimes outsiders cannot be excluded from
certain fishifig_grounds,.but"they can. be.forced .to.abide by local norms
(T29); i other cases fishing territories.are. defended. in.various-ways.and
outsiders are completely excluded (2, 3, 7, 119). In many cases, rights to

I§7are recogiized dhd controlled by the government as is the

P B S R SR e BT o

g g Lt
casé in Japan (153) and Sweden, (123); in other cultures such rights are
completely unrecognized by the government and are defended by “illegal
tactics™ (7). " Ownership rights Loften last throughout the year, but in a few
areas there is freedom Trom competition only dfirifig Gertain seasons (24,
129)* Fishing areas are occasionally owned by individuals, as is the case
among the Salish (237) and on the Baltic (123), but in most areas of the
world, they are owned communally (2, 7, 27, 37, 129, 150, 152, '156). In
parts of Oceania, fishing rights are owned by groups, although access to
them is controlled by leaders (109, 207).

Despite the variations, it is clear that in many fishing societies in the
world, rights to fish are controlled and fishing territories are not common
property resources. Such ownership rights clearly operate to reduce uncer-

tainty. ff”’ﬁ’éﬁhérmen cannot control the Tish; at Teast they &an control who

"will be allowed t6"fish for them;und How they will dé,so. Tf isveiy clear
also that Riritstiality in Hiost fishing communities has as its goal “access

rights—pivileged space” (27, p. 63). The object is not to protect or conserve.
the fish as much as to reserve the fish that are there for one’s self.

Markets and Fish Buyer& ' I

In most parts of the world, fishermen and middlemen establish strong and
long-lasting relationships. There are two reasons for this pattern. First, it
is very difficult for fishermen to market their own catches successfully. Not
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~ only must fishermen be physically absent a good deal of the time, but they

operate on schedules which are simply not compatible with the opening and
closing of markets on shore. As White points out, fishermen are not oriented
to an ordinary business schedule, but to a world in which time is reckoned
in terms of trips and tows, and in which one’s schedule and decisions depend
on the habits of the animal and the weather (245). In addition, success in
marketing fish requires a good deal of specialized knowledge of various
markets and an ability to predict the fluctuations of prices for various
species of fish in different locations (93, 199). There is no room for delay
or indecision, given the highly perishable nature of the product, “Hence the
tendency to a greater development of middlemen who take these matters
off his [the fisherman’s] hands” @9, p. 27).

Second, and more important, fishermen establish long-lasting ties with
middlemen to reduce the uncertainty of marketing fish and obtaining capi-
‘tal. The reasons fishermen have problems obtaining capital are fairly obvi-
ous. Not only can boats be moved and be lost in storms, but boats and
fishing gear depreciate rapidly (157). Thus it is difficult to use them as
collateral.

The reasons for the instability of fish prices are more difficult to under-
stand. The facts are that many fish markets have a history of periodic
shortages and gluts (157). Sometimes prices change so unpredictably that
fishermen do not know how much money they will receive for their catch
when they leave port. Fishermen often see these unfortunate fluctuations as
the result of a conspiracy among dealers; and such conspiracies have been
well documented from time to time (45, 236). But there are economic forces
involved as well. Part of the price instability can be traced to the periodic
availability of various species of fish. Perhaps a more important factor is the
nature of the demand curves involved. In many parts of the world, the
demand for many species appears to be highly inelastic (e.g. 132). This
means that a change in quantity of fish will bring a more than proportional
change in the price. In some areas, the inelasticity of demand is due to the
fact that fish cannot be stored for long and thus are sold mainly in small
local markets, which can become saturated quickly (76, 79, 83). In the.
United States, inelasticity of demand is traceable to the fact that approxi-
mately 80 percent of the catch is consumed by restaurants and other institu-
tions (15). These institutions purchase a constant supply and charge the
same amount for it regardless of catches or seasonal variations, due, in part,
to a reluctance to reprint menus. As a result, when there are large supplies
of fish, warehouses fill up even if prices for fish are lowered. At such times,
dealers do not say they will buy no more fish; they merely lower the price
they will pay to an absurdly low level which says the same thing (247). As
aresult, all of the risks of production are passed back on the fisherman who

O
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must not only put up with the uncertain catches, but uncertain prices for
the fish he does catch. :

Fishermen establish many different kinds of ties with middlemen tf’
spread and/or reduce these risks. In many tribal and peasant fishing soci-
eties, the marketing is done by women (59, 83, 85, 91, 156). In Ghana
women fish traders are reported to be very efficient and able (92). In some
cases, the men of the family fish and the women are fish sellers. Forman
argues, somewhat enigmatically, that such arrangements keep profits in.the
family (83); while Christensen (59) points out that men prefer fernale kins-
men to sell their fish because they are more trustworthy.

In tribal and peasant societies, capital is obtained in a variety of ways.
In some fishing societies, the boat and fishing equipment are owned by
members of the crew (18, 85, 146, 147). In other cases, fishing vessels are
owned jointly by lineage members (80, 119). However, it is very common
for fishermen to obtain capital by borrowing from businessmen and others
outside the fishing industry (79). In these kinds of cases, such arrangements
not only make it easier to amass capital, but spread the risks among many
individuals. , . ,

In many instances, fishermen establish ties to fish dealers Whl(fh serve
both to facilitate marketing and to amass capital. Such long-term ties he_zve
been noted in peasant societies (e.g. 243) and are very common in fishing
communities in modern Western countries.

In the United States such arrangements operate so that the dealer obta?ns
a steady supply of fish—his primary goal. The fisherman might receive
access to credit, capital for long-term investment, a secure market for his
fish, preferential prices for his catch, and valuable knowledge about market
conditions (236, 247, 248). Exactly what the fisherman receives depends on
a variety of factors such as the amount of fish the fisherman can supply, the

length of time the two have been doing business and the degree of trust built .

up. Fishermen and dealers who cannot or are unable to establish suc
long-term relationships are at a distinct disadvantage (247). - 7
Long-standing relationships between buyers and sellers have been noted
in the ethnography of several different parts of the world (88, 127, 141).
Thus, it is scarcely surprising to the anthropologist that fishermen ?vould
establish long-standing ties with one dealer rather than sell to the highest

bidder. For economists, such cases are more shocking. They indicate an

“impaired” market and are further evidence of a fundamental weakness in
the neoclassical model of economics (247). :

In some fisheries irr New England, the benefits of these long-standing
relationships between fishermen and middlemen appear to acrue to both
equally. In other fishing communities this is not true, In Sri Lanka, ﬁs}x
dealers use violence or the threat of violence against fishermen and competi-
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tors alike to maintain control over local fish markets, which, of course,

results in fishermen receiving very low pri i
: 1 , prices for their catches (19). Farj
writes that un.tll recently, the fishermen of Cat Harbor, Newfgour)xdlairc;s

. were never free to sell their fish to whomever they desired. (77). Ward (243)
writes t%lat the creditor-debtor relationship in Hong Kong oftc;n worked t
the d§trxment of the fishermen. In a similar vein, Lofgren (123) reports tha?t
Swedish fishermen were dependent clients of fish merchants,

Two x.'elatc?d hypotheses have been suggested to account for this phenom-
tc:lrllon. First, it has been_suggested that the power of buyers is increased if
sy::; marc(el ;?lseo,to2 :;)t.abhsh a4 monopsomy and control the transportation

Second, Lofgren suggests that middlemen are able to iake advantage

. when fishermen are unable to withhold their catches and their “bargaining

llzosition i‘s wealf” (123, p. 104). The data from New England buttress this
yppthesw.“Man}? lo_bstermen, who can store live lobsters for months in
pounds or “cars,” drive a far harder bargain with dealers than the Maine

groundfishermen who must sell small perishable catches through an “out

of state” broker under circumstances where they cannot personally super-

Cooperatives

At pres;nt, i%‘ 1inany scattered parts of the world, fishermen are joining
Cooperatives. The impetus for the cooperative movement has been '
In recent years by the policies of j i ' nmcreaz;(f

ment agencies who tend to see cooperatives as a general solution to many

of the Problems of §mall-scale fisheries (183, 205). Generally cooperatives

thcfxr fish (56, ‘1 75). They are also formed when outside enterpreneurs begin
to invest heavily in the fishing industry, which as Norr & Norr (1 55) po?nt
out, leads to control “by nonfishermen.” In short, cooperati\.les' are often
formed as a strategy to regain control over capital equipment and maintain
miefir'ldence, not just to gain competitive prices for fish.

imes cooperatives can be used for other purposes as w 1. McC
(132) describes a case in New Jersey in which apccfgperative wei]th Ilﬁ::ﬁ:g

O

ANTHROPOLOGY OF FISHING 285

membership instituted a catch quota system which not only gives control
over prices, but operates to conserve the fish resource as well. ‘

Despite the potential advantages, some fishing cooperatives have been
successful and others have not. As Pollnac & Carmo (183) point out, the
success or failure of cooperatives is due to such a large number of factors
that generalization is difficult. Several themes appear repeatedly in the
literature on successful cooperatives. Cooperatives tend to succeed when
fishermen gain benefits in terms of better prices, favorable loans, services at
reasonable fees (161, 174), more stable supplies of fish and stabler prices
(130, 170), and where the cooperative is organized in a way that the fisher-
men feel it is theirs (175). There is a much larger and more diffuse literature
on the reasons cooperatives fail. Digby (74) believes that lack of competent
management is the major factor. Other anthropologists stress that cooper-
atives fail when they are not organized in ways that are congruent with the
“other aspects of the socio-cultural systems” (174, p. 2). For example,
‘Poggie (175, p. 21), argues that “independence is a psychoculturally adap-
tive characteristic of small-scale fishermen.” The success of the Point’
Judith, R. I. cooperative is due in part to the fact that it is organized
“without impinging on independence of individuals,” and the failure of the
cooperative at Puntarenas, Costa Rica is due to the fact that its “organiza-
tion is indeed incompatible with this psychological characteristic” (175, p-
24). Sabella (205) has found that the failure of a Peruvian fishing cooper-
ative was due to a combination of ineptitude, poor management, and the
fact that its ideology was not in accordance with that of the culture as a

whole. S

Opposition and sabotage play a role as well. Pollnac (180) argues that
cooperatives are often resisted by middlemen who have a great deal to lose
if marketing is taken out of their hands. McGoodwin (137, pp. 34—47) traces
the failure of a Mexican fisherman’s cooperative to a combination of official
corruption, lack of autonomy, economic inefficiency, competition from off-
shore trawlers financed by the government, “an unstable international mar-
ket,” and conflict with the majority of people in the local area. However,
Orbach points out that the absence of a cooperative does nov always mean
helplessness, atomization, and exploitation. In Chesapeake Bay, watermen
have used “different organizational forms to achieve their purposes.” Coop-
eratives were only one (161, p. 55). Whatever social form the watermen
‘used, “a significant degree of cooperation was present” (161, p. 55).

Miscellaneous Institutions. _
A number of other kinds of institutions are reported from various parts of
the world which reduce the uncertainty of fishing in a variety of ways. In
many areas, fishermen have informal rules designed to avoid gear conflict,

T ———




O

286 ACHESON

such as rules concerning positioning of gear (129, 248). Other institutions
cut fishing costs [e.g. rules on amount of gear fishermen can use; (3, 4)]. In
one Japanese community, where illegal fishing abounds, fishermen have
agreed to exchange information about sightings of police patrols. They are
also able to agree which days the entire fleet is going to fish. When the
weather is threatening, the entire fleet stays in (47), which reduces pressure
to fish in bad weather. Among fishermen in many parts of the world, it is

 obligatory to help each other out in time of disaster, mechanical failure, or

similar happenings. McGoodwin (134) reports that Mexican shark fisher-
men make long-distance crossings together, while Norr (157) notes that
fishermen depend on each other’s “skill for survival in any crisis at sea.”
Arrangements of this kind are probably very widespread in fishing commu-
nities throughout the world.

Fishing Cluste?% and Information Management

A great deal of anthropological work has been devoted to describing the
normative and structural arrangements fishermen in various fishing cultures
have developed to reduce uncertainty and spread risks. Fishermen, how-
ever, have also developed other, less formal arrangements allowing them to
cope with a very uncertain environment. Andersen (21, 25), Wadel (242),
Stiles (230), Orbach (159), Stuster (234), and Gatewood (87) have focused
on the way communication ties between boats are managed. Wilson &
Acheson (248) have developed a more elaborate model concerning relation-

ships between direct competitors in the fishing industry and the effects such

competitors have on each other.

Wilson & Acheson (248) argue that fishermen in New England are part
of loose networks composed of men who fish for the same species with the
same gear in the same area. Such groupings they call “clusters,” a term first
used by Barth (36). Members of clusters—men who have the same set of
feasible options—are constantly in contact with each other and constitute
a reference group. Cluster members share a set of ‘rules about the proper
ways to fish, and members of these networks obtain two kinds of informa-
tion from each other: short-run information on the location of species and
marketing information; long-run information concerning technical and éco-
nomic innovations. In both cases, fishermen are. reacting to the problem of

~ uncertainty simply by imitating each other—especially their more success-

ful competitors. ‘

Information about location of species is obtained from one’s own experi-
ence and electronic gear; and also by verbal exchange, observation of other
boats, or indirectly (overhearing radio transmission, etc). In clusters ex-
ploiting sedentary species, the duration of knowledge is very long so that
there is a great deal of secrecy. If one locates a bed of clams or a concentra-
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* tion of lobsters, one can return repeatedly to get them if one keeps their

location secret (248). In these fisheries men learn about locations Qf fish by
direct observation or through their own experience (5). :

Fishermen in New England are much more likely to exchange accurate

information openly about the location of migratory species (248): Thefe is
little sense keeping such information secret since fish will not be in a given
location long. By exchanging information, fishermen hope others will recip-
rocate in the future. Such exchanges also greatly increase the total search
area.

Such arrangements are found in other migratory fisheries in other areas.
In the Pacific tuna industry and the inshore California fishery, for example,
groups of fishermen called “code groups” exchange information on catches
and location of schools of fish using coded radio messages (159, 234, ‘235).
Gatewood (87) reports that cliques of salmon seiners in Alaska share infor-
mation from fish “scouting expeditions.” The trawler fishery of Newfound-
land, where target species are semimigratory, appears to be between th'we
two extremes. Here a few old friends establish “trust exchanges” and give
each other factual information on a regular basis. However, Andex.-'sen 21,
25) makes it clear that most skippers are involved in both.“deceptlve” and
“nondeceptive” transactions. In Newfoundland, information management
involves a delicate balance. While deception is expected, ideally one does
not try to hurt others. The information flow is restricted, but one does not
tell outright lies either. As Stiles (230, p. 48) phras?s it, “no crew can afford
to operate in a vacuum because it is both impractical and dangcror.ls to do
S0, . . .” “The competitors need each other” (28, p. 162) and contribute to
each other’s success. _ v ' ]

Cluster membership also influences information about innovgtxons. $pe-
"cifically, Wilson & Acheson (248) argue that the adoption of innovations

" is related to the degree of “cluster packing.” In “tightly packed” clusters

(i.e. where the technology in use is relatively uniform), I_ishe?men w.ill more
likely adopt small, incremental innovations. Large, radical mnova'tlons are
adopted, if at all, only by fishermen in “loosely packed cl.uste{s,” in which
the set of feasible options for various fishing firms is quite different.

Ritual and Magic _

While fishermen can reduce risk and uncertainty throug}l thF development
of technology, institutions, and communication, the sea is still a dafxgerou§
and risky environment for a terrestrial animal such as man. Malinowski

(126, 127) first suggested that human beings cope with irrsducible risk

through ritual and magic. He noted that in the Trobriand Islands no 'magic
exists in lagoon fishing, where relisble catches can be obtained w1t.hout
physical danger, “Whilc in open-sea fishing, full of danger and uncertainty,

!
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there is extensive magical ritual to secure safety and good results” a27,p

31). Other anthropologists have documented cases in whi i
Superstitions in fishing societies are associated with high n'v:llcl.] (;ghlx?;)gx:c( m‘;
| g;gau;:ogxat a large rfumber of wi?ches were thought to inhabit the environs
fe Whuguese fishing community before the advent of motorized fishin
cralt. When motors were adopted, which made it much safer to negotiatg

In addition, both Prins (197) and Watanabe (244) have found a relatioriship

between risk and ritual ob i ‘ i
oy v ] servaflces, in Kenya and among the Ainu, respec-

Poggie & Gersuny (176) show that in one area in southern New England

- there are many more tabys and rituals among fishermen than among mill-

workers, who have far safer and moré secure jobs. ' i

no difference in rituals between lobster ﬁs;i(;rt:ér? :Xle ?1;;1222 2:81130\/8&(?
the latter pres:umably‘ face greater dangers than the former (176 1;17‘1116111,
?h mefhodologlcally more sophisticated study (179), they demons’trate )t.haI:
the rituals among ﬁshermer'l are positively associated with length of fishin
trips and negatively associated with having been socialized in a 'ﬁshihg

family. Thege results support Malinowski’s hypothesis, since fishermen who -

which px"esu.m?bly reduces anxiety (179). '
ghe' quasi ritual nature of fishing shows in a concern with purity and
Eo ution. In many societies, certain classes of women are proscribed from
aving contact with boats or boat construction (95, 177). In others, fisher-

- Inen are not supposed to have contact with women
i : . e when they a
 In fishing magic or preparing for fishing trips (54, 119). Y are engaged

. In addjtiox.l, fishermen enter a different realm when they are fishing, and
ita\I'Ee io be rgl_ncprg:rated into the community when, and if they retu;n to
- Entry and exit between these two spheres is sometimes a, ni
: , €S accom,
marked rituals, such as‘the one described by Johnson (112). pesied by

INDIVIDUAL STRATEGIES |

Politics and Conflict

(I;;shm%_ 1s not only an uncertain énterprise, but a competitive one. The
réstlr)lge mofr‘x ﬁxs }f:xacerbated by the free access nature of many fisheries. One
nse of ishermen has been, as we have seen, t i ari
nermen , to develop a wide variet
of norms and institutions to share risks, establish de facto property rightz

over fish, reduce competition i
\ : » €nsure markets, gain access to i i
about locations of fish stocks, and so on. 8 10 information

COMPETITION: POLITICAL PROCESSES AND
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Another response is to use force and political pressure (i.e. regulations)
in an attempt to reserve access to the resources. Fishermen have entered the
political arena in a number of fishing societies to establish rights to fish or
to settle disputes. However, there are so few studies that generalizations are
difficult. Some good individual studies exist, however. C. L. Smith (214,
220) provides excellent information on the conflicts that have occurred in
the salmon fishery of Oregon and the regulations that resulted. An analysis
of the Newfoundland: trawlerman’s strike in 1974-75 has just appeared
(124); Andersen (24) gives general coverage of the various kinds of legal and
extra-legal mechanisms used in Newfoundland to avoid conflict and reserve
fishing space. Acheson (2, 7) has written on the way Maine lobstermen
organize political “teams,” which are not recognized by the government, to
establish and maintain group-owned fishing areas. Yngvesson (250) has
analyzed the way disputes are settled in one fishing community on the
Atlantic coast of an industrialized nation. And there are studies concerning
the social and economic factors influencing efforts to manage fisheries in
Oregon (215, 218) and Maine (4, 9). However, these studies are on such
different topics in such widely scattered areas that no attempt can be made

to answer questions about political processes and structures in fishing com-
munities as a whole. : ‘ : '

Two important kinds of regularities appear to exist across fishing commu-
nities. First, in a number of areas there are informal rules concerning the
conditions under which gear of different kinds can be used and the way it
should be used. These rules obviously mirimize conflict (159).

Second, the effects of unconstrained competition and conflict are so costly
that fishermen in many locations have organized to have laws passed to
limit access to fisheries (7, 26, 58, 129), and fishermen in many societies have
been successful in legalizing ownership rights to fixed gear fishing sites (24,
77, 158, 220). In these cases they have political power to be able to accom-
plish their ends (24, 229) but under other conditions they have not (29).

Individual Strategies .

Still another response of fishermen to a situation in which competition is
endemic is to compete as effectively as possible. There are four different
widely used strategies which have been studied extensively by an-
thropologists: acquisition of skills, occupational switching, capital manage-
ment, and innovation. ' :

SKILL There is a good deal of evidence from widely scattered fisheries that

some men are much more successful in a given season than their competi-
tors who are using the same gear. In Newfoundland, Wadel (242, p. 10)

notes that ““a single purse seiner may catch as much as five or ten others .

put together,” while the cod fishery is “characterized by striking differences
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in catch per unit” (27, p. 49). On the Colombia River “15 percent of the
fishermen harvested 50 percent of the total value of landings” (219, p. 221).
The same wide variation in individual catches has been noted from Sri
Lanka (18) to Brazil (64) and Norway (96). S
Many factors, it is widely recognized, influence success. Biologists tend
to account for such differences in success in terms of fishing effort, usually
measured in terms of days or hours spent fishing (70), and a few anthropolo-
gists have also made this argument. Kottak (114), for example, has argued
- that fishing success is correlated with traits that are suggestive of the “Prot-
estant ethic.” Others have noted that success is related to other personal or
psychological characteristics. Forman (83, p. 19) mentions that “youth,
good health, sobriety, willingness to take calculated risks, and the ability
to command allegiance of a crew . . .” are necessary for success. Roberts &
Acheson (202) show that the success of Maine groundfishing boats is
strongly correlated with the psychological match between captain and mate
affecting choices of fishing strategy. However, the vast majority of an-
thropologists are convinced that such differential success is primarily due
to marked differences in fishing skill (5, 24, 27, 64, 82). There is some
quantitative evidence from one fishery that they are correct. In the Maine
lobster industry, a very large number of technical, environmental, and
personal characteristics influence. catches, A regression analysis of 21 of
these factors showed that skills were very near the top of the list. Only two
variables had more influence on catch than skill (i.e. season and length of
trap), while some 19 variables had less influence 11). -

While it is clear that skills are important, it is very difficult to obtain
‘information on the nature of those skills because, as Andersen (24, p. 306)
points out, fishermen “treat this often hardgained information as scarce
capital.” The reluctance of fishermen to share information about skills has
been very widely noted (5, 25, 75, 77, 83, 147, 163).

Despite the difficulties of studying fishing skills, there is a growing body
of literature on the subject which demonstrates that in many fishing soci-
eties the kinds of skills necessary for success are very much the same.
Obviously, a fisherman must know how to operate and maintain his boat
and equipment. Anthropologists have not concentrated on these skills,
perhaps because they seem so obvious. They are not at all obvious to novice
fishermen (5), and I suspect most anthropologists are unfamiliar with them
as well. However, anthropologists have focused attention on the kinds of
skills that occupy so much time and attention of experienced fishermen—
namely ways to find concentrations of fish to be caught. These skills are of
four different kinds. ; ' '

First, the key to being able to locate concentrations of fish is. to know
where those concentrations are apt to be and to-be able to find those spots.

O
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This means one must be able to navigate with great accuracy. B;fac;r: éﬂ;
advent of complicated electronic gear such.as Loran, navtg;tlop 28 often
a difficult art to learn. In some cultures, kinds of dead reckoning tys. s
were used which depend on detailed knowledge of stars and characterist

| of sea and sky. The best description of such a system has been done by T.

Gladwin (95). In the vast majority of fishing cultures, however, ﬁ§1.1erm§n
not only navigate by means of dead reckoning, but also locate p(irtsmons8 2y
a detailed knowledge of the bottom over which they are traveln.xg (é, it;
113). Second, fishermen have a good knoyledge of the.ocean 1!::;; —
depth, currents, reefs, types of bottom. This kn'owledge. is essential, ;ipée)-
cially’if one wants to avoid damaging or losing ﬁsln_ng gear (t5l; .
Third, fishermen have a detailed knowledge of the species of ﬁs!l l::yb?.;e
seekin’g—their habits, breeding cycles, enemies, t}‘?od.sull)plly, fze;idmag co: u:1 t;
i igrati d habitats. Particularly g :
and especially migration patterns an s by M (45 end
is aspect of fishing knowledge are provi y !
002311?11 (62). While fishermen typically know a great l<lieal about tl:;al;zlz\tre
i he animals they seek, they do not appear to have a very elabora
;;;gxf;m(; of fish (143). However, little has been done to elicit the cognitive
maps of fishermen. One exception is providelcll by Po}lxtliac (i‘ﬁ)i; :/allliz ;st@;
i alysis to analyze the types and characteristics o
g:g:f;:;ll ?:czsta Rica. Fourth, fishermen have to knoaz w:ihat otihex;) fs(})x;lr):
know and how they will behave. Catches, after all, depe .
gf;locat(i)ng fish, but also on how many other ﬁshelrmen are.after them. Thist,
kind of knowledge is closely related to the issue of information ma{u.tgemend
and rules limiting competition. The way one uses the compstition an

maneuvers around such boats differs substantially from fishery to fishery

(see 26, 66, 159).

SWITCHING Perhaps the most common strategy used by
‘gsllslf:rﬁii to adapt to uncertainty is to combine Qccxfpatmx;s. }eap ilclhsz
points out that in tribal and peasant societies, ﬁs}’nmg is rare1 y done cOther
sively. It is almost always combined with hunting, agricy ffure, o;l other
occupations. Lofgren (123) reports that Sv:redlsh peasants otttiln cﬁx mioined
fishing and farming to such an extent that it was difficult to tell w h was
their'major occupation. In mod;em i;l)shl.ng scl):i:n;ln?s,hxitn 1gs i\szear{t ::;::::d -
i to hold multiple jobs, in whic i
fxilzxzr;i:lg?iﬁ::,r ‘or to switch bgtween different fisheries over the course of
al round (8, 129). ' ‘ ‘
th(;{?v?;'er, in mzfny societies with a mixed economy, tlfe cultuerz:1 :g:
emotional significance of fishing far overshadcws that of agrx}:::ltu;:';z.e 7 this
regard, Fox writes, “But somehow [the land] does not have
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emotional quality as do the boats. No one ever died digging potatoes; there
is no danger planting barley” (83a). ' :
The conditions under which fishermen switch jobs or combine fisheries
are not well understood. Davenport (72) uses a game theory approach to
analyze factors influencing Jamaican fishermen to switch between lagoon
fishing and offshore fishing. His use of game theory has been seriously
criticized, however (201). ' : : :
The work of Middleton (138) and Pi-Sunyer (171) suggests the obvious
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- but important conclusion that fishermen combine fishing with nonfishing
. work in times of economic distress. The changing of fisheries over the

annual round, while a widely noted phenomenon, is even more poorly
understood. One study in Maine, however, indicates that changing fisheries
over the annual round is connected to the career cycle of fishermen and to
the desire to make a permanent change from one major fishery to another

®).

CAPITAL MANAGEMENT Fishing success in the long run is linked not
only to ability to catch fish, but to the ability to handle and invest the money
‘generated. While there have been few studies of financial management
decisions among fishermen, these studies have produced some interesting
results. '

One argument in the literature concerns the viability of family-owned
firms. Wadel and Lofgren (122, 242) argue very persuasively that family-
owned firms in Scandinavia have certain advantages and are especially
adapted to absorb the shocks of fluctuating resources, competition for
crews, and problems of amassing capital. In other areas, family-owned firms
have proved to be very vulnerable—especially when investment require-
ments and returns to capital increase (243). Under these conditions nonfish-
ermen begin to invest heavily in the industry, fishermen gradually lose
control, and ultimately fishermen become a kind of sea-going proletariat
(155). These differences in the viability of firms cannot be explained solely
in terms of levels of capitalization required. In Maine and N. orway, where
family firms have proven very resilient, fisheries are modernizing and capi-

tal requirements are rising rapidly. Yet in other areas such as Grenada (76) ..

and Newfoundland (33, 155), modernization and increased investment have
led to outside ownership of fishing firms even though the amount of capital
required was relatively small. Clearly, additional data are needed on the

factors affecting the financial viability of fishing firms—especially manage-

ment strategies. v
Two different types of studies have provided conceptual tools which

might be useful in this effort. First, McCay and Moyer demonstrate that the
repertoire of capital management strategies in two fishing societies was not

constant, but changed as the external environment changed (130, 144). In
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fishermen responded to declining resources by using two
::Z:f:;;::ilitzi’tmtegies which McCay terms “intensification” and ‘diversi-
fication” (130). Moyer (144) describes the way the m'troductxon of wage
labor into an Eskimo community altered standard practices for maintaining
capital in boats and equipment. Second, Heaney (100)' delineates the net-
work ties one fisherman activated to begin a fishing business and the strate-

i ies he used to expand it. - - -

glelsI::llgrsttlanding the range%f strategies open :%nd the }cinds of ties necessary
to actualize each would go a long way toward increasing our understandl_ng
of the economic opportunities available to fishermen and the factors in-

fluencing the viability of their fishing operations.

INNOVATION AND TECHNICAL CHANGE One of the primary ways

fishermen compete with others is by adopting new and more effective fisfhn;g
gear and vessels. Despite this fact, fishermen the world over are surprisingly
conservative and there are, if anything, more documentec:l cases w.'hfere
innovations have been rejected than accepted. Anthropologists examining
the innovation process in fishing communities have used four very different

theoretical perspectives in studying fishing innovations. :

First, it is axiomatic in anthropological studies of innovatign that innova-
tions are likely to be rejected if they are unprofitable economically or’1f .they
are incompatible with existing cultural patterns (120). He;e, emphasis is ;n
the social and cultural factors affecting innovators as a class—not on the
decisions of individual innovators. Sabella (205), for example, reports that

~ fishermen in one Peruvian port did not adopt motors becuase they were

ing i uced via a new cooperative whose administration was inept and
:vehl?;n;:;gdan ideology very nlfzch at odds with that of local ﬁsht?rfnen.
Baluch fishermen rejected motors because they t.hreateneq the. tradxtlot_u;ll
way of life (165). Forman (83) notes that in Coqueiral, Bra?xl,‘saﬂboat:'mt
hulls were adopted by the local elli:e but not by the \traalst majority of ordinary
who could not raise the necessary capital. _
ﬁs}llfxntr;leenpast several decades, on the west coast of Sweden anq in Fhe
Fardges, fisheries have expanded and modernized, ar'l'd large Pﬁ'shore fishing
vessels have been adopted. In both cases, the adoption of th_xs. new techgol-
ogy came about as fishermen responded to new opportumtl?s_createg as
banks and government agencies made large.-scale loans available and as
markets were reorganized so that it was possible to export large quantities
107, 123). ' S - v
Of;i:iIo::‘l? ﬁi'r:la btllfe(past 30 iears, research on innpvation has focpsed on
decisions by individuals to adopt or reject innovatlon:«z. These studies have
tried to answer two questions: (@) who adopts innovat{ons and why do they
do so? and (2) which innovations are adopted? In t_hxs boc?y of ht';eratu.re,
it is axiomatic that the adoption of innovations is highly differential, with
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some people (“‘early adopters™) adopting i i '
ople pting innovations before others (w
termed middle and late adopters™) (203). Moreover, innovaticfnsh:v?f:

f ;4]2. ie;::taeldag;hz;sehave mt;d by way of passing that innovations tend
: e or another category of fishermen, but there j
analysis of the adopting individuals or the traits of the innovations Zl:o::tel:io

In several studies it has been stated that age and career cycle are critical

in the adoption of fishing innovations. Middleton (138) notes that young

. men in an E¢ i i ' i
uadorian fishing community were far more prone to enter tuna

g;:tela?c,l ?foil:d (96),'yvho poil.xts out that efficient purse seines in the
edand slands were .re_]ected primarily because the owners of the vessels
sere theyrwmxe:ldeho did not want to invest heavily in new gear and boats
ould not gain all the benefits, and becan th i
nets would threaten the traditional sys ; ity Thoy aier oy such
\ ; ! tems of authority. Th i
that increasing catches migh o 2nd posely pored
poat ne ‘ ght threaten the fish stocks and possibly glut the
Another outstanding case study i i - ‘k
udy is provided by Ward (243), who

;llllz ;2201‘1:, alfgng K;ng ﬁstllzlaermen adopted motorized ve(ssels) and thinziz:s
. points out that many prerequisite conditions fo i i
opment existed among Hong Kong fishe i wage lobor, apemar

; g fishermen (i.e. wage lab
clans, links to world markets) so th 1 o came

- A at when new opportuniti
in the form of motors, some were nd quickly. MochaoronE

A able to respond quickl izati
however, is resulting in a “clear tratifcation systers 1o
2 _ three-class stratification” system j i

zn; group of m‘depenflent owners is doing well and twg’ o::;;n s:(tls11 CI;’
5 :trmen are being driven out of business (243, pp. 285-87). =0
present this whole approach to the study of innovation is in the

ﬁ:ilm%i ;:Edy suppox:ts‘ this new approach. In the Maine fin-fishery (ié
50 un, and hcrrn.xg) there are no “early adopters” (i.e. people wl;c;
th:lxtmstently gdopted innovations earlier than others) and no innovations
Were caster to adopt than others. In this fishery. i
demonstrated that innovations . hen they futed (o coySis
- : were adopted when they fitted th
particular adopters. In fact, the adopti i 5 conld b
: d A ption of no two i
explafned with the same exact set of factors (14). vations could be
. Tlnrfi, the ﬁxeq nature of th.c resource base opefat&s to inhibit the adop-

s s s pp
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gear will not mean an increase in output but rather that the same amount

of fish can be caught in less time. This can lead to unemployment of capital
and labor and inefficiency (245). Ultimately, it can lead to overfishing and
stock failure (194). Under these conditions, fishermen and politicians have
sometimes opted to adopt the innovations and then enacted conservation
rules which prevented their being used efficiently (89, 219). In other in-
stances, fishermen have rejected the innovations primarily to prevent the
unemployment or declines in stock it might bring (55, 96, 177, 229).
Fourth, a large number of anthropologists are interested not so much in
the factors influencing the adoption of innovations as in the impact of
innovations on the social system once they are adopted (86). [Several arii-
cles of this type are contained in Those Who Live by the Sea (226).] In
several cases, studies have indicated that the introduction of innovations
and modernization of fishing fleets led to inequality and a loss of control-
by fishermen (16, 17, 43, 135, 171). In other areas, the adoption of motors

" Jowered the income of fishermen (238). Several studies indicate that techni-

cal change led to multifaceted changes in social structure and organization.
Epple (76) shows that adoption of motors in the Grenada fishing fleet
ultimately led to: fishing for new species, new gear, new fishing locations,
migration to the city, concentration of capital, increased status specializa-
tion, and ultimately to the formation of a cooperative. Christensen (59)
argues that among the Fanti the new motors changed the shares system, the
relationship between husbands and wives, and also increased the power of
- the market women who loan money for capital equipment. v
Other studies stress that technical change brings unemployment, ecologi-
cal damage, or both. In Japan and New England, the adoption of more
efficient fishing boats and gear caused overexploitation of stocks as well as
a decline in the number of fishermen employed (37, 90). In Scotland,
increased investment in new lobster fishing boats and gear resulted in a
serious threat to the stocks (193, 194). :
Most anthropologists have been interested in the social changes stem-
ming from changes in technology; a few, however, have analyzed the way
changes in social structure have affected choice of technology (211).

COMMITMENT TO FISHING AND
PSYCHOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS
' OF FISHERMEN | |

Commitment to Fishing

Despite the risks and uncertainty associated with ﬁshihg, the prepnderence -

of evidence suggests that in most fishing societies, fishermen are usually
committed to their occupation. Quantitative studies of attitudes in Panama
revealed that fishermen “generally have a positive attitude” toward their
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fcupation (188); and another similar project in Rhode Isiand‘ turned up
the fact that fishermen were more committed to their occupation tharI:

two different cultures are surprisin imi
_ X gly similar. In southern N
;isherr,x,l? sal,d_ they liked fishing because of the: “independexel::ve]inﬁi?ll;(ll:
eng:, working qutdoqrs,” “lack of regimentation,” and “incon;e” (177
?.‘ganzin;na:’ana:m?,ﬁﬁ;pmg) was attractive because it was “pleasurable’:
. pect of fishing”), gave a i ’
“indepentome ({op. .ty g ‘ good income, and allowed one to be

However, while the level of cor_nmitmexit is generally high, there is evi-

Poggie (187), who have used Maslow’s hi
] : ), W’s hierarchy of needs concept
Jjob satisfaction among New England fishermen in three port:p 1o study

| Psychological A daptation

Several anthropologists have argy ’ : '
g gued that fishermen are psychologi
f\:zpi:;d t(;t;het cor}dlu;)lns they face. While there are few studl:i’e)s, incilfif::ilay
_ portant points have been made. First, if peop] i !
in this occupation they must be able  ahiead and depor ronn ccced
. tion, . to plan ahead and defer r ds
Income from fishing is rarely stead & sear noe
. ¥, and yet boats and fishing gear
maintenance and replacement. Studies by social scientists at theg I%nive?gzg

ment” (181, p. 432).

Personality Traits

The psychological characteristics of fishermen show remarkable similariti ’

cross-culturally. :I‘here is substantial evidence that fishermen in man i
eties are aggressive, courageous, and independent. This is perha sytsof:-
expected 1n a dangerous occupation where decisions must be madeII)) . ’e
self and qu1.ckly. Raft fishermen in Brazil have become legenda herg 0113;
tales of their exploits are told widely (83). Much the same is trixye in Gs;;lcl':e

(40). Abrahams (1) tells us that fishing captains on Tobago must be brave

men to encourage their crews, They are also apt to be more aggressive than

O
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nonfishermen (34). Several other studies support the idea that fishermen in
places from Panama to Puluwat and Ifaluk enjoy the challenge and the risks
of their occupation (54, 95, 177). In addition, a very large number of studies
in widely separated cultures have mentioned the independent nature of
fishermen (34, 84, 177, 188, 206). '
~ Fishermen must depend on each other both to produce fish and to reduce
risks. One might assume that they would also be able to work with others.
There is some support for this hypothesis in the literature. Both McGood-
win (134) and Aronoff (34) stress the cooperative nature of fishermen in the
communities they studied in Mexico and St. Kitts.

Several authors have noted the extreme masculine display often made by
fishermen, which some have termed a “macho complex” (159). The expla-
nations of this behavior would not be considered flattering by most fisher-
men. Tiller (239) notes that fishermen are often the sons of fishermen and
thus are raised in households where men are absent much of the time. This

. situation, he hypothesizes, leads to identity problems and the development

of feminine traits. He suggests that the “macho” behavior of fishermen is
a compensatory complex, a disguise. Andersen & Wadel (28), who, the
rumor mill suggests, have only narrowly avoided lynching on a Newfound-
land dock, have noted that fishermen spend a long time away from home
in the company of other men. They suggest that women really control
fishing households and that long periods at sea conjur up threats of “homo-
sexual behavior.” The supermasculine display, they say, “provides in fan-
tasy what is not provided in fact” (28, pp. 144-45). Specifically, it provides
men with the “illusion” of being in control over their families and helps to’
ward off the danger of homosexual activity.

Several anthropologists have commented on the fact that a good deal of

social distance exists between fishermen and others in the same society. -
- Carribbean and Portuguese fishermen feel they are superior to agricultural-

ists (111, 196). In Japan and India, the opposite is the case. Norr & Norr
(154) suggest that in these hierarchically organized societies, the separation

- of fishermen by caste barriers functions to insulate the society as a whole

against the threatening values and behavior of fishermen (i.e. independence,

~ aggression). B

WOMEN AND FAMILY LIFE

In most fishing societies in the world, there is a strong sexual division of
labos: the men fish while the women mind the household (180). Certainly
this is the case in most of the fisheries in the industrialized West. It has been
suggested that fishing requires stamina and strength, and women presum-
ably do not have these qualities. A variant explanation is that boats are
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small and cramped, and there is no room for someone who cannot do their

share of the work. However, such explanations give a somewhat simplistic

view of the division of labor in fishing societies, because there are a large
number of cases where women do participate in fishing. Hornell refers to
several examples from around the world in which women are involved in
all kinds of fishing operations—some of which are very demanding and
dangerous (104). In those Southeast Asian societies where women live on
boats, women are, of course, present during all fishing operations (1s1).

. There are also women on Russian factory ships and Swedish girls who help

- pull nets in the Baltic fisheries (123). As Andersen & Wadel (28, p. 142)
point out, the relative mix of men and women in different work situations

must always be explained “in cultural terms and fishing activities are no

exception.” However, the conditions under which different mixes of men °

and women are included in fishing activities has not been delineated.
In our society and in many other societies where fishing is industrialized,
there is a sharp division of labor. In these societies, fishermen and their

wives and families are separated a good deal of the time and live in separate

worlds. This means that the entire family must be able to operate without
an adult male much of the time. Wives of fishermen and their families
appear to be able to cope as well if not better than wives of military officers
or other single household heads (71). The studies of fishing families support
the idea that fishermen’s wives are unusually independent, resourceful, and
generally well able to cope with operating the household single-handedly
(71, 240). There is little evidence of unusual pathology. Moreover, in the
literature there is no solid evidence that the absence of an adult male is
harmful to children—although such harm may in fact be done. This is not
to indicate that having a husband absent and working in an unusually
dangerous occupation does not cause problems and strain. Orbach (159),
Tunstall (240), and Faris (77) give some insight into the difficultjes. such
families face in different parts of the English-speaking world. A sts idy done
by Danowski (71), which focused exclusively on the attitudes of fishestnen’s
wives in Rhode Island, turned up some interesting results. Danowski dem-
onstrates that fishermen’s wives are generally satisfied with their life and
husband’s occupation, primarily because their husbands like it and because
it gives a relatively high income. They are not as disturbed by the danger
of the occupation and the threat of instant widowhood as they are by the
fact that they cannot plan a schedule in advance, and the fact that fishing
takes precedence over important family activities (for example, graduation,
birthdays). ' ~

Two adaptations deserve mention. In deep sea fisheries especially, hus-
bands and wives are apart more than they are together. Both husbands and
wives build up separate sets of ties, loyalties, and activities that do not
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include the other. For the man, his ship is his real home and the ties yvith
his shipmates are as close as those with his family (28). The wife estabhshes
ties with other women, kinsmen, and so on. When the husband returns
home, both husband and wife have to reorient themselves to each other :'md
drop the ties they have both established when the husband was away fishing.
The time the husband is home often seems like a holiday (71). But because

such husbands and wives are really adapted to living apart, a good gefllngf ’

strain can develop if the husband stays home too long. This strain‘ is exacer-
bated by the fact that while husbands are supposed to have authority as}xore,
real decisions about the family are made by the wife (28). Danowski (71)
reports that when the husband is ashore, the wife has to work harder,
normal schedules are disrupted, and life is more hectic. When he }eaves,
things return to normal. The fisherman, for his part, is often glad he is back
at sea again (240). o .
In some fishing societies, wives of skippers also take a very actxve.role.m
the family fishing business. They regularly do the accounting, bargain with
fish dealers, and order parts and gear while their husbands are at sea (D.In
at least two reported instances, wives of fishermen organized politically to
lobby for the family business (13). While men are at sea they are, of course,

unable to attend meetings, take phone calls, do correspondence, and do the |

myriad of small details any business demands. Their wives also appear more
attuned to all aspects of social life ashore.

INTRACULTURAL DIVERSITY

So far we have stressed many of the common themes that ‘are found
threaded through the literature of fishing. However, we need to stress that

there are substantial differences between fisheries—even fisheries in the

same culture. M. E. Smith (224) has pointed out that seamen on Great
Lakes boats are from a different occupational subculture than those on
vessels in ports on the Atlantic. But important differences can be seen in
much smaller areas, such as ports in the Northeastern part of the United
States. Gloucester and New Bedford have large ethnic populations and are
devoted to offshore fishing. Newburyport, Provincetown, and Chatham,
Massachusetts, and Stonington, Connecticut, are all small ports generally

“involved in iishore fisheries, but there are notable differences in the compo-

sition of the fleets of these ports, the lifestyle of their inhabitants, the species
fished for, and economic success of the fishermen (46, 108, 139, 167, 178).

- Strong differences can also be seen between the industrialized, urbanized,

booming ports of southern Maine, where groundfish are the 'major §pecie§
sought, and the herring and lobstering harbors of eastern Maine which are
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in one of the most rural, depressed locations in the U.S. (12). Almos
certainly marked differences can be found between nearby fishing ports in
other ethnographic areas. ' V

THE ACTIONS OF GOVERNMENT: FISHERI
MANAGEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT B3

Theoretical Perspective

A!th(:}xfhhﬁsheries énanagemcnt involves regulating human behavior, social
scientists have not been involved in fisheries management until very r

(206, 23: 1). The field has been dominated comf)letely by bioﬁi;?sezgg
economists, and this is reflected in the basic conceptual tools used. The basic
concepts used in fisheries management are economic models based on
“Schaeffer curves” and the theory of common property resources. The two
are closr.?ly connected. Schaeffer curves essentially see recruitment into the
fishery (i.e. numbers of marketable-sized fish which become available) as a
fqnction of human predation called “fishing effort.” As can be seen in
Figure 1, actual fishing effort in fisheries selected for management is so high
that breeding stock has been damaged, and thus recruitment is less than it
would be at a lower level of effort. The object of fisheries management is
to lqwer fishing effort. Biologists tend to think of reducing effort to obtain
maximum sustainable yield (MSY) (213), while economists argue that effort
should be limited to produce maximum economic yield (69).

The relationship between productive effort and output in fisheries is raré :

in the annals of f:oonf)mics. In fishing, one receives more production with
less effort t.han with higher effort after MSY has been exceeded. This “back-
ward bending supply curve” for fish causes some strange economic anoma-

Maximum Sustainable Yield

-\ Maximum Economic Yield

Actual Fishing Effort & Yield

CATCH & RECRUITMENT

FISHING EFFORT ——3
Figure 1 Relationship between fishing effort and yield.
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lies. For our purposes, it is important to note that according to these
bioeconomic models, all parties would gain by fisheries management. If
effort were reduced, fish stocks would revive, fishermen would get larger
catches with less effort, so that both efficiency and returns would increase,
and the consumer would get more fish at a lower price.

Why do fishermen overexploit? The usual answer is that fish are a com-
mon property resource and thus are protected by no one. Why should a
fisherman conserve? “The fish he does not catch this morning will only be
caught by someone else tomorrow. Under these conditions, a fisherman is
only being rational when he expands the amount of capital equipment he
owns and tries to catch as many fish as quickly as possible” (9, p. 20).

The result is what Hardin (99, p. 1244) terms “the tragedy of the com-
mons.” The “tragedy” has both ecological and human dimensions since
people are locked into a system in which they are destroying the resources
on which their livelihood depends. In the fisheries, the result is overexploita-
tion, damage to the breeding stock, lowered catches, higher prices for
consumers, inefficient use of capital resources, and, where opportunity costs
are low, the acceptance of low incomes (30, 60, 61, 67, 68, 97, 190, 191, 210).
Fishermen, according to this view, cannot and will not limit their own
exploitative efforts in the interest of conservation. Regulation by govern-
ment is necessary. '

Anthropologists are able to modify and extend this body of concepts in
several different directions. First, in many societies, oceans are scarcely
common property resources. As we have seen, in a large number of societies
in the world, fishermen do maintain ownership rights over ocean areas (75,

109, 153) including some in the modern United States (2, 7, 132). In many
other fisheries, as Andersen (24) stresses, fishermen use a variety of strate-
gies to gain “privileged access rights” to fishing territories which “range
from the most public to the most private.” :
~ If the theory of common property resources is valid, establishing property
rights over fishing areas should produce favorable effects. Specifically, we
would expect that where property rights exist, there would be less likelihood
of overexploitation of resources, larger catches, more efficient use of capital,

- and higher wages to fishermen. One of the difficulties in testing this hypothe-

sis is that it is very difficult to measure changes in the yield of fisheries and
carrying capacities of the ocean (65), to say nothing of obtaining accurate
income data. In the anthropological literature, there is evidence supporting
this hypothesis (38, 132). McCay (132, p. 35) for example, argues that the
fishermen’s cooperative in a New Jersey port effectively limits access to the
fishery which “reduces overfishing.” There is also qualitative evidence.
Acheson demonstrates that where Maine lobstermen vigorously defend
their fishing areas, catches and catch per unit of effort are higher and the
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incomes of fishermen are significantly larger (3). In addition, the chances
of a female lobster surviving to the size where she can extrude eggs is
estimated to be 50 percent higher in perimeter-defended areas than in
nucleated areas (246). .
Forman (82, p. 417) argues that secrecy about prime fishing locations
“minimizes competition and prevents overfishing by according temporary
property rights to individual fishermen.” However, Cordell (63) and McCay
(130) believe there is no evidence in the societies they have studied that
secrecy alone either reduces fishing pressure or helps to maintain the re-
source in the long run. ' ' .
Behind the idea of a traggedy of the commons lie certain assumptions
about the motivations and social organization of fishermen. Specifically it
assumes fishermen are motivated to catch as many fish as fast as possible
for monetary reasons alone, and that they operate completely independently
in a situation Crutchfield & Pontecorvo (69) call “competitive withdrawal.”
This certainly may describe the situation in certain fisheries. It is a highly
inaccurate summation of others. Fishermen interact with each other a great

deal, and depend on each other for information about the location of _

concentrations of fish and for the assessment of effective innovations (159,
248). They are certainly capable of forming a vasiety of institutions. In
addition, the motivations of fishermen are very complicated. C. L. Smith
(222) points out that fishermen gain a great many things from fishing besides
income; and the work of Pollnac, Gersuny & Poggie (184) not only echos
this theme but suggests that income may be relatively unimportant in the
selection of occupation and commitment to it (177, 186, 187).

Fisheries Management in Practice

The theory of common property resources and the closely associated bio-
economic models would lead one to think that since everyone—including

- fishermen—will gain from conservation and management, efforts to con-

serve fish resources should receive a good deal of political support from
those in the industry. In most cases the exact opposite occurs. In fact,
Crutchfield & Pontecorvo (69, p. 6) speak of the “vicious and continuous
political infighting that has plagued conservation authorities.”

This lack of support stems from the fact that fisheries management often
has deleterious effects on people in the industry that have not been taken
into account by either the economists or the biologists who have been
responsible for developing management plans. The problem, as C, L. Smith
points out (217, p. 33) is that “any set of rules helps some and not others.”
Exactly who is helped and hindered depends on the specific rules and the
nature of the fishery.

For example, regulation of fisheries by limited entry is recommended by
several economists since it promises to reduce effort while maintaining
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>nomic efficiency (60, 191). Such regulations would create a good many
zcif?::')ent kinds ofz’(fblems (166). The salmon i.nf.iustry of British Co_lumbla
and Alaska is currently being regulated by limiting the numbe.r qf hcenses.
Smith and Langdon (115, 217) have pointed out that these hmltc?d entry
rules have resulted in extreme inequality, with some ﬁs.hcrmen having very
high incomes and others removed from the fishery entirely. In Alaska, the

law has worked against the interests of native Americans (116). In Maine -

a law is currently being seriously considered to raise the legal size measure

. for lobsters to allow a larger proportion of females to survive into the size

range where they are capable of extruding eggs. Acheson & Reidman (15).
have demonstrated that such a rule would increase the net revenues to-

- fishermen in the long run, but would severely decrease fishermen’s income

during the proposed 5-year period when the measure wquld be mcrefased.
The pgroposid Ilfgislation is not popular with the majority of wtal?hshed
fishermen. In a similar vein, Antler & Faris (33) argue that a variety of
government regulations, enforced by several different agencies in New-
foundland, unintentionally aid owners of large, modern offshore vessels and
penalize the inshore fleet. o e th
Since regulations benefit different groups, it is §carcely surprising that
support for many fisheries management bills is mixed. One study on the
fin-fishery of northern New England found that people Oppo§ed or favored
“limited entry” legislation depending on the way suc.h leg_lslatxox.l would
affect them personally (9). Another study of the Maine lobster industry
demonstrated, not surprisingly, that ﬁshermex.l generally favore{':l manage-
ment legislation that was congruent with esisting norms and social institu-
ions (4). ‘ '
thTié c)onsensus of opinion among anthropologists is th?t current eﬁ'or.ts
to manage fisheries have not succeeded very Well: They differ somewhat in
their prognoses for the future. Andersen (22) points out that regardless of
what background fisheries enforcement officers come from, the;f are bound
to conflict with fishermen for one reason or another. C. L. Smiil, who has
watched the steady decline of the salmon fisheries of the porthw&st coast,
believes that efforts to manage fisheries are doomed to failure (21_5, 216).
He points out (218, 221) that rules designed to manage se.xlmon fisheries have
not only created conflict, but have also been ineffective since ﬁsherfnen have
proved very adept at innovating their way around 'them. Smith behev&'that
getting food “from the sea by hunting and gatherm‘g does nf)t pose a vt;able
long-term alternative,” and that only large scale “domesticated maricul-
ture” can increase the amount of protein harvested from the oceans (219).
Other anthropologists have been impressed by the abil.ity of fishermen to
form various kinds of institutions to limit access to marine resources. Thay
tend to be more optimistic about the prospects of management since such

institutions have the seeds of management regimes in them. Management -
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of fish resources, they believe, would succeed best if laws. were enacted
which took advantage or reinforced such informal arrangements (4, 24,

- 132). Certainly such plans would receive more local political support (231).

With the exception of economists, social scientists have played a very
small role in the formulation of fisheries management plans 4, 6, 22, 23).
That situation has changed, in the United States at least, since the passage
of PL 94-265, the Fisheries Conservation and Management Act of 1976,
which extends U.S. jurisidiction over fisheries out to 200 miles. Under this

. law, the coastal areas of the U.S. are divided into eight regions. In each

region, fisheries management plans are formulated by a regional council.
This act calls for the management of U.S. fisheries for optimum sustainable
yield (OSY), which means, in essence, that fisheries shall be managed not
only for biological ends but for social and economic ends as well (241).

There is one serious difficulty: there is no agreed-on way to operationalize
OSY, and no agreement on what social, biological and economic data are
needed or how they should be integrated. The problems inherent in the
concept have only been revealed in their full complexity since the law was
passed (160). :

The Regional Councils have reacted to the absence of information on
OSY, in the main, by the simple expedient of ignoring it. They have framed
fisheries management plans to come as close to achieving MSY as was
possible given the political pressures involved. Both fishermen and biolo-
gists have been unhappy with the results (248). The way one fisheries
management council (i.e. New England) has operated in its formative phase
has been described by M. E. Smith (225). Three studies have been com-
pleted on the effect of the New England council’s decisions on the fishing
communities of the region. Husing (105) describes the way the fishermen
of Provincetown organized themselves to oppose the bureaucracy effec-
tively. Another study (10) points out that the quota system used by the
council stimulated investments in larger, better equipped, and more ver-
satile boats so that total fishing effort was increased rather than decreased.
In Gloucester, Miller & Van Maanen (140) show how federal attempts to
manage the fisheries resulted in serious conflict between two groups of
fishermen of Italian extraction due to the unwillingness of the government
to administer the law and the different value placed on obedience to the law

by members of these two groups. '

Despite the problems, there can be no question that PL 94-265 has
opened many doors to anthropologists interested in applied fisheries work
in the United States. At least four anthropologists are permanent members
of committees that advise different regional councils. Others have provided
background data for management plans for specific fisheries, which have
been submitted to regional councils (148, 162). Smith and Thygesen con-

ANTHROPOLOGY OF FISHING 305

tributed to a study of the salmon industry in the Pacific Northwest (162).
Acheson, Poggie, and Pollnac did a general sociocultural proﬁh? for the
New England Groundfish Plan of 1980 (148). Other anthropologists have.
completed other types of applied studies. Peterson & Smith (169) rcj:ported
on fish marketing in New England for the National Marine Fisheries Ser-
vices, while Paredes, Sabella & Hepburn (164) prepared a monograph on
the social structure and attitudes of the people in one small Florida commu-
nity which is designed to be of use to those concerned with both develop-
ment and conservation of marine resources. A study of Maiolo et al (125)
and another by Groth (98) should be similarly useful. While such works
contain few ideas new to anthropologists, they do provide general sociocul-

tural data on specific fisheries and information on the meaning or value of -

fishing to the people of those communities. The presentation of such data
has not been part of the fisheries management process before.

Still other anthropologists have become involved in areas requiring de-
tailed knowledge of the social, biological, and economic aspects of specific
fisheries. Peterson & Friedman (168) wrote a plan to manage the Massachu-
setts lobster fishery, for example. Others have assessed the impact of .suc'h
plans (15, 116). At least one anthropologist has shown how social science
might be of use in stock assessment (189). While additional work'of this
kind is to be expected, it should be noted that when anthropologists are
involved in such endeavors they have temporarily left traditional an-
thrbpology and have entered a strange interdisciplinary world where kno“vvl-
edge of coastal cultures is of little use in the absence of data on the behavior
of fish, the economics of the industry, and the give and take of local politics.

Fisheries Development

Fisheries development is the obverse of fisheries management. Management
seeks to increase output and conserve overexploited stocks by lowen_ng
fishing effort (See Figure 1). In development, governments or private bodies
are attempting to increase the supply of fish by increasing fishing effort fmd
productive capacity through the diffusion of innovations, marketing,

_schemes, etc. Anthropologists have, on the whole, done little work in fisher-

ies development. The reason is that overexploitation of stocks is. generally
a far greater problem than underexploitation. Many of the stocks in temper-
ate zones, which have long been exploited by industrialized fleets, are in
serious difficulty (20). Governments. of Third World countries want to
develop their fisheries (121, 135), but these tropical stocks are very fragile
(D. Stevenson, personal communication). Many are overexploited, even
though the technology of fishermen is relatively unsophisticated. In the
Philippines, for example, the 600,000 artisanal fishermen have overex-
ploited stocks in virtually all areas of the country’s inshore waters (C.
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Bailey, personal communication). In these cases, attempts to develop fishing
fleets by promoting investment in more efficient boats and gear has resulted
in unemployment (16, 17, 135). As Lockwood & Ruddle (121, p. 12) bluntly
state, “These efforts [at development], however, have not for the most part
improved significantly the levels of living of artisanal fishing households and
have often worsened their position.” In cases where the MSY of fisheries
has been attained or exceeded, innovation or fisheries development must
either be accompanied by management (193) or by programs to retrain and
help unemployed fishermen (190). ’

* In Third World countries of East Asia, aquaculture holds forth some
promise as a means to increase the supply of protein and to increase the

 employment of fishermen (37). Howeve » those few anthropologists who

have studied the diffusion of aquaculture in Third World countries are not

sanguine about the possibilities. Two problems have been mentioned. Yen- -

goyan (249) points out in one area of the Philippines that the capital and
skill requirements of aquaculture are so high that few of the “rural proletar-
iat” have been able to establish viable aquaculture operations. Aquaculture-
is largely for the middle class. McGoodwin (136) believes that it would be
difficult to diffuse aquaculture to rural communities in Mexico due to a
variety of political, economic, and social blocks. .
In the industrialized world, attempts by governments to modernize
fisheries and fishing communities have met with mixed success. Such at-
tempts have succeeded nicely in Sweden (123) and spectacularly well in the
Fardes (107), where government loans and incentives have resulted in one
of the most modern and perhaps the most productive fleet in the world.
Such efforts have not worked well in other parts of the world—particu-
larly in Newfoundland where a number of excellent studies have been done
on the effect of governmental efforts to modernize the fisheries. Antler &
Faris (33) argue that a number of government agencies in Newfoundland
had policies which inadvertently favored the large offshore fieet, owned by
entrepreneurs in urban areas, and made it very difficult for the inshore fleet
to survive. In the process, it “proletarianized” a large number of men who
had been independent fishermen and greatly reduced the economic contri-

" bution of women (32, 33). Britan (51) and McCay (131) echo these conclu-

sions, and point out the difficulties small fishermen have maintaining a crew
and a viable fishing enterprise. : '
Prattis (195) argues that the effort of governments to develop fishing
communities in the North Atlantic are bound to fail, because the basic
strategy used is flawed. He states that all of the fishing communities from
England to New England are marginal communities whose poverty is
caused by the fact that they are on the edge of developed urban areas which
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have denuded the surrounding hinterlands of capital apd other assets. Gov-
ernments are trying to aid such communities by tying them into urban
markets. Such policies, he states (195, p. 20), “mlsundersl.:and that the exxs;.
ing marginality itself is a result of exposure to the 'pax:txcul.ar s:tructure of
modern market forces.” If this argument is sound, its implications extend
far beyond studies of fishing. :

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Maritime anthrdpology is perhaps unique in that it is one of the few ﬁe.lds
whose worth has been questioned by its own practitioners: mose studying
fishing societies have, I believe, made an impsn:tant contnbytxon by docu-
menting the ways man has adapted to earn a living from a highly alien and
dangerous environment. Fishermen the world over have sougl.lt to reduce
uncertainty and spread risks through the use of a set of norms, institutions,
and networks of various types. If one cannot control the w?ather anfi fish,
one can use social ties to organize an effective crew, obtain information on
concentrations of fish and have privileged access to them, and be assured
of a secure market for the catch. ' .

The common property nature of marine resources make@ f%shmg a com
petitive endeavor. Fishermen in many societies use very s1m1{ar strategi
to compete effectively, including: acquisition o.f skills, mfox:matxon manage-
ment, capital management, technical innovation, combmg occupations,
and use of efficacious rituals. Despite the risks of fishing, fishermen are
committed to the industry, and they and their families appear adapted‘ to
the uncertainty and periodic separations characteristi? of thl_s way of life.

Many maritime anthropologists have been invo}ved in 1}pphed aspects of
fisheries management in modern industrial countries. Their most important -
contributions lie in their modification of some of the assumptions und.erly-
ing the theory of common property resources and in their analysis of
fishermen’s frequent opposition to fisheries managen?ex?t schemc;s.

Despite the burgeoning literature on fishing societies, few‘ issues are
closed and many critical questions remain. To _me;@_wmum_i
importance at present. What are the relationships between men on ﬁshmg y
vessels, and how does prolonged absence of males affect the socujlhzat.xon .
of children and family structure? How are social, economig, anfl Qlologl.cal
data to be integrated to achieve OSY? What is the role of kinship in fishing ! PA
societies? The flexibility of kinship ties has been noted repeatedly, but the.re
have been very few studies of the wide variety of kinsh?p systems found in| 3
fishing societies worldwide. Finally, can the many kinds ‘of norms and (
institutions fishermen had invented to control access and fishing procedures
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be used as a basis for successful resource management? The last rhay be the [Y

)

most critical for maritime anthropology. Unless the widespread overexploi-

tation of marine resources can be halted, there may soon be few fishing’

societies left to study.
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Many social scientists believe that an understanding of industry is crucial to an under-
standing of present day society. What is industry? What way of life does it provide; what
patterns of bebavior does it foster; and what effects does it have on an individyal’s other
relationships in the society? Until we can answer this kind of question we can not have
an adequate understanding of our modern industrial cities which hold so many lives

within their bounds.
Burleigh B. Gardner, Human Relations in Industry (86, p. iii).

INTRODUCTION

The following article is a critical reappraisal of the last 50 years of an-
thropology and industry intended to review and assess the major writings
of industrial anthropologists. The paper also describes the early research

'Although portions of this papér were originally presented at the 1977 meetings of the
American Anthropological Association (Houston, Texas) in a session entitled Anthropology
and Industry: Reappraisals and New Directions, organized by C. S. Holzberg, the present
article represents a joint effort on the part of the two coauthors. Order of authorship was
decided by a flip of a coin. :
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