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ABSTRACT

Special interest groups are trying to change language in the Magnuson-Steven Fisheries

Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA) to allow fishery management councils to create and

allocate processor quota (PQ).  This limited entry tool is a companion to Individual Fishing Quotas (IFQs)

which allocate harvesting rights to individual fishermen or vessel owners.  Authorizing PQ would allow

councils to give seafood companies exclusive buying rights and would require fishermen to sell their

catch to the limited number of buyers holding PQ shares.  A grassroots advocacy campaign opposing PQ

prevented the 107th Congress from including controversial PQ language in MSFCMA reauthorization.

Employing the Cape Cod Commercial Hook Fishermen’s Association (CCCHFA) as a case study, I will

analyze how strategies of coalition building, constituent mobilization, and media contact were effectively

applied in this campaign.  Likewise, strategies to activate members of Congress played a prominent role

in the effort.  The CCCHFA led 225 visits to Congressional offices, trained more than 17 commercial

fishermen in advocacy techniques, generated press coverage on both coasts, and produced a hard-hitting

advocacy video that was distributed to all 535 members of Congress.  To accomplish future goals, the

anti-PQ campaign requires a long-term commitment with flexible goals and strategies, which allow the

CCCHFA to take advantage of the changing sociopolitical climate.  Given its limited resources, the

organization must use time efficiently and continue to build upon past victories.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In this paper I will describe a grassroots advocacy campaign conducted by the Cape Cod

Commercial Hook Fishermen’s Association (CCCHFA).  This campaign opposed a change to the

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA) that would authorize creation

and allocation of processor quota.   The advocacy effort began in May of 2002 as part of a larger initiative

to ensure that conservation mandates were upheld in MSFCMA reauthorization, and it continues today.

First is a theoretical discussion of advocacy and the role of non-governmental organizations

(NGOs) in the advocacy process, followed by a thorough overview of the processor quota issue, including

historical context.  Next, I will discuss the legal mandate; the current political climate surrounding

processor quota; and key players in the debate, including a description of CCCHFA’s allies and

opponents.  I will analyze campaign strategies and tools including: coalition building, mobilization

techniques, media management, partisan activation, and material development.  A conclusion will follow

with a discussion of the campaign achievements (paying close attention to constraints and difficulties),

and a look ahead to future actions.  Last are recommendations on how to move forward with a more

effective campaign.
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II. ADVOCACY THEORY AND THE ROLE OF NON-GOVERNMENTAL

ORGANIZATIONS IN THE ADVOACY PROCESS

Broadly defined, advocacy is the pursuit of influencing outcomes (Cohen, 2001).  As an

organized and sustained campaign, advocacy can be an extremely powerful tool in changing public policy

(Sen, 1997).  Advocacy is most often used to: (1) highlight critical issues, (2) influence public attitudes,

and (3) enact and implement laws and public policies (Cohen, 2001).

Non-governmental organizations employ a variety of strategies and tools in their advocacy

efforts.  Fundamental among these are mobilization and empowerment of people; networking and

information sharing; media management; and focused action, such as educating public officials. While

individual members of society can instigate change, an organized campaign supported by a group is a

superior approach for advocacy work.  In mobilizing and empowering civil society in support of a

common goal, NGOs can be incredibly effective.

Grassroots NGOs are supported by membership.  Because of this, they are directly accountable to

their constituents (Carroll, 1992).  These groups are often based in local communities, and have strong

networks with groups working on common issues.  Grassroots organizations are considered “bottom-up”

because they are established by a self-identified set of persons (a community or group of citizens) with a

common interest (Carroll, 1992).  These groups regularly engage in collective activities – often in

response to a problem or issue in their area.  This is in contrast to a “top-down” organization that is

established outside of a community and has no formal accountability to its constituents.

Through horizontal links grassroots organizations connect individuals with similar concerns and

forge useful partnerships between local communities and fellow NGOs (Fisher, 1998).   They can also

serve as vertical intermediaries between their members and the power centers in society, promoting

government responsiveness and accountability (Fisher, 1998; Carroll, 1992).  Finally, grassroots NGOs

help communities access technical expertise and resources for projects (Carroll, 1992).

Bottom-up fisheries management is often facilitated by grassroots NGOs.  Management that

originates outside of state control is considered bottom-up (Dyer and McGoodwin, 1994).  Grassroots

fisheries organizations are common in the United States, from the Gloucester Fishermen’s Wives, to the

Alaska Longliner Association.  Their missions vary.  Some focus on marine conservation, some want

more fishing rights, while others are trying to preserve traditional fishing cultures.  They vary in size and

organizational structure, but all of these organizations were established by fishermen or people concerned

with fishing.  Because they are all based in the communities that they serve and are directly responsible to

their constituents, they can be considered grassroots organizations.
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Numerous fisheries organizations in the United States are not considered grassroots.  The

National Fisheries Institute and the Marine Fish Conservation Network are two examples. Unlike bottom-

up groups, these two organizations are not based in the communities they serve.  Rather, they are based in

Washington D.C., and although they serve a broad constituency they are not directly responsible to their

members.
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III. BACKGROUND:  INDIVIDUAL FISHING QUOTAS AND THE EMERGENCE OF

PROCESSOR QUOTA

A contemporary policy instrument being debated at both national and local levels is processor

quota shares.  Processor quota (PQ) is an extension of individual fishing quota (IFQ) programs. IFQs are

called “rights-based” fisheries because they allocate exclusive harvesting rights to individual fishermen or

vessel owners.  However, these systems are actually catch-share fisheries, which give quota holders the

opportunity  to capture a share of a natural resource that is owned by all U.S. citizens (Mackinko and

Bromley, 2002).  An IFQ is defined as, “a Federal permit under a limited access system to harvest a

quantity of fish, expressed by a unit or units representing a percentage of total allowable catch of a fishery

that may be received or held for exclusive use by a person,” (Public Law 94-265, 1996).

An IFQ permit suggests a privilege to harvest a quantity of fish and does not give quota owners

property rights over uncaught fish (Macinko and Bromely, 2002).  Congress clarifies this in section 303

(d)(3) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act which states, “An individual

fishing quota or other limited access system authorization shall not create, or be construed to create, any

right, title, or interest in or to any fish before the fish is harvested,” (Public Law 94-265, 1996).

Individual fishing quota programs are designed to spread effort out over an extended period of

time, eliminating the “race for fish” which characterizes many open access fisheries.  In contrast to

competing with an unlimited number of boats for a limited number of fish, harvesting rights give

individuals the opportunity to catch the same amount of fish at a slower, more economically efficient rate

as dictated by the market (Matulich et al., 1996).  Harvesting quota is generally divisible and transferable

which often results in fleet consolidation.  Fishermen are compensated when exiting the industry because

they can sell or trade their quota under a market system (NAS, 1999).  There are currently four federally

managed IFQ fisheries in the United States.  They are Alaskan halibut; Alaskan sablefish; wreckfish; and

surf clams/ocean quahogs (NAS, 1999).

While season elongation has often proved beneficial for fishermen, research indicates that it can

be detrimental for seafood processors (Matulich and Sever, 1999).  The race for fish triggers intense

capitalization in the harvesting sector, as too many boats compete for too few fish, and it also triggers

overcapitalization in the processing sector.  Since seafood products are perishable, processors make

capital-intensive investments in their businesses to keep pace with derby-style harvesting strategies

(Matulich et al., 1996).  When landing patterns are altered by IFQ systems it may be difficult for

processors to adapt.

An example of the race for fish is the Alaskan halibut fishery, which in the late 1980s had been

reduced from its traditional season of around 120 days to as little as one week per year (NPFMC, 1997).
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The aggressive nature of the fishery required harvesters to overcapitalize their vessels to compete with

other fishermen, and consequently required seafood processors to invest in capital capable of handling the

enormous quantity of fish during the very short season (Matulich et al., 1996).  While IFQs can

compensate fishermen through voluntary leases or purchase of quota, there are no provisions to

compensate processors for their excess capital when an IFQ-managed fishery changes the market

structure for seafood products (NPFMC, August 2002 (b)).

After IFQ implementation in the Alaskan halibut fishery, in 1995, the fishing fleet was

consolidated and the season changed from just a few days to eight-months (NPFMC, August 2002 (a)).

This change in fishery structure stimulated a change in the market structure from a frozen product to a

fresh product.  Before IFQ implementation (1992-1993) 83% of the halibut caught was marketed as

frozen product.  However, after IFQ implementation (1999-2000) the market became dominated by fresh

halibut (59%) (Matulich and Clark, 2001). This shift in market structure resulted in changes in the

processing industry.  After IFQ implementation, the halibut processing industry consolidated from 104

firms to 83 firms (Matulich and Clark, 2001).  Many firms left the industry after IFQ implementation and

were replaced by new entrants who were able to take advantage of the low capital investments associated

with the new market for fresh fish.  Processors use this example to illustrate the unintended distributional

effects of IFQ programs on the co-dependent processing industry (Matulich and Clark, 2001).

To eliminate the potential distributional effects on the processing industry from harvester-only

IFQs, seafood processors are now urging Congress to include provisions that would allow for allocation

of processor quota (PQ) in the reauthorization of the MSFCMA.  Allocating processing rights in addition

to harvesting rights is described as a “two-pie” system.  The first pie allocates the right to harvest the fish

as IFQs, and the second pie allocates the right to process the catch as IPQs.  Essentially, processors would

be given the exclusive rights to buy a portion of the catch based on historical processing levels, and

fishermen would be required to sell their catch to the limited number of processors holding PQ.

There is a two-pie system currently awaiting Congressional authorization to manage the Bering

Sea/Aleutian Island crab fishery.  Goals of the proposed management plan are to slow the pace of fishing,

assist rebuilding elements, maintain healthy harvesting and processing sectors, promote safety at sea, and

initiate voluntary consolidation (NPFMC, June 2002).  To accomplish these goals the plan allocates both

harvester and processor quota shares.

Key elements of the program are (NPFMC, August 2002 (b)):

• Harvesters are allocated 100% of the Total Allowable Catch (TAC) as IFQs.  These IFQs are

revocable privileges, which allow the holder to receive an annual allocation of a specific portion of

the annual TAC from a fishery.
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Ø Eligibility: U.S. citizen or entity with 20% or more U.S. ownership and 150 days sea

time in U.S. commercial fisheries in a harvest capacity; must hold a valid, permanent,

license for the fishery.

Ø Initial allocation based on historical harvesting levels.

Ø IFQs fully transferable (can be traded, leased, or sold).

Ø Ownership and use caps set between 1% and 10% depending on species (this is an

anti-monopoly feature, which prevents harvesters from owning or leasing excessive

shares of quota).

• Processors are allocated 90% of the TAC as IPQs.  These IPQs are revocable privileges to receive

deliveries of a specific portion of the annual TAC.

Ø Eligibility: U.S. corporation (must be at least 50% American owned) or partnership

(can be wholly owned foreign subsidiary of U.S. corporation).

Ø Initial allocation based on historical processing levels.

Ø Ownership caps set at 30%, no use caps (processing firms cannot own more than

30% of the total PQ, but can lease (or use) an unlimited amount of PQ on an annual

basis.  An exception to this rule is for the Opilio species, which has a use cap set at

60%).

Ø Processing firms that own fishing vessels are also eligible for IFQs.

• Mandatory third-party binding arbitration to settle price disputes between fishermen and

processors.  See appendix A for an article from National Fisherman Magazine outlining the plan.

The Bering Sea/Aleutian Island crab rationalization program, outlined above, has been controversial

in Alaska and throughout the country because of potential negative impacts on fishermen and small-scale

processing companies−these potential impacts will be explored later in this paper.  However, derby-style

fishing strategies are dangerous for participants and are inefficient from conservation and market

standpoints.  Innovative and equitable solutions must be developed to eliminate derby fishing and

overcapitalization in the fishing industry.
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IV. LEGAL MANDATES SURROUNDING INDIVIDUAL FISHING QUOTA AND

PROCESSOR QUOTA

The Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976 (renamed the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery

Conservation and Management Act in 1996) was established to regulate fishing in Federal waters from

3 – 200 nautical miles offshore (NOAA, NMFS Regional Councils).  The Act’s primary goals were to

conserve fish stocks, reduce foreign fishing, advance the domestic fleet, and link the fishing community

more directly with the management process (NOAA, NMFS Regional Councils).

Authority for implementation of the MSFCMA lies with the Department of Commerce, which

delegates much of the responsibility to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)

and in turn to the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).  The act established eight regional fishery

management councils to prepare management plans for fish stocks in their respective geographic regions

(NOAA, NMFS Law).  Through a participatory process, fishery management plans are developed and

submitted to the Secretary of Commerce for formal review.  The National Marine Fisheries Service then

implements all approved plans (NOAA, NMFS Law).

The MSFCMA authorizes limited access fisheries management schemes including IFQ programs.

However, concerns about the socioeconomic and biological impacts of IFQs made Congress prohibit any

new IFQ programs from being approved or implemented under the MSFCMA for a period of four years

after the 1996 reauthorization−known as the Sustainable Fisheries Act (Public Law 94-265, 1996).   The

moratorium effectively prevented new IFQ managed fisheries until October 1, 2000, and repealed any

IFQ program that was developed after January 4, 1995 (Public Law 94-265, 1996).  In December of 2000,

the moratorium on new IFQ programs was extended for another two years until October 1, 2002.

The MSFCMA does not currently include language to address PQ, so two-pie management

schemes cannot currently be implemented under this Act.

1976 1996

4 year
Congressional
moratorium on
IFQs

2000

2 year
extension on
IFQ
moratorium

2002

Moratorium
expired on
September 30

Figure 1:  Timeline – Authorization of IFQs in MSFCMA

MSFCMA
authorizes limited
entry programs
including IFQs
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As previously described, IFQs are under the strict authority of the MSFCMA.  However, it is

important to recognize how various amendments and auxiliary legislation are relevant to IFQs and PQ.   I

will briefly outline a few of these laws and amendments.

The Merchant Marine Act of 1936 and components of its reauthorizations have encouraged

overcapitalization in fish harvesting and processing sectors.  By offering low interest loans and tax

subsidies, the Capital Construction Fund (CCF) and the Fisheries Obligation Guarantee (FOG) program

have subsidized overcapitalization in the fishing fleet and processing sector and contributed to the need

for fisheries rationalization programs (NOAA, CCF; Matulich and Sever, 1999).  Transferable quotas

programs are a way to correct for the overcapitalization that the CCF and FOG programs encouraged.

Additionally, the 1984 MSFCMA reauthorization, referred to as the “fish and chips” policy,

included provisions to encourage joint ventures between foreign processing firms and U.S. based firms

(Matulich and Sever, 1999).  The 1984 provisions restrict foreign fishing (of surplus TAC) to only those

firms participating in joint processing ventures with U.S. companies (Matulich and Sever, 1999).  These

joint ventures or “partnerships” become relevant in determining which companies would be eligible

during initial PQ allocation.

The Bering Sea/Aleutian Island crab rationalization program, which is currently awaiting

Congressional authorization, limits eligibility of PQ to U.S. firms or partnerships.  However, the term

“partnership” is not specifically defined in the fishery management plan.  Under business definitions,

partnership is defined as any type of unincorporated business organization in which multiple individuals

manage the business and are equally liable for its debts (InvestorWords).  While ownership requirements

for eligibility for IFQs is strictly defined, these requirements are not defined for allocation of PQ. The

1984 amendments that encourage joint ventures make it incredibly difficult to track ownership of seafood

processing firms, and could allow for allocation of PQ to firms that are more than 50% foreign owned.

Since one of the four main goals of the MSFCMA was to reduce foreign fishing in domestic waters, there

is concern about the profit from fishery resources (which is owned by every U.S. citizen) going to

foreign-owned companies.

The American Fisheries Act of 1998 changed ownership rules for vessels operating in U.S.

territorial waters.  It charged the Maritime Administration under the U.S. Department of Transportation to

amend section 12102 (c) of Title 46 to require vessels participating in fishery operations in U.S. territorial

waters to be at least 75% American owned (AFA, 1998).  Previous ownership requirements were set at

50%.  Despite these strict requirements, 28 vessels have applied for ownership exemptions because of a

conflict with some other existing law, treaty, or regulation between the U.S. and their home countries

(NPFMC, February 2002). The six vessels that have been ruled on to date have been allowed to continue

fishing in domestic waters without 75% American ownership because of existing treaties and laws (AFA,
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1998).  The Treaty of Friendship, Navigation, and Commerce between the United States and several other

countries (Japan, the Republic of Korea, and Denmark) have all been successfully used to exempt

companies from the U.S. ownership requirement (MarAd).  This precedent, of exempting companies from

American ownership requirements, presents further difficulties in determining eligibility for allocation of

IFQ and PQ.  While fishery management plans can stipulate eligibility requirements such as U.S.

corporation or partnership, previous experience shows that ownership is difficult to track and negotiable,

as in the above examples.

Specific provisions in the current MSFCMA complicate the legality of implementing PQ

schemes.  The MSFCMA designates ten national standards, which guide Councils in creating fishery

management plans.  Councils must abide by all ten standards, so these standards establish the framework

for fisheries management in the U.S. exclusive economic zone (Macinko and Bromley, 2002).

Two of these national standards are relevant to the discussion of PQ.  Standard five states that,

“Conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, consider efficiency in the utilization of

fishery resources; except that no such measure shall have economic allocation as its sole purpose,”

(Public Law 94-265, 1996).  Proponents of PQ point out that it is a method of redistributing wealth and

compensating for excess capital, but they do not address any conservation benefits associated with PQ

allocations.  This leaves question as to whether it PQ is legal under national standard 5 of the MSFCMA.

The other national standard relevant to PQ is number four which states that, “If it becomes

necessary to allocate or assign fishing privileges among various United States Fishermen, such allocation

shall be carried out in such manner that no particular individual, corporation, or other entity acquires an

excessive share of such privileges,” (Public Law 94-265, 1996).

While this language, under the current MSFCMA, does not apply to PQ because PQ is not an

allocation of fishing privileges, the standard would become relevant if the definition of fishing privileges

were changed to include processing activities.  The proposed two-pie plan for crab rationalization controls

how much a firm can own by capping ownership at 30%.  However, there are no established use caps

(except for the Opilio species on which use caps are set at 60%) so firms can lease an unlimited amount of

quota on an annual basis (Fluharty, 2003).  While this is not an allocation of excessive shares, it could

allow a firm to acquire excessive shares through annual leases.

None of the aforementioned laws specifically address PQ.  While IFQs are extensively covered in

the MSFCMA, the Act contains no language regarding processor quota.  Without language to guide

councils in using PQ in their fishery management plans, a PQ system cannot be implemented under the

MSFCMA at this time.  To implement two-pie plans, councils need Congressional authorization, but, as

will be explained in the next section, they do not necessarily need authorization in the form of a

MSFCMA amendment.
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V. SOCIOPOLITICAL CONTEXT

Despite ambiguity and lack of specific language concerning PQ in the MSFCMA, on June 10th,

2002, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) voted unanimously to implement a two-

pie system to manage the Bering Sea/Aleutian Island crab fishery (NPFMC, June 2002).  The proposed

management plan (which was outlined in chapter III) allocates both harvester and processor quota.

The American Fisheries Act of 1998 charged the NPFMC to devise a fishery management plan

for the Bering Sea/Aleutian Island crab fisheries.  Under this mandate, the council developed the Bering

Sea/Aleutian Island crab rationalization plan.  Because of its PQ components, the plan is outside of

MSFCMA authority and requires Congressional authorization before the NPFMC can act on it (Fluharty,

2003).  This authorization could be in the form of an MSFCMA amendment or through separate

legislation authorizing the NPFMC to utilize processor quota shares.  The 108th Congress has not passed

budget provisions to allow Congressional action on crab rationalization.  Without these appropriations

Congress is unable to take up the PQ issue.  If Congress passes appropriations to allow work on crab

rationalization and if the council is granted authority to go forward with a two-pie plan, the crab

rationalization plan will be submitted to the Secretary of Commerce for final approval.  The Northwest

regional office of NMFS is currently preparing an environmental impact statement (EIS) for the crab

rationalization plan under National Environmental Protection Act rules.   The EIS will pave the way for

council action should they receive Congressional authorization to implement the two-pie plan (Fluharty,

2003).

Outside of negotiations for the Bering Sea/Aleutian Island crab rationalization plan which do not

in themselves require a MSFCMA amendment, industry groups with the support of sympathetic members

of Congress pressured the 107th Congress to add language authorizing PQ in the MSFCMA.  Since the

MSFCMA was due for reauthorization, having last been reauthorized in 1996, the summer of 2002 was

an opportune time to include this language.  Additionally, since the IFQ moratorium was set to expire on

September 30, 2002, seafood processors became increasingly concerned that councils would begin

managing more fisheries with IFQs, leaving the processing sector stranded with excess capital due to

lengthened fishing seasons.  While the processing industry campaigned to get PQ language in MSFCMA

reauthorization, fishermen and other concerned groups lobbied to prevent this wording.  Adding to the

mix, the NPFMC was working hard to ensure that their crab rationalization was approved, and while as a

group they weren’t lobbying for a MSFCMA amendment, such an amendment would have allowed them

to move forward with their plan.

As demands mounted from every direction, the 107th Congress was pressured to take action on

the issue of authorizing the creation and allocation of PQ in domestic fisheries management.  On July 10,
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2002, House Fisheries Conservation, Wildlife, and Oceans Subcommittee Chairman Wayne Gilchrest (R-

MD) introduced a bill (HR 4749) in the House Resources Committee to reauthorize the MSFCMA.  By

changing the definition of an IFQ, it allowed for allocation of PQ.  The bill defined an individual quota as

“a grant of permission to harvest or process a quantity of fish in a fishery during each fishing season for

which permission is granted equal to a stated percentage of the total allowable catch for the fishery,”

(emphasis added) (HR 4749.IH, 2002).  Further, the bill allowed councils to allocate this quota to “fishing

vessel owners, fishermen, crew members, fishing communities, other persons specified by the council,

and United States fish processors ,” (HR 4749.IH, 2002).

Representative George Miller (D-CA) offered an amendment to strike the processor quota

language from the bill.  His amendment passed, but a later amendment from Jay Inslee (D-WA) made an

exception for the NPFMC, allowing them to utilize processor quota shares (HR Markup, 2002).

The bill that was eventually reported from the House Resources Committee defined an individual

quota as “a grant of permission to harvest a quantity of fish in a fishery or to process such fish which are

under the jurisdiction of the North Pacific Management Council,” and further allowed fishery quota

(either IFQ or PQ) to be held by “fishing vessel owners, fishermen, crew members, fishing communities,

other persons as specified by the Council, and United States fish processors under the jurisdiction of the

North Pacific Management Council,” (HR 4749.RH, 2002).  Essentially, this language would allow the

NPFMC to implement two-pie quota systems in any of the fisheries under its jurisdiction, but would

continue to make PQ illegal in the rest of the country.  As amended, HR 4749 was passed in the House

Resources Committee but was never introduced in the full House of Representatives.  The 107th Congress

adjourned on November 20, 2002 with neither the House nor the Senate taking conclusive action on

MSFCMA reauthorization (S.Con.Res. 160 ES, 2002).

Without final Congressional action on MSFCMA reauthorization, fishery management councils

cannot utilize PQ in management plans.  Congress’s decision on Alaska’s crab rationalization program

will be a good indicator for future trends on this issue.  However, until the MSFCMA explicitly addresses

PQ, controversy will surround this issue.  Additionally, with the expiration of the IFQ moratorium on

September 30, 2002, councils are permitted to allocate IFQs in accordance with the rules specified in the

MSFCMA.  The 108th Congress, which convened on January 7, 2003, has responsiblity for reauthorizing

the MSFCMA and clarifying the issue of PQ; however, the issue has not yet been placed on the floor

calendar.
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VI. HUMAN ECOLOGY:  INTERACTIONS OF STAKEHOLDERS, POLICIES, AND

SCIENCE

A discussion of key players in the processor quota debate is critical to this analysis.  While the

political context and direct legal mandates have already been discussed, this section will focus on the

interaction of stakeholders, interest groups, and the scientific community in the evolution of the anti-

processor quota campaign.

Various stakeholders and interest groups are involved in the processor quota debate.  On a

fundamental level the issue immediately pits fishermen against processors.  Fishermen and fishing

industry groups are steadfast in their opposition to two-pie management schemes that allocate PQ (Baker,

2003).  Fishermen do not want the competitive market to be limited by having to sell their product to the

limited number of buyers holding PQ.  As a rule, processors are proponents of PQ and have used a variety

of strategies to make this tool available to fishery management councils.  The exception to this rule is

 

HUMAN CONSTITUENTS 
Fishermen 
Seafood Processors 
Industry Groups 
   At-Sea Processors Association 
   NFI 
Commercial Fishing Groups 
   CCCHFA 
   PCFFA 
Environmental Groups 
   Marine Fish Cons. Network 
   AMCC 
   PMCC 
   Environmental Defense 
Taxpayers for common sense 
Pew Oceans Commission 
 

SCIENTIFIC COMMUNITY 
National Academy of Science 
Economists 
Anthropologists 
Sociologists 
 

POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATIONS 
1976 MSFCMA 
1936 Merchant Marine Act/Capital Construction Fund 
1983 (MMA) Vessel Obligation and guarantee  
1984 MSFCMA Amendment Fish and Chips 
1998 American Fisheries Act  
Regional Fishery Management Councils 
Key Congress People 
 

COASTAL ENVIRONMENT 
Federal Waters 3 – 200 nautical miles 

(Natural Science)

(Social Science) 

Figure 2:  Human Ecology Diagram adapted from Orbach, 1995
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small processors who feel they will be out-competed by the large processing firms who will gain the most

quota during initial allocation of PQ.

The list below, although not exhaustive, represents a diverse set of stakeholders and the diverse

set of the views on PQ.

Table 1: Human constituents and where they stand on PQ implementation

HUMAN CONSTITUENT POSITION ON PQ

Fishermen No

Seafood Processors Yes (except small processors)

Industry Groups

    At-Sea Processors Association Yes

    National Fisheries Institute Yes

Commercial Fishing Groups

    Cape Cod Commercial Hook

    Fishermen’s Association

No

    Pacific Coast Federation of Fishing

    Organizations

No

    Northwest Atlantic Marine Alliance No

Environmental Groups

    Marine Fish Conservation Network No

    Pacific Marine Conservation Council No

    Alaska Marine Conservation Council No

    Environmental Defense No comment

Taxpayers for Common Sense Depends

Pew Ocean Commission No

National Academy of Science Proceed with caution

Key Congress People

    Rep. Delahunt (D-MA) No

    Rep. Miller (D-CA) No

    Sen. Kennedy (D-MA) No

    Sen. Kerry (D-MA) No

    Sen. Snowe (R-ME) No

    Rep. Young (R-AK) Yes

    Rep. Gilchrest (R-MD) Yes

    Rep. Inslee (D-WA) Yes

    Sen. Murray (D-WA) Yes

    Sen. Stevens (R-AK) Yes
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The discussion that follows explores the positions and motivations of a few of the key

stakeholders on the issues of IFQ and PQ.

The At-Sea Processors Association, a trade organization representing U.S. flag catcher/processor

vessels participating in Bering Sea ground fisheries, pushed for a lift of the IFQ moratorium and is a

strong proponent of PQ (APA, 2002).  Conversely, the National Fisheries Institute (NFI), a leading trade

association for the seafood industry and a strong lobbying power in Washington D.C., states that it “can

only support an end to the moratorium on IFQ programs if the MSFCMA is amended to require that the

award of IFQ shares results in the harvesting and primary processing sectors each receiving 50% of the

total economic value of the shares being awarded,” (NFI, 2002).  The NFI is a strong PQ proponent and

wants to ensure that no new IFQ programs are implemented until processors are authorized to receive PQ

under the MSFCMA.

Fishing groups, including the Cape Cod Commercial Hook Fishermen’s Association (CCCHFA)

and the Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Association (PCFFA), vehemently oppose PQ.

Responding to member concerns, these groups have pushed for strong national standards for IFQs and

have advocated against PQ allocation.  The CCCHFA and PCFFA along with more than 40 other

commercial fishing and conservation groups submitted a letter to National Fisherman magazine in August

2002 asking for national IFQ standards and calling for a ban on processor quota (Letter to Editor, 2002).

Environmental groups including the Marine Fish Conservation Network, a coalition of over 150

groups concerned with marine resource conservation, are opponents of IFQs and would like to see the

moratorium reinstated until national standards are put in place to address socioeconomic and biological

concerns.  The Network, and conservation groups such as the Alaska Marine Conservation Council, are

strong opponents of PQ in any form.  Environmental Defense is a notable exception to this trend.  This

group has been a vocal proponent of IFQ fisheries, it is not pushing for national standards, aside from

what is currently in the MSFCMA, and it has not made a public statement regarding PQ (Environmental

Defense, 2002).

Another constituent group who testified to Congress on this issue is the Taxpayers for Common

Sense.  Where IFQs have been implemented in the past, fishermen were initially allocated quota share

based on historical processing levels at no cost to them.  This group sees IFQ and PQ allocation as a

government handout of taxpayer money. If quota is allocated to harvesters or processors, this group

would like to see an auction, where individuals bid for the privilege of harvesting and processing the

public resource, rather than an allocation based on historical participation which offers no compensation

to the owners of the resource−the U.S. public (Taxpayers for Common Sense, 2002).

Of significance in the scientific community is the National Academy of Science which, under

mandate from Congress, published a book in 1999 with recommendations for a National Policy on IFQs.
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On processor quota, the Academy states that “the committee found no compelling reason to recommend

the inclusion or exclusion of processors from eligibility to receive initial quota shares,” and further stated

that the “committee was not convinced, however, that the solution to the perceived problems lies in the

allocation of either harvesting or processing quota to processors,” (NAS, 1999).  The National Academy

of Science points out the additional complexity involved in allocating processor quota shares, especially

in fisheries that have on-shore and at-sea processing facilities with firms participating in both the

harvesting and processing sectors (NAS, 1999).

The Pew Oceans Commission−an independent group analyzing marine resource policies in hopes

of improving them−is another significant stakeholder in this debate.  This group submitted a letter to

Congress on October 1, 2002 urging them act before adjournment to put national IFQ standards in place

(Pew, 2002).  They were concerned that the moratorium would expire without new standards being put

into the Act, which is precisely what happened.  According to Pat White, a Pew Oceans Commissioner,

the group has also publicly stated their opposition to PQ (White, 2002).

The final stakeholders I will mention are individual members of Congress who have been

involved in the PQ debate.  Proponents of PQ include Congressmen from Alaska (Senator Stevens and

Representative Young).  These individuals have substantial political clout and are strong supporters of the

processing industry.  On the opposing side are Congress people from New England, Representative

Delahunt (D-MA) in particular, who took a strong stand against PQ and took steps to block PQ language

from MSFCMA reauthorization.

The preceding discussion has outlined the positions of various stakeholders and interest groups in

the PQ debate.  Following is a more in-depth analysis of one of these stakeholders–the Cape Cod

Commercial Hook Fishermen’s Association.  This group was a key player in the PQ controversy, and

initiated a significant advocacy campaign to block an amendment to the MSFCMA which would have

authorized processor quota shares.
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VII. THE CAPE COD COMMERCIAL HOOK FISHERMEN’S ASSOCIATION

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND CAPACITY

The CCCHFA was founded as a 501(C)(3) non-profit organization in 1993, with a mission to

“protect a resource, a tradition, and a way of life,” (CCCHFA, 2002).  Recognizing that strict fishing

regulations and modern development pressure, such as coastal tourism, were encroaching on the

traditional fishing culture, a group of fishermen mobilized to ensure preservation of their industry.  By

promoting clean fishing gear such as hook-and-line and weir techniques, they reasoned that they could

meet conservation goals and preserve the traditional fishing culture.

The variety of fishing gears represented in membership has expanded since the organization’s

inception.  While it began strictly with hook-and-line fishermen, today members also include charter

captains, gill-netters, trappers, and a variety of other gear types.  The common thread among members is

that they all want to see the resource and the fishing culture preserved (CCCHFA, 2002).  Currently, the

group has over 1,400 members including commercial fishermen and concerned citizens.  Approximately

25% are fishermen and 75% are concerned community members.  The membership composition of

CCCHFA illustrates how important fishing and the fishing culture is to Cape Cod communities.

CCCHFA has a flat hierarchal organizational structure with individual staff members responsible

to the Executive Director who is then responsible to the Board of Directors (Lakey et al., 1995).

The CCCHFA Board sets broad organizational goals, but the Executive Director is responsible for

managing staff and programs on a day-to-day basis.  While a traditional hierarchal structure is often

Figure 3:  CCCHFA Organizational Structure adapted from Lakey et al., 1995
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considered cumbersome−since decisions are made through a pyramid structure−the staff at CCCHFA are

extremely self-directed and autonomous in their daily work.  The small staff (six full-time staff) and

casual atmosphere at the CCCHFA helps foster creativity and communication.  “The structure is very

flexible and allows new ideas and initiatives,” says Peter Baker, CCCHFA’s Campaign Director (Baker,

2003).

Major programmatic decisions are ultimately made by the Board of Directors, but staff members

have considerable input in the process.  The staff provides regular progress reports to the Board at

quarterly meetings and they also interact with Board members at impromptu meetings, which are

occasionally called to deal with pressing issues. Board members regularly visit the CCCHFA office,

staying abreast of issues and enthused about programs.

Staff positions are designated by responsibilities rather than by program areas.  For example, one

of CCCHFA’s program areas is the Fisheries Reform Campaign. The program focuses on improving

fisheries policy to protect undersea habitat, reduce bycatch, and promote sustainable fishing communities.

All staff members have different responsibilities under this program area, designated by their job title.

John Pappalardo, the Policy Analyst, is an appointed member of the New England Fishery Management

Council, so he helps set policies that accomplish the goals of the Fisheries Reform Campaign.  Melissa

Weidman, the Communications Director, raises public awareness and generates media attention around

the initiative. The Development Director carries out fundraising for the campaign, and the Campaign

Director develops overall strategies to accomplish the program’s goals.

While most CCCHFA positions are designated by responsibilities rather than by program area, an

exception is the recently created (December 2002) Program Coordinator position which primarily focuses

on CCCHFA’s cod tagging program.  The “responsibility” approach necessitates substantial coordination

and communication between staff members to ensure that all program aspects are being attended to, but it

makes task delineation clear.  Weekly staff meetings further delineate responsibilities and encourage

exchange of ideas.

With expanded programs, increasing membership, and growing credibility, the organization’s

staff has more than doubled in the last three years, from three to seven.  Current staff positions at the

CCCHFA include:  Executive Director, Policy Analyst, Communications Director, Campaign Director,

Development Director, Cod Tagging Program Coordinator, and a half-time Financial Director.

Staff increases have created the capacity for improved performance.  Melissa Weidman,

Communications Director at CCCHFA, speaks to this in relation to her position:  “Because it [the

CCCHFA] has evolved to the point where it has the resources to have an ordained Communications

Director position, there is a central conduit doorway through which press inquiries can come.  Before I

was here it was very informal. When press called, they talked to whoever happened to answer the phone.
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But now when they call with a specific question about an issue, I know what fishermen are available to

talk on those issues, I know which staff has expertise on the issue.  It’s more centralized.  My position

gives me the ability to prioritize my time so that I can respond appropriately to press inquiries,”

(Weidman, 2003)

The year the Communications Director position was created (1999), CCCHFA had 50 press

hits−meaning that the organization’s name was mentioned or a staff member was quoted in 50 newspaper

articles.  In 2002, just three years later, the organization had 250 press hits.  This illustrates the growing

credibility of CCCHFA, in part due to expanding staff and programs (Weidman, 2003).

 As a tax-exempt organization, the CCCHFA faces certain constraints in some of its activities.

The U.S. Internal Revenue Code limits the amount of time or money that a tax-exempt organization,

under section 501 (C)(3), can spend on advocacy work.  Since the CCCHFA’s annual “exempt purpose

expenditures” are under $500,000 per year, it can spend up to 20% of its “exempt purpose expenditures”

attempting to influence legislation (U.S. Code sec. 501).  If the organization exceeds this 20% maximum,

it can lose its tax-exempt status. The Internal Revenue Code offers a strict definition of an “attempt to

influence legislation” but recognizes exceptions, which create leeway for advocacy work.  As defined by

the Code an attempt to influence legislation is “an attempt to affect the opinions of the general public or

any segment thereof…through communication with any member or employee of a legislative body or

with any government official or employee who may participate in the formulation of the legislation,”

(U.S. Code sec. 4911).

While this definition is strict, the code exempts actions such as providing advice in response to

written request, or communication with a legislative body or its members about something which might

affect the existence of the organization (its powers, duties, contributions, etc.) (U.S. Code sec. 4911).

The Code defines legislation as action “limited to the introduction, amendment, enactment, defeat

or repeal of Acts, bills, and resolutions,” (U.S. Code sec. 4911).  Non-profit literature interprets this to

mean that a 501(C)(3) organization cannot urge people to vote for (or against) specific pieces of

legislation, but it can inform members and the public about the issues included in the legislation (Lakey et

al., 1995).  This subtlety means that CCCHFA cannot spend more than 20% of its time asking members

of Congress to vote for or against a specific bill, such as HR 4749, but it can go to individual members of

Congress and educate them about parts of the bill they are concerned about.

Regardless of one’s interpretation of the U.S. Internal Revenue Code, maintaining tax-exempt

status is vital to CCCHFA’s mission and this status requires the organization to keep track of exactly how

much time and resources are spent talking to members of Congress about legislative bills.  Peter Baker

explains CCCHFA’s position: “Rarely does our work at the National level have to do with specific
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legislation.  Rather, our role is to educate legislators about general issues, like IFQs, that impact

fishermen.  Thus, we do not really lobby, we engage in education efforts,” (Baker, 2003).

When asked about how CCCHFA’s tax-exempt status affected the PQ campaign, Executive

Director Paul Parker says, “It was certainly a consideration because there are lobbying limits, but

ultimately we do an awful lot of work and only a very small amount of that work is actually lobbying,”

(Parker, 2003).

The expertise and specialization of staff at the CCCHFA are conducive to advocacy work.  While

the PQ campaign was primarily directed by the newly hired Campaign Director, it was heavily supported

by other staff members including the Communications Director who coordinated efforts to educate

members of the public and press, and a summer intern who worked nearly full-time on the campaign.

Prior to creating the Campaign Director position (December 2001), campaign work was spread

out between various staff members including the Executive Director, Policy Analyst, and Outreach

Coordinator, but no one was specifically designated to lead advocacy efforts (Parker, 2003).  Despite the

lack of specialization, the organization’s main focus was on campaign work and they had successfully

campaigned at local, state, regional, and federal levels (Parker, 2003).  Still, having a designated

Campaign Director with extensive experience, proved to be an asset to the PQ campaign.
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VIII. THE ANTI-PROCESSOR QUOTA CAMPAIGN

Advocacy strategy is the broad plan, or long-range design, for attaining a goal while advocacy

tools are the specific actions taken to attain a goal (Berry, 1977).  Strategies take into account the

organization’s goals, motives, capacity, and constraints as well as the legal framework and political

context of the issue (Berry, 1977).  The CCCHFA used a number of strategies and tools to block

processor quota language from being included in MSFCMA reauthorization.

Campaign Motives

The CCCHFA’s PQ campaign grew out of a larger initiative focused on promoting

national standards for IFQs and maintaining conservation measures in MSFCMA reauthorization.  During

an April 2002 strategic planning workshop, the Board of Directors identified PQ as critical programmatic

issue (Parker, 2003).  “The Board saw PQ as a big concern for our long-term future and viability.  They

wanted us to be vigilant on it,” says CCCHFA’s Executive Director (Parker, 2003).

Peter Baker states, “Many of our members, as they began talking about IFQs and looking at the

proposals out there to implement them, realized that PQ may be the biggest threat in the long-run.  They

saw that as fishermen are busy bickering about how much quota they’ll get, the processors are trying to

steal the whole show behind the scenes,” (Baker, 2003).

Since conservation organizations had not taken up this issue in full-force, CCCHFA decided to

fill the niche.  They concentrated their efforts on PQ, leaving other organizations to pursue national

standards for IFQs.  “It allowed us to have a leading voice and have a big impact on that smaller policy

area.  It also allowed our other allies to spend their full-time on IFQs while paying less mind to PQ,” says

CCCHFA’s Campaign Director (Baker, 2003).

Organizational Goals, Capacity and Constraints

“We are a campaign organization, a grassroots organization that creates change by conducting

organized campaigns.  We are constantly campaigning on different fronts to protect the interests of our

members and to educate the community.  That’s the function of the organization; that’s the reason we

exist,” says Executive Director Paul Parker (Parker, 2003).

Having recently hired a dedicated Campaign Director, and having access to intern help, the

CCCHFA was in an excellent position to embark on a national level PQ campaign during the summer of

2002.  The New England Fisheries Management Council (NEFMC) had not proposed PQ as a

management tool, but the NPFMC was in the final stages of integrating this tool into the Bering

Sea/Aleutian Island crab fishery.  Although Alaskan fisheries are geographically remote from New

England, industry groups from the Northwest were persuading Congress to change Federal fisheries

policy to accommodate their two-pie strategy, making the PQ issue relevant to fishermen throughout the
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country.  Additionally, as Paul Parker states, “I think that it is widely understood that a lot of fishery

management tools that are used in Alaska and the Pacific Northwest are a pre-cursor to our future,”

(Parker, 2003).

With its mission to protect family fishermen, CCCHFA’s organizational goals were consistent

with the aims of the PQ campaign.  By opposing PQ, the organization intended to protect independent

fishermen whose livelihoods depend on a competitive fish-buying market.  The CCCHFA Board and its

members saw PQ as a long-term threat and encouraged a fight against it.  Individual personalities and

core values of CCCHFA’s staff also influenced their involvement in this campaign.  Staff members felt

compelled to fight against the kind of corporate domination that destroyed the Midwest family farmer

(Baker, 2003).  The personal convictions of CCCHFA’s Executive Director, Board members, and its

membership provided strength to the campaign.

Although Cape Cod fishermen were under more immediate threats to their livelihoods−a court

order had just been handed down that would severely restrict New England ground fishing−they felt that

PQ must be prevented from being authorized under the MSFCMA.  They saw it as a threat that could not

be ignored.

Opposition to PQ is based on the following arguments (AMCC, 2002):

Ø It would concentrate wealth into the hands a few large seafood companies through

Government allocation of market share, and make it difficult for new entrepreneurs to

enter the industry.  Since initial allocation is based on historical processing levels, the

largest companies would be awarded the greatest amount of quota and new entrants

would be at a competitive disadvantage since they would have to buy quota from quota

holders who had been awarded it, free of charge, by the government.

Ø Since fishermen would be required to sell their catch to a limited number of buyers, PQ

would eliminate healthy competition between processors, competition which helps

guarantee that harvesters are given a fair price for their product.

Ø PQ is beyond the scope of the MSFCMA, which is designed to conserve fish stocks, not

manage the seafood industry.  Fishery management councils do not have the experience

or technical expertise to manage the downstream impacts of PQ, so they would become

overburdened under this management system.

Ø Since the processing sector in the Pacific northwest is predominantly foreign owned,

there is concern about the profit from this public resource going to foreign companies.

Legal Framework and Political Context

The unanimous vote by the NPFMC in favor of a two-pie system to manage Bering Sea/Aleutian

Island crab species spurred anti-PQ advocacy efforts in Alaska.  While this vote helped stimulate action
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on the part of the CCCHFA, the decision had little direct impact on CCCHFA and its members.  The

greater threat, perceived by CCCHFA, was an amendment to MSFCMA which would authorize creation

and allocation of PQ throughout the country.

Two serendipitous events made such an amendment very probable.  One was that the MSFCMA

was up for reauthorization, having last been reauthorized almost six years before.  The second was that

the moratorium on IFQs was set to expire in the fall of 2002.  If Councils were free to implement IFQ

programs, the processing industry wanted to ensure that they were authorized to receive PQ under the

MSFCMA.  The processing industry was supported by several influential members of Congress, so it was

likely that a MSFCMA reauthorization bill would include language authorizing PQ.

The Senate was not expected to act on MSFCMA reauthorization in the 107th Congress, so the

CCCHFA concentrated its advocacy efforts on the U.S. House of Representatives.  Congressmen Wayne

Gilchrest (R-MD) was scheduled to introduce a MSFCMA reauthorization bill in the House Resources

Committee during the summer of 2002.  As previously discussed, the bill (HR 4749) included language

which authorized PQ.  See appendix B for AMCC’s press release.  Since Representative Gilchrest was the

House Fisheries Conservation, Wildlife, and Oceans Subcommittee Chairman he possessed significant

political clout in bills introduced to the Resources Committee. The CCCHFA was posed to block PQ

language in Gilchrest’s bill.

Campaign Strategies and Tools

The CCCHFA used the following strategies in its PQ campaign:  1) Mobilize and empower

constituents, 2) build coalitions with fellow NGOs, 3) generate media attention, 4) target centers of

decision-making, 5) activate sympathetic partisans, and 6) frame the issue as nationally important.

Specific tools employed to help attain the goals of these advocacy strategies included, contacting the

press, communicating with public officials, developing informational materials, and networking with

allies.

Mobilize and Empower Constituents

As a grassroots membership organization, CCCHFA had easy access to fishermen and concerned

citizens and were able to motivate and empower them to act on this issue.  During May and June of 2002,

the organization conducted 225 Congressional visits and took 17 commercial fishermen to Washington,

D.C. to educate Congress about PQ.  The CCCHFA campaign director says, “I know of no other fishing

organization that mustered such an effort last year,” (Baker, 2003)

The organization trained its members on how to interact with Congress, informed them of

relevant issues, and updated them on breaking news related to PQ.  The CCCHFA urged its members to

write letters to the editor and provided information and training to assist interested individuals.
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Additionally, the organization mobilized its constituents to write and call their representatives about their

concerns.

Build Coalitions with Fellow NGOs

The principle means by which movements occur in our society are through advocacy networks

and coalitions (Advocacy Institute, 1990).  Since its inception the CCCHFA had developed strong

working relationships with other fishing organizations around the country.  These networks added

credibility to the anti-PQ campaign and illustrated the broad concerns that existed about PQ from coast to

coast.  Coalitions with fellow NGOs, although highly informal, demonstrated solidarity in opposition to

PQ; and information sharing between groups was essential to accomplish campaign goals.

The CCCHFA’s main ally in this campaign was the Alaska Marine Conservation Council

(AMCC), which has a parallel mission of marine conservation and protecting family fishermen in Alaska.

The two organizations coordinated trips to Washington, D.C. for lobbying visits, jointly funded advocacy

materials, and generally worked cooperatively to accomplish campaign goals.  Collaborations with

AMCC also helped the CCCHFA generate press coverage on the west coast, which might not have been

possible if they had been working alone (Weidman, 2003).

The other critical ally in CCCHFA’s campaign was the Marine Fish Conservation Network,

which is a coalition of over 150 fishing groups concerned with marine resource conservation.  The

CCCHFA and AMCC are both members of this group.  Since the Network is based in Washington, D.C.,

its headquarters served as an effectual office for CCCHFA’s Congressional work (Baker, 2003).

Generate Media Attention

The third strategy employed by CCCHFA was to generate media attention around PQ.  Media

focuses public concern and allows legislators to assess public sentiment (Advocacy Institute, 1990).  The

PQ issue was featured in 43 newspaper articles around the country (Weidman, 2003).  Editorials

supporting CCCHFA’s position appeared in the Boston Globe, Boston Herald, and in National Fisherman

Magazine.  See appendices C and D for examples.  Additionally, CCCHFA organized opinion editorials

and letters to the editor that were placed in small, medium, and large papers throughout New England,

and in many regional papers including the Seattle Post-Intelligencer, the Seattle Times, The Oregonian,

and the Congressional Quarterly (appendices E and F) (Baker, 2003).  A key avenue for press coverage

was the fishing industry press and National Fisherman Magazine, Commercial Fisheries News, and

Fishermen’s Voice all featured articles opposing PQ. The CCCHFA spearheaded an anti-PQ letter run in

the August issue of National Fisherman Magazine.  The editorial was signed by 45 fishing groups from

11 states.  See appendix G for the National Fisherman editorial.
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Successful media coverage was in part due to CCCHFA’s comprehensive press database, which

includes newspaper names and points of contact information.  This database is continuously being

supplemented and serves as a valuable resource for maintaining press contact (Weidman, 2003).

Radio news programs were used effectively throughout Cape Cod to educate the public about PQ

(Baker, 2003).  Additionally, Rachel Gotbaum of Boston’s National Public Radio station produced a

program focused on IFQ and PQ, which aired on July 9, 2002.  The radio broadcast can be accessed on

WBUR’s web site at: <http://publicbroadcasting.net/wbur/news/content/370133.html>.  See appendix H

for a summary.

While television broadcasts on PQ were limited, the CCCHFA together with its main ally,

AMCC, produced a short advocacy video on the issue.  Production costs were covered by the Alaska

Conservation Foundation, CCCHFA, and AMCC.  The audience for the video was Congressional

members and their staff.  A three and a half minute version was distributed in CD ROM format to all 535

members of Congress together with an informational packet including position papers and recent

newspaper coverage on the issue.  In September 2002, the video was featured at a press conference and

Congressional briefing in Washington, D.C.  A longer version of the video (approximately 7 minutes)

aimed at the general public, was produced and used in limited public education efforts.  The short video

can be accessed through CCCHFA’s website at: <http://www.ccchfa.org>.  See appendix I for the video’s

script and appendix J for the production budget.

Target Centers of Decision-making and Activate Sympathetic Partisans

The CCCHFA targeted Representative Gilchrest, the chairman of the House Fisheries

Conservation, Wildlife, and Oceans Subcommittee, as a center of decision-making on the PQ issue.  By

using local political connections and activating sympathetic partisans, the organization illuminated

widespread opposition to PQ.  The CCCHFA’s most supportive ally in Congress was Representative

William Delahunt (D-MA).  He initiated a “Dear Colleague” letter addressed to Representative Gilchrest

urging him to amend HR 4749 and remove PQ language from the bill.   The CCCHFA expended

considerable effort to persuade people to sign the letter and succeeded in recruiting 44 House

Representatives to sign on.  See a copy of the letter in appendix K.

The organization used the theory of concentric circles of influence in activating members of

Congress. They began with Congressional delegates from Massachusetts’ 10th District; next they worked

to gain the support of the greater Massachusetts delegation; and then they went to Representatives from

New England (Baker 2003).  Boards of Selectmen and Commissions from throughout the Cape Cod

region were targeted for informational presentations during their regularly scheduled meetings.
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Five groups, representing 40, elected officials submitted letters to Massachusetts Congressmen and the

Secretary of Commerce urging them to block PQ authorization in MSFCMA.  See appendices L and M

for examples.  All of these members can be considered sympathetic partisans because many of their

constituents are small-boat fishermen who are opposed to PQ.

The last group that CCCHFA targeted was rural Republicans.  Though an unlikely candidate for

support, these members were sympathetic to the issue when it was pitched as limiting free markets and

because CCCHFA linked the issue to the decimation of the family farmer.

Frame the Issue as Nationally Important

 The final strategy employed by the CCCHFA was framing the PQ issue so that it was relevant to

the entire nation.  The critical task was to broaden the core base of supporters by using themes to engage

the emotion of those who were not ready supporters of the initiative (Advocacy Institute, 1990).  The

CCCHFA didn’t want this issue to be perceived as “just another fisheries issue”.  They wanted to show it

as a threat to independent small businesses (fishermen) and as a limit to the free market.  The simple

message in all press contact, and all advocacy materials was, “Don’t let what happened to the family

farmer happen to the family fishermen.”  By framing the issue as big business trying to take over the

rights of independent fishermen, CCCHFA linked its opponents to negative values of corporate

oppression.  This was an effective message at a time (during the summer of 2002) when Americans were

watching Enron and WorldCom executives being pulled off of Wall Street in handcuffs for corporate

accounting scandals.  When asked what strategies the CCCHFA used to address their opponents’ views

Peter Baker said, “We let the weight of their own arguments crush them.  They wanted to talk about

        Midwest Republicans

  House Resources Committee

House Fisheries
Subcommittee

New England
Delegation

      MA
Delegation

Figure 4:  Concentric Circles of Influence



26

economic models, cost recovery, and stranded capital.  We talked about ideals: the free market, a fair days

pay for a hard days work, supporting our traditional working people, big corporations versus family

businesses.  This showed a clear distinction−hired lawyers and paid economists from Universities versus

hard working blue-collar fishermen and concerned coastal residents.  We knew we couldn’t out-spend

them or out-suit them, but we could make their argument look too big and imposing when contrasted

against our cadre of real people,” (Baker, 2003).
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IX. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Processor quota was effectively blocked from MSFCMA reauthorization in the 107th Congress.

Representative Gilchrest’s MSFCMA reauthorization bill (HR 4749) would have changed the definition

of an IFQ to allow fishery management councils to create and allocate PQ.  This language was cut from

the bill so councils would not be able to use PQ; however, an exception was made for the NPFMC, which

would have authorized them to allocate PQ.  While the bill that was passed by the House Resources

Subcommittee was not considered perfect by the CCCHFA, it represented a small victory because it

would not have allowed the New England Fishery Management Council to implement two-pie

management schemes, effectively protecting CCCHFA’s members.

While implementation of two-pie plans has been successfully blocked, the MSFCMA has not yet

been reauthorized.  HR 4749 did not go beyond the House Resources Subcommittee in the 107th

Congress, and the MSFCMA has not been taken up to date by the 108th Congress.  The Senate is expected

to act upon MSFCMA reauthorization during the 108th Congress, but the issue has not yet been placed on

the floor calendar.  Additionally, Congress has not provided budget provisions to permit action on the

Bering Sea/Aleutian Island crab rationalization plan, so the NPFMC cannot move forward with this plan.

Determining whether CCCHFA’s advocacy campaign was responsible for blocking PQ would

require further empirical studies, but the organization feels that its campaign had some level of

responsibility for preventing PQ language in HR 4749.  The CCCHFA’s Executive Director and

Campaign Coordinator consider the PQ campaign a huge success.  They recognize that the campaign is

far from over, but point out that PQ has not been permitted to be implemented anywhere in the United

States to date.  The CCCHFA made progress toward the goals of its advocacy campaign, but until there is

conclusive action on MSFCMA reauthorization the PQ issue will remain a major concern and will require

continued advocacy efforts.

Preventing PQ language in HR 4749 was a major campaign victory, but it should not overshadow

other achievements such as the development of effective advocacy tools and materials.  These powerful

tools will be important for future efforts.  Key tools and materials include:

Ø A hard-hitting anti-PQ video which can be used to educate Congress and the general public,

Ø Numerous position papers illuminating the problems with PQ,

Ø Over 40 newspaper articles which show the significance of the issue,

Ø A National Public Radio broadcast focused on IFQ and PQ,

Ø A trained cadre of well-informed constituents who can educate Congress about PQ.

Through its presence in WashingtonD.C., the CCCHFA established itself as a credible grassroots

organization.  By observing common courtesies, knowing the issues, and representing its constituents’
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values the organization gained a reputation as a dependable source of information. Members of Congress

and members of the media now solicit the group for information on a wide-range of fisheries issues.
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X. RECOMMENDATIONS

As a non-profit organization with limited resources, the CCCHFA is at a competitive

disadvantage to industry groups who are able to maintain constant pressure on Congress through Political

Action Committee (PAC) contributions.  To combat this, CCCHFA must be more agile than its

opponents, substituting core values, and grassroots fervor over campaign contributions (Advocacy

Institute).  By taking an integrated approach, which combines networking, media contact, constituent

mobilization, and partisan activation, the CCCHFA can continue to win small victories that can be built

upon to accomplish future campaign goals.

Grassroots advocacy is a long-term process and it would be unrealistic to think that this limited

campaign could completely solve the issue of PQ.  “Rarely does an issue rise to the top of the nation’s

agenda, only to be satisfactorily addressed with a single vote in a single session of Congress,” (Advocacy

Institute, 1990).  Rather, successful advocacy requires a long-term commitment with flexible goals and

strategies which allow an organization to take advantage of the changing sociopolitical climate. Because

the CCCHFA works on a number of different issues that effect its members, it is limited in the amount of

resources it can expend on PQ.  Intensity cannot be maintained around PQ when more immediate threats

face CCCHFA’s members.  The organization expended enormous effort during the summer 2002 when

PQ was on the national agenda.  However, as the issue takes a back burner in Congress, it also takes a

back burner on the list of CCCHFA’s priorities.

Limited by its budget and constrained by its 501 (C)(3) status, the CCCHFA must take full

advantage of its past achievements to further goals of the PQ campaign.  Of critical importance is timing.

To be efficient and effective, the organization must constantly track the issue and be ready to put the

previously developed tools into motion when the issue is raised again.  To avoid getting bogged down

from continuously tracking the issue, the CCCHFA must utilize its network of allies.  The Marine Fish

Conservation Network, based in Washington, D.C., expends significant effort tracking fisheries

legislation in Congress.  The CCCHFA must maintain its positive, reciprocal relationship with this

organization to take advantage of the information the organization generates.

Because decisions made about the crab rationalization plan will set precedents for future trends

on PQ, the plan’s status must be continuously tracked.  As an Alaska based organization with connections

to the NPFMC, the AMCC will be critical in tracking the crab plan, and CCCHFA must take advantage of

its relationship with this organization.

The partnership between CCCHFA and AMCC has been extremely beneficial and will be critical

in future efforts.  However, the two organizations must maintain their separate identities.  While both

organizations want to prevent implementation of PQ, they each have slightly different priorities in the
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campaign.  The AMCC faces immediate threats from PQ because of the NPFMC’s proposed crab

rationalization plan.  PQ is more of a long-term threat to CCCHFA members.  To accurately represent

members’ concerns, the two organizations may need to take divergent strategies in future campaign

efforts.

When Congress next prepares to reauthorize the MSFCMA, the CCCHFA must have its advocacy

materials ready to launch.  A media campaign focused around CCCHFA’s anti-PQ video could be a cost

effective way to influence Congress and garner public support.  With limited resources, the previously

produced video could be fed to a satellite, providing television stations around the country with access to

key information about PQ.  The video’s satellite coordinates could be distributed to stations in coastal

areas to generate important media coverage.  See appendix N for costs.

The final recommendation for future campaign work is for CCCHFA to begin nurturing its

political allies to recommend language to ban PQ in the MSFCMA.  Unfortunately, blocking PQ language

in MSFCMA reauthorization does not prevent councils from developing two-pie plans.  Blocking PQ

language maintains status quo since the MSFCMA, in its current form, does not authorize PQ.  While this

strategy is satisfactory for the short-term, it may not prevent allocation of PQ in the long-term since

councils can circumvent the MSFCMA and pressure Congress to enact separate legislation allowing two-

pie plans.  This is precisely what is occurring with the NPFMC’s crab rationalization plan under current

MSFCMAlanguage .  If the MSFCMA included specific language that banned councils from

implementing PQ, it would be difficult for them to convince Congress to create legislation to circumvent

the Act.  Through consultations with its members and its Board of Directors, the CCCHFA must decide if

it wants to fully engage in this campaign.  Other pressing issues facing CCCHFA’s members might

prevent the organization from launching a extensive campaign to ban processor quota, but to prevent

councils from implementing two-pie plans in the future, this language must be included in the MSFCMA.
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Appendix I
7 MINUTE PROCESSOR QUOTA VIDEO SCRIPT

VOICES VISUALS

Part I
Voice
“This is what Processor Quota is.  It’s proposed legislation
that would allow a few companies the exclusive right to
buy up all of America’s fish.”
Voice
“What is a Processing Quota?  Whatever you harvest you
have to sell to a few select buyers.”
Voice
“Essentially it creates monopolies and eliminates free
enterprise as we know it in the seafood industry, in
violation of federal law.”

Part II
Voice
“Everyone knows that the Family Farmer has been crushed
by corporate agribusiness”
Voice
“And I think fishing is going the same way.”
Voice
“Now they are coming in taking over the business of
fishermen like me and forcing us off the water.”

Part III
Voice
“What does processor quota have to do with managing
fish?  I don’t think it has anything to do with managing
fish, I think it has to do with managing profit.”
Voice
“Processors have been trying to get the upper hand, and
right now, they have it.”
Voice
“I don’t know, it just seems like the rich are getting richer
and the small guys are getting a smaller piece of the pie.”

Part IV
Voice
“Processor quota is a handout worth millions of dollars and
the worst part about it is that the money goes into the
pockets of some of the richest companies in the world.”
Voice
“They don’t have my family or my community’s interest at
heart.  All they are concerned with is the bottom line, and
I’m going to fall through the cracks, guaranteed.”

Part V
Voice
“How can you make these companies accountable?”

Voice
“It never ceases to amaze me how they can get away with
this, and shamelessly.  It’s shameful what they are doing.”

Introduction: Menacing factory trawler, eerie music,
newspaper clippings bashing PQ coming down into a pile.
Large on-board processing vessel going through water.
Billowing  American flag with words stamped on top.
Processor Quota:  Destroying America’s Free Markets

Sweeping aerial view of abandoned midwest farms.
Sound:  Empty sounding blowing wind.  Farm scene turns
into aerial ocean scene, small-boat cutting through water.
Sound:  Wind with seagulls.

Words typed in:  Multinational corporations want the
Federal Government to give them the exclusive rights to
buy American fish.  Flash wording: Processor Quota.

Fisherman at harbor.

Fisherman in boat with oil skins on.

Fisherman at harbor.

Words typed in:  Processor Quota will turn family
fishermen into sharecroppers

Stock market figures, credit cards, chicken and fish sales.

Company names shooting in, filling up the screen (Nippon
Suisan, Nichiro Corporation, Marubeni Inc.
American Seafoods, Unilever, Cargill, Suiza Foods Co.,
Unisea, ConAgra, Tyson, Archer Daniels, Midland, etc.)

Words: CRIMINAL FINES
Tyson Foods Inc. $3,750,000
Archer Daniels Midland $100,000,000
ConAgra Inc. $4,400,000
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Part VI
Voice
“Corporate business practices dictate to harvest the
resource in the most economically efficient way for the
corporation.”
Voice
“There’s no thought about the communities that depend
upon the resource.  There’s no thought given to what this is
going to mean other than, basically it’s going to make a few
companies very rich.”
Voice
“A corporation is a balance sheet.  Catching the last fish is
simply yet another challenge.  Sell off the fleet, close down
the plants, and go into chicken burgers.”

Part VII
Voice
“The people in Congress who think that Alaska fishermen
support this thing have never spoken to an Alaska
fishermen because I’ve spoken to hundreds of them and
have yet to meet one that thinks it’s a good idea.”

Part VIII
Voice
“Why do we give an American resource to multinational
foreign corporations?”
Voice
“We should not be giving America’s fish to foreigners”
Voice
“I believe in trade, I believe in international trade, but
what’s going on here is just greed.”
Part IX
Voice
“As a fishermen, I depend on being able to sell my fish to
whoever I want to, whoever will give me the best price.”
Voice
“You harvest your fish and there is one guy standing there
and he’s naming his price, and it’s the only way you can
go, it’s crazy.  It’s crazy, it’s totally absurd, it sounds like
you’re working for the company store.”
Voice
“We are all going to be sharecroppers, farming the ocean
for some big corporate conglomerate.”

Part VI
Voice
“Good government does not allow corporate interests to
take over public resources.”
Voice
“I think it’s the worst thing I’ve ever heard of, and I don’t
know how in the world Congress could ever even think of
passing something like that.”

Alyeska crab processing line.

Pollack processing line.

Outside of a big processing facility with smoke billowing
out.
Gorton’s Seafood plant next door to a beef/ veal processing
plant.

Words:  The Bering Sea crab rationalization program gives
90% of the quota to only 12 corporations.
Five of these are foreign owned.
Close up shot of crabs in a pile.
Fisherwoman on dock.

Peaceful Alaskan fishing vessel heading out of the harbor.
Shot of globe up close and slowly panning out with white
wording on top.
“Of the world’s 100 largest economic entities 1 are
corporations and 49 are countries.
The world’s top 200 corporations account for a quarter of
economic activity on the globe, while employing less than
1 of its workforce.”

Fishermen unloading Cod fish off of a small boat.  Cod
being dumped down a shoot.

Words on black:  Processor quota forces fishermen to sell
their catch to the limited number of buyers holding quota
share.
Fisherman’s face at pier.

Filleted fish going up a conveyer belt with workers.

Newspaper clippings coming down onto black screen.
Ex:  Bering Sea crab quota plan meets opposition.
Crab warriors flock to DC over Quota plan

Fish processor speaking at dock.

Fisherman in oil skins on boat.
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Voice
“Processor Quota is a violation of the Sherman Anti-trust
act.  And that is the backbone of American Capitalism.”
Voice
“It’s the wrong way to go, we need to stand up for
America’s family fishermen and we need to ban Processor
Quota.  The sooner we do it the better.”
Voice
“I’m definitely against it.”
Voice
“It’s time to ban Processor Quota.”
Voice
I think they’re the wrong way to go, they are the wrong
way to go.  They’re going totally around the fisherman and
giving it to someone else.”
Voice
“Processor quota needs to be banned.  We need a law to
protect us from something like this.”

Processors sorting fish.
Fisherman at dock.

Hand-line fishermen releasing Cod.

Fishermen loading fish into bucket.

Fisherman on dock

Fisherman’s face.

Old photograph with three men holding giant cod fish.
Words on top: “It’s no fish ye’re buying it’s men’s lives.
Sir Walter Scott, 1816”

For Information Contact
Cape Cod Commercial Hook Fishermen’s Association
www.ccchfa.org (508) 945-2432
Alaska Marine Conservation Council www.akmarine.org
(907) 277-5357 – END
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Appendix J

PQ Video Budget
Production Cost Description

Salary $1,800.00CCCHFA staff (80 hours - 1,200), AMCC staff (40 hours - 6,000)

Mooncusser Films $4,300.00Footage Acquisition (300), Editing (2,200), Stock Footage (600), Graphics (200), Interviews (1000)

Alaska $1,200.00Stock Footage (500), Travel (700)

CD production $2,500.00Duplication 1000 labeled CDs (500),  Design and Artwork (600), Printing (1,200), Cases (200)

Other
Rent $1,000.00Existing office space

Equipment $2,000.00Computer, copy machine lease, etc.

Postage: $600.00Mailing to media outlets, shipping of supplies, etc.

Telephone: $100.00Including calls and faxes to fishermen and seafood processors, TV stations, etc.

Supplies $500.00shrink wrap/seals for 1000 CDs

TOTAL $14,000.00
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Appendix L
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Appendix N

Media Strategy Budget
Media
Beta tapes $900.00 40 tapes formatted for television stations

Satellite feed $1,200.00 includes two 15-minute feeds at 1:30pm EST and 4:30pm EST

Notification $1,500.00 includes two station notification advisories sent out day- before and day-of story


