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Abstracts  In Korea, the role of FC(Fisheries Cooperatives) in self-governance is of significance for the sustainable 
development of fisheries. It should be understood from the view that the FC exists for fishing management of inshore and 
coastal fisheries. It is coastal fisheries consisting mostly of small-scale fishermen that need collaborations of small-scale 
fishermen in the fishing industry. One of the reasons why the fishermen association FC should have an important role in 
self-governance is that the spread of self-governance and new fishing and fishery management modes nationwide is the 
responsibility and role of FC as a deliverer of cooperative movements. Self-governance should be connected to economic 
projects of FC. As a self-governance is for increased income of fishermen, the scheme should be linked to resources man-
agement and raise added value of products, going beyond the establishment of biological resources management. 
Self-governance is a collaborative movement of fishermen, by which therefore, FC should play its part in the sustainable 
development of inshore and coastal fisheries. In nature, perfect fisheries self-governance is difficult, so certain government 
regulations such as limits on access will continue, once fisheries self-governance succeeds. However, the government 
should boldly reduce and transfer regulations other than the minimum management means, to expand fisheries 
self-governance. It is important to find cases of conflicts/disputes actively and conduct follow-up management of them in 
collaboration with local governments, FC, and councils of leaders. Even tasks of which excavation and coordination is 
completed should be checked for their implementation records on a regular basis and complemented or further adjusted, 
when necessary. Voluntary restructuring plans by type of inshore and coastal fisheries should be set up and upon request, 
assessed to promote voluntary participation in consideration of characteristics by business type for coastal fisheries re-
structuring, such as collaborative support with local governments. 

Keywords  Fisheries Self-Governance, Fisheries Cooperatives(FC), Fisheries Management Modes, Collaborative 
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1. Introduction 
Fisheries self-governance is a fishing management re-

gime to pave the way for a sustainable fishing environment 
via voluntary and responsible fishing management by fish-
ermen within the context of existing relevant institutions 
and laws. Basically, fisheries self-governance is driven by 
voluntary management communities with the aims of in-
creasing the income of fishermen and making fisheries sus-
tainable. Since the regime was introduced for the first time 
in Korea, the number of participant communities has con-
tinued to increase to 758 in 2009 from 63 in 2001, with par-
ticipant fishermen increasing from 5,000 in 2001 to 56,000 
in 2009.[14]. This increase in number has resulted in quali-
tative improvements including better attitude of fishermen 
toward fishing management and the emergence of commu- 
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nities that have enjoyed increased income. Besides fishing 
management policies, growing efforts have been made to 
achieve actual increase of income through fisheries 
self-governance[1,6]. 

Currently, fisheries self-governance evolves into the 
creation of fishing management regime through efforts by 
fishermen themselves. As voluntary fishing management 
aims to empower fishermen to raise their income and boost 
the economy of fishing villages by improving productivity, 
it can become an alternative for fishermen to overcome dif-
ficulties in and outside of the fishing industry. For this pur-
pose, it is necessary among others for fishermen to identify 
problems of voluntary fishing management and make it 
more voluntary. 

However, self-governance has its limits, as it has been 
initiated by the government on the basis of government 
subsidies as incentives. Now it should be led by the private 
sector-centered policy, and to this end, solidarity and strong 
leadership within the implementation community is most 
urgent of all. Efforts to maintain fishery orders via sustained 
management of resources, fishery habitat area management, 
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business management, eradication of illegal fisheries, and 
settlement of fishing conflicts are urgent.  

Since fisheries self-governance aims to increase income 
of fishermen and boost the economy of fishing villages by 
improving productivity through voluntary efforts on the part 
of fishermen, it can serve as an alternative to overcome dif-
ficulties in and outside of the fishing industry. For this, 
policies for fisheries self-governance should be transformed 
to a socio-economic fishing village movement, which is led 
by fishermen. Fisheries self-governance, or fishing man-
agement by fishermen, varies widely among regions, rang-
ing from community-level management to collaborative 
management. In reality, however, things are not as simple 
as thought. First of all, active participation of fishermen as 
management party is needed. Collaboration among individ-
ual fishermen, management party, and local and central 
governments is a prerequisite to prevent fisheries 
self-governance from being another example of institutional 
failure[7]. 

Actions driven by interests of individual fishermen and 
collective pursuit of profits by management party are a se-
rious threat to its success. Excessive interference and im-
mature promotion by government only makes fishermen 
less voluntary, resulting in stronger institutionalized gov-
ernment interventions. Therefore, we heed to the criticism 
objectively that self-governance is simply a delegation of 
responsibility without sufficient preparations for it and the 
actual devolution of management functions.  

Today, fishermen themselves admit problems of fisheries 
self-governance and make efforts for its development into a 
more voluntary socio-economic movement. As the govern-
ment also hopes it to become a movement by fishermen, 
fisheries self-governance is more likely to be positioned as 
a new model of a fishing village movement for the future. 
In this respect, attention of fishermen and across the indus-
try is required. 

Ten years have passed since the introduction of fisheries 
self-governance. Over the recent years, extensive support 
from the government has made its dramatic development 
possible. Nevertheless, a specific review of the effect of 
relevant policies and problems with its directions for the 
future has yet to be made. To ensure its sustainable growth 
and development, it is important to assess the development 
of fisheries self-governance up to now, identify problems 
and challenges and thereby suggest directions for the fu-
ture[12].  

2. Fisheries Self-governance Practices 
and Challenges 

2.1. Practices and Effect of Fisheries Self-governance 

The number of communities participating in fisheries 
self-governance has increased over 9 times more in six 
years to 579 in 2007 from 63 in 2001 and to 758 in 2009, 12 

times more in total, as presented in Table 1. The number of 
participant fishermen also has raised about 12 times more to 
56,000 in 2009 from 5,000 in 2001.  

Table 1.  Change in Participant Communities by Year and Type. 

 2001 2003 2004 20'05 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Communities(No) 63 122 174 308 445 579 659 758 

(Year-on-Year 
Increase :%) - (54.4%) (42.6%) (77.0%) (44.5%) (30.1%) (13.8%) (15.0%) 

- Community 
fishing 32 61 92 159 233 294 341 391 

- Sea farming 11 15 22 46 70 72 78 80 

- Capture fishery 8 29 34 52 71 102 115 135 

-Integrated fishery 12 17 26 43 62 94 102 124 

- Inland fishing - - - 8 9 17 23 28 

Participant 
fishermen 5,107 10,765 15,469 24,805 33,921 44,061 50,728 56,094 

(Year-on-Year 
Increase :%) - (63.7%) (43.7%) (60.4%) (36.7%) (29.9%) (15.1%) (10.6%) 

Average Number 
of Members per 

Community 
81.1 88.2 88.9 80.5 76.2 76.1 77.0 74.0 

Data source : [15] Seong-Min Park, 2010. 

By type, comprehensive, capture and integrated fisheries 
communities with a greater effect of fisheries 
self-governance, in particular, have grown 2.5 to 3.3 times 
more than 2004, thanks to stronger incentives. Still, com-
munity fishing accounts for more than half, 51.6%, fol-
lowed by capture fishery, integrated fisheries, sea farming, 
and inland fishing in order, which raises the need for 
broader fisheries self-governance centered on capture fish-
ery for the future. 

Despite such a progressive increase in participants, in-
crease rates have been declining since 2005, and average 
number of members per community decreased to 74 in 2009 
from its peak of 88.2 in 2004, which indicates that the 
communities are getting smaller[15]. 

Fisheries self-governance has an effect of improving at-
titudes of fishermen and establishing fishery orders. Such 
an effect or outcome is generally considered positive. It can 
contribute to the increased income of fishermen by manag-
ing fishing grounds and resources, and most participant 
fishermen view it as having a positive effect on increasing 
their income, which is possible by managing fishing 
grounds and resources. This shows that fishermen began to 
have favorable attitudes toward fisheries self-governance. 

In this respect, its biggest outcome is this changing atti-
tude of fishermen toward the management of fisheries re-
sources. In fisheries self-governance, fishermen have been 
given more freedom regarding modes of resources man-
agement, making realistic management of resources possi-
ble and reasonable management of resources have led to 
increased income of fishermen and made subsidies avail-
able from the government. Consequently, the regime is a 
critical opportunity to help fishermen believe that its intro-
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duction serve their interests. In addition, a growing number 
of communities are known to benefit from participating in 
fisheries self-governance, which is one of the biggest 
changes. 

Fisheries self-governance has contributed to the eradica-
tion of small fishing vessels known as a major cause for 
depletion of fishery resources and devastated fishing 
grounds by reckless harvesting and illegal fishing activities 
and to the gradual reduction of other illegal fishing prac-
tices. Established fishery order is a result of efforts to en-
courage those who commit illegal fisheries to give up their 
illegal fishing practices voluntarily, to settle disputes over 
fishing areas by internal arbitration, to create diversified 
sources of income fit to each region, and build resources by 
managing fishing grounds.[3]  

Fisheries self-governance is not simply for the 
socio-economic profits of fishermen alone, but it is basi-
cally intended to solve fishery-related issues unable to ad-
dress by existing fishing management. So, if the scheme is 
expanded to the entire fishing industry and fishing villages, 
local fishing orders will see a dramatic progress.  

2.2. Institutional Problems and Challenges of Fisheries 
Self-governance 

Fisheries self-governance of Korea started from the logic 
conflicting with fisheries that employees participate in 
management and work in accordance with rules set by them. 
While fisheries self-governance is automatically possible by 
voluntary rules in fishing grounds of fishing village, it is not 
easy to be implemented by fishermen in other permit-based 
coastal and offshore fisheries. Especially in the sense that 
there is no legal ground for fisheries self-governance, vari-
ous institutional problems may be raised. Therefore, in the 
case of fisheries self-governance for permit-based fisheries 
under existing laws and regulations, if fishermen who are 
required to receive permits operate under the rules set by 
themselves, regardless of various permit-related rules and 
regulations, a number of problems could arise under the 
existing fishing management scheme. Rules to insure legal 
implementation of resources management and fishing man-
agement at the time of giving permits exist, and following 
these rules is to establishing fishery orders, and compliant 
fisheries are of fisheries self-governance.  

Thus, this form of fisheries self-governance is possible if 
some degree of rights is granted in the form of exclusive 
ownership of fishing grounds or resources. Similar forms 
are fishing grounds of fishing village cooperatives, licensed 
fishing grounds for aquaculture, and self-governance of 
exclusive pre-occupation of location such as trap fisheries. 
Fishing village cooperatives are implementing fisheries 
self-governance by way of collaborative production, sale, 
and distribution of fishing grounds of member fishing vil-
lages under their voluntary agreements. Like this, voluntary 
management means a regime where fishing village coopera-
tives conduct production, sale, and distribution by conclud-
ing a voluntary management agreement specifying these 

activities, and fishing village fisheries community fishing of 
this kind can be a typical fisheries self-governance. 

In this respect, fisheries self-governance in operation in 
Korea should be seen as a form of fishing management that 
can be confined to fishing grounds of villages, farms, and 
other exclusively preoccupied trap fisheries of fishing vil-
lage cooperatives. Fisheries self-governance is soon to be 
expanded to cover coastal fisheries, but like fishing village 
cooperatives, it is doubtful for fisheries with a permit only 
to perform voluntary management, in the case of fisheries 
of migratory species or fisheries of multiple species with no 
fishing grounds. Therefore, fisheries self-governance re-
gimes implemented by organizations or associations other 
than fishing village cooperatives have diverse legal and 
institutional problems that make it difficult to define it as a 
real fisheries self-governance. 

In fisheries self-governance scheme, fishermen can 
maintain fishery orders successfully and conduct additional 
complementary management for their need to make fisher-
ies sustainable, within the context of existing legal system 
for fishing management. Therefore, fisheries 
self-governance requires additional management efforts of 
fishermen within the context of existing legal and institu-
tional fishing management framework. Fisheries 
self-governance cannot exceed the existing framework, and 
voluntary actions themselves, whether positive or illegiti-
mate, may become illegal fishing activities, in worst cases. 
This is why a separate legal and institutional for the regime 
is not necessary, but fishermen should make efforts volun-
tarily within the context of the existing laws and regulations. 
Voluntary efforts by fishermen to sustain fisheries 
self-governance is the framework for the implementation of 
fisheries self-governance.[5], [6], [15] 

In fisheries self-governance, fishermen conduct fishing 
management voluntarily within the context of the existing 
laws and regulations, without separate legal and institu-
tional devices. Compliant fishing management is the very 
institutional one contrary to fisheries self-governance, and 
therefore, if identity is confused, and no systematic struc-
ture is devised because of the absence of legal and institu-
tional instruments of fisheries self-governance, it is no 
longer fisheries self-governance.  

There is no need for a new legal and institutional device 
other than current support from the government for fisheries 
self-governance, but fisheries self-governance only requires 
fishermen as leading player in the industry to fulfill their 
responsibility for fishing management voluntarily.  

Participation in fisheries self-governance is motivated 
mainly by government incentives; incentives provided to 
communities by the government to foster them have helped 
active participation of fishermen. Although the incentives 
significantly helped promote participation of fishermen at 
first, they began to affect adversely expansion of participa-
tion among fishermen, as growing demands of fishermen 
for the relevant policy offset underlying purpose of fisheries 
self-governance - autonomy.  

Basically, fisheries self-governance is a management 
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scheme to establish fishery orders and make fisheries sus-
tainable through voluntary effort of fishermen who abide 
faithfully by existing fishing management laws and volun-
tary management. Promotion and spread of such voluntary 
effort by the government can become an obstacle to volun-
tary efforts from the community of fishermen[11]. 

The community-based approach to fishing activities of 
fishermen is not always positive. History shows that fishing 
has been the history of overexploitation. Consequently, 
fisheries self-governance has also a tragedy of sharing due 
to the nature of self-governance communities. At this point 
where institutional safety device for the establishment of 
voluntary management is impossible, nothing can prevent 
the tragedy of sharing generated from self-governance 
communities. Especially because fisheries self-governance, 
in nature, is almost impossible within the context of legal 
and institutional framework the problem may become worse. 
As a matter of fact, the current institutional fishing man-
agement was introduced as a solution to the tragedy under 
fisheries self-governance of free fisheries.  

Since fishermen assume fishing management responsibil-
ity under the fisheries self-governance, there are a variety of 
external influences; first of all, problems arising from con-
tradictions of a state-led self-governance mechanism and 
the absence of voluntary post-harvesting management sys-
tem, second, issues due to the expanded self-governance 
centered on the organization of communities, third, prob-
lems attributable to the conflict with an institutional fishing 
management scheme and its implementation and operation, 
and finally, deteriorated marketability of the industry led by 
fishermen producers. 

2.3. Problems of Implementation of Fisheries 
Self-governance 

The ultimate objective of fisheries self-governance lies in 
voluntary fishery resources management by fishermen, but 
it is unclear if fisheries self-governance is a policy simply 
for fishery resources management or embraces such goals 
as increase of income, improvement of fishing ground en-
vironment, and establishment of fishery orders. The current 
fisheries self-governance should be changed to increase 
income of fishermen. Still, the policy of income increase 
faces a tough challenge that it is a redundant policy. 

Basically, fisheries self-governance aims to produce and 
sell jointly, and its communities are similar to cooperatives. 
In fisheries self-governance, fishermen, underprivileged 
socially and economically, are united to voice their rights 
through a collaborative economic system of joint produc-
tion, sale, and profit distribution. It also has a free market 
aspect that encourages competition between communities 
and regions. Such a mixed nature is more prone to make 
these self-governance communities a cooperative and re-
flects one of the Korean traditional values - mutual aid. 

3. Guidelines for Fisheries 

Self-Governance and the Role of the 
FC 

3.1. Guidelines for Fisheries Self-governance  
The guidelines for fisheries self-governance should be 

developed considering the existing relevant laws and regu-
lations, in accordance with which self-governance should be 
implemented.  

Fisheries self-governance is implemented within the ex-
isting relevant fishing management framework. In commu-
nity fishing, self-governance is implemented based on con-
cept of fishing village cooperatives of fishing grounds and 
voluntary rules in a fishing village cooperative as a com-
munity. In some capture fisheries which are approved by 
the government, fishermen with a permit participate in and 
perform fishing management voluntarily in accordance with 
the basic requirements of the permit. 

From the fact that fisheries self-governance is imple-
mented under existing relevant fishing management 
framework, participation of fishermen is of great signifi-
cance. Although fisheries self-governance is conceptually a 
scheme in which fishermen strive to solve various problems 
surrounding the fishing industry as well as fishing man-
agement on their own, participation is a prerequisite to 
make this possible. The easiest way to raise their participa-
tion is to manage fishing in a manner directly linked to their 
economic interests. 

Secondly, it should be gradually expanded across the 
fishing industry, beginning with fisheries or communities 
easy to implement the scheme with quick effects. Fisheries 
self-governance is a movement based on the agreement of 
members of a community, rather than a policy or a program 
initiated by government. Therefore, to spread it quickly 
across the local fishing industry, the scheme should be im-
plemented, beginning with fisheries or communities which 
have a favorable environment for its implementation and 
can generate a quick visible effect and be used as an exam-
ple. 

Thirdly, the role of fishermen in fishery resources man-
agement should be increased. Although the government 
defines its basic objectives, means, and directions, fisher-
men should participate in the process of setting up a con-
crete plan for target species, types of fisheries, and fishing 
grounds. For this, the establishment of self-governance 
fishermen associations should be easier and encouraged. 

Fourthly, the government should empower fishermen to 
form diverse self-governance associations depending on the 
nature of fisheries, providing support for this. Rather than 
confining to existing fishing village communities under 
FC(Fisheries Cooperatives), and industry associations, crea-
tion of diverse homogeneous organizations should be pro-
moted. In the meantime, the government should provide 
administrative, financial, and institutional support and put 
in place institutional improvement regarding the organiza-
tion and operation of self-governance association to pave 
the way for self-governance in the industry. 
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There are a set of necessary conditions for effective fish-
eries self-governance; first, fishermen as the real 
self-governance party should have the will of and capacity 
for its implementation and be homogeneous within 
self-governance communities in light of species, fishing 
technique, size of fishing vessels, and uniformity and 
soundness of businesses of social communities and the 
fishermen concerned.  

Second, since complicated and unclear self-governance 
rules are hard to implement. They should be simple and 
clear for members to abide by, once come into forces after 
the organization launches.  

Third, economic benefits, even if not in the short term, 
should be entailed from self-governance, so members can 
enjoy those benefits at least some time later.  

Finally, even existing institutional fishing management 
led by the government should be transformed so as to en-
courage the participation of fishermen; that is, existing 
state-led fishing management should take bottom-up proc-
ess, instead of top-down system[5,13]. 

Given the need, concepts, and basic directions of fisher-
ies self-governance, and condition for its implementation, 
directions for fisheries self-governance are as follows: First, 
fisheries self-governance should begin with licensed fisher-
ies such as community fishing, which is easier to implement 
self-governance for and are more likely to succeed at early 
stages, expanding to coastal and offshore permit-based 
fisheries over time. 

Second, fisheries self-governance should be implemented 
via collaboration among and between a local government 
responsible for licenses and permits regarding related fish-
eries, government authorities related to resources manage-
ment, and fishermen communities, which mean those 
self-governance communities and the authorities, should 
have a horizontal relationship.  

Third, a system should be formed to make and execute a 
plan to fulfill the resources management goal of the gov-
ernment and the maximized economic profit goal of fisher-
men, which should be developed ultimately into 
ITQ(individual transferable quota) fisheries self-governance 
under the TAC(total allowable quota).  

Fourth, institutions in connection with self-governance of 
fisheries should be innovated. If a plan set up by an agree-
ment between self-governance communities and the author-
ity’s conflicts with the current institution, strategies should 
be available to solve this problem by improving the institu-
tion.  

Fifth, self-governance organization basically should be 
created on the basis of region and fishing gear and tech-
nique, and diverse organizations should be encouraged de-
pending on fishing and regional characteristics. Therefore, 
bodies other than current region-based FC, fishing village 
communities, village or fishing gear/technique business 
types fisheries cooperatives by industry, and ship owner 
association are allowed as well. 

Sixth, the government and self-governance communities 
should have their appropriate role. The government should 

set the basic direction for the fishery resources management 
policy, reorganize institutions for self-governance, give 
incentives, and provide administrative support. Self- gov-
ernance communities should for an organization best repre-
senting target self-governance fisheries, implement the 
self-governance plan, put in practice voluntary oversight 
and supervision, and provide information about catches and 
others essential for resources management.  

Finally, training of leaders who will be responsible for 
fisheries self-governance and education and promotion for 
fishermen should be continued, because fisheries self- gov-
ernance is not a policy led by the government, but a scheme 
based on voluntary participation of fishermen, and therefore, 
the role of community leaders is important.  

3.2. The Role of FC for the Systematic Development of 
Fisheries Self-governance 

The role of FC(Fisheries Cooperatives) in self- govern-
ance is of significance for the sustainable development of 
fisheries self-governance for the future. It should be under-
stood from the view that the FC exists for fishing manage-
ment of coastal fisheries. It is coastal fisheries consisting 
mostly of small-scale fishermen that need collaborations of 
small-scale fishermen in the fishing industry. Management 
of them and fisheries explains why FC should operate for 
the future. Activation of fishing village communities and 
redefining of identity of FC is the key here. Fishing village 
cooperatives should be perceived as a sub-structure of FC 
or an incorporation (regional cooperatives) to create a 
win-win environment, and thereby, and self-governance and 
fishing village communities should be linked to promote 
tourism and create added values. 

One of the reasons why the producer association FC 
should have a larger role in self-governance is that the 
spread of self-governance and new fishing and fishery 
management modes nationwide is the responsibility and 
role of FC as a deliverer of cooperative movements. 

Second, self-governance should be connected to eco-
nomic projects of FC. As self-governance is for increased 
income of fishermen, the scheme should be linked to re-
sources management and raise added value of products, 
going beyond the establishment of biological resources 
management.  

Third, self-governance is a collaborative movement of 
fishermen, by which therefore, FC should play its part in the 
sustainable development of inshore and coastal fisheries.[5]  

As target resources of self-governance are fisheries re-
sources as commons. fisheries self-governance organization 
should have the capacity to manage resources which are 
commons, characterized by impossibility of exclusion and 
competition. Consequently, the organization requires indi-
vidual fishermen to manage fishery resources in fishing 
management, but fishermen as a rational economic player 
perform economic fishing activities for their own interests, 
that are intensive use or overexploitation of the resources, 
resulting necessarily in the failure of fishery resources 
management. To solve this problem, a state-led fishing 
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management is implemented. However, this type of fishing 
management is accompanied by massive management costs 
including that for oversight of individual fishermen, which 
leads to national damage and inefficient fishing manage-
ment regime.  

Fishing management by FC ensures that management 
costs are minimized (increased national benefits) and fish-
ery resources as commons are sustainable (reasonable 
management of resources) by establishing a system for co-
ordination and monitoring of fishery resources as commons 
led by its members. This makes the management of fishery 
resources as commons by FC become a reasonable fishing 
management system that minimizes management costs and 
thereby maximizes fishing management. Therefore, FC 
should function as the user or manager of commons fishery 
resources in coastal and offshore waters, and it is consid-
ered appropriate to see FC as reasonable self-governance 
organization. 

Fisheries self-governance aims to build a sustainable 
production environment of fisheries, settle disputes by re-
gion and type of fishery, increase and stabilize income of 
fishermen and contribute to the progress of fishing villages 
through fishermen and fishermen associations. Projects for 
this purpose include fishing grounds management, re-
sources management, business management innovation, and 
maintenance of orders. The producer association FC may 
have a variety of roles in the self-governance process. 

For this, internal incentives should be provided, and par-
ties concerned should be motivated to participate in the 
process. In addition, education on the need of voluntary 
management should be carried out, and voluntary manage-
ment should entail added value. 

FC also should be responsible for resources necessary for 
fishing management jointly with the government and fish-
ermen. This means that both parties should assume respon-
sibility for self-governance projects equally, and NFFC 
should substitute resources of the government together with 
fishermen and their associations, as the government cannot 
provide all the funds and workforce necessary for fishing 
management. The government provides fishermen and their 
associations with information necessary for fishing man-
agement that is data on fishing grounds management, re-
sources management, business management innovation, and 
maintenance of fishery orders and promotes the spread of 
self-governance.[14]  

Since regional fisheries cooperatives aims to increase 
productivity of members, find markets, boost distribution, 
provide technology and information, and raise the economic, 
social, and cultural status of members. They can play a key 
role in terms of objectives of fisheries self-governance and 
promoted projects. Currently, in the self-governance proc-
ess, FC play a very limited role such as hosting national 
conferences of fisheries self-governance and awarding ex-
cellent communities and contributors, holding symposiums 
and forums, electing executives, and organizing exhibitions 
and lectures. As a producer association, it does not engage 
directly, but play an assisting role.  

The FC also should link self-governance to its coopera-
tive movement as part of fishery and resources management 
and put in practice as a movement by member fishermen. 
The cooperative nature of fisheries self-governance should 
be reinforced, with self-governance being developed into a 
FC movement and self-governance communities are pro-
moted as a smallest unit of its organization. This can 
strengthen the basic concept of self-governance that weighs 
solidarity and unity of communities as an organization, and 
give clear goals of managing fishery resources and increase 
income of fishing households, ultimately contributing to the 
social and economic development of fishing villages.  

Via a redefined relationship with FC, self-governance 
should be made a project guided by FC, which enables the 
collaboration between private self-governance organizations 
and FC. Also in regards to the status of self-governance 
communities, it is necessary to create a fishing village set-
tlement having the nature of a community that has the status 
of existing fishing village communities at the same time. 
This can boost capture fisheries and help them grow to be 
broad-care communities by means of integrating regional 
communities. By reinforcing the cooperative nature of arbi-
trary organizations such as capture fisheries associations, 
going beyond boundaries of fishing village communities. 

4. Fisheries Self-governance Mechanism 
and Institutional Strategies  

4.1. Strategies for the Institutionalization of Fisheries 
Self-governance Organization  

In general, self-governance organizations can be divided 
largely into two depending on industry and region. In gen-
eral voluntary regulation, organizations by industry and 
business type are cooperative partners of government. It is 
natural because market regulation is made in terms of in-
dustrial structure. However, regulations of the fishing man-
agement may vary depending on the objective and target of 
management. If the objective is to manage a certain re-
source, business type specific organization is better, and 
regional organizations are more effective for the manage-
ment of a certain fishing ground. Nevertheless, coastal fish-
eries in many cases are concentrated in narrow waters in 
diverse types and a single fisherman engages in multiple 
business types in most cases, making them hard to become 
a business type-based self-governance organization[11,13]. 

Traditionally, local fishing villages have been based on a 
social relationship based on blood ties and regionalism of 
people that share economic interests, that is, coastal fishing 
grounds. Accordingly, strong solidarity centered on natural 
villages and exclusive attitude towards outsiders have been 
formed naturally, which still remain as a favorable factor 
for the management of commons at a community level.  

In Korea, regional communities called fishing village 
cooperatives based on this socio-cultural characteristic of 
fishing villages are in place widely alongside coasts na-
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tionwide, larger modern producer associations at the upper 
level called regional cooperatives control these fishing vil-
lage cooperatives. The presence of such regional commu-
nity organizations may serve as a basis for the formation of 
self-governance organization.  

In this respect, it is more effective to have local commu-
nities implement self-governance of coasting fishing ground. 
Generally, local communities can select objectives, targets, 
and means of the management collectively. Also, they have 
advantages of relatively easy creation of the structure and 
control of members leading to maximized management ef-
fect and enabling a full consideration of regional character-
istics of fisheries. It should be avoided, however, to stan-
dardize the type of self-governance organization and to 
confine to local communities. Various forms of fishing 
management organizations should be encouraged in consid-
eration of situations and characteristics by region, fishing 
ground, and industry. Any producer associations or entities 
can become a self-governance organization only when they 
meet the basic personnel and material requirement.  

Furthermore, self-governance organization should be ex-
panded and organized by stage. At first, self-governance 
organization should be formed by village or fishing ground, 
creating a single community by unit in order to ensure rea-
sonable scale and prevent overcrowd and unnecessary 
competition among communities. Internally, each commu-
nity should organize its members by fishery type and their 
duty.  

Next, regional communities should be expanded gradu-
ally to adjacent areas or waters. This broad-area expansion 
should be based on administrative districts or governing 
fishery cooperatives, fully considering region and condi-
tions of fishing ground. Although coasting fishing grounds 
are divided by administrative district, fishing activities, in 
reality, are not limited, due to the nature of fishery re-
sources. And management of limited waters alone cannot 
generate a better management effect. Therefore, individual 
bodies of coastal fishing management should be expanded 
to adjacent communities with higher interests over time and 
form a broad-area management system that integrates man-
agement by business type and water and enables joint man-
agement, information sharing, and coordination of interests.  

However, they have following limitations as a self- gov-
ernance organization of coastal fisheries:  

First, to enable voluntary management of fishery re-
sources all the members should accept the premise that 
“present individual profits should be regulated for the prof-
its for all in the future." Among fishermen who use the 
same fishing ground for the same purpose, interests are 
highly homogeneous. However, fishing village cooperatives 
have fishermen of all business types in the area as members, 
it is hard to make their interests the same, and frequent con-
flicts of interests among members necessarily lead to lower 
concentration and will of management. NFFC plays their 
role in a number of economic projects and in wide range of 
areas. Its members are also diversified, so it is hard to ex-

pect for NFFC to exert control and leadership necessary for 
the management of coastal fishing ground as a 
self-governance organization of coastal fisheries.[14].  

Second, existing organizations have members exceeding 
a reasonable number. Just as small organizations are more 
effective for participatory democracy than larger ones, the 
number of members should be limited to a reasonable level, 
because more members may result in complex collaborative 
management in light of homogeneity of interests, difficulty 
of collective decision making and control, and greater in-
ternal conflict. 

Third, fishing village cooperatives is considered to have a 
problem with the leadership and control of members. Spe-
cifically, fishing village cooperatives have been found to 
experience difficulty managing their fishing rights and to 
lease or distribute village fishing grounds and farms to indi-
viduals, or they directly managed them with lower produc-
tivity. Additionally, coastal fisheries are excluded from tar-
gets of management by fishing village cooperatives, leading 
to growing competition over fishing activities among 
members. Also, fishing village cooperatives have weak 
structures and financial bases in management functions, and 
their strong social ties become a barrier to management and 
control, making a strict implementation difficult. 

Therefore, in the case of coastal fisheries, rather than us-
ing existing organizations, creating a new self-governance 
body should be encouraged if possible. Members of the new 
body should have strong economic dependency on coastal 
fisheries. In other words, they should devote themselves to 
coastal fisheries only or at least directly engage to increase 
their interests in coastal fishing management and organiza-
tional participation. This body also can have a proper set of 
conditions for a self-governance organization, as the num-
ber of their members become smaller than existing fishing 
village cooperatives. 

In case where access to resources is open to the commu-
nity only and controlled by compulsory rules, community 
organizations should have better access. Exclusive alloca-
tion of rights and limited access to commons results in a 
zero-sum game in terms of use rights. That is, exclusive 
rights to one group means exclusion of other groups, and 
when imbalance and loss arise the use of resource takes the 
form of privatization, not only ‘tragedy of commons,’ but 
also ‘that of sharers’ will appear. This is because the body 
that manages resources as a strong interest group attempts 
to exclude use rights of others and potential competitors. In 
this case, the use of resources may become less efficient, 
and fairness may be deteriorated to a large degree. 

Thus, if there are public barriers to access such as permits, 
better access to the self-governance organization and lower 
membership fees are required to lower the barriers against 
access to new workforce and capital. Barriers to entry, if 
any, necessarily result in lower solidarity and management 
effect in the organization due to the presence of outsiders, 
likely leading to its collapse at last. Also in self-governance 
body of coastal fisheries, all fishermen involved should 
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participate to maximize management effect. 

4.2. How to Make a Fisheries Self-governance Organiza-
tion More Voluntary 

Self-governance organizations should have the freedom 
to choose objectives and devices of management in order to 
reflect characteristics of local fisheries, use their experience 
and information for management, and increase flexibility to 
changes. Therefore, self-governance organizations and rules 
common to all areas and fishing grounds should be avoided, 
and objectives and devices selected voluntarily by each 
organization should not be intervened if possible. In case 
where these rules are conflicted with other organizations 
with interests or violate public regulating instruments, a 
device should be available so as to coordinate differences 
by agreement.  

Despite its realistic limit as permit-based fisheries, a 
self-governance body of coastal fisheries should have a 
certain control of its members and management targets. 
That is, it should be able to manage and control fishing 
grounds, resources, and members, along with the capacity 
of punishing violators of its rules. For this, a minimum of 
legal and institutional ground should be given to the body 
so that it can exert exclusion and control of target resources 
and fishing grounds. A proper coordination means should 
be in place to settle conflicts and divisions among and be-
tween members or organizations. Delegation of manage-
ment responsibility does not mean the disappearance of 
fishery rules-related disputes and maintenance of their na-
ture.  

In nature, perfect fisheries self-governance is difficult, so 
certain government regulations such as limits on access will 
continue, once fisheries self-governance succeeds. However, 
the government should boldly reduce and transfer regula-
tions other than the minimum management means, to ex-
pand fisheries self-governance. On the other hand, other 
means such as permit system should be made stricter(more 
strict), to control excessive catch-per-unit-effort and regain 
fishery orders by way of stricter crackdown and punishment 
of illegal and unfair fishing activities.  

Meanwhile, these government interventions and controls 
should be different by fishermen attitude, fishing type, na-
ture of fishing ground and resource, and socio-cultural con-
ditions of the village. Since any self-governances are not 
possible for all areas and fishing grounds, nor 
self-governance is the only perfect form of fishing man-
agement, there is no need for the insistence on the scheme. 
Consequently, if conditions are not prepared, the govern-
ment still should play a leading role. 

Although diverse financial aids are needed to some de-
gree to encourage and promote at early stages, the govern-
ment should not engage directly in the creation of 
self-governance organizations, avoiding direct financial 
support if possible. Basically, self-governance organizations 
should be formed by the will of fishermen, while the gov-
ernment suggests a basic model, accredits the fishermen-led 
organization that meets a certain set of requirements as a 

self-governance organization and represents member fish-
ermen.  

In addition, supports for self-governance by the govern-
ment should focus on technical aids. By reducing direct 
transfer spending such as awards or encouragement funds, 
strengthening environmental impact of resources of the 
fishing ground, providing education and technical aids, and 
building infrastructure, and provide information, indirect 
supports should be increased. Moreover, broad area 
self-governance organizations should be encouraged, with 
discrepancies of rules or disputes among these organiza-
tions being coordinated. With the help of active cooperation 
of fishermen, the government should enable collecting and 
measuring of information on fishermen, and reasonable 
measurement and management of resources.  

4.3. Effective Strategies for Fisheries Self-governance 
Self-governance should be established through environ-

ment-building and spread-development stages. As driving 
force of making a difference in fishing villages, participa-
tion of non-participating fishing village cooperatives na-
tionwide should be encouraged, so that they can join the 
social change of fishing villages. Also, self-governance 
covering restructuring of coastal and offshore fisheries, 
management of TAC(total allowable catch) resources, and 
redevelopment of illegal farms should be boosted across the 
fishery policy. 

With the aim of reinforcing continued education and 
promotion for fishermen and officials and thereby encour-
aging participation of non-participant communities, differ-
ential fostering funds by grade of communities should be 
provided to boost competition among communities. Train-
ing of leaders of excellent communities in fisheries ad-
vanced countries and award by the government should be 
made available. Areas where community fishing and cap-
ture fishery communities are present at the same time 
should be integrated as a complex fishery community. To 
this end, communities that operate community fishing only 
should remain community fishing communities, while cap-
ture fishery communities should become a broad-area or-
ganization, in consideration of regional characteristics and 
conditions of fishing grounds. One to two communities se-
lected by sea water and type in consideration of conditions 
of fishing grounds and growth potential should be used for 
on-the-spot study and know-how transfers as a best model 
community. For better management of participant commu-
nities, stricter rules for resources management of the volun-
tary community agreement are essential, and therefore, re-
garding ban on catching, periods of ban on catching should 
be reinforced by the Order for the Protection of Fishery 
Resources[14]. 

It is important to find cases of conflicts/disputes actively 
and conduct follow-up management of them in collabora-
tion with local governments, FC, and councils of leaders. 
Even tasks of which excavation and coordination is com-
pleted should be checked for their implementation records 
on a regular basis and complemented or further adjusted, 
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when necessary. For a better arbitration of disputes, devel-
opments by task and on a quarterly basis should be re-
viewed, with selected tasks being promoted with the aim of 
completing within the year and with pending tasks being 
transferred to a fishery arbitration committee by sea area 
and continuously adjusted. 

Voluntary restructuring plans by type of coastal and off-
shore fishery should be set up and upon request, assessed 
(business closure aids, etc.). To promote voluntary partici-
pation in consideration of characteristics by business type 
for coastal and offshore fishery restructuring, such as col-
laborative support with local governments. In case of asso-
ciations based self-governance (closed season, mesh size, 
etc.), related fishery types and bodies should be empowered 
to voluntarily manage incentive-based TAC when allocating 
quotas. On the basis of producer association-local govern-
ment or local government-central government agreements 
for sea weed and ear shell aquaculture, for example, volun-
tary redevelopment goals should be defined and achieved, 
delegating the redevelopment of illegal aquaculture farms to 
voluntary councils by item. Item-specific associations 
should be formed, and voluntary campaigns such as rallies 
to adopt a resolution to eradicate minerals and antibiotics, 
and other campaigns for dense planting to boost eco- 
friendly aquaculture.  

4.4. Growing Importance of FC for Fisheries 
Self-governance 

Despite slight differences of nature, self-governance 
communities are almost similar to communities of existing 
fishing village cooperatives. In coastal fisheries or village 
fishing grounds, communities of fishing village coopera-
tives played their roles to the full in solving many problems. 
When there are fishing village cooperatives as a basic form 
of fishing businesses, other fishery businesses as a commu-
nity other than fishing village cooperatives are not neces-
sary. The co-existence of fishing village cooperatives and 
self-governance communities is likely to lower efficiency of 
fishery business management, reduce the sense of belonging 
among fishermen, and internal conflicts due to unclear fish-
ery business, and furthermore, is more likely to pose a 
threat to the solidarity among member fishermen and the 
development of fishing villages. 

Organizing existing fishing village cooperatives as 
members of self-governance communities can be a solution 
to this problem. In addition, given that collaboration is im-
portant in fishing village cooperatives as a smallest struc-
ture of FC, a separate self-governance community is not 
necessary. Therefore, promoting self-governance based on 
the activation of fishing village cooperatives is more desir-
able within the existing fishing management framework. 

Also to ensure a reasonable management of inshore fish-
ery through regional branches of FC, it is necessary to ra-
tionalize fishing village cooperatives. In relation with in-
shore fishery, if some fishing village communities or fish-
ermen do not comply with rules applicable to all, trans-

forming current mechanisms of fishing village cooperatives 
into those of regional branches of FC or incorporation of 
fishing village communities should be taken into account 
for a reasonable management.[15] 

Considering not only a small-scale management centered 
on stationary species of inshore fishery, but also migratory 
species and coastal environment issues, medium- and 
large-scale management is needed. Of course, division of 
fishing grounds is a prerequisite for this. Furthermore, fish-
ing village cooperatives under the control of regional 
branches of FC should be boosted so that they can contrib-
ute to the increased income and welfare benefits of fisher-
men.  

5. Conclusions 

Ten years have passed since the introduction of fisheries 
self-governance. Compared to 2001 when it was imple-
mented for the first time in Korea, participant communities 
have increased more than 12 times, and its outcome in-
cludes continued organization of comprehensive communi-
ties and progressive participation of capture fishery com-
munities. Although it is hard to say that such rapid increase 
in number has led to the qualitative development, steady 
supports from the government have helped push fisheries 
self-governance to the spread-development stage.  

In reality, fisheries self-governance has helped restore 
fishery orders by rooting out illegal fisheries in coastal wa-
ters. Given the nature of fisheries, conflicts over fishing 
rights will never cease. Interwoven with their mutual inter-
ests, conflicts between coastal fisheries including commu-
nity fishing and inshore fisheries in particular are becoming 
fiercer. This is a serious obstacle to the development of 
fisheries and the economy of fishing villages and requires 
an effective solution. Until now, due to the nature of fisher-
ies that share the same fishing ground, conflicts and dis-
putes arising out of the implementation of fisheries 
self-governance have been settled by voluntary discussion 
in the form of compromise and coordination between 
stakeholders arbitrated by private sector expert members of 
a voluntary arbitration committee. 

There is no need to say that the creation of the fishing 
ground management party is the core of self-governance. Its 
personnel composition is the question now. Self-governance 
communities operate better if ⒜ they have a less number of 
members, ⒝ their members have stronger interest in the 
future, and ⒞ their interests are more homogeneous. 
Therefore, self-governance organizations should form a 
structure consisting of a reasonable number of individual 
fishermen that share the same management objective and 
target of reasonable use of fishing grounds, so that this 
structure can devise appropriate fishing management in-
struments and put them into practice. In Korea, bodies that 
are likely to serve as a managing party of fishing grounds of 
coastal fisheries include existing entities like FC, fishing 
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village cooperatives, fishery management cooperative in-
corporation, as mentioned above 

In Korea, the role of FC in self-governance is of signifi-
cance for the sustainable development of fisheries self- 
governance. It should be understood from the view that the 
FC exists for fishing management of coastal fisheries. It is 
coastal fisheries consisting mostly of small-scale fishermen 
that need collaborations of small-scale fishermen in the 
fishing industry. One of the reasons why the producer asso-
ciation FC should have a larger role in self-governance is 
that the spread of self-governance and new fishing and 
fishery management modes nationwide is the responsibility 
and role of FC as a deliverer of cooperative movements. 
Self-governance should be connected to economic projects 
of FC. As self-governance is for increased income of fish-
ermen, the scheme should be linked to resources manage-
ment and raise added value of products, going beyond the 
establishment of biological resources management. 
Self-governance is a collaborative movement of fishermen, 
by which therefore, FC should play its part in the sustain-
able development of coastal and offshore fisheries. 

In nature, perfect fisheries self-governance is difficult, so 
certain government regulations such as limits on access will 
continue, once fisheries self-governance succeeds. However, 
the government should boldly reduce and transfer regula-
tions other than the minimum management means, to ex-
pand fisheries self-governance. It is important to find cases 
of conflicts/disputes actively and conduct follow-up man-
agement of them in collaboration with local governments, 
FC, and councils of leaders. Even tasks of which excavation 
and coordination is completed should be checked for their 
implementation records on a regular basis and comple-
mented or further adjusted, when necessary. Voluntary re-
structuring plans by type of coastal and offshore fishery 
should be set up and upon request, assessed to promote 
voluntary participation in consideration of characteristics by 
business type for coastal and offshore fishery restructuring, 
such as collaborative support with local governments. 

Self-governance seeks to maximize the effect of man-
agement of new governance, by encouraging voluntary par-
ticipation of fishermen, instead of existing state-led man-
agement. It has been introduced as an alternative to over-
come limits of the current management system such as 
overexploitation of fishery resources, worsening manage-
ment of fisheries, and illegal fishing activities. As a driving 
force of making a difference in fishing villages, 
self-governance pursues to prevent illegal fishing activities, 
spread attitudes of resources management, and enhance the 
effect of management of fishery resources, and increase 
income of fishing households. Encouraging the entire fish-
ing village cooperatives to participate in self-governance, 
the scheme should be established and become a broad-area 
body applicable to the fishery policy as a whole.  

To ensure the successful established of self-governance 
in the fishing industry, the government should change their 
views on fishermen, the degree of public intervention, and 
government functions. The Korea government is reinforcing 

its policy to increase various administrative, financial, and 
technical supports for the early establishment of 
self-governance fisheries. Of course, given lacking will and 
experience of fishermen regarding fisheries self-governance, 
active supports and efforts may help a lot at first, but they 
finally serve to reinforce government intervention fishing 
management and become bureaucratic, distorting initial 
objectives. Related to fisheries self-governance, the role of 
FC as a producer association will become important in the 
future. Above all, its regional branches are expected to be of 
significance in coastal fishing management. Therefore, FC 
should realize that it exists for coastal fishing management. 
For this, fishing village cooperatives as sub-units of re-
gional branches of FC should be activated, by which the 
win-win environment for self-governance is built.  
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