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Issye Problem So What?
Marine fisheries have biological, social, Most of the world’s major fish stocks Management failures could come from over-
& economic components, & are managed based on biological emphasizing biological assessments at the
stakeholders have different assessments only. These assessments  expense of social and economic assessments.

are unable to tackle social and
economic components of the fishery.

preferences for different parts of this
system.

Decision-makers lacking quantitative tools to

understand the trade-offs among stakeholder

preferences may misinterpret what the fishery
system can provide for stakeholders.

Our solution

Our framework, calibrated for capelin (results illustrated) and cod in the Barents Sea integrates
the stakeholder eyes’ view by quantifying the joint stakeholder satisfaction (JSS) profile by
‘ calculating the generalized mean.
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Maximum JSS (76%) means the least happy
stakeholder group gets 76% of their
maximum utility. This Is greater than the
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