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INTRODUCTION 3SLS ANALYSIS
This research i(.ientiﬁes the %mpact that the Coppér River Fisherman’s .Cooperative (the CBFC), an Alaskan p?,ip _ 93 n q;g,fpeiz n Ttdeg,sp n Tfeg,sp n Ateff,sp n TAf,té’g’Sp n X}dt,yd,sp n G?fp (1)
salmon marketing cooperative, had on salmon prices and salmon quality. Once we establish that the coop- ! ! ’ ’
erative led to higher prices paid to fishermen and higher fish quality, we proceed to identify the mechanisms pry =06+ qp; 07 + 7170570 + Tyl + A0, + TAp 057" + X [ A S (2)
through which the cooperative was able to generate a price premium.
Pr—g Pr—q
RESEARCH (QUESTIONS MOTIVATION | |
1. What was the impact of the CFEC on salmon 1. Growing interest in cooperatives as a business QZZ,SP , HZ’SP =+ QS’SP 4
prices? model, e.g. the UN declares 2012 as the Inter-
national Year of Cooperatives. ‘ ‘
2. What was the impact of the CFEC on salmon ,
quality? 2. Growing consensus in the agricultural eco-
nomics literature that there are new opportu-
3. How do changes to salmon demand and salmon nities for cooperatives (Merel et al., 2009). :
supply work together to change the equilib- 055 { 03P + 92°P
rium price of salmon? 3. To our knowledge, there has been no analyses ;
of marketing cooperatives in fisheries.
4. What lessons can be learned? Yors Yors
T=0 T=1
PRICE ANALYSIS QUALITY ANALYSIS
Sockeye Salmon Sockeye Chinook
‘ : 2 Dependent Variable: Demand Supply Demand Supply
. Salmon Price coef se coef se coef se coef se
/\ /\ /\/\ 1 . Quantity -0.00165  (0.00737)  0.110*  (0.0424) -1.792*  (0.733) 0.499 (0.742)
- Iaie n ANy ) \A/ * ‘ “ l /\ / T 0.202  (0.125)  -0.0446  (0.0349) -0.0549 (0.235) -0.0737**  (0.0258)
] ? V \/\I\I\ / U\'\l , /\J/ l ] l l ‘ T -0.0658 (0.181) 1.874* (0.699) 0.677  (0.356) 0.233 (0.393)
| | | S e - A -0.648* (0.288) -1.865*  (0.801) -1.380* (0.537) -2.387** (0.540)
et e —— o ——w —— o TA 0.612%*  (0.231)  2.038**  (0.741) 1.470** (0.417)  1.049%  (0.492)
Chinook Salmon Landings (L) Landings per Permit (LPP) Observations 62 62 62 62
B B ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
%N_ Eé" /\/v \/\/ﬂ\ Dependent Variable: Landings Landings per Permit D ISCUSSION
L SAN VA T o 337 S 2415)
e e 1% A ?gig: gggg 11"123082*: Eg:gg‘% We find impacts to salmon supply and salmon and demand changes we construct a three-stage least
— brice Differential Quantity 236.7%%  (59.46) 0:345%%  (0.0896) dgmand a.ttri.butable to the CRFC. We use a squares differ.ences—in—d%fferences (3SLS DiD)Omod.el.
Dependent Variable Sockere Gl eapement Goals U (0.000738) P (1.47e-06) differences-in-differences model with annual data to The 3SLS DiD model is able to separately identify
Salmon Price coef o coef o Fishing Month FEs Yes Yes estimate that the CRFC increased per-pound prices shifts in demand and supply attributable to the coop-
T 0.0604 (0.0360)  0.0979  (0.0687) %e?gf%uiﬁg;ls }(z: ;(2: pald to fishermen for sockeye and chinook salmon erative. For sockeye salmon we find that the supply
X :8@222 Eg‘igg _éoéi)(;i § Eg'ig% Observations 30 30 by approximately $0.625-$0.698 and $1.286-$1.428 re- effect outweighs the demand effect, i.e. sockeye de-
TA 07155 (0.238) 1428  (0.497) first Stage E stat. 1*3*'7; TR e 13.71 spectively. Additionally we estimate a differences-in- mand shifts upwards by $0.69-0.74 and sockeye sup-
Observations 62 62 | differences model using monthly data and find that ply shifts upwards by $2.41-2.49. The opposite is true
** p<0.01, * p<0.05 the number of monthly delivery trips for a given quan- for chinook salmon where demand shifts upwards by
tity of sockeye salmon increased by 1,190 or 44% after more than supply, $1.45-1.49 compared to $1.21-1.14.
REFERENCES the CRF(C’s formation in the treatment fishery. The results are significant and robust to placebo tests.
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