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Abstract

We develop an analytical framework to assess the adaptations in
a coupled ecological-economic system and apply it to a bio-economic
model. Our framework allows us to quantify the impact of multiple
drivers on a coupled ecological-economic system, while distinguishing
between adaptation and sensitivities to positive and negative expo-
sures. This distinction allows us to differentiate between drivers that
improve and decrease well-being. Our findings provide insight into
how to focus resources to counteract negative or enhance positive im-
pacts. We apply this framework to a bio-economic model calibrated
to the North Sea flatfish fishery. We quantify the adaptations, sen-
sitivities and total impact of fishers’ profits to multiple drivers and
identify among which of them fishers adapt the most. This work
forms a bridge between the multidisciplinary area of adaptability and
the bio-economic modelling domain,increasing the understanding and
knowledge regarding the measure of adaptation.
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1 Introduction

The interaction between humans and nature involves multiple complexi-
ties and feedback affected by numerous sets of socioeconomic and ecological
drivers. The impact of these drives on the coupled system happens in ex-
pected and unexpected ways. Here we focus on the human behaviour and
how humans adapt to these challenges from the environment or society. The
analysis of adaptation is rooted in a multidisciplinary field with various ap-
proaches guided by their respective scientific background. These are the risk
hazard approach, human/political ecology approach, and the ecological re-
silience approach (Berrouet et al., 2018). The political ecology view measures
adaptation based on resources and social variables such as capital, education,
income, and, social capital. The ecological resilience view argues that adap-
tation is not only about resources but about actions that sustain pathways of
a socio-ecological system (Folke, 2016). In this study, we offer an alternative
view of adaptation using economic theory as a background. This alternative
offers us a way to derive the optimal adaptive response for each driver and
to distinguish the adaptation response among positive and negative impacts
allowing comparison among multiple drivers.

Adaptation can be separated into three stages, adaptation before, during,
and after an impact. The first is called absorptive adaptation usually reduc-
ing the risk and exposure to drivers, while the latter is related to long-term
responses, where adjustments become habitual (Hufschmidt, 2011). The
adaptive capacity is considered a potential adaptation, i.e., before an impact.
In the human/political ecology approach the adaptive capacity is measured
using indicators such as access to assets, livelihoods, or governance and insti-
tutional aspects (Reed et al., 2013; Serfilippi and Ramnath, 2018; Whitney
et al., 2017). These indicators, although useful, describe the access to re-
sources and not if those resources would be used when changes in drivers
are experienced. Moreover, they describe general adaptations to deal with
any harm and conceal driver-specific adaptations (McDowell and Hess, 2012;
Thiault et al., 2019b). Here we present a framework that estimates the im-
pacts of multiple drivers on a coupled ecological-economic system allowing a
comparison among them.

A contribution of our framework is to describe the optimal adaptive re-
sponse for each driver in a coupled ecological-economic system. We opera-
tionalize the concept by Ionescu et al. (2009) where an adaptive capacity is
an action in which the performance of the system is preferable to the per-
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formance without it. Sometimes the general adaptation measures before an
impact can or can not be effective during the impact. I.e, communities, en-
tities, or individuals can have access to resources (subsidies, insurance, or
education), but due to institutional or governmental reasons, these can not
be used in the midst of an impact. Our framework focuses on adaptation
instead of adaptive capacity. The first refers to an actual or expected be-
haviour, and the second to the potential of adaptation. Our framework elicits
the system’s performance regarding a change in adaptation before, during,
and after a change in drivers. This distinction allows us to disentangle the
optimal adaptive response during an impact, and the performance of the sys-
tem after it. We are interested in the degree to which the optimal adaptive
response could mitigate an impact, rather than the time the response takes.
These responses, however, can take a shorter or longer time depending on
the phenomena of the system analyzed.

As a proof of concept, the framework is applied to a calibrated bio-
economic multi-species model of the North Sea flatfish fishery. We deter-
mine the optimal adaptive effort responses of fishers’ profits to changes in
returns to effort, stock harvesting efficiency and wages. We show the impacts
of adaptation through effort on the quantities harvested and utility of the
system. Our work add to the already existing models of this mixed flatfish
fishery by focusing on the adaptation through effort to changes in multiple
drivers (Nielsen et al., 2018; Prellezo et al., 2012). The stylish nature of the
model we use allow us to understand the mechanisms underlying the adap-
tation and how these affect the quantities produced in the market and the
utility of the system. Our results indicate that fish quantities are mostly
affected by adaptation due to changes in returns to effort followed by stock
harvesting efficiency and wages. The utility is mostly affected by changes in
wages, however the role of effort adaption in influencing utility is very low.
By considering multiple drivers our framework allows to identify trade-offs
among impacts on a given property of the system.

2 Adaptation across analytic approaches

Definitions of adaptation have been analysed among a diversity of disci-
plines. Analytic approaches such as ecological resilience, human/political
ecology, and risk-hazard have different definitions of adaptation and adap-
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tive capacity 1. The ecological resilience approach conceives resilience as a
system property. It is the system’s capacity to self-organize and adapt in
the face of ongoing change in a way that sustains the system in certain sta-
bility (Folke, 2016). In the ‘Human/Political Ecology’ approach a difference
between ‘adjustment’ and ‘adaptation’ is made. Adjustments are purposeful
actions, such as building a dam or structure to resist earthquakes. Adap-
tation is regarded as a process of co-evolution between an organism and its
environment in a long-term response (Hufschmidt, 2011). In the approach
combining hazards and human/political ecology definitions such as the given
by the Intergovernmental Panel of Climate Change (IPCC) define adaptation
as “the process of adjustment to actual or expected climate and its effects
to moderate harm or exploit beneficial opportunities” (p.43; IPCC, 2022).
Also, Whitney et al. (2017) “refers to the latent ability of a system to respond
proactively and positively to stressors or opportunities” (ibid.).

The definitions of adaptation above all cover both actions to moderate
harms and to exploit benefits, however, their measures do not always show
this distinction. Measures following the human/ecology approach are mostly
directed to reduce harm, they use socio-ecological indicators, institutional
analysis, social experiments, and community-based approaches as a way to
measure adaptations (ibid.). The ecological resilience approach presents mea-
sures of adaptation, that usually contemplate the existence of thresholds. For
instance, Luers et al. (2003) quantifies adaptive capacity as the difference in
vulnerability under existing conditions and modified conditions. Here, a
system is described as a function of well-being (W ), threshold (W0), and
a stressor (X). Vulnerability is then measured as the sensitivity regarding

a threshold (V = f( |∂W/∂X|
W/W0

)). Furthermore, Grafton et al. (2019) shows
a measure of resilience with three main characteristics resistance, recovery,
and robustness. Resistance is the system’s ability to actively change while
maintaining its system performance following one or more adverse events.
Recovery is the time a system’s performance needs to recover a desired func-
tionality after an adverse event, and robustness is the system’s probability to
maintain its identity and not cross an undesirable threshold after an adverse
event. These measures, however, do not cover adaptation with a positive
impact and do not distinguish adaptation with both positive and negative
impacts.

1This classification of schools of thought is based on Berrouet et al. (2018), however,
Adger (2006) show other distinctions such as ‘the vulnerability as an absence of enti-
tlements’, ‘Natural Hazards’, and ‘Human/Political Ecology’. Hufschmidt (2011) also
classifies the ’human ecologist school’, ‘structural view’, and ‘resilience school’.
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The measures described by Luers et al. (2003) and Grafton et al. (2019)
require a definition of a threshold in a system, however, in many systems, this
threshold can not be defined or simply does not exist. Our framework adds
to the literature by quantifying not only negative impacts (that may drive
the system close to a threshold) but also positive impacts which enhance
the system’s performance. We focus on quantifying the optimal adaptive
response. We operationalize the concept of adaptation defined by Ionescu
et al. (2009) and show how this optimal adaptive response may change with
a positive and negative impact. Ionescu et al. (ibid.) define a framework in
which a system is described as a function of the state of the system (x), a
given input (e), and an adaptive action (u). They define an optimal action
(u ∈ U) such that f(x, e, u) is optimal. However, sometimes there is no
complete knowledge of f and they define adaptation as an action where the
performance of the system within that action is preferred to the performance
of the system without it. This is important because the optimal action serves
as a point of reference for the best scenario to be achieved during an impact
so that efforts and resources can be well directed.

In general, most of the definitions focus on adaptation as an ongoing
process. The states of this process are defined differently according to the
approach2, but in general, they refer to actions before, during, and after an
impact. Here we focus on adaptation during an impact, also called ‘react-
ing action’, ‘response’, or ‘coping capacity’ as an action during crisis (Huf-
schmidt, 2011). In practice, we only observe the state of the system before
and after an impact, the latter already embeds the adaptive response, i.e., the
effective resources or abilities used to cope with the impact. Our framework
aims to quantify and disentangle this impact. We add to the literature by
identifying the magnitude that the adaptive response can mitigate harmful
impacts or can enhance beneficial impacts on the system. We describe four
types of adaptive response the first two evaluate the absolute and marginal
changes in the system’s well-being function driven by a change in endogenous
adaptation response. The third measures the rate at which the adaptive re-
sponse changes due to marginal changes in the driver. The fourth measures
how the adaptive response changes itself given marginal changes in the driver.

2Hufschmidt (2011) mentions the term ‘adaptation’ as the process of learning, an-
ticipating, modifying, preparing, and planning. She distinguishes adaptive activities for
households in a stage of mitigation, preparation, or recovery. Béné et al. (2012) departing
from the resilience approach distinguishes absorptive, adaptive, and transformative capac-
ities. The absorptive capacity reduces the risk of exposure to shocks absorbing the impact
in the short term. While adaptive and transformative capacities are long-term responses
to socio-economic and environmental challenges(Serfilippi and Ramnath, 2018).
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3 Framework to Quantify Impacts and Adaptation in
an coupled ecological-economic system

Our approach to assess adaptation is based on the approach developed by
Ionescu et al. (2009), who developed a formal framework of vulnerability to
climate change. Vulnerability is defined using mathematical concepts inde-
pendent of any knowledge domain and applicable to any system under con-
sideration. Their vulnerability definition is based on the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). This definition states that the vulnerabil-
ity to climate change is a function of the character, magnitude and rate of
climate variation to which a system is exposed, its sensitivity and its adaptive
capacity” (ibid.). The vulnerability depends on the differences in exposure
to the various direct effects of climate change which lead to different sensitiv-
ities and hence generating differential potential impacts on the system. The
adaptive capacity is defined as the ability of a system to adjust to climate
change to moderate potential damages, to take advantage of opportunities
or to cope with the consequences.

We consider the term adaptation in a broad sense, i.e, actions within the
system taken not only to mitigate harmful impacts but also to enhance the
positive impacts. A coupled ecological-economic system is exposed to mul-
tiple drivers that generate an increase/decrease of the performance in the
system and adaptation aims to mitigate/enhance those impacts. In the hu-
man/political approach the differentiation between ’adjustment’ and ’adap-
tation’ lies in the temporal distinction, where the first are purposeful actions
to adapt and the latter refers to long-term response, where adjustments be-
come a part of society’s habitus (Hufschmidt, 2011) 3. In our framework the
term adaptation refers to the long term response and addresses the issue of
identifying the degree to which this response mitigates/enhances the impact
of a driver.

Following the human/political ecology approach and using economic the-
ory our framework aims to quantify the best case potential adaptation re-
sponse of a system to a specific driver. This measurement can help decision-
makers to have a reference point of the magnitude of the adaptive response
that could be achieved by performing certain activities to mitigate/enhance
the impact of multiple drivers. Our framework is designed to answer the

3There is a temporal distinction between adjustments and adaptation which is dif-
ficult to define since the point where adjustments evolve into society’s habitus is hazy
(Hufschmidt, 2011)
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question the adaptation of what to what?. Ionescu et al. (2009) state that
vulnerability and adaptive capacity are relative properties, it is the adapta-
tion of something to something. Hence, our methodology encompasses two
steps. Identification of (i) the system property under analysis (of what), and
(ii) the driver (to what). The system property refers to the specific aspect
of the coupled ecological-economic system considered. For example, in our
case study, we investigate the adaptation of fisher profits to changes in e.g.
wages and other drivers. In the following, we present the formal definitions
of drivers, exposure, sensitivity, adaptation, and total impact (TEI).

3.1 Formalisation

Drivers

We define θ = (θ1, . . . , θD) as the vector ofD drivers of the coupled ecological-
economic system, for which the researcher wishes to investigate the impacts
on a specific system property. For instance, θd can represent the value of
an input in a certain process affecting the system property. All drivers are
considered to be exogenous depending on the boundaries of the system in-
vestigated.

System Property

We define ψ(θ) as the property of the system under investigation. This
property can be related to the economic, ecological or social side of the
system depending on the research question given by the researcher. Multiple
properties can be also evaluated separately, case in which ψ(θ) becomes a
vector valued function with P properties .

Adaptation

In addition to the drivers, the system property (ψ) also depends on τ(θ),
which corresponds to the endogenous behaviours in response to the drivers
θ. We define τ(θ) = (τ1(θ), . . . , τM(θ)) as the M adaptation variables of
actors within the system. A system can have a single or multiple adaptation
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variables. The optimal τ ∗(θ) is the value that maximizes the system property
ψ(θ).

τ ∗(θ) = argmax
τ

ψ(τ, θ) (1)

3.2 Exposure

Exposure to changes in drivers, or simply exposure, is the magnitude of
change in any drivers affecting the system property. For determining adap-
tions, the source of these events is not relevant, only their magnitude. This
can either be evaluated for the entire vector of drivers or individual drivers.
Usually, exposure is dependent on impacting a particular part of a system.
In our definition a system property can be exposed but not affected, case
in which the sensitivity (how affected the system property is by changes in
drivers) would be zero. For instance, if the system property of a coupled
ecological-economic system is a measure of a community’s well-being there
could be changes in drivers which do not affect the community’s well-being.

E(θ, 0θ) = θ − 0θ (2)

Ed(θd,
0θd) = θd −

0θd (3)

Each Ed(θd,
0θd) depends on the magnitude of change in the driver d,

where 0θd is the original value of the driver, and θd is the new state (Eq.
(3)). The vector 0θ contains the initial values of all drivers. θd can be higher
or lower than the initial state, resulting in a positive or negative exposure.
If changes in a single driver, e.g. θd, are evaluated the vector of exposure
contains zeros in all positions except for the change in θd in the dth position
(E(θ, 0θ) = (0, . . . , θd −

0θd, . . . , 0)).

3.3 Sensitivity

The sensitivity is the degree to which the system property is affected either
adversely or beneficially by exposure to changes in drivers (IPCC, 2001),
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given their initial values and excluding any adaptation. The sensitivity to a
given level of exposure may vary depending on the system property under
analysis. We interpret this as the change on the system property given by a
change in the driver (Eq.(4)).

We define continuous and absolute sensitivities regarding the impact on
the system property. The absolute measure is useful when investigating the
total impact considering the range of exposure levels of the driver. Marginal
sensitivities show the rate of change in the system property given by a
marginal change in driver.

Absolute

In Eq.(4) we evaluate the system property (ψ) in two points, at the initial
state of the drivers ψ(0θ, τ(0θ)) and at the new state ψ(θ, τ(0θ)), with no
change in adaptation τ(0θ). Depending on the data availability Eq. (4) can
be evaluated in many values for each driver considered. For each property the
sensitivity ψp is measured by the difference in the system property induced
by the exposure, without adaptation. The absolute sensitivity can have pos-
itive or negative values, it depends on the effect of the driver on the system
property. I.e., if ψp(θ) is greater than the value of the system property at
the initial state (ψp(

0θ)) then the sensitivity with respect to that property
Sp(θ,

0θ) is positive, otherwise it is negative. If the change of the driver af-
fects the system property adversely θd is considered a stressor, otherwise a
benefactor.

S(θ, 0θ) = ψ(θ, τ(0θ))− ψ(0θ, τ(0θ))

= (S1(θ,
0θ), . . . , SP (θ,

0θ))

= (ψ1(θ, τ(
0θ))− ψ1(

0θ, τ(0θ)), . . . , ψP (θ, τ(
0θ))− ψP (

0θ, τ(0θ)))
(4)

Marginal

The marginal sensitivities evaluate impacts on the system property from
marginal changes in a driver at a given point. It measures the impact of
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a marginal increase in exposure from this point disregarding non-linearities
in responses to larger exposure levels. This is relevant when making pol-
icy choices that are robust to random shocks 4. In the case that multiple
properties and drivers are evaluated simultaneously, the marginal form is the
jacobian of Eq. (4). The entries spd give the marginal sensitivity of property
p to a change in driver d. In the case when a single property is considered
P = 1 the Jacobian matrix collapses to a vector of partial derivatives.

s(θ, 0θ) =













∂S1(θ,
0θ)

∂ θ1
· · ·

∂S1(θ,
0θ)

∂ θD
...

. . .
...

∂SP (θ,
0θ)

∂ θ1
· · ·

∂SP (θ,
0θ)

∂ θD













(5)

spd(θ,
0θ) =

∂Sp(θ,
0θ)

∂ θd
=
∂ψp(θ, τ(

0θ))

∂ θd
(6)

3.4 Adaptation

We define adaptation as the ability of an element within a coupled ecological-
economic system to adjust to changing external drivers. Adaptation mod-
erates harm or exploits beneficial opportunities (IPCC, 2014). The system
properties (ψ) also depend on τ(θ), which corresponds to the endogenous be-
haviours in response to the drivers θ. The adaption measures how much an
optimal response to a change in the drivers can improve the system property,
compared to the outcome without an adaptation (Eq. (7)). Additionally, we
also measure the amount of change in the endogenous behaviour that is nec-
essary to achieve the optimal adaptation.

Absolute

Eq.(7) shows the difference between the system property evaluated with an
endogenous response to the drivers τ(θ), and the initial behaviour τ(0θ) with
no response. In the case of multiple behaviour variables τ(θ) is a vector.

4We follow Galloṕın (2006) who defines sensitivity as change in the transformation of
the system with respect to a change in the perturbation.
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For instance, to assess the adaptive response of a community’s well being to
climate change, ψp(θ, τ(θ)) corresponds to the system property under evalua-
tion, i.e., community’s well-being, a measure of the outcome. θ are drivers af-
fected by climate change, and τ(θ) reflects the community’s actions affecting
their well-being. τ(θ) changes in response to the drivers θ. The community’s
well-being ψ(θ) can be some measure of utility, socio-economic or financial
characteristics. The adaptive capacity is the benefit to the community of
adapting to climate change, determined as the difference in well-being in the
community before and after adaptation. ψ is evaluated at the new value of
the driver θ, and there is only change in τ . If ψ(θ, τ(θ)) is a vector of multiple
properties being evaluated aA(θ, 0θ) is a vector valued function, where each
entry corresponds to the changes in one of the properties.

aA(θ, 0θ) = ψ(θ, τ(θ))− ψ(θ, τ(0θ))

= (aA1(θ,
0θ), ...., aAP (θ,

0θ))

= (ψ1(θ, τ(θ))− ψ1(θ, τ(
0θ)), ...., ψP (θ, τ(θ))− ψP (θ, τ(

0θ))) (7)

The change in behaviour in order to adapt is the difference in τ(θ) due
to the change in θ (Eq.(8)).

cA(θ, 0θ) = τ(θ)− τ(0θ)

= (τ1(θ)− τ1(
0θ), ...., τM(θ)− τM(0θ)) (8)

Marginal

We consider three marginal measures for adaptive capacity. First, the marginal
version Eq. 7 is the Jacobian with the elements aapd(θ). The entry aapd(θ)
represents the change in the mitigation of sensitivity of the system property p
given by a change in the adaptation behaviour (τ) due to a marginal change
of the driver d (Eq. 9). Second, as the marginal adaptive capacity of Eq. (9)
is zero in the zero exposure case we also consider the second derivatives of Eq.
(7). The elements bapd(θ) present the second partial derivatives of Eq. 7. This
is the curvature of the adaptive capacity, the rate at which aapd(θ) changes
due to a marginal change in θd. Third, camd(θ) is the marginal measure of
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cA(θ,0 θ). It shows the marginal optimal change of adaptation behaviour in
τm, given a marginal increase in driver d(Eq. 12). Notice that camd(θ) mea-
sures changes in the ability of adaptation while aapd(θ) and

bapd(θ) are about
changes in the benefit of adaptation.

aapd(θ) =
∂Ap(θ,

0θ)

∂ θd

(9)

=
∂ψp(θ, τ(θ))

∂ θd
−
∂ψp(θ, τ(

0θ))

∂ θd

= vpd(θ)− spd(θ) (10)

bapd(θ) =
∂2Apd(θ,

0θ)

∂2 θ2d

=
∂2ψpd(θ, τ(θ))

∂2 θ2d
−
∂2ψpd(θ, τ(

0θ))

∂2 θ2d

=
∂vpd(θ)

∂θd
−
∂spd(θ)

∂θd
(11)

camd(θ) =
∂τm(θ)

∂ θd
(12)

For instance, to assess the adaptive capacity of a community’s well being
to climate change, ψ(θ, τ(θ)) represents a single measure of community’s well
being affected by climate change (P = 1) . Consider θ1 a measurement of
temperature and θ2 precipitation (θ = (θ1, θ2)). Let τ(θ) be the adaptive
actions that the community performs to affect their well being. Then aad(θ)
shows how the well being is affected by this change in the adaptive action
given a marginal change in the driver θd.

bad(θ) represents the change of
well being changes, due to adaptive behavioural changes with temperature
or precipitation. If ba2(θ) <

ba1(θ), then adaptive capacity builds up quicker
for temperature than for precipitation. Finally, camd(θ) shows how a marginal
change in the driver affects these adaptive actions, i.e, the optimal change
in action given by a marginal change in temperature or precipitation. If
cam2(θ) >

cam1(θ) then adaptation to precipitation requires a larger change
in behaviour with respect to action m in order to adapt to precipitation than
temperature. If there are multiple actions that can be adjusted to changing
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drivers these relationships may vary per action.

3.5 Total Impact (TI)

The Total Impact (TI) combines exposure, sensitivity, and endogenous adap-
tion. It is the overall change of the system property once exposed to the
change in drivers and endogenous adaptation occurs. TI measures changes
in drivers on the system property. It is equal to sensitivity plus adaptive
capacity. The latter is always positive. If sensitivity reduces the outcome
of the system property, adaptive capacity counteracts this effect, otherwise
enhances it.

Absolute

The system property is evaluated at the initial value of the drivers with no
adaptation ψ(0θ, τ(0θ)), and at the new values with adaptation ψ(θ, τ(θ)).
The difference between both is defined as TI (Eq. (13)).

TI(θ, 0θ) = S(θ, 0θ) + aA(τ(θ, 0θ))

= ψ(θ, τ(θ))− ψ(0θ, τ(0θ))

= (ψ1(θ, τ(θ))− ψ1(
0θ, τ(0θ)), . . . , ψP (θ, τ(θ))− ψP (

0θ, τ(0θ)))
(13)

Marginal

The marginal TI is the Jacobian of Eq. 13. The entries of the Jacobian
are defined by Eq. 14. These show the change in the system property p

with an optimal adaptation τ(θ), given a marginal increase in driver θd. The
marginal TI evaluated at the zero exposure levels of the drivers 0θ will be
equal to the marginal sensitivity, as the marginal adaptive capacity is zero
at that point.
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TIpd(θ) =
∂TIp(θ,

0θ)

∂ θd
=
∂ψp(θ, τ(θ))

∂ θd
(14)

= spd(θ) +
aapd(θ)

4 Case Study: North Sea flatfish fishery

We apply the framework to fishers’ profitability in the North Sea flatfish
fishery. The EU derives 32% of the total landings from the North Sea and
the Eastern Arctic, accounting for the highest total landed value in Europe
(STECF, 2019). Historically, the most harvested species in this region by
value are Atlantic cod, Atlantic mackerel, and Atlantic herring (ibid.). How-
ever, a variety of other species such as European plaice, Common sole, and
Common shrimp account for one third of the economic value generated in the
North Sea. Fishing pressure caused shifts in the ecosystem composition his-
torically and further shifts are expected due to climate change. This region
is identified as one of the 20 hot-spots of climate change globally (Pinnegar
et al., 2016). Quante and Colijn (2016) show projections regarding increased
sea level, ocean acidification, ocean temperature, and a decrease in primary
production. This causes migration of the species, affecting the availability of
resources to local fishing fleets, and reducing the overall ‘carrying capacity’
of the stock (Pinnegar et al., 2016).

The North Sea flatfish fishery is a multi-species fishery catching plaice,
sole, cod, and other flatfish. The economic importance of fisheries in the
North Sea led to over-fishing of some flatfish species. In this paper we focus
on European Plaice (Pleuronectes platessa) and Common Sole (Solea solea),
because they are the two principal flatfish species targeted by European
fisheries (Etherton, 2015). Sole grows up to a length of 30cm, and plaice up
to 33cm (Knijn et al., 1993). These species have endured the consequences of
climate change, over-fishing, and pollution (Engelhard et al., 2011; Gattuso
et al., 2018).

To promote the sustainability of the stock a policy was adopted regulating
Total Allowable Catches (TACs), conservation areas, and mesh size (Engel-
hard et al., 2011; European Commission, 2014; Keeken et al., 2007). TACs
are in place since 1979 mostly restricting harvest of sole, while TACs for
plaice have often been so large as to be non binding (Figure 1) (Daan, 1997).
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During the second half of the 20th century, the TACs decreased for plaice,
in line with a recommended reduction in fishery mortality (Daan, 1997). In
1989, to allow the plaice population to recover, a protected area, the ‘Plaice
Box’, is closed to trawling fisheries (an area on the Dutch and German coast).
The Spawning Stock Biomass (SSB) for plaice decreases after this measure,
attributed to a distribution shift caused by long term climate change and
an increase in discards outside of the ‘Plaice Box’ (Engelhard et al., 2011;
Keeken et al., 2007) (Figure 1). The drop in the SSB for sole since 1990 was
also caused by shifted distributions but strongly attributed to fishing pres-
sure. The high price of sole makes it the preferred targeted fish compared
to plaice (Engelhard et al., 2011), however, it is not possible to catch sole
independently of plaice. In recent years the plaice stock (SSB) has recovered
while sole shows a constant tendency (ICES, 2019a,b)

Figure 1: Spawning Stock Biomass (top), Harvests (Landings) and Total Allowable Catch (bottom) for
plaice and sole between 1957-2020.

In the last decade, the average landings (harvests) of plaice by weight are
approximately seven times larger than those of sole. However, because the
price of sole is six times that of plaice, the two species’ landings are roughly
equal in value (STECF, 2019). In this region the price is controlled by
companies in The Netherlands because it is the larger producer of European
plaice in the world (EUMOFA, 2013). The main actors in this fishery are
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The Netherlands, Denmark, UK, Belgium, France, and Germany. Despite
increases in costs net profits remain positive, except for the Belgian and
German fleets between 2010-2017 (STECF, 2019).

In this paper we focus on three main aspects affecting this fishery. First,
increasing technical measures affecting returns to effort. On 2023 the Euro-
pean commission called on members states to increase the monitoring and
data collection of fishers to reduce the impact on the sea bed by bottom
trawlers. By the end of 2024 member states are called to submit a national
plan with the specific measures directed to data collection and monitoring
programmes to improve observations and reporting of incidentally by-caught
species (EC, 2023). These measures could include the installation of cam-
eras on board or additional requirements on the fishing measurement process.
Such measures can cause less returns per unit of fishing effort in this fishery.

Second, increasing regulations regarding the coverage of Marine Protected
Areas (MPA) and Off-shore Windfarms (OWF) affecting the stock harvesting
efficiency. The objectives of the EU 2030 Biodiversity Strategy is to protect
30% of the European sea, and mobile bottom fishing in all MPA’s by 2030.
To achieve this objective the European commission calls the member states
to create new MPAs and starting to adopt national measures by the end
of March 2024. Offshore wind is also an increasing tendency, the European
Commission estimates that by 2050 30% of future global electricity demand
could be supplied by offshore wind. Both, MPAs and OWF, reduce the
fishers space available to fish and in the short term the stock available to
fish, having effects on the stock harvesting efficiency.

Third, the ageing of the fishing population present an additional pressure
on this fishery. (STECF, 2020) mentions that there is an inter-generational
deficit which represent an important threat to the sustainability of this fish-
ery. More than 60% of the fishers are between 40-65 years old and only 22%
are between 25-39 years old. In 2019 this fishery experienced a sharp de-
crease (-18%) in employment compared to 2018 (STECF, 2021). This could
be the result of adaptation to simultaneous stressors, such as stocks moving
towards another region, increasing fixed costs, shrink in active vessels, and
reduced harvesting efficiency.
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4.1 Bio-Economic model

To apply the framework to our case study we use an existing bio-economic
model (Blanz, 2019). In the context of an interconnected coupled ecological-
economic system the bio-economic model is the most parsimonious product
that incorporates the interconnections in a quantified way. We then cali-
brate the bio-economic model as it can serve as an intermediate complexity
step between a fully conceptual model example and a pure data-based sta-
tistical analysis. Our framework, however, can be also used with another
mathematical models or contexts.

In our application we modify the model described by (ibid.) to embody
the peculiarities of the North Sea flatfish fishery (See the detailed descrip-
tion of the model in Appendix A). We replace the logistic growth function,
used to model stock change, with a Ricker-recruitment type growth func-
tion (Ricker, 1975). We also introduce weighting factors for each fish species
in the household utility function to better reflect consumer preferences. A
feature of the model is the introduction of simultaneous multi-species har-
vesting, i.e., fisheries target one species but in doing so catch other species.
In our case study, the fishers behaviour is market-driven. Fishers mostly
target sole because of its higher price, but in doing so they also catch plaice
(Aarts and Poos, 2009). The model includes parameters that account for
these characteristics to resemble observations.

The bio-economic model has three elements: (i) The ecosystem com-
ponent includes harvests and the stock change, represented by the species
growth function for plaice and sole. The stock levels are the system’s state
variables. The system’s stable and non-stable steady-states depend on the
stock change which results from ecosystem growth and harvests. (ii) The har-
vesting component includes an endogenous amount of fisheries firms compris-
ing the fleets of two métiers5. The first targets plaice and the second sole with
imperfect selectivity. The harvesting function depends on effort and stock
availability. Firms maximize profits, derived from harvests, prices, variable
and fixed costs. (iii) The household component consists of a representative
household obtaining utility from fish consumption and manufactured goods.
The household maximizes utility subject to a budget restriction and thereby

5Métier refers to a combination of vessel and gear type. In this paper we use a model
with two species where the species sub-index i takes the value of 1 for plaice and 2 for sole.
Similarly the sub-index k refers to the two fleets, where k=1 refers to the fleet targeting
plaice and k=2 the fleet targeting sole.
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determines the optimal quantities demanded and willingness to pay for each
fish species.

The model assumes market-clearing, all goods produced are consumed
(Eq. A.10). In the long run a competitive market with free entry and exit,
firms compete such that prices and total costs are equal. This leads to the
zero profit assumption described in Eq. (A.5). The size of the fleets is de-
termined satisfying the zero profit assumption and the optimal effort choice
by fishing firms. There is no fishery rents since effort adjustment is much
faster than fleet adjustment, so we consider fleet fixed when investigating
effort. Another assumption of the model is that processors set prices to
take any rents irrespective of consumer demand and do not adjust prices.
This assumption is based on qualitative information of reality because Ger-
man fishers are price takers given the monopoly of the price established by
companies from The Netherlands (EUMOFA, 2013). The steady-states for
stocks of each species in an open-access scenario with quotas are determined
numerically. Our model resembles particular aspects of the North Sea flatfish
fishery mainly catching plaice and sole. The model presents an abstraction
of the multiple complexities embedded in this fishery, but still useful pro-
viding insights regarding the vulnerabilities we analyse. Although the model
includes by definition many assumptions, these are not required to apply the
framework.

4.2 Calibration of the model

We calibrate the model to time series of stocks, harvests, and prices for the
whole North Sea. For stocks and harvests, we use data on spawning stock
biomass (SSB) and landings from 1957 to 2019 provided by the International
Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES, 2019a,b). We use price data
from the European Market Observatory for Fisheries and Aquaculture Prod-
ucts (EUMOFA) database for the years from 2000 to 2020. The ecosystem
component is calibrated independently of the economic parts using the ob-
served stock growth and harvests. Within the model, harvests and consumer
demand are calculated based on the stock levels of each period. To account
for this the economic parameters of the model are calibrated to harvests and
prices of each period simultaneously. A detailed description of the calibration
method is provided in Appendix B.

Tables 1 and 2 present the calibrated and output values of the model
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Figure 2: The difference between the real data and predicted levels of stocks (top), harvests (centre),
and prices (bottom). Predicted stock levels are the result of predicted growth, given the real data in the
previous period. The shown predicted levels of harvests and prices are based on the real stock levels of
each period. Theil Inequality Coefficient: Stocks: Plaice = 0.049, Sole = 0.1507 Harvest: Plaice = 0.1506,
Sole = 0.1389 Prices: Plaice = 0.1615, Sole = 0.0516

elements in steady-sate. Figure 2 shows the output of the calibration for
SSB (stock), harvest, and prices. The predicted values for SSB resemble
the real tendency of the stocks during the last forty-five years. The harvest
predictions of plaice before the TAC was introduced are higher than the real
time-series. This is because the modelled fleet adjusts automatically to the
new levels of stocks and prices, while in reality, the enter-exit movement of
the firms occurs over a longer time frame. The predicted values of plaice show
a decreasing price from 1982 to 1986 followed by a decreasing harvest. After
the introduction of the plaice box in 1989 the plaice price increased together
with plaice harvest until the TAC becomes binding in 1995. The predicted
values of sole harvest follow the binding TAC. Since 1987 the predicted sole
price starts increasing followed by a slight increase in harvest until 1999 when
the TAC decreases again. For the last ten years, the predicted sole harvest
and prices resemble the real values. However, the predicted plaice harvest
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follows the path of the TAC because the real fishing capacity do not keep up
with the TAC and the plaice industry do not profit much from it since the
plaice price is low.

Symbol Value Description Exposure

Ecosystem drivers Absolute (Min, Max) Percentage (Min, Max)

xi

x1 = 148.589 Steady-state output for stocks of plaice and
sole in tonnes.x2 = 85.936

Harvesting drivers

ǫ 0.5
Returns to effort. A higher value of ǫ refers to less

returns per unit of effort.
0.48, 0.52 −3.09%,+4.26%

χi

χ1 = 0.308 Stock harvesting efficiency of the species i.
Represents the ability to catch a species depending

on stocks availability (catchability).

χ1 : 0.093, 0.607 χ1 : −69, 7%,+96.8%

χ2 = 0.308 χ2 : 0.230, 0.549 χ2 : −25, 2%,+78.0%

ν‡
ik

ν11 = 1.00

Métier specific harvesting efficiency (νik) of the
species i targeted with the métier k.

ν12 = 0.75

ν21 = 0.00

ν22 = 0.25

Market drivers

pi
p1 = 5.6 Market prices in (Euros/Kg) for plaice p1

and sole p2 in steady-state.p2 = 6.6

ω‡ 1
Wages. The model wage is normalized to one, and
households receive a unit to spend in either other

goods or fish.
0.65,1.37 −35%,+37%

φ 1.0 x10−8 Fixed costs of harvesting firms. Costs of owning the
harvesting vessel and equipment independent of use.

Household preferences drivers

α 6.77 x 10−5 Relative importance of fish consumption for
households.

βi

β1 = 2.69 Weight of the species i in the household
utility function.β2 = 4.14

η 1.10 Elasticity of demand for fish consumption.

σ 2.01 Substitution elasticity between plaice and sole.

Table 1: Calibration results for each parameter, and steady-state values for prices, and stocks. ‡These
parameters are not included in the calibration and are taken from the theoretical results in Blanz (2019).

Symbol Value Description

Steady state values

ni
n1 = 383,
n2 = 2315

Optimal number of firms for each species.

hik

h11 = 13.752,
h12 = 62.317,
h21 = 0.00,
h22 = 17.545

Optimal harvests (hik) of species i per metiér k in tonnes. The fleet targeting plaice
(k = 1), only catches plaice.

e∗
k

e1 = 1.0x10−8,
e2 = 1.0x10−8

Optimal effort in steady-state for the metiér k. This is the effort that results from
the zero profit condition and profit maximization(Eq. A.13).

Scaling parameters

κ 533.459, 8
Scaling parameter for stocks. The real values of SSB and landings were divided by

this parameter to scale to model values.

wScale 10.052.180x106
Scaling parameter for the income of the economy. This value correspond to the

whole economy GDP of the North Sea countries for the year 2015.

Table 2: Calibration results for steady-state values of firms, harvests and effort. κ and wScale are used
to scale the real data to model values.
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4.3 Application of the analytical framework to the bio-economic
model

The framework presented above enables us to find the adaptations of many
system properties to many drivers. Hence, the main question to answer before
proceeding with the case study is the adaptation of what to what?. We select
fishers’ economic viability to answer the first “what” as the most critical
aspect in this sector (Schuhbauer and Sumaila, 2016). For the second “what”
we assess drivers derived from changes in policies affecting the harvesting
process (θ). After identifying the best adaptation of fisher’s profits drivers
considered we identify the effect of this adaptation on the quantities produced
and the utility in the economy.

In our application, we replace ψ(θ) by π(θ), which corresponds to the fish-
ers’ profits. There are two fishers’ métiers (k ∈ {1, 2}) that fish two species
(i ∈ {1, 2}). We evaluate profits of two metiers, hence π(θ) = (π1(θ), π2(θ)).
Profits are a function of the set of drivers (θ) and depend on harvests (hik)
of species i with métier k, prices (pi) of species i, effort (ek) of the métier
k, wages (ω), and fixed costs (φ) (Eq. 15). We analyse profits before the
‘zero profit condition’ holds to allow profits to deviate from zero (Eq. A.5).
We investigate the short term effects on individual fishing companies. Mar-
ket forces will drive profits to zero by entries and exits of firms in the long
term. Our analysis precedes these adjustments. I.e., if profits are likely to
decrease/increase due to changes in a driver, this forms the incentives for
firms to enter or exit the market in the longer term. In our case study we
replace the adaptation mechanism τ ∗m(θ) by effort e∗∗k (θ) 6. This effort is the
best adaptation a fisher can achieve to maximize fishers profits, before the
zero profit condition holds. The modelled fisher adapts to changed conditions
by modifying fishing effort (Eq. 17). We name (e∗∗k ) the adaptive effort to
distinguish from the equilibrium effort (e∗k(θ)) which is derived once the zero
profit condition holds (Eq. A.13).

πk(θ) =

ī
∑

i=1

hik(e
∗∗
k , xi)pi − ωe∗∗k − φ (15)

6In our application we evaluate two properties K = 2 and use two adaptation be-
haviours for each property that correspond to the effort of each métier (M = 2). Because
each property corresponds to an adaptation behaviour we use the same index k for both.
Our framework allows multiple adaptation mechanisms for one system property, but in
this application we use only one.
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In Eq. 15 harvest (hik) and adaptive effort (e∗∗k ) are defined in Eq. (16, 17)
where xi is the available stock, νik is the métier harvesting efficiency, χi the
stock harvesting efficiency, and ǫ the returns to effort.

hik(e
∗∗
k , xi) = νik(e

∗∗
k )ǫxχi

i (16)

e∗∗k (θ) =

(

ǫ

ω

ī
∑

i=1

νikx
χi

i pi)

)

1
1−ǫ

(17)

4.3.1 Drivers

We evaluate three drivers according to the factors that we consider to be the
most critical in this fishery. First, we evaluate returns to effort (ǫ). We argue
that regulations changing the monitoring of fishing and requirements on data
collection, as mentioned in section 4, affect the returns to effort by changing
fishers’ working conditions. Second, we assess changes in stock harvesting
efficiency for each species (χi). χi is affected by regulations changing the
space available to fish such as, MPAs and OWF. In the short term fishers
experience less available fish affected by the harvesting efficiency. Third, we
assess changes in wages (ω). This fishery is ageing representing a threat to its
sustainability, we identify the effect of changes in wages on the optimal adap-
tation through effort. We consider that an increase in wages could attract
the new generations such that it can keep the fishery active.

4.3.2 Exposures

Exposure is defined as changes in values for each element of θ (Eq. 3). The
magnitude of exposure for each driver is based on historical variations of
harvests, stocks, prices, wages, and fixed costs observed in the data. We use
the harvest variations to identify the exposure limits for the métier harvesting
efficiency (νik), returns to effort (ǫ), and stock harvesting efficiency (χi).
Using Eq. (16) we obtain the maximum and minimum intervals of each
driver that result in the same harvesting range. Exposure levels of stocks
(xi), prices (pi), wages (ω) and fixed costs (φ) are taken from maximum
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variations in the data 7. We use the values of the North Sea countries with
the maximum deviations as a reference for exposures. For the household
drivers (σ, α, βi, and η), the boundaries match the upper and lower bounds
reflected in the harvest intervals using Eq. (19). The selected exposures for
each driver are described in the last column of Table 1. They are interpreted
relative to the steady-state values, i.e., the status-quo of the system from
which the vulnerabilities are analysed.

4.3.3 Sensitivities

We characterize the sensitivities of fishers’ profits to drivers from the ecolog-
ical, harvesting, market, and household components (Table 1). Sensitivities
are described using Eq. (4). We analyse individual sensitivities of profits
for each driver, holding other drivers constant. An example of the abso-
lute sensitivity of profits to changes in stock harvesting efficiency (χi) is Eq.
((18)). χi is the new level of exposure and 0χi the original value, keeping
stock and prices constant at steady-state levels. We apply the same exercise
for ecosystem, harvesting, and market drivers. For stock changes (xi) prices
are constant, and for changes in prices (pi), stock is constant.

Sk(θ,
0θ) = πk(θ, e

∗∗
k (0θ))− πk(

0θ, e∗∗k (0θ)) (18)

θ = (0, . . . , χi, . . . , 0)
0θ = (0, . . . ,0 χi, . . . , 0)

We use Eq. (B.1) to find the sensitivities of profits to household drivers.
This equation is derived from the household optimization procedure and rep-
resents the demand for one good given the consumption of the other. Profits
are affected by household drivers through the demand side, i.e., changes in
these drivers affect the quantity demanded, then the effort is adjusted to this
new quantity and later profits change. In our analysis the market clearing
condition holds, i.e., harvest is equal to the demanded quantities (Eq. A.10).
The optimal prices (pi) and demand (q−i) at steady-state are held constant

7The sample of maximum and minimum variations are within the 95% of confidence
intervals.
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for the analysis not to muddle effects. We use Eq. (19) to derive sensitivities
from the household component.

H2 = q2 =

(

(

p1

αβ1
(β1q1)

1
σ

)
η(σ−1)
η−σ

− (β1q1)
σ−1
σ

)

σ
σ−1

(β2)
−1 (19)

The sensitivities of profits for the métier k to a marginal change in the
driver d are defined by Eq. (20). Profits are evaluated with the adaptive
effort (e∗∗k ) embedded, not the equilibrium effort (e∗k), hence this derivative
is different than zero.

skd(θ) =
∂πk(θ, e

∗∗
k (0θ))

∂θd
(20)

4.3.4 Adaption

We determine the adaptation by evaluating the difference in profits in two
cases. We elicit profits when fishers first experience the change in the driver
πk(θ, e

∗∗
k (0θ)), without yet modifying their effort. Then, we identify profits

after adaptation πk(θ, e
∗∗
k (θ)), once the effort is adjusted to the new level of

the driver e∗∗k (θ). The difference in profits between these two values yields
the absolute benefit of adaptation per métier k for each driver (θd). We as-
sess individual adaptive capacities for each driver θd holding others constant
following the same procedure as with the sensitivities.

aAk(θ,
0θ) = πk(θ, e

∗∗
k (θ))− πk(θ, e

∗∗
k (0θ)) (21)

The marginal benefit of adaptation for fishers’ profits using the adaptation
effort with métier k to the driver d are in Eq. (22. 23). Eq. (21) shows the
optimal change in adaptive behaviour due to a change in the driver. Eq.
(21,22) evaluated at steady state (0θ) are zero. In our framework adaptation
is always positive, i.e., it is increasing with any deviation from zero exposure,
consequently the derivative is zero at this point.
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aakd(θ) =
Ak(θ,

0θ)

∂ θd
(22)

bakd(θ) =
∂2Ak(θ,

0θ)

∂2 θ2d
(23)

cakd(θ) =
∂e∗∗k (θ)

∂ θd
(24)

4.3.5 Total Impacts

We use Eq. 13 to derive the TIs of profits to multiple drivers. TIs are
determined as the overall difference in profits at the initial level of the driver
(0θd) and at the new level (θd). Profits at the initial level of the driver and
without adaptation yield: πk(

0θd, e
∗∗
k (0θd)). Profits at the new level of the

driver and with adaptation included yield: πk(θd, e
∗∗
k (θd)). We assess the TI

using Eq. (25), for each driver independently.

TIk(θ,
0θ) = πk(θ, e

∗∗
k (θ))− πk(

0θ, e∗∗k (0θ)) (25)

The marginal TIs contemplate the derivative of profits once there is an
optimal adaptation to the change in the driver (Eq. 26).

TIkd(θd) =
∂TIk(θ,

0θ)

∂ θd
(26)

After identifying how fishers adapt to maximize profits we identify the
effect of this adaptation on the fish quantities available in the market and
the utility of the economy.
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5 Results

In our case study we investigated the sensitivity, adaption, and total impact
(TI) of fishing profits, utility and quantities to changes in four drivers. The
TIs, adaptations, and sensitivities of profits to drivers are presented in fig-
ure 3 for wages (ω) an returns to effort (ǫ). The figures corresponding to
the harvesting efficiency (χi) are in the appendix A.2. The horizontal axes
represent the magnitude of exposure for each driver (θd) within the levels
established in Table 1. The change on the vertical axes is calculated relative
to steady-state. We perform the analysis from the steady-state to facilitate
interpretation, however, within framework any other reference can be used.
Profits are scaled relative to the household income (ω). As exposures are rela-
tive to the starting value, the initial level of exposure, adaptation, sensitivity,
and TI is zero.

The first row of figure 3 shows the impact of wages on profits of the
métier 1, quantities and utility. The sensitivity shows that increasing wages
increases the costs and hence diminishes profits. Fishers adapt by decreasing
their effort to reduce costs and counteract the effect of sensitivity. The
total impact shows the impact of wages in profits once fishers adapt. The
quantities do not change with wages (16) when the change in the driver is
experienced. When fishers adapt the quantities change with effort. The
prices show the willingness to pay of household given the quantities available
in the market following equation A.19.

”The figure in the first row labeled ’d.’ in 3 displays the changes in
utility. The immediate shock of wages affects utility linearly (see equations
A.17 and A.9). Once fishers adapt through effort, the quantities available in
the market change. However, this change has a low effect on utility compared
to the sensitivity. The small plot on the utility graph illustrates the effect of
fishers’ adaptation on changes in utility. An increase in wages decreases the
quantity available in the market, and hence utility decreases. A decrease in
wages increases the effort and, consequently, the quantities available in the
market. The reduction in wages leaves households with less money available
to buy fish or the numeraire good. When wages decrease more than 20%,
households are supposed to buy the new quantities offered; however, when
buying more than demanded, their utility decreases.

In our analysis, we only focus on adaptation through effort, keeping all
other variables constant; i.e., households consume the new quantities offered
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by the fishers without household adaptation. The dotted line shows the
changes in utility once households adapt to the new quantities of fish, a case
in which they reduce fish consumption, increasing utility. Overall, adaptation
increases fishers’ profits; however, the effect of adaptation on utility is almost
null. Increasing wages increases utility, so that households mainly increase
their consumption of the numeraire good. This is due to the low level of
preferences for fish consumption (α).

Figure 3: Changes in profits, quantities, prices and utility due to changes in wages.

The second row of figure 3 presents the changes in profits, quantities,
prices, and utility due to a change in returns to effort (ǫ). A policy reducing
harvesting efficiency corresponds to an increase in ǫ. A higher ǫ decreases
effort, followed by a reduction in the harvest, i.e., the quantities available in
the market. It causes an increase in prices and decreases utility. To adapt,
fishers reduce effort, which reduces their costs, counteracting the sensitivity
and increasing profits. Note that the effect of adaptation on profits is al-
ways positive. The reduction in effort due to the increase in ǫ reduces fish
quantities, increasing prices and decreasing utility.

A decrease in ǫ increases effort, effective effort (eǫ) and hence harvest (see
Figure 4). Figure 3.d at the second row shows that utility increases for a
decrease in epsilon. However, when there is a large decrease in ǫ the util-
ity decreases. This is because in this setting ǫ changes ceteris paribus, i.e,
households consume all produced by the market. The increase in quantities
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Figure 4: Changes in effort, harvest, profits and utility for initial, higher and lower values of ǫ

produced by the fishers reach a point where households consume more quan-
tities than what they demand and utility is reduced. The dashed lines show
the changes in utility when households adapt to the new quantities offered
by the market and the total impact after this adaptation. Lastly, changes in
the availability of stocks modify χi. A higher χ shows a lower availability of
stocks for fishers. The analysis for χi resembles the reasoning of ǫ (see fig.
A.2.d).

Figure 5 shows the comparison of the effect of the considered drivers
on quantities and utility for the extremes of the established exposure. The
horizontal axis displays the minimum and maximum vertical values of profits
presented in figure 3. ’Adapt+’ represents the effect of adaptation on changes
in profits when exposure increases, and ’Adapt-’ when exposure decreases.
The symbols represent the maximum and minimum values of each driver.
Dotted lines represent the adaptation and total impacts in cases of household
adaptation (Hs). Absolute changes in profits are presented in A.3.

The driver with the largest impact on quantities and utility is returns to
effort. For changes in ǫ adaptation has a high effect on counteracting the sen-
sitivity, and the effect in utility is low, specifically when it decreases. Changes
in χ1 mostly affects the quantities of plaice and χ2 the sole quantities. χ1

affects more the quantities of sole offered than χ2 affecting the quantities of
plaice. Decrease in wages have a higher impact in the quantities of plaice
than sole. This is mainly because in steady state sole is restricted by quota
and plaice is not. Wages have the highest impact in the utility as shown in
38.

Figure 6 shows the marginal changes in adaption, sensitivities and total

8The effect of wages in utility is not presented in figure 5 to maintain proportions.
However figure 3 shows the total impact on utility.

28



Figure 5: Absolute changes in quantities and utility due to changes in drivers.

impacts for quantities and utility given changes in drivers. They are the
result of the equation 9 for quantities and utility with the drivers considered.
Marginal increases in ǫ decreases the quantities of plaice more than sole, this
is because in steady state the quantities harvested of plaice are more than
four times those harvested for sole (The metier harvesting efficiency is higher
for sole than plaice, see table 2). Marginal changes in the stock harvesting
efficiency affect quantities of plaice more than sole. Changes in quantities
due to marginal increase in wages (ω) only changes through effort, hence the
sensitivity is zero.

Utility is mostly affected by marginal increases in wages. The marginal
adaptation of fishers’ effort to wages affects quantities more than utility.
Marginal changes in χ2 affect the sensitivity of utility to a higher proportion
than changes in χ1. This is because households value sole more than plaice
(the elasticity of substitution (σ) between plaice and sole is 2). When fishers
adjust the effort to a marginal increase in χi, the effort is reduced because
there is less available fish to harvest. Hence, the marginal quantities are
reduced, leading to a decrease in marginal utility.

The marginal adaptations aakd(θ) in steady state 0θ are zero for all drivers
(See Fig. 3. Hence, we present cakd(θ) in figure 7. cakd(θ) shows the change
in adaptive effort given by a marginal change in the driver (Eq. 24). The
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Figure 6: Marginal changes in quantities and utility due to a change in drivers.

adaptive effort is mostly affected by returns to effort (ǫ) followed by stock
harvesting efficiency (χ1) and wages (ω).

The absolute and marginal measures of total impacts complement each
other. Absolute values depend on the level of exposure and evaluate adap-
tation and effects on profits regarding abrupt changes in drivers. Marginal
measures show the effect of marginal changes in drivers and are indepen-
dent of the level of exposure. This is useful when the level of exposure is
uncertain. The marginal measures correspond to the slope of the respective
absolute measures. Marginals also provide an overview of trade-offs among
drivers’ effects on profits and adaptations.
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Figure 7: Marginal adaptive effort for the drivers considered in Metier 1 and 2.

Using the dynamics of the bio-economic model, we identify the new steady
states for changes in the considered drivers. Table 3 shows the new interior
steady states for changes in wages (ω), returns to effort (ǫ), and stock har-
vesting efficiency (χi). We find the interior steady states for the upper and
lower values presented in Table 1. The first row shows the values of stock,
quantities, prices, and utility for the initial analysis in steady state.

The lower bound of wages correspond to a decrease of 4% of the initial
value. This is a bifurcation point such that for lower values of ω there is
no interior steady state. Decreases in wages reduce the fishing costs and
increase the quantities harvested of plaice; this reduce prices and overall
decreases utility. Further reduction in wages causes a collapse of the fishery.
The reduced costs of fishing creates incentives to explode the plaice fishery
because quotas are not binding for this species. Increases in wages has the
highest increase in utility overall drivers in the long term.

The lower boundary of returns to effort also presents a bifurcation. The
decrease in ǫ presented in Table 3 corresponds to 1% of the initial value, and
with lower values, there is no interior steady state. An increase in ǫ in the
long run increases the harvest of plaice and leaves the fishery with only the
metier 2. Changes in χi resemble similar dynamics to ǫ. Cases in which χ2

increases also leave the fishery practicing only the metier 2.
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Stocks Quantities Prices Fleet Size

Driver Plaice Sole Plaice Sole Plaice Sole Métier1 Métier2

Initial 586,709 85,937 132,122 17,545 3.67 6.63 674 2315
Tonnes Tonnes Tonnes Tonnes Eur/Kg Eur/Kg

Wages-Low 95% 100% 100.4% 100% 99.70% 97.98% 106% 98%

Wages-Up 135% 100% 91.9% 100% 106.76% 117.05% 49% 117%

ǫLw 43% 100% 80.5% 100% 118.26% 91.19% 107% 92%

ǫUp 159% 100% 83.1% 100% 114.58% 195.56% 0% 142%

χ1-Lw 108% 100% 98.9% 100% 100.84% 71.33% 173% 71%

χ1-Up 110% 100% 98.5% 100% 101.16% 100.00% 99% 100%

χ2-Lw 25% 100% 57.6% 100% 152.74% 86.78% 91% 87%

χ2-Up 80% 100% 99.6% 100% 98.58% 184.11% 0% 148%

Table 3: Steady states values of stocks, quantities and prices for changes in the drivers considered. The
values are relative to the initial steady state.

6 Discussion

Some studies assess adaptive capacities of a whole socio-ecological system
(SES) (Carpenter and Brock, 2008; Cottrell et al., 2020), and others of a
social community embedded in the SES (Cabral et al., 2015; Chen et al.,
2020; Cinner et al., 2013). When assessing adaptive capacities in most cases
the unit of analysis is unclear, i.e., “the adaptive capacity of what to what?”
(Whitney et al., 2017). Our framework answers this question for multi-
ple drivers. We develop a framework that can distinguish various types of
adaptation and the degree to which the adaptation counteracts/enhances the
impacts of drivers on the system property. The application of this framework
to a bio-economic model calibrated to the flatfish German North Sea fishery
served as proof of concept to exemplify the use of it. The analysis of the case
study demonstrates that the degree of mitigation or enhancement of harmful
or beneficial impacts on the system property is driver-dependent. We specifi-
cally focus our analysis on fishers’ adaptation through effort, illustrating how
this adaptation increases profits. We also present the effects of adaptation
on quantities and utility within the economy.

Our adaptive effort measure represents the full-time equivalent (FTE)
units necessary to perform the fishing activity. It gives an indication of
employment changes that this adaptation would cause. With our framework,
we distinguish the level of adaptation to different drivers, focusing on returns
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to effort, wages and stock harvesting efficiency.We identify the magnitude of
optimal adaptation by fishers to these drivers and its impact on quantities
and utility..

In the short term we show that quantities are mostly affected by abso-
lute and marginal changes in returns to effort, followed by stock harvesting
efficiency and wages. Regulations aimed at controlling fishing activities have
a more substantial impact on quantities compared to regulations directed at
changing stock harvesting efficiency. Monitoring or increasing requirements
on reporting the fishing activity have higher decrease in marginal quantities
than marginal changes in stock harvesting efficiency. Changes in the latter
results from increasing coverage of MPAs (Russi et al., 2016), the current de-
velopment of off-shore wind farms (Stelzenmüller et al., 2020). These aspects
increase the time at sea, making the fishing process less efficient. In absolute
terms the effect of fishers adaptation on quantities and utility depends on
the level of exposures considered. Larger reductions of the available space to
fish can have differentiate effects than changes in fishing monitoring.

Our analysis show that in the long term policies decreasing the available
space to fish (increasing χi) could cause the lost of firms targeting plaice
(metier 1). Yet, this is the result of our model assuming free entry-exit of
firms, however, in reality fishers are constrained by higher costs of new vessels
and investments. These costs are strongly influenced by vessel size and age
(Lam et al., 2011). The increasing regulations hence could cause a decrease
in the number of fishing firms. Further research including restrictions in the
fleet size in the model can lead to a better understanding of the system once
it is expose to changes in drivers.

The application of our framework also contributes to distinguish effects of
drivers on multiple system properties. We evaluate the impacts of changing
adaptation to drivers, on quantities and utility in the system. Our findings
reveal that adaptation to wages has the lowest effect on utility but a higher
level in absolute and marginal quantities. A marginal increase in wages causes
a reduction in adaptive effort for almost the same proportion as an increase in
stock harvesting efficiency (see Fig 7). This reduction in effort lowers costs,
leading to an increase in quantities. These results demonstrate that changes
in effort due to a marginal decrease in the space available to fish (increasing
χi) could be offset by a marginal increase in wages. This perspective provides
policymakers with insights into trade-offs among policies, allowing for the
consideration of further reductions in effort (Full-Time Equivalent) without
generating harmful effects on employment in the sector..
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Our framework operationalizes the concept of Ionescu et al. (2009) by
eliciting the magnitude of the optimal adaptation that can mitigate or en-
hance harmful/beneficial impacts in an ecological-economic system. In our
case study, we show how for some drivers the optimal adaptation consists
in increasing effort and for others to decrease it. This contrasts with the
general measures of adaptive capacity that only evaluate adaptation to one
driver. Thiault et al. (2019a) mention that adaptation strategies aimed to
reduce the total impact to one driver may influence impacts on others.

The design of our framework allows us to distinguish adaptations to
changes in drivers that cause harm or benefit to a system. In this study
we exemplify this by evaluating the impacts of changes in drivers from an
steady state in positive and negative directions. This distinction is impor-
tant because the adaptations and impacts on the system can vary according
to the direction of the effect. For instance, in our case study we show that
the magnitude of change in profits when wages decrease is higher than the
magnitude of change for an increase in wages, i.e, adaptation is higher for a
decrease in wages than for an increase. It is relevant to identify these mech-
anisms because positive impacts caused by a driver can mitigate the harmful
impacts of others. Galloṕın (2006) also mentions that disturbances in a sys-
tem can also cause beneficial transformations which need to be addresses in
order to have a improved measure of vulnerability.

7 Limitations

We develop a framework that allow us to assess and disentangle adaptations,
sensitivities and total impacts of multiple drives on a coupled ecological-
economic system. We use a bio-economic model to apply this framework
because it is the minimum viable product that incorporates the key intercon-
nectedness among economic and ecological sub-systems. In the application
of the bio-economic model there are some assumptions inherent to these type
of models, however, they are not required to apply the framework. The as-
sumptions of the bio-economic model have an effect on the implications and
results of the application.

Although our model is a oversimplification of the multiple dynamics em-
bedded in this fishery, still provides an understanding of the underlying mech-
anisms of adaptation affecting quantities and utility. Due to the stylish na-
ture of the model and the complexity of the reality, it limits the results. In
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this sense this results are also stylized.

8 Conclusion

In the multidisciplinary field of adaptation and adaptive capacity, various
definitions and concepts exist, contributing to confusion and imprecise policy
advice. We have developed a framework that aims to clarify and disentangle
sensitivity, total impacts, and adaptation through mathematical modeling.
Our framework enables the assessment of adaptations to multiple drivers
affecting a system property, facilitating the distinction between the benefits
and harms of these drivers on the coupled ecological-economic system.

As a proof of concept we apply our framework to a calibrated bio-economic
model of the North Sea flatfish fishery. We investigate the adaptations of
fisheries profits to multiple drivers and elicit the optimal adaptation effect in
quantities and utility. Among the three drivers evaluated, we identify those
that fishers can adapt the best through effort. We find that adaptation to
marginal changes in returns to effort generate higher changes in quantities
than marginal changes in stock harvesting efficiency. Moreover, changes in
effort due to marginal changes in wages have a low impact on utility and a
high impact in quantities. The fact that our framework allows us the com-
parison of adaptation impacts among multiple drivers serves as a departure
point to identify trade-offs or counteracting effects among policies.

Our results exemplify the extent to which various drivers harm or en-
hance well-being in this fishery and to what extent the fishery can mitigate
these effects endogenously. This framework can be applied to other fisheries
regions and be used with different bio-economic models. We consider that
the generality of the definitions makes the application of our framework easy
to implement.
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A APPENDIX

Model Description

We present a bio-economic model based on Blanz (2019). It provides us
with tools to understand the North Sea fishery complexity. We add to this
bio-economic model two main components. First, a variable that accounts
for the weight of each species in the household’ utility function (βi). Second,
the logistic growth function was replaced by the Ricker-recruitment function
that, to our knowledge and data, provides a better fit to the stock growth
for plaice and sole in the North Sea.

Figure A.1 shows the components of the model. An ecosystem compo-
nent describing the current state and dynamics, harvesting firms maximizing
profits, and consumers maximizing contemporaneous utility. The market be-
tween the harvesting firms and households allows to sale harvested ecosystem
stocks to consumers. The prices on this market and corresponding harvested
quantities are determined endogenously. A second labor market allows firms
to employ the labor provided by households in the harvesting or manufac-
turing of a numeraire commodity. Hence, it provides income to households
to pay for the fish and other products consumed.

Figure A.1: Components of the bio-economic model and their interactions
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Ecosystem Properties

This sub-system is composed of ī species. Stocks are denoted by x with
indexes for species i ∈ I, where I is the set of all species I = [1, i] ∩ Z.
Species are assumed to grow each period t due to intrinsic growth git and
are diminished by harvests Hit. This change in stocks is modeled by differ-
ential equations, determining the dynamics of the model. This is the only
component of the model that account for time dependency.

ẋit = git(xt)−Hit (A.1)

In equation A.1 git is the biomass growth function represented by the
Ricker-recruitment growth A.2. It depends on the entire vector of stocks, and
the parameters ai and bi. ‘ai’ is density independent parameter proportional
to fecundity and ‘bi’ is a density-dependent parameter. If density-dependence
in the stock-recruitment (growth) relationship does not exist, then b = 0.

gi(x) = ai(xi)e
−bixi (A.2)

Harvesting Properties:

Once the stock for each period is assessed, fisheries make their harvest
choices based on the stock available xi. The harvest component includes k̄
mètiers, which encompasses all that is necessary for the fisher to harvest and
is not dependent on the effort i.e. all upfront investments that are necessary
to start operating.

Métiers are indexed by k ∈ K, where K is the set of all mètiers K =
[1, k] ∩ Z. Each métier has a target species, but may also catch other
species, as by-catch. While individual firms may not change their métier,
the economy-wide fleet size for each métier is dynamic. The change of gear
in use occurs through the market entry and exit of firms performing different
métier. where ī = k̄.

Total harvest in the economy Hi of species i is determined by the number
of firms nk practicing métier k and the sum of the harvested quantity by each
firm hik targeting the species i with métier k.
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Hi =
k̄
∑

k=1

nkhik(ek, xi) (A.3)

The harvest per firm is defined following the generalized Gordon–Schaefer
production function (Clark, 1990). Using the métier k the fisher can target
the species i, but can also harvest other species. The fisher can not control
the fish species that she catches. Therefore, the total amount of harvest Hi

depends on the effort ek practicing all the mètiers k capable of catching that
species (k ∈ K|νik > 0). The effort experiences diminishing returns to effort
ǫ and is determined under the assumption of perfect markets for harvesting
goods and labor. The gear effect is governed by the gear matrix νik. The
elements of νik specify the catchability for each species i by mètier k. Species
abundance influences the harvest returns per effort through the harvestability
function χi(xi). It captures changes in harvest yield due to changing stocks.
Less abundant species are more difficult to catch compared to species with
high stock levels χi(xi) = x

χi

i . In the following χi(xi) will be abbreviated
as χi. It specifies a square matrix containing the χi along the diagonal and
zeros off the diagonal.

hik(ek, xi) = νike
ǫ
kχ(xi) (A.4)

The profits of each firm are defined as the difference between income and
costs. The income is derived from the quantity of fish harvested hik times
the price of the species i, pi. Costs include wages ω times the effort ek,
which is measured in units of labor, keeping the structure given by Quaas
and Requate (2013). Fixed costs φk are defined per mètier k and represent
fees for entering the markets, fixed price for quotas or also initial capital. In
order to maximize profits each firm takes stock levels xi, prices pi and wages
ω as given to define their effort ek.

max
ek

πk =
ī
∑

i=1

hik(ek, xi)pi − ωek − φk (A.5)

The maximization of these profits and the assumption of perfect markets
leads the firms’ profits to zero. Under an open-access scenario it derives
to the optimal effort level, given by (A.13). Then, the firms’ mètier specific
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equilibrium harvest is obtained from replacing e∗k in the harvesting production
function:

hik(xi) = νike
∗ǫ
k χ(xi) (A.6)

Household Properties:

The household preferences involve the fish’ consumers who have prefer-
ences for fish Q, and a numeraire commodity y. The utility is described by
the function:

U(Q, y) =

{

y + α η
η−1

Q
η−1
η for η 6= 1.

y + α lnQ for η = 1.
(A.7)

The parameter η indicates the constant demand elasticity of fish, α ≥
0 characterize the importance of fish consumption in overall consumption.
Regarding the preferences over the fish species, they are modeled using a
Dixit-Stiglitz utility function (Dixit and Stiglitz, 1977).

Q = Q(q) =

(

ī
∑

i=1

(βiqi)
σ−1
σ

)

σ
σ−1

(A.8)

In equation A.8, qi corresponds to the quantity of the fish species i con-
sumed by the household. βi represents the weight of each species in the utility
function. This allows us to account for differences in demand quantity for
a specific type of fish species. σ > 0 measures the elasticity of substituting
between consumption levels of different species. Hence, perfect substitution
is achieved when σ tends to infinity (σ → ∞), and lower values illustrate the
limited substitutability of fish species in consumption.

The households maximize their utility subject to the budget constrain.
They allocate their wages ω received from providing labor to the fisheries and
manufactured sector. The first part of ω is spent in a manufactured good y,
which price is normalized to one. A second part is spent in fish, with the
amount consumed qi given the weight of each species in the utility function
βi and the price per species pi.
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ω = y +
ī
∑

i=1

(βiqi)pi (A.9)

To keep the analysis tractable, no savings or other capital accumulation
is possible in the model. Additionally, Further to what is presented in Quaas
and Requate (2013) and following Blanz (2019), household demand presents
an additional restriction called the market-clearing condition. It states that
whatever is harvested will be consumed for each species, such that the number
of firms are non-negative nk ≥ 0

qi = Hi =

k̄
∑

k=1

nkhik(xi) (A.10)

Firm Optimization Problem

The firms maximize their profit and therefore find their optimal effort,
resulting in the first order condition, from (A.5):

δπk

δek
= ǫ

(

ī
∑

i=1

νikχ(xi)pi

)

eǫ−1
k − ω = 0 (A.11)

e∗∗k =

(

ǫ

ω

ī
∑

i=1

νikx
χi

i pi)

)

1
1−ǫ

(A.12)

Given the assumption of perfect markets in the model, the market pres-
sure on each firm drives profits to zero, what leads into the zero profit con-
dition πk = 0. Replacing (A.12) in the zero profit condition, we have:

e∗k =
φk

ω

ǫ

(1− ǫ)
(A.13)

This zero profit condition also allows to derive the prices. For this purpose
the assumption of ī = 2 and k̄ = 2 holds, so that a theoretical solution can
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be determined. The specific step by step can be found in the appendix of
Blanz (2019).

Hence, we have:

pbk = φk

(

1 +
ǫ

1− ǫ

)(

φk

ω

ǫ

1− ǫ

)−ǫ

(A.14)

p∗1 = (χ1)
−1(ν11ν22 − ν12ν21)

−1(ν22
pb1 − ν21

pb2) (A.15)

p∗2 = (χ2)
−1(ν11ν22 − ν12ν21)

−1(ν11
pb2 − ν12

pb1) (A.16)

Household Optimization Problem

The households maximize their utility and choose their quantities Q, and
y.

max
Q,y

U(Q, y) s.t. ω = y +

ī
∑

i=1

(βiqi)pi (A.17)

Solving this maximization problem, lead us to the quantities q∗i demanded
by consumers, and p∗i willingness to pay for the fish. This function relates
the amount of each species demanded (and consumed) to the prices of all
available species.

q∗i = αηp−σ
i βσ−1

i

(

ī
∑

i′

(piβi)
1−σ

)

σ−η
1−σ

(A.18)

p∗i = αβi(βiqi)
−1
σ Q

η−σ
ησ (A.19)

From this optimization procedure we derive an equation that describes
the demanded quantity of one species in terms of the consumption given by
the other. From the first order condition we have:
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q2 =

(

(

p1

αβ1
(β1q1)

1
σ

)
η(σ−1)
η−σ

− (β1q1)
σ−1
σ

)

σ
σ−1

(β2)
−1 (A.20)

The fishers maximization of profits and the utilities from the household,
allows us to find the optimal number of firms practicing each mètier k (Eq.
A.21, A.22). The assumption of ī = 2 and k̄ = 2, holds in order to find a
mathematical expression that can be generalized. With these components
the model is described.

n∗
1(q(p)) =

ν22χ2q1(p)− ν12χ1q2(p)

e∗ǫ1 χ1χ2(ν11ν22 − ν12ν21)
(A.21)

n∗
2(q(p)) =

ν11χ1q2(p)− ν12χ2q1(p)

e∗ǫ2 χ1χ2(ν11ν22 − ν12ν21)
(A.22)

B APPENDIX

Model Calibration

We calibrate stocks, harvests, and prices for the whole North Sea, using
the data provided by the International Council for the Exploration of the
Sea (ICES) regarding landings (harvests) and stocks (SSB)(ICES, 2019a,b).
Prices are calibrated using data from the EUMOFA (European Market Ob-
servatory for Fisheries and Aquaculture Products) database. The calibration
involves the following steps:

1. Ecosystem component : The function describing the stock growth is cal-
ibrated using data of SSB for plaice and sole from the years 1957 to
2019 (ICES, 2019a,b). The data are transformed to a scale of the model
through a scale parameter (κ) that represents the Maximum Sustain-
able Yield (MSY). The initial values of the parameters ‘a’ and ‘b’ of the
Ricker-recruitment function are found by linearizing the function and
fitting a linear model to the observed data (Equation.A.2), using the
FSA (Simple Fisheries Stock Assessment Methods) library in R. Then,
a nonlinear least squares model based on those values of ‘a’ and ‘b’ is
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estimated. The fit between the model estimates and the real growth
data is shown in figure 1.

2. Household and Harvesting Components : We calibrate household pa-
rameters using data prices for the years 2001-2020. We transform this
prices to be relative to income to fit the scale of the model. We use
the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of the North Sea Countries as a
proxy for the income used the model. Prices and GDP are adjusted for
inflation to 2015 constant prices. To calibrate harvesting parameters,
we use the same data as in the step one, combined with harvest data re-
ported in landings for the whole North Sea by ICES (2021a,b)9. Using
this data and the parameters already found in step one we construct
an objective function to minimize the error between the predicted val-
ues of harvests and prices, and the real data (Equation B.1). We use
the existing implementation of the nlminb procedure in R to minimize
these errors (ζ) (Nash et al., 2019)(Equation. 16, A.19).

To find the initial values of our final calibration procedure we use re-
sults of previous trials. During our calibration procedure we imple-
ment different trials to minimize the objective function. Using differ-
ent weighted values, including more or less parameters or changing the
time lapse for the calibration. The result of these trials gives many
possible values for each parameter. Use choose the maximum and min-
imum values of each parameter and construct a matrix of 519 possible
combinations that we use as initial values for our final calibration.

Finally, we find the best fitting parameters for ǫ, χ1, χ2,φ, η, α, σ,
β1, and β2 that ensure an interior steady-state and reflects the real
relationships between quantities, harvest and prices. To identify the
parameters that comply with an interior steady-state we set the quota
as the last value of our data for the year 2020.

min
Ĥi,p̂i

ζ =
2020
∑

t=1957

2
∑

i=1

mh
i (Ĥit −Hit)

2 +
2020
∑

t=2001

2
∑

i=1

m
p
i (p̂it − pit)

2 (B.1)

subject to:
ǫ, χ1, χ2,φ, η, α, β1, and β2 > 0.000001

σ > 1.000001

9The ICES (2021a,b) reports include landings, discards and catches. For our purposes
we set landings equivalent to harvest because these are the quantities that are traded on
the market.
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where Ĥi is:

Ĥit =
2
∑

k=1

nkthikt(ekt, xit) =
2
∑

k=1

nkt(νike
ǫ
kx

χi

it )

p̂it is:

p̂it = αβi(βiqit)
−1
σ Q

η−σ
ησ

and mh
i and mp

i are weighted values for harvest and prices to normalize
the calibration to the mean of the real values:

mh
i = 1

H̄i
and mp

i =
1
p̄i
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C APPENDIX

Figure A.2: Changes in profits, quantities, prices and utility due to changes in stock harvesting efficiency.
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Figure A.3: Absolute changes in profits due to changes in drivers.
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