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Introduction 

Many argue that public management of the fishery, particularly 
where single-seetor communities are involved, means maximizing 
social as weil as other objectives [4; 5; la; 1]. In the United States, 
that awareness is backed by law: 

The socio-cultural impacts of fisheries management have been an 
issue in the V.S. since 1976 when the Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act mandated that regulations must consider social 
as weil as economic and biological impacts of fisheries management 
[16: 210]. 

Although such a requirement with respect to the fisheries is 
not mandated by law in Canada, severa1 factors have accelerated 
the demand for social and cultural data on the fishery in recent 
years. First, Canada's Environmental Assessment Review Process 
(EARP) requires an assessment of social impact. Second, the 
increased mobilization of interest groups throughout the Western 
world has made socioeconomic planning a prerequisite of policy 
implementation [13J. Finally, as Anderson [1: 12J has argued, "the 
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introduction of new technologies, services, and subsidy programs 
and the new fisheries management regime require us to examine 
the fishing communities in Atlantic Canada and to make certain 
that they have a viable future." Research must therefore provide 
government with appropria te and timely information. Given those 
constraints, what is the state of social data on the fishing industry? 

The first step is to decide on a level of analysis that will capture 
major aspects of the social organization of the fishery. Fishing has 
traditionally been organized at the level of the family and the 
community. However, the family is too small a unit for useful 
analysis, and public policies designed to manage families would 
arouse strong opposition. Although the character of many fishing 
communities has changed radically since World War II, no organi
zational unit has yet replaced the corn munity as the basic social 
unit within which fishing takes place. 

Anderson has stressed the need for a precise definition of "fish
ing corn munity": 

There is frequent mention of "fjshing communities in Atlantic 
Canada" but this term is a rather unserviceable abstraction. These 
coastal communities vary so much in socioeconomic character as to 
preclude application of "blanket" development and assistance pro
grams. We do not understand the interdependencies between 
fishermen, their enterprises, and their households with other 
communities and groupings that enable them to adjust the com
mercial activities. [1: 12). 

A subregional unit such as a "cluster of communities" [6; 7] 
may be a superior unit of analysis for sorne stretches of coastline. 
Nonetheless, the identification of such clusters is too ambitious a 
goal to realize immediately. Because such identification requires 
data on individual communities, the community is probably the 
best unit of analysis for now. Community data can be aggregated 
into larger units as required in future research. At a minimum, it 
is essentia! to find out how many fishing communities there are, 
what provinces they are in, how many people in each corn munity 
depend on fishing and related activities, and the nature of their 
dependency in the Atlantic region. 

Unfortunately, few previous researchers have deaIt with these 
minimum objectives. Furthermore, most previous work has in
volved attempts to document the effect of resettlement policies 
on Newfoundland communities. Most papers - for example, Copes 
and Steed [2] - did not try to distinguish fishing communities 
From other types of communities or to determine the number of 
fishing communities in other provinces. Although McCracken 
and MacDonald [ISJ focused more directly on fishing communi
ties, their estimates of dependency differed substantially From 

ours. Furthermore, previous research has not distinguished plant 
communities From nonplant communities, but has implicitly as
sumed they have similar characteristics. 

In 1976, the Department of Regional Economic Expansion 
(DREE) made the most ambitious attempt to date to describe the 
structure of fishing communities. The paper defined two types of 
fishing communities: (1) fishing settlements (areas where fisher
men lived and which contained landing points; that is, areas 
where fish are landed); and (2) fishing communities that are 
incorporated as municipalities and for which census data are 
available (unincorporated communities were treated as aggregates 
of several communities to facilitate access to census data). The 
DREE methodology used the latter type, which resulted in an 
estimate that Atlantic fishing communities totalled 702. The 
DREE approach used the availability of statistics as a criterion for 
the existence of a fishing community. By ignoring unincorporated 
but discrete fishing communities, the DREE analysis produced a 
distorted picture of fishing communities. It overstated the popula
tion of communities and understated both the number of com
munities and their dependence on the fishery. 

In order to adequately describe community dependence on fish
ing in the Atlantic Provinces, it is clearly necessary to define "fish
ing communities" more precisely. This study focuses on sm ail 
coastal fishing communities, not on ail fishing communities. The 
following section therefore presents definitions of three concepts 
we use later: small fishing communities, fish plants, and single
sector communities. 

Definitions 

Small Fishing Communities 
Although raising more questions than it answers, the theory of 
community does tell us that a community must have an historical 
existence, a territorial boundary, an economic base, and a popula
tion with a sense of belonging. In our view, the most important 
characteristic of community is the sense of belonging. In other 
words, a community is what people say it is. Our Iist of small 
fishing communities is therefore drawn From Statistics Canada's 
Place Name Reference List 1976. Such a listing will occasionally conflict 
with territoriaL economic, culturaL sociaL and historical defini
tions; but the existence of a commonly used name is an indication 
that sorne people believe a corn munity exists. 

Using population data From the 1976 census, data on the 
number of jobs from' the 1980 A tIan tic shore processing capacity 
study [6] which covered federally registered plants, and data on 
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the number of fishermen From DFO license data, we establish our 
list of aIl small coastal fishing communities. Small coastal fishing 
communities are those communities with a significant economic 
base in fisheries and a population of less than 10,000. We include 
communities with a population of less than 2,500 if at least five 
fishermen reported it as their usual port of landing or as their 
home port. Communities with a population between 2,500 and 
10,000 were included if the number of fishermen plus the number 
of plant jobs in the community exceeded 1 percent of the popula
tion. These are our criteria for a significant economic base in the 
fishery. 

Fish Plants 
A fish plant is a physical structure in which fish are processed. 
Processed fish include fish that are (1) fresh or frozen; (2) salted; 
(3) pickled, spiced, or marinated; and (4) canned. 

SingIe-sector Communities 
Before measuring the degree of dependence of communities on 
fishing, we must select a reference base. The alternatives are 
single-sector or single-industry structures; the single-sector defi
nition is preferable for two reasons. First, the single-industry 
dcfinition is too narrow. DREE [12] has defined a single-industry 
community as a community with one dominant economic activity 
(a single employer or group of employers in a single activity, or 
industry) that is not within commuting distance of another area 
or areas offering alternative employment. However, the commut
ing constraint is too limiting. For example, even in isolated areas 
of Newfoundland, most of the population has access to a major 
road [17J. Courtney [3] found that most isolated communities 
were within commuting distance of a major growth centre. But 
access to other communities does not, by itself, reduce depend
ence on an activity. Unless there are other jobs in the other com
munities, community dependence should not be defined as an 
inverse function of access to other communities. 

Second, the single-sector concept captures the m utual interde
pendence of the primary and secondary sectors 50 characteristic 
of the fishery: 

A single-sector community is defined as a centre which depends 
upon one resource or one type of activity and may combine a 
number of different but related SIC groups into one s~ctor. ... In 
this sense, the single-sector concept is much broader and more 
encompassing than the single-industry concept. .. A single-sector 
community is defined as having at least 30 percent of its employ
ment in one sector [12: 56). 

We define the degree of dependence as the percentage of the 
total community who held a fishing licence, worked in a plant, or 
both 1 To ascertain community dependence on the fishing sector, 
labour force data are necessary. Because labour force data are not 
available for unincorporated communities, a proxy is necessary. 
We therefore assume that approximately 50 percent of the popu
lation is in the labour force. Hence, to be comparable to the DREE 
[12] definition of a single-sector community, 15 percent of the 
population must be in One sector. 

The Task Force on Atlantic Fisheries [14] found that close to 60 
percent of aIl plant jobs in Newfoundland are held by community 
residents. If trawler-port plants are a valid indicator of the amount 
of intercommunity plant labour force activity, future dependence 
calculations will have to consider this effect. Although we do not 
know the degree to which residents of other communities affect 
community dependence, this analysis assumes that the effect is 
not major. Unfortunately, the effect of the cultural attachment to 
fishing could not be considered, since complete data are not avail
able. We suspect that this effect would raise the estimates of 
dependence shown below. 

EmpiricaI ResuIts 

We have cross-tabulated the three variables defined in the pre
vious section with other variables; the results are presented in the 
Appendix. The following points are highlights of our preliminary 
analysis. 

1.	 There are 1,342 small fishing communities in Atlantic Can
ada. Most fishing communities are smal!. Assuming commun
ities with unknown populations have a population of less 
than 500, 90 percent of communities have a population of less 
than 1,000 and 75 percent have fewer than 500 inhabitants. 
Altogether, only 137 fishing communities have a population 
of over 1,000 (see Table A). 

2.	 In the Atlantic region (exclusive of Quebec), 519,000 people, 
or one-quarter of the population, live in small fishing com
munities; in Newfoundland, more than one-half of the popu
lation live in small fishing communities (see Table Band its 
footnote for the reason for excluding Quebec). 

3.	 Approximately 65 percent of the plants offer fewer than 51 
jobs (see Table C). 

'Note that licence data on fjshermen included 1980 and 1981 data. 
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4.	 Those who inhabit plant communities tend to live in the 
communities with the biggest plants. Over 60 percent of the 
people living in fish plant communities live in communities ail 
of whose plants oHer more than 51 jobs. About 44 percent of 
the plant community population live in communities ail of 
whose plants oHer more than 150 jobs (see Table 0). 

5.	 Roughly equal numbers of fishing community residents live 
in plant and nonplant communities. But only about one-third 
of the communities (423) are plant communities. Plant com
munities are relatively large: Their average population is 822 
(see Table 0). Of the 918 small coastal fishing communities 
that do not have fish plants, population data are available for 
776; they have an average population of 369, or less than 
one-haIf the average population of a plant community (see 
Table E). 

6.	 Over 600,000 people live in Atlantic fishing communities 
inclusive of Quebec fishing communities. One-third of Atlan
tic residents inhabit single-sector communities; the majority 
do not (see Table F). 

7.	 At least 40 percent of ail Atlantic fishing communities and 
one-half of those for which relevant data were available are 
single-sector. Almost 80 percent of the known single-sector 
communities were in Newfoundland (55%) and Nova Scotia 
(24%). One-quarter of ail Atlantic fishing communities for 
which relevant data were available are extremely dependent 
on fishing; that is, about 60 percent of the labour force 
worked directly in fishing and fish processing (see Table C). 

8.	 One-half of those who live in plant communities with known 
degrees of dependence live in single-sector communities, and 
more than 75 percent of the plant communities with known 
degrees of dependence are single-sector (see Table H). 

9.	 Over 80 percent of the people living in nonplant communities 
with known population live in communities that are not 
single-sector (see Table O, 

la.	 As plant size increases, the degree of community dependence 
on the fishery increases. For example, 50 percent of the 
plants employing more than 150 people are in communities 
with degrees of dependence greater than or equaloto 45, but 
only 13 percent of the plants employing fewer than 25 people 
are in communities with such high dependence on the fishery. 
Whereas almost 90 percent of the largest plants are in single
sector communities, only 60 percent of the smallest plants are 

(see Table O, The relationship remains significant even when 
plants offering more than 50 jobs are compared to plants 
employing fewer than 50 people (chi-square = 50.9; df = 3; 
prob. < .000). For example, 47 percent of the plants offering 
more than 50 jobs are in communities with a degree of 
dependence equal to or greater than 45, but only 15 percent 
of the plants employing fewer than 50 people are in such 
dependent communities. 

11.	 Oependence decreases as the popultion of the plant commun
ity increases (see Table n. For example, about 50 percent of 
the communities with a population between 1,000 and 5,000 
depend heavily on the fishery. By contrast, about 85 percent 
of the plant communities with a population under 500 are 
highly dependent on fishing for employment. 

12.	 In sum, plant communities with the largest plants and popu
lations under 1,000 are the most dependent on fishing for 
employment. 

13.	 Among nonplant communities, dependence decreases as pop
ulation increases (see Ta ble K). For example, of communities 
with fewer than 499 people, approximately 40 percent are 
single-sector, but only 2 percent of nonplant communities 
with a population between 1,000 and 5,000 are single-sector. 

14.	 Three-quarters of ail fishing communities with populations 
less than 99 are single-sector. One-half of the communities in 
the 100-199 population range are single-sector. The trend 
continues for ail population ranges through the 1,000-2,499 
population range; 29 percent of the communities in that 
range are single-sector (see Table L). 

PoIicy Implications 

Our data demonstrate the importance of fishing activity to the 
Atlantic region as a whole. Over 600,000 of the total Atlantic 
population live in fishing communities; one-quarter of the total 
Atlantic population exclusive of Quebec live in fishing communi
ties (shown in Table B). One-eighth of the Atlantic population 
live in fish-plant communities and one-eighth inhabit fishing 
communities with no fish plants. Approximately 200,000 people 
live in communities where fishing activity is the principaL if not 
the only, employer. If we add jobs created by the multiplier eHeet 
of the fishing sector to direct fishing employment, dependencl on 
fishing activity is even greater than our data have shown. 

More important, our comparative data on plant and non plant 
communities enable us to make inferences about economic struc
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ture and therefore about economic policy. Given that policy 
development must reflect an analysis of the policy impacts on 
fishing communities, how should policies be designed with regard 
to the plant community at the centre and the fishing communities 
on their periphery? That is, what structure or structures must we 
examine? Because government policy objectives [14J stress eco
nomic viability and employment maximization, any policy must be 
rationalized in terms of those objectives. We must therefore 
examine the structure of both plants and non plant communities 
when developing and implementing fisheries policy. 

Plant communities have much larger average populations than 
non plant communities, and specialization of function increases 
with population. We can therefore assume that plant communi
ties have developed a more complex infrastructure than nonplant 
communities. The opportunities for employment in plants, plus 
harbour facilities that are used by fishermen from other commun
ities, cause many plant communities to become regional service 
and employment centres - sometimes for communities as many as 
30 miles away [7]. In other words, those living in plant communi
ties are more depe-ndent on the fishery. Only 19 percent of the 
population of non plant communities live in communities that are 
highly dependent on fishing, compared to 48 percent of the popu
lation of plant communities. Because greater dependence on fish
ing means greater vulnerability under tough economic conditions, 
people in plant communities are harder hit by economic shocks 
than those in nonplant communities. 

Plant size is also correlated with community vulnerability under 
adverse economic conditions. The larger the plant, the greater the 
community dependence on the fishery. This helps explain why 
severe and periodic crises in the fishing industry so often lead to 
discussions about supporting sorne plants in trouble. When crises 
in the fishery affect large plants, the entire community is affected; 
hence the clamor for public support. 

Unfortunately, most inhabitants (more than 60 percent) of 
plant communities live in communities where ail plants offer 
more than 50 jobs. Communities with smaller plants are less 
vulnerable to economic shock that communities with larger plants 
(many of which are trawler ports); hence the short-term policy 
focus tends to be on the larger plants. 

One might also infer that the data suggests a focus for long
term policy. If communities with smaller plants are nQt only less 
dependent - and therefore more flexible - but also as efficient as 
those with bigger plants, it might be a good long-term policy to 
"encourage" smaller plants. It has not been shown that smaller 
plants are less efficient than larger ones. The Task Force [14] did 
not identify plant size as one of the five principal determinants of 

1 
1 
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plant performance. Viability and employment criteria seem to 
argue for smaller, not larger, plants. However, several issues not 
addressed by this paper must be considered when determining 
optimal plant size. For ex ample, an efficient trawler-port plant 
requires enough plant workers to process the landed volume of 
fish from at least three or four trawlers to provide a continuous 
flow of fish through the plant. 

In addition, the seasonality of smaller plants, particularly in 
Newfoundland, must be examined with regard to not only the 
usual plant efficiency considerations but also the social effects of 
providing only short-term jobs. Indeed, this points to a deficiency 
of the analysis we have conducted, which does not differentiate 
between short-term seasonal jobs, for instance, of fishermen and 
inshore plant workers, and the year-round jobs on trawlers and in 
trawler plants. It may be more important to make the jobs year
round or to increase the number of months worked than to pro
vide short-term jobs. 

If a plant community has only a few hundred inhabitants and it 
has a large plant, it will obviously be a highly dependent and 
vulnerable community. However, the fact that for plant and fish
ing communities dependence decreases as population increases 
should not be interpreted as meaning that policy should encour
age either plants or fishermen to locate in larger population cen
tres. As noted above, a plant community often acts as a regional 
employment centre for several other communities. The aggregate 
employment in fishing of the central plant community, together 
with peripheral fishing communities, may make it a large and less 
dependent or vulnerable community - even though, by our defini
tion, it is a small and highly dependent community. Therefore, 
there may be no empirical foundation for arguing that larger 
population centres are less dependent and versatile than smaller 
ones. 

In fact, it is entirely possible that the artificial stimulation of a 
growth centre may draw employment opportunities out of the 
satellite communities, leaving the satellites more dependent on 
fishing than before. In sum, any examination of the policy option 
of locating fish plants in larger communities needs to consider 
both the positive effect on the centre and the negative effects on 
employment in satellite communities. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

Our data do not provide enough information to allow the devel
opment of detailed policies. Because of their greater vulnerability, 
communities with large plants tend to be the short-term policy 
focus. What can be done about communities with no other 
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employment opportunities that are vulnerable to economic shock? 
The long-term policy question about plant communities is differ
ent.	 How can the plants provide longer work and greater value 
added when a finite resource base in communities that are often 
single-sector can generate only so many jobs? 

It is	 important to consider the differences between a commun
ity	 with a fish plant and one without. Policies directed toward 
nonplant communities must take into account their effects not 
only on the communities themselves but also on the regional cen
tre. There is no reason to suppose that larger communities should 
be encouraged. The central-peripheral dependence of fishing com
munities renders the concept of "growth centre" open to question. 

Additional information on patterns of interaction among fish
ing	 communities is needed to build a policy based on the social 
and economic reality of the fishing industry. The type of informa
tion	 required has been described in a draft paper recommending 
the	 construction of a data base to facilitate government policy 
analysis [7]. Preliminary analysis of the existing data shows that 
identifying the patterns of dependence not only within but also 
among communities will enable us to better assess policy effects 
on single-sector communities. We must compare the degree of 
dependence of clusters of communities with that of individual 
communities (examined in this paper) to obtain the best estimates 
of dependence. 
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Appendix 

Table A 
NUMBER OF SMALL COASTAL FISHING COMMUNITIES 

BY SIZE AND PROVINCE, 1976 

Population N.S. N.B. 
Province 

P.E.!. QUE. NFLD Total 

Not known* 
< 100 
100-199 
200-499 
500-999 
1000-2499 
2500-4999 
5000-9999 

34 
71 
96 

103 
34 
19 

4 
3 

32 
21 
28 
29 
23 
19 

4 
0 

3 
18 
18 
17 

3 
6 
0 
1 

24 
9 

11 
37 
24 
16 

4 
2 

82 
73 

123 
195 

97 
43 
13 

3 

175 
192 
276 
381 
181 
103 

25 
9 

Total 364 156 66 127 629 1,342 

* In most cases, these communities were probably too small for inclusion in 
the Census as discrete communities. 

Source: Statistics Canada 1976. 

1 

J 
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Table B
 

POPULATION OF SMALL COASTAL FISHING COMMUNITIES AS
 
PERCENT OF PROVINCIAL POPULATION, 1976'
 

(population in thousands)
 

Province 

N.5. N.B. P.E.1. NFLD Total 

Total Population 789 635 112 522 2.058 

Population of Small Fishing 134 74 30 281 519 
Communities 

Percent of Provincial Total 17 12 26 54 25 

,	 Quebec has been left out because fishing was a minor part of the labour 
force activity in the province. For example. in 1981 only 0.2% of the labour 
force was in the primary sector and only 0.1% in the secondary sector 
(Canada, Statistics Canada, "Fish Products Industry," Catalogue 71-201, 
1981) 

Source: Statistics Canada 1976. 

Table C 

NUMBER OF FISH PLANTS BY JOB RANGE AND PROVINCE, 1980 

Province Percent of 
Job Range N.S. N.B. P.E.1. QUE. NFLD Total Total 

<25 135 69 26 26 106 47 
26-50 44 11 9 16 57 18 
51-150 36 35 8 14 50 19 
> 150 31 21 6 10 57 16 
Total	 246 136 49 66 270 767 \ 
Percent of Total 32 18 6 9 35 100 

Source: DFO 16) 

Table D 

POPULATION OF PLANT COMMUNITIES BY 
JOB RANGE OF PLANT AND PROVINCE 

Province 

Job Range N.S. N.B. P.E.1. QUE. NFLD Total 

<25 11,762 8,048 3,390 Il,445 39,812 74,457 
26-50 6,151 1,894 4,346 15,775 19,410 47,576 
51-150 7,487 18,412 2,406 4,346 26,277 58,928 
> 150 33,948 13,912 9,811 20,756 62,000 140,427 

Total 59.348 42,266 19,953 52,322 147,449 321,388 

Average population' = 822. 

Number of plant communities for which population is known = 391. 

, Average population for communities considered in this table. 

Source: DFO [9J. 

Table E 

POPULATION OF NONPLANT COMMUNITIES BY DEGREE OF 
DEPENDENCE AND PROVINCE 

Province 
Degree of 
Dependence N.S. N.B. P.E.1. QUE. NFLD Total 

45+ 
30-44 
15-29 
0-14 

665 
957 

3,895 
68,422 

629 
442 

1,080 
29,599 

760 
659 

1,462 
6.803 

206 
2,454 

32,229 

908 
5,294 

30,524 
99,614 

2,962 
7,558 

39,415 
236,667 

Total 73,939 31,750 9,684 34,889 136,340 286,602 

Average Population' = 369. 
Number of nonplant communities for which population is known = 776.
 

Total population of ail fishing communites = 519,000 (excluding Quebec) or
 
605,732 (including Quebecl.
 

, Average population for communities considered in this table. 

Source: DFO [9]. 

Table F 

POPULATlON OF FISHING COMMUNITY BY 
DEGREE OF DEPENDENCE AND PROVINCE 

Province 
Degree of 
Dependence N.5. N.B. P.E.1. QUE. NFLD Total 

45+ 10,121 6,194 3,124 2,147 21,268 42,854 
30-44 7,217 5,600 1,078 1,798 23,690 39,383 
15-29 18,242 10,983 3,872 6,616 82,333 122,046 
0-14 98,118 51,239 21,563 76,329 154,200 401,449 

Total 133,698 74,016 29,637 86,890 281,491 605,732 

Average population = 520. 

-- 
Source: DFO [9]. 
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Table G
 

NUMBER OF SMALL COASTAL FISHING COMMUNITIES
 
BY DEGREE Of DEPENDENCE AND PROVINCE
 

Province 
Degree of 
Dependence N.5. N.B. P.E.I. QUE. NFLD Total 

45+ 45 19 20 7 70 161 
30-44 34 10 6 6 72 128 
15-29 59 21 10 19 173 282 
0-14 192 74 26 71 231 594 
Unknown 34 32 4 24 83 177 

Total 364 156 66 127 629 1,342 

Source: DrO 191 

Table H 

POPULATION OF PLANT COMMUNITIES BY DEGREE 
OF DEPENDENCE AND PROVINCE' 

Province 
Degree of 
Dependence N.S. N.B. P.E.I. QUE. 

Number of 
NFLD Total Communities 

45+ 9,456 
30-44 6,260 
15-29 14,347 
0-14 29,285 

5,565 
5,158 
9,903 

21,640 

2,364 
419 

2,410 
14,760 

2,147 
1,592 
4,483 

44,100 

20,360 39,892 
18,396 31,825 
52,149 83,292 
56,594 166,379 

113 
67 

113 
96 

Tarai 59,348 42,266 19,953 52,322 147,449321,388 389 

,	 Population refers ra population of fish plant communiries with known degree 
of dependence. 

Source: DrO 191 
Table 1 

JOB RANGE OF PLANTS BY COMMUNITY
 
DEGREE OF DEPENDENCE
 

(calculations in percent)
 

Degree of 
Job Range 

Dependence < 25 26-50 51-150 > 150 Total 

45+ 13.0 20.0 419 52.4 29.0 
30-44 16.4 20.0 17.4 15.9 17.2 
15-29 34.9 33.3 24.4 19.5 29.0 
0-14 356 26.7 163 12.2. 24.7 

Total 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 1000 

Raw chi squre = 56.1; N = 389; df = 9; prob. < .0000. 

Source: DrO 19). 

Table J 

POPULATION RANGE OF PLANT COMMUNITIES' 
BY DEGREE OF DEPENDENCE AND PROVINCE 

(calculations in percent) 

Degree of 
Population Range 

Dependence 0-499 500-999 1,000-5,000 

15+ 870 73.7 493 
0-14 130 26.3 507 

Toral 1000 1000 1000 

Raw chi square = 45.6; N = 381; df = 2; prob. <0000 

• Communities with populations greater than 5,000 were excluded. 

Source: DFO [9) 

Table K 

POPULATION RANGE OF NONPLANT COMMUNITIES'
 
BY DEGREE OF DEPENDENCE
 

(calculations in percent)
 

Population Range

1 Degree of 
Dependence 0-499 500-999 1,000-5,000 

15+ 42.9 143 1.9 
0-14 57.1 857 98.1 

Toral 1000 100.0 100.0 

Raw chi-square = 61.3; N = 775; df = 2; prob. < .0000. 

, Communities with population greater than 5,000 were excluded. 

Source: Dro [9). 

Total 

76.9 
231 

1000 

Total 

36.1 
63.9 

100.0 



Table L 

POPULAno RANGE Of ALL flSHING COMMUNITIES
 
BY DEGREE Of DEPENDENCE'
 

{calculations in percent) 

Population Range
Degree of 

Dependence 0-99 100-199 200-499 500-999 1000-2499 2500-4999 5000+ Total 

45+ 31.6 12.0 11.5 8.3 8.7 0.0 00 138 
30-44 18.9 11.2 11.0 7.2 4.9 4.0 0.0 11.0 
15-29 25.3 26.1 25.2 23.8 15.5 28.0 0.0 24.2 
0-14 24.2 50.7 52.2 60.8 70.9 680 100.0 50.1 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

• Population refers to fishing communities with known population. 

Source: DFO 19J. 


