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Abstract

Taxation policy for fishing received global consent to protect fisheries from drastic harvesting. Still, it should be applied
sustainably for a greater ecological and economic benefit because over-taxation may impair fishers’ earnings and reduce the
overall societal revenue. The fish disease may alter the system dynamics and reduce the revenue generation from the fishery.
This paper proposes a nonlinear bioeconomic harvesting model of a single-species fishery with infection, variable market price,
and nonlinear demand to explore taxation’s ecological and economic effects. We provide the stability results of the system’s
different ecological and economic equilibrium points. The analytical conditions for the existence of transcritical bifurcation are
also established. The computational results show that the system exhibits three dynamical regimes depending on the fishing tax.
Taxation might control intensive harvesting but augment disease spreading and price hiking. Higher regulatory tax may even
cause a regime shift, where the system enters into a non-harvesting regime from the harvesting one, causing an ecological and
economic imbalance. Using Pontryagin’s maximum principle, we decipher that some optimal fishing tax exists for the maximum
societal benefit in a disease-induced fishery.
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1. Introduction

World fisheries have increased tremendously in the last fifty years due to the high demand for fishery
products, the use of sophisticated fishing gear & vessel technology, and growing trade [72]. Global fish
production (inland plus marine) has increased from 89.6 million tonnes in 2016 [27] to the highest ever,
96.4 million tonnes in 2018 [28]. Overexploitation has led many fisheries under stress, or its extinction
[41, 75]. Different policies have been implemented regionally, nationally, and globally to protect world
fisheries and promote sustainable development. To this effect, FAO (Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion) introduced the Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries (CCRF) in 1995 [29]. CCRF was further
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intensified in 2015 by implementing Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 14 to conserve, protect, and
sustainably use the oceans, seas, and marine resources [31, 69].

Several governing agencies apply many actions to protect overexploitation and preserve marine re-
sources and habitats for sustainable use. For example, creating a marine protected area (MPA) is a
well-accepted conservation policy for the fish, fisheries, and marine environment [50]. However, the suc-
cess of MPA has been questioned. MPA is more likely to improve the biological goals (like increased fish
abundance and improved fish habitat) but, in many cases, fails to revamp social benefit [21]. Fishing has a
direct effect on the harvested biomass. Fixing a harvesting quota for a particular fish species may protect
the species from being overharvested [18, 30]. A fishing license or vessel buy-back policy is another means
to reduce overharvesting [20]. Furthermore, a fishing fee or tax is usually considered one of the crucial
measures for controlling overharvesting. These regulatory measures help protect fish and fisheries and
achieve the SDG 14 targets at large [51]. Policymakers may use the tax revenue earned through such fiscal
policy for the socio-economic upliftment of the fishers and the marine ecosystem. Iceland is one of such
countries that successfully implemented fishing fees for pelagic and demersal fishes [34].

Infection in fish is ubiquitous and known for a very long period. Fish production and revenue gen-
eration may be severely affected due to disease [65, 73]. However, the reason and distribution of fish
infection must be better understood, particularly for marine fish [74]. Water pollution is considered one
of the significant causes of fish infection in the coastal areas [4, 46, 56]. Some other reasons behind the
increasing infection rate are water temperature variation, changes in coastal dynamics, and lack of proper
governance [37]. Recently, new and transboundary diseases have augmented epidemiological studies of
aquatic fish in the presence of infection [59]. Infection may cause a low level of fish productivity [22].
The economic loss due to the production loss of fish for the disease may be huge despite complimentary
price hikes due to short supply. Thailand reported a financial loss of US$ 7.38 billion during 2010-2017
for decreased shrimp production due to episodes of disease [70]. Peterman and Posadas [62] reported a
total of 16.9M$ loss in 2016 due to the catfish disease in the east Mississippi catfish industry. Therefore, a
global challenge is protecting fish and fishery from diseases and reducing economic loss by maintaining
sustainable production.

Modern bioeconomic fishery received global attention as it can give insights into how to deal with the
multi-difficulties of fisheries [12, 58] and prescribe suitable protective measures that could be ecologically
and economically viable [67]. However, it is shown that a conflict exists between conservation policy
and socio-economic objectives [19]. For example, a higher fishing tax may relieve the fish stock from
over-harvesting but may jeopardize the livelihood of local fishing people. It is particularly true in under-
developed countries where fishermen have limited alternatives for their livelihood. Therefore, imposing
a fishing tax scientifically and sensibly is essential.

The price of many commodities, like fish, is determined by instantaneous demand and supply in an
open market. Demand is an essential tool that enhances market price fluctuation. Price tends to increase
if there is a shortfall in supply and vice-versa. The intricacy of demand, tax, and infection plays a role
in the fishery system and revenue generation and needs better understood. Using an ecological model
for the harvested species with the market-linked price might be more effective in deciding the control
measure. Here, we propose and analyze a dynamic model of fish stock in the presence of infection, where
harvesting effort depends on the profitability of the fishery. The model also considers a fishing tax on the
landed fish, and the market price of fish depends on the difference between instantaneous demand and
supply. Our analysis revealed that taxation might control intensive fish harvesting but augment disease
spreading and price hiking. Higher regulatory tax may cause a regime shift, where the system enters a
non-harvesting regime from the harvesting one. Using the optimal control theory, we show some trade-
offs between revenue generation and regulatory tax. The overall societal revenue, defined here as the sum
of fishers’ income from selling fish plus the tax revenue earned by the regulatory body, is highest at the
optimal tax level. However, the individual earnings in these heads are different at different tax levels.

The rest of the study is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the bioeconomic model formulation
for a single-species fishery. Section 3 contains the positivity boundedness, the existence of equilibrium
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points of the model, and their local stability properties. The impacts of variation in the regulatory tax
on the equilibrium values are also presented in this section. The existence of some optimal policies is
discussed in Section 4. The study ends with a discussion in Section 5.

2. Model construction

Suppose F(t) be the current stock level of a fish and h(t) be the harvesting rate then the fish growth
equation may be represented by

dF

dt
= jF

(
1 −

F

L

)
− h(t), (2.1)

where j is the intrinsic growth rate of the fish population and L is the environmental carrying capacity.
Many fish harvesting models [16, 17, 66] consider h(t) as a constant and independent of the stock

size. We, however, consider here that the harvesting rate follows the catch per unit of effort (CPUE)
hypothesis, where harvesting at any time is proportional to the fish biomass of that time [5, 49, 54, 61].
Thus, h(t) = q1H(t)F(t), where H(t) is the harvesting effort at time t, measured in terms of the number
of boats, fishing gears, individuals involved in the fishing; and q1 is the catchability coefficient, measured
in terms of the mesh size of the net, gear sophistication, etc. Then the rate equation (2.1) reads

dF

dt
= jF

(
1 −

F

L

)
− q1HF.

Presume that the fish stock is infected by some parasites, giving rise to two fish sub-populations: a
susceptible class, S, and an infected class, I. So, the net fish stock at any time t is F(t) = S(t) + I(t), and
at any time t, S(t) + I(t) 6 L, meaning that the entire fish population never exceeds the environmental
carrying capacity. Then the interactive dynamics of the fish population can be represented as

dS

dt
= j(S+ I)

(
1 −

S+ I

L

)
− fSI− q1HS,

dI

dt
= fSI− µI− q2HI, (2.2)

where the rate parameters f, µ, and q2 represent, respectively, the disease transmission rate, death of
the infected fish, and catchability coefficient of the infected fish. It is assumed here that the mixing
of susceptible and infected fishes is homogeneous, the disease spreads through horizontal transmission
following the density-dependent rule, infected fishes do not recover, harvesting is non-selective, and all
biological processes are instantaneous. Since infection may induce morbidity through hypoxia, reduce
swimming ability, and the conspicuousness of the infected fish [25, 33], the catchability may be higher for
infected fish compared to healthy fish under the same effort, i.e., q2 > q1.

The fishing agency assigns more manpower, boats, etc, to harvesting if there is a profit. However, the
case will be the opposite if profitability reduces. Therefore, harvesting effort, which is usually assumed
to be time-independent [6, 15, 76], should be time-dependent. Here we assume that the harvesting effort
varies with time and is proportional to the profit margin (selling price-cost of fishing) [7]. If c is the cost
of per unit harvesting effort and M is the market price per unit fish biomass at time t, then the system
(2.2) with variable harvesting effort can be represented as

dS

dt
= j(S+ I)

(
1 −

S+ I

L

)
− fSI− q1HS,

dI

dt
= fSI− µI− q2HI,

dH

dt
= φ1

{(
q1S+ q2I

)
M− c

}
H,

(2.3)
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where φ1 is a proportionality constant.
Many authors have considered taxation policy in harvesting models [26, 32, 39, 45, 57, 68] to control

overfishing. However, none of these has considered infection in the fish stock, which may cause a signifi-
cant change in the system dynamics. If the fisherman pays a tax τ(> 0) to the regulating agency for per
unit biomass of the harvested fish, then the model (2.3) takes the form

dS

dt
= j(S+ I)

(
1 −

S+ I

L

)
− fSI− q1HS,

dI

dt
= fSI− µI− q2HI,

dH

dt
= φ1

{(
q1S+ q2I

)
(M− τ) − c

}
H.

The fish price is adjusted daily in the open market, balancing demand and supply. In such a case, price
should be regarded as a time variable [13, 53] instead of a constant as usually considered in many models
[7, 54]. Then the per capita rate of price change should be proportional to the difference between the
market demand (D) and the amount of supplied fish (Q) at that time [5]. Considering a quadratic market
demand

D(M) = A−A1M−A2M
2,

where A,A1,A2 are positive constants with A2 << A1 << A [9], and noting that the supplied fish at any
time t is

Q(t) = q1HS+ q2HI,

the dynamic bioeconomic fishery model in the presence of infection, harvesting, and taxation can be
expressed as

dS

dt
= j(S+ I)

(
1 −

S+ I

L

)
− fSI− q1SH = F1(S, I,H,M),

dI

dt
= fSI− µI− q2IH = F2(S, I,H,M),

dH

dt
= φ1

((
q1S+ q2I

)
(M− τ) − c

)
H = F3(S, I,H,M),

dM

dt
= φ2M

(
D−Q

)
= F4(S, I,H,M),

(2.4)

where φ2 is a proportionality constant, and Fi(S, I,H,M) (i = 1, 2, 3, 4) are the functional forms of the
rate of change of the respective state variables. Table 1 represents the state variables and parameters con-
sidered to formulate the model (2.4) and their default parameter values to be used subsequently. Many
authors have studied the harvesting model in the presence and absence of infection. For example, Hu and
Cao [38] considered saturated harvesting in a predator-prey model and analyzed its stability and bifurca-
tions. In [42], the authors considered a predator-prey model with constant harvesting and prey refuge to
show the existence and uniqueness of the limit cycle. Juneja and Agnihotri [43] studied a predator-prey
model with prey infection and predator harvesting. They mainly observed the infection recovery effect
on the system dynamics and optimized the net profit taking tax as the controlling parameter. They, how-
ever, ignored the dynamic market price of the harvested species. The dynamics of a single-species fishery
model, having variable harvesting effort and market price, were explored in [7]. The harvesting tax and
its optimality were not considered here, and the per capita demand was considered constant. Ang and
Safuan [3] analyzed a harvested predator-prey model with variable carrying capacity and in the presence
of environmental toxicants. It is shown that bionomic equilibrium has a strong dependence on resource
density. In addition, using the Pontryagin maximum principle, they prescribed the optimal harvesting
policy. The effects of fear and refuge on the optimal harvesting in a predator-prey model with cross-
diffusion were analyzed by Ma et al. [47]. The harvesting rate was considered a constant, and they did
not consider the economic aspect of harvested species. Variable harvesting and the demand-dependent
market price of the harvested stocks were considered in [5, 49, 53]. These studies did not consider disease
in the harvested fish and ignored the optimal tax policy and the corresponding societal revenue.
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Table 1: State variables and parameters with their descriptions and default values.
State variable Description Unit

S(t) Healthy fish biomass at time t metric tons
I(t) Infected fish biomass at time t metric tons
H(t) Fishing effort at time t SFU∗

M(t) Market price per unit fish biomass at time t M$∗∗/metric ton
Parameter Description Default Value Reference

j Intrinsic growth rate of healthy fish 0.9 /year [7]
L Environmental carrying capacity 5 metric tons [64]
f Disease transmission rate 0.04 /metric ton/year [55]
q1 Catchability coefficient of susceptible fish 0.8 /SFU/year [1]
µ Death rate of infected fish 0.05 /year [7]
q2 Catchability coefficient of infected fish 0.9 /SFU/year [1]
c Cost per unit of fishing effort 9 M$/SFU/year [44]
A Maximum demand 0.9 metric tons/year Assumed
A1 Demand sensitivity parameter 0.01 (metric tons)2/M$/year Assumed
A2 Demand sensitivity parameter 0.005 (metric tons)3/(M$)2/year Assumed
φ1 Stiffness parameter 0.1 SFU/M$ [7]
φ2 Proportionality constant 0.15 /metric ton [7]
τ Tax per unit biomass of harvested fish M$/metric ton Variable

∗ SFU stands for Standardized Fishing Unit [14, 36] and ∗∗ M$ indicates million USD.

3. Model analysis

3.1. Well-posedness of the system
The well-posedness of an ecological model can be justified by its positivity and boundedness results.

One can ensure that the system (2.4) is positive and bounded by the subsequent lemma.

Lemma 3.1. With the initial condition I = (S0, I0,H0,M0) ∈ R
4,0
+ , the positivity and boundedness of the system

(2.4) is guaranteed in GL, where GL = (S, I,H,M) : 0 < (S+ I) < ι+ ζ1, 0 < M < ι̂+ ζ2, 0 < X(S, I,H,M) <
s4
s3

+ ζ, for any positive ζ1, ζ2, ζ.

Proof. Consider the Banach space of continuous functions B = B([0, t], R
4,0
+ ), which maps the interval [0, t]

into R
4,0
+ having norm

||N|| = sup
0<θ<t

(|N1(θ)|, |N2(θ)|, |N3(θ)|, |N4(θ)|),

where N = (N1,N2,N3,N4). One can assume the initial state of the system (2.4) as

Sθ = N1(θ) > 0, Iθ = N2(θ) > 0, Hθ = N3(θ) > 0, and Mθ = N4(θ) > 0, θ ∈ [0, t], (3.1)

where (N1(0),N2(0),N3(0),N4(0)) ∈ B. Then from the fundamental theory of functional differential equa-
tions [35], the system (2.4) has a unique solution with initial point (3.1).

Next we prove that the solutions of the model (2.4) are positive for all positive t. From Eq. (2.4), one
can notice

S(t) =

S0 +

∫t
0

j
(

1 −
I(z2)

L

)
e
−
∫z2

0

[
j
(

1−S(z1)+I(z1)
L

)
−fI(z1)−q1H(z1)

]
dz1

dz2

P > 0 if S0 > 0,

where

P = e

∫t
0

[
j
(

1−S(z3)+I(z3)
L

)
−fI(z3)−q1H(z3)

]
dz3

,
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I(t) = I0e
∫t

0(fS(z)−µ−q2H(z))dz > 0 if I0 > 0,

H(t) = H0e

∫t
0 φ1

((
q1S(z)+q2I(z)

)
(M(z)−τ)−c

)
dz

> 0 if H0 > 0,

M(t) =M0e
∫t

0 φ2

(
A−A1M(z)−A2M

2(z)−
(
q1S(z)+q2I(z)

)
H(z)

)
dz > 0 if M0 > 0.

Therefore, irrespective of the choice of any positive initial point, the system always exhibits positive
solution for all t > 0. Consequently, the solutions of the system (2.4) is positive in R

4,0
+ , which is the

interior of R4
+, making the system positively invariant.

Presume that (S(t), I(t),H(t),M(t)) is a solution of the system (2.4) with initial state (S0, I0,H0,M0) ∈
R

4,0
+ . Adding the first two equations of system (2.4), one can reach

d(S+ I)

dt
6 j(S+ I)

(
1 −

S+ I

L

)
.

Applying standard comparison theorem, one gets

lim sup
t→∞ (S(t) + I(t)) 6 ι, where ι = max{S0 + I0,L}. (3.2)

Similarly, the last equation of (2.4) gives, dMdt 6 ĵM
(

1 − M
L̂

)
, where ĵ = φ2A, L̂ = A

A1
. Again applying

standard comparison theorem, we have

lim sup
t→∞ (M(t)) 6 ι̂, where ι̂ = max{M0, L̂}.

Next consider the function
X = ln (S+ I) + lnH+ lnM.

Its time derivative along the solution of (2.4) gives

dX

dt
=

1
S+ I

d(S+ I)

dt
+

1
H

dH

dt
+

1
M

dM

dt

= j

(
1 −

S+ I

L

)
−
q1SH+ µI+ q2IH

S+ I
+φ1

((
q1S+ q2I

)
(M− τ) − c

)
+φ2

(
A−A1M−A2M

2 −
(
q1S+ q2I

)
H
)

6 (j+φ2A) −

(
j

L
(S+ I) + q3H+φ1q3ιM

)
(following Eq. (3.2))

6 (j+φ2A) −

(
j

L
ln (S+ I) + q3 lnH+φ1q3ι lnM

)
(since S > lnS, ∀ S > 0)

6 s4 − s3X,

where s3 = min{ jL ,q3,φ1q3ι} and s4 = j+φ2A. Then, following differential inequality theorem [11],

dX

dt
+ s3X 6 s4

provides

0 < X(S, I,H,M) <
s4

s3
+
X(S0, I0,H0,M0)

es3t
.

Making t → ∞, one obtains 0 < X(S, I,H,M) < s4
s3

. Hence, every solution of the system (2.4) starting
at I, belongs to GL, where GL = {(S, I,H,M) : 0 < (S+ I) < ι+ ζ1, 0 < M < ι̂+ ζ2, 0 < X(S, I,H,M) <
s4
s3

+ ζ, for any positive ζ1, ζ2, ζ}, and I = (S0, I0,H0,M0) ∈ R
4,0
+ . Therefore, the region GL is positively

invariant with respect to the system (2.4). Thus, the lemma is proven.
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3.2. Basic reproduction number
The basic reproduction number (BRN), defined by the number of secondary cases arising from a

single infected individual introduced into a group of susceptible individuals [2], is an essential measure
of disease dynamics. The success of a pathogen depends on the value of BRN, R0. If R0 < 1, then the
epidemic cannot grow, and the system eventually becomes disease-free [24].

The system (2.4) contains only one infection state, I. Let F and V, respectively, represent the rate of
appearance of new infection and the rate of transitions [24]. Then

F =
(
fSI
)

1×1 and V = (µI+ q2IH)1×1.

At the infection-free equilibrium point E1 = (S1, 0,H1,M1), the transmission matrix F̂ and the transition
matrix V̂ associated with system (2.4) are given by

F̂ =

[
∂F

∂I

]
E1=(S1,0,H1,M1)

= fS1 and V̂ =

[
∂V

∂I

]
E1=(S1,0,H1,M1)

= µ+ q2H1.

Then

K = F̂V̂−1 =

(
fS1

µ+ q2H1

)
1×1

,

where F̂V̂−1 is called the next generation matrix. The basic reproduction number (R0), which is the
spectral radius of the next generation matrix (K) [23], is given by

R0 =
fS1

µ+ q2H1
,

where H1 = j
q1L

(L− S1) and S1 is the equilibrium value of susceptible fish at the disease-free state.

3.3. Equilibrium points
The equilibrium points of the system (2.4) are the solutions of the simultaneous equations

∗j(S+ I)
(

1 −
S+ I

L

)
− fSI− q1SH = 0,

fSI− µI− q2IH = 0,

φ1

((
q1S+ q2I

)
(M− τ) − c

)
H = 0,

φ2M
(
A−A1M−A2M

2 − q1SH− q2IH
)
= 0.

The system (2.4) has seven equilibrium points:

(i) The trivial equilibrium E0 = (0, 0, 0, 0), which always exists.
(ii) The disease-free equilibrium E1 = (S1, 0,H1,M1), where the equilibrium components are

H1 =
j

q1L
(L− S1), M1 = τ+

c

q1S1
,

and S1 is the positive root of the equation

S4
1 +B1S

3
1 +B2S

2
1 +B3S1 +B4 = 0, (3.3)

where

B1 = −L < 0, B2 =
L

j

{
(A−A1τ−A2τ

2)

}
, B3 = −

Lc

jq1
(A1 +A2τL) < 0,B4 = −

A2c
2L

jq2 < 0.
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Since the number of sign change of the coefficients is exactly one under the restriction A < A1τ+
A2τ

2, by Descartes’ rule of sign, Eq. (3.3) has exactly one positive root. Note that H1 is always
positive as S1 < L, and M1 is also positive. Thus, the disease-free equilibrium point (E1) uniquely
exists if A < A1τ+A2τ

2.
(iii) The harvesting-free equilibrium has the form E2 = (S2, I2, 0,M2), whose equilibrium components

are given by S2 = µ
f , I2 = 1

2jf

(
−(2jµ + jµ − jfL) +

√
(2jµ+ jµ− jfL)2 − 4j2µ(µ− fL)

)
and M2 =

1
2A2

(−A1 +
√
A2

1 + 4A1A2). Since S2 and M2 are always positive, so E2 exists if I2 is positive and it
holds whenever fL > µ.

(iv) The harvesting-and disease-free equilibrium E3 = (S3, 0, 0,M3) always exists, where S3 = L > 0 and

M3 = 1
2A2

(−A1 +
√
A2

1 + 4A1A2) =M2 > 0.
(v) The healthy and infected fish only equilibrium E4 = (S4, I4, 0, 0), whose state variables at the equi-

librium level can be represented as S4 = µ
f and

I4 =
1

2jf

(
−(2jµ+ jµ− jfL) +

√
(2jµ+ jµ− jfL)2 − 4j2µ(µ− fL)

)
= I2.

This equilibrium exists if fL > µ.
(vi) The only healthy fish equilibrium E5 = (S5, 0, 0, 0) always exists with S5 = L.

(vii) The coexisting equilibrium E∗ = (S∗, I∗,H∗,M∗), and the corresponding equilibrium components
can be computed as

S∗ =
1
f

(
µ+ q2H

∗), M∗ = τ+
c

q1
f

(
µ+ q2H∗

)
+ q2I∗

.

Observe that both S∗ and M∗ are positive. The other two equilibrium components I∗ and H∗ are the
positive roots of the equations

j

(
1
f

(
µ+ q2H

∗)+ I∗)(1 −
1
f

(
µ+ q2H

∗)+ I∗
L

)
−
(
µ+ q2H

∗)I∗ − q1

f

(
µ+ q2H

∗)H∗ = 0,

A−A1

[
τ+

c
q1
f

(
µ+ q2H∗

)
+ q2I∗

]
−A2

[
τ+

c
q1
f

(
µ+ q2H∗

)
+ q2I∗

]2

−
q1

f

(
µ+ q2H

∗)H∗ + q2I
∗H∗ = 0.

Our computational results for the considered parameter values show that the equilibrium E∗ is
unique.

3.4. Stability of the equilibria
Under what parametric conditions an equilibrium state will be stable is essential for population per-

sistence and sustainable yield. The stability of an equilibrium point means whether the system will return
to the equilibrium point over time or not if the equilibrium point is perturbed. One way of determining
such stability is the linearization technique of the system around the equilibrium point [48]. The Jacobian
matrix of the system (2.4) at any arbitrary equilibrium point Ê = (Ŝ, Î, Ĥ, M̂) reads

J(Ŝ, Î, Ĥ, M̂) =


a11 a12 a13 0
a21 a22 a23 0
a31 a32 a33 a34
a41 a42 a43 a44

 , (3.4)

where a11 = −fÎ− Ĥq1 − j
(

2(Î+Ŝ)
L − 1

)
, a12 = −Ŝf− j

(
2(Î+Ŝ)
L − 1

)
, a13 = −Ŝq1, a21 = Îf, a22 = Ŝf− µ−

Ĥq2, a23 = −Îq2, a31 = Ĥφ1q1
(
M̂− τ

)
, a32 = Ĥφ1q2

(
M̂− τ

)
, a33 = φ1

((
q1Ŝ+ q2Î

)
(M̂− τ) − c

)
, a34 =

φ1
(
ĤÎq2 + ĤŜq1

)
, a41 = −ĤM̂φ2q1, a42 = −ĤM̂φ2q2, a43 = −M̂φ2

(
Îq2 + Ŝq1

)
, a44 = −φ2(A2M̂

2 +

A1M̂−A+ ĤÎq2 + ĤŜq1) − M̂φ2
(
A1 + 2A2M̂

)
. One can then prove the following stability theorem.
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Theorem 3.2.

(i) The equilibrium points E0 = (0, 0, 0, 0), E4 = (S4, I4, 0, 0), and E5 = (L, 0, 0, 0) are always unstable.
(ii) The disease-free equilibrium E1 = (S1, 0,H1,M1) is locally asymptotically stable if the conditions R0 <

1, C1 > 0, C3 > 0, and C1C2 −C3 > 0 are satisfied, otherwise it is unstable, where C1, C2, and C3 are given
in (3.8).

(iii) If c > (I2q2 + S2q1)(M2 − τ) and 2(S2 + I2) > L, then the harvesting-free equilibrium E2 = (S2, I2, 0,M2)
is locally asymptotically stable, and unstable otherwise.

(iv) Whenever the conditions µ > Lf, c > Lq1 (M3 − τ) hold, the harvesting-and disease-free equilibrium E3 =
(S3, 0, 0,M3) remains locally asymptotically stable, and unstable otherwise.

(v) A set of necessary and sufficient conditions for the stability of the coexisting equilibrium point E∗ = (S∗, I∗,H∗,
M∗) is {C4 > 0,C6 > 0,C7 > 0,C4C5C6 − (C2

6 +C
2
4C7) > 0}, where C4, C5, C6, and C7 are given in (3.11).

Proof.

(i) The variational matrix (3.4) at the trivial equilibrium point E0 = (0, 0, 0, 0) reads

JE0 =


j j 0 0
0 −µ 0 0
0 0 −cφ1 0
0 0 0 Aφ2

 . (3.5)

Since two eigenvalues (j and Aφ2) of the Jacobian matrix (3.5) are positive, the equilibrium point E0
is always unstable. Similarly, a positive eigenvalue of the form Aφ2 for both the equilibrium points
E4 = (S4, I4, 0, 0) and E5 = (L, 0, 0, 0) makes them unstable.

(ii) At the disease-free equilibrium E1 = (S1, 0,H1,M1), the variational matrix (3.4) reads

JE1 =


b11 b12 b13 0
0 b22 0 0
b31 b32 0 b34
b41 b42 b43 b44

 , (3.6)

where b11 = −S1j
L , b12 = −S1f− j

(
2S1
L − 1

)
, b13 = −S1q1, b22 = S1f− µ−H1q2, b31 = H1φ1q1(M1 − τ),

b32=H1φ1q2(M1 − τ), b34 = H1S1φ1q1, b41 = −H1M1φ2q1, b42 = −H1M1φ2q2, b43 = −M1S1φ2q1, b44 =
−M1φ2(A1 + 2A2M1). Its one eigenvalue is S1f− µ−H1q2, which is negative whenever the basic repro-
duction number R0 < 1. The other three eigenvalues are the roots of the equation

λ3 +C1λ
2 +C2λ+C3 = 0, (3.7)

where

C1 = −(b11 + b44), C2 = −b13 b31 + b11 b44 − b34 b43, C3 = −b13 b34 b41 + b13 b31 b44 + b11 b34 b43. (3.8)

Following Routh-Hurwitz criterion [40], the necessary and sufficient conditions for all roots of Eq. (3.7)
to have negative real part are C1 > 0,C3 > 0,C1C2 −C3 > 0. Therefore, the disease-free equilibrium E1 =
(S1, 0,H1,M1) is locally asymptotically stable under the condition R0 < 1, C1 > 0, C3 > 0, and C1C2 −
C3 > 0.

(iii) The Jacobian matrix at the harvesting-free equilibrium E2 = (S2, I2, 0,M2) is

JE2 =



−I2 f− j
(

2(I2+S2)
L − 1

)
−S2 f− j

(
2(I2+S2)

L − 1
)

−S2 q1 0
I2 f 0 −I2 q2 0
0 0 φ1((I2q2 + S2q1) 0

(M2 − τ) − c)
0 0 −M2φ2(I2 q2 −M2φ2(A1

+S2q1) +2A2M2)


. (3.9)
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Its two eigenvalues are −M2φ2 (A1 + 2A2M2) < 0 and φ1 ((I2q2 + S2q1)(M2 − τ) − c). The latter eigen-
value is negative provided c > (I2q2 + S2q1)(M2 − τ), i.e., the cost per unit of fishing effort greater than
the corresponding earnings. The other two eigenvalues are the roots of the equation

λ2
1 +

(
I2 f+ j

(
2(I2 + S2)

L
− 1
))

λ1 +

(
S2 f+ j

(
2(I2 + S2)

L
− 1
))

I2f = 0. (3.10)

Clearly, the roots of Eq. (3.10) will have negative real parts whenever 2(S2 + I2) > L. Thus, the equilibrium
point E2 = (S2, I2, 0,M2) is locally asymptotically stable under the conditions c > (I2q2 + S2q1)(M2 − τ),
2(S2 + I2) > L.

(iv) The characteristic equation corresponding to the Jacobian matrix (3.4) at the harvesting-and disease-
free equilibrium E3(S3, 0, 0,M3) can be written as

(λ3 + j){λ3 − (Lf− µ)}{λ3 +φ1 (c− Lq1 (M3 − τ))}{λ3 +M3φ2 (A1 + 2A2M3)} = 0.

Therefore, the eigenvalues are −j, Lf− µ, −φ1 (c− Lq1 (M3 − τ)) and −M3φ2 (A1 + 2A2M3). Clearly,
two eigenvalues −j and −M3φ2 (A1 + 2A2M3) are always negative. The negativity of the remaining two
is assured under the conditions µ > fL and c > Lq1 (M3 − τ). Recall that the existence condition of
equilibrium points E2 and E4 is µ < fL. Therefore, whenever the equilibrium point E2 or E4 exists, the
steady state E3 cannot be stable. The other condition c > Lq1 (M3 − τ) tells that the fishing cannot be
profitable whenever E3 is stable.

(v) Suppose an interior equilibrium E∗ = (S∗, I∗,H∗,M∗) of the system (2.4) exists. The Jacobian matrix
in this case is evaluated as

JE∗ =


c11 c12 c13 0
c21 0 c23 0
c31 c32 0 c34
c41 c42 c43 c44

 ,

where c11 = −
2j(I∗+S∗)

L , c12 = −S∗f − j
(

2(I∗+S∗)
L − 1

)
, c13 = −S∗q1, c21 = I∗f, c23 = −I∗q2, c31 =

H∗φ1q1(M
∗ − τ), c32 = H∗φ1q2(M

∗ − τ), c34 = φ1(H
∗I∗q2 +H

∗S∗q1), c41 = −H∗M∗φ2q1,
c42 = −H∗M∗φ2q2, c43 = −M∗φ2 (I

∗q2 + S
∗q1) , c44 = −M∗φ2(A1 + 2A2M

∗). The corresponding charac-
teristic equation reads

λ2
4 +C4λ2

3 +C5λ2
2 +C6λ2 +C7 = 0,

where

C4 = (−c11 − c44),
C5 = (c11 c44 − c13 c31 − c12 c21 − c23 c32 − c34 c43),
C6 =

(
c11 c23 c32 − c12 c23 c31 − c13 c21 c32 + c12 c21 c44 + c11 c34 c43

+ c13 c31 c44 − c13 c34 c41 + c23 c32 c44 − c23 c34 c42
)
,

C7 = c11 c23 c34 c42 − c11 c23 c32 c44 + c12 c21 c34 c43 + c12 c23 c31 c44

− c12 c23 c34 c41 + c13 c21 c32 c44 − c13 c21 c34 c42.

(3.11)

Following Routh-Hurwitz criterion [40], a set of necessary and sufficient conditions for the stability of the
equilibrium point E∗ = (S∗, I∗,H∗,M∗) is

C4 > 0, C6 > 0, C7 > 0, C4C5C6 − (C2
6 +C

2
4C7) > 0.

This completes the proof of the theorem.
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3.5. Bifurcation analysis
Changes in the system dynamics for the variation of a system parameter may be well described

through its bifurcation results. Considering the fishing tax τ as the control parameter, we investigate
the occurrence of bifurcations in the system (2.4). One can prove the following theorem for the existence
of bifurcations.

Theorem 3.3.

(i) The system (2.4) undergoes a transcritical bifurcation at the disease-free equilibrium point E1(S1, 0,H1,P1) if
τ reaches the critical value τTC1 , where τTC1 is the positive root of the equation

fS1(τ) − µ− q2H1(τ) = 0,

and the transversality condition f 6= q2v3
v1

holds.
(ii) The system (2.4) undergoes a transcritical bifurcation at the harvesting-free equilibrium point E2(S2, I2, 0,P2)

if τ arrives the threshold level τTC2 , where

τTC2 =M2 −
c

I2q2 + S2q1
,

and the transversality condition τTC2 6=M2 +
q1S2+q2I2
q1w1+q2w2

w4 holds.

Proof.

(i) From (3.6), one can observe that the Jacobian matrix leaves a zero eigenvalue if

fS1(τ) − µ− q2H1(τ) = 0. (3.12)

Let τ = τTC1 be a positive root of the Eq. (3.12). Then, at τTC1 , the eigenvector corresponding to the zero
eigenvalue of JE1(S1, 0,H1,M1) and JE1(S1, 0,H1,M1)

T are

ζ =


v1
v2
v3
1

 and η =


0
1
0
0

 ,

where JE1(S1, 0,H1,M1)
T is the transpose of JE1(S1, 0,H1,M1) and

v1 = −
b32v2 + b34

b31
,

v2 =
b13b34(b31b44 − b41b34) + b11b34b31b43

(b12b31 − b11b32)b31b43 − b13b31(b42b31 − b41b32)
,

v3 =
b11b34(b42b31 − b41b32) − (b12b31 − b11b32)(b31b44 − b41b34)

(b12b31 − b11b32)b31b43 − b13b31(b42b31 − b41b32)
.

Now the three conditions of Sotomayor’s theorem [60] for the existence of a degenerate transcritical
bifurcation at τ = τTC1 are

ηTRτ

(
E1(S1, 0,H1,M1); τ = τTC1

)
= 0,

ηTDRτ

(
E1(S1, 0,H1,M1); τ = τTC1

)
ζ = 0,

ηTD2R

(
E1(S1, 0,H1,M1); τ = τTC1

)
(ζ, ζ) 6= 0.

(3.13)
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Here Rτ =

(
dF1
dτ , dF2

dτ , dF3
dτ , dF4

dτ

)T
and DRτ

(
JE1(S1, 0,H1,M1); τ = τTC1

)
ζ is the linear transformation

formed by the matrix of partial derivatives of the components of Rτ with respect to the state vari-

ables (S, I,H,M). Similarly, one can define the other linear transformation D2R

(
JE1(S1, 0,H1,M1); τ =

τTC1

)
(ζ, ζ). It is to be noted that the second condition of (3.13) needs to be non-zero for the appearance

of non-degenerate transcritical bifurcation [60]. Now,

ηTRτ

(
E1(S1, 0,H1,M1); τ = τTC1

)
= (0 1 0 0)


0
0

φ1q1S1H1
0


τ=τTC1

= 0,

ηTDRτ

(
E1(S1, 0,H1,M1); τ = τTC1

)
ζ = (0 1 0 0)


0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

φ1q1H1 φ1q1H1 φ1q1S1 0
0 0 0 0


τ=τTC1


v1
v2
v3
1

 = 0,

ηTD2R

(
E1(S1, 0,H1,M1); τ = τTC1

)
(ζ, ζ) = (0 1 0 0)


d11 d12 d13 0
d21 d22 d23 0
d31 d32 d33 d34
d41 d42 d43 d44


τ=τTC1


v1
v2
v3
1


= d21v1 + d22v2 + d23v3 = 2(fv1v2 − q2v2v3),

where d11 = −fv2 −
2j
L (v1 + v2) − q1v3, d12 = −fv1 −

2j
L (v1 + v2), d13 = −q1v1, d21 = fv2, d22 = fv1 −

q2v3, d23 = −q2v2, d31 = φ1q1((M1 − τ
TC
1 )v3 +H1), d32 = φ2q2((M1 − τ

TC
1 )v3 +H1), d33 = φ1{q1S1 +

(q1v1 +q2v2)(M1 − τ
TC
1 )}, d34 = φ1{q1S1v3 +q1H1(v1 + v2)}, d41 = −φ2q1(H1 +M1v3), d42 = −φ2q2(H1 +

M1v3), d43 = −φ2{M1(q1v1 + q2v2) + S1q1(v3 + 1)}, d44 = −φ2{H1(q1v1 + q2v2) + S1q1 + (2A1 + 6A2M1)}.
Thus, following Sotomayars theorem [60], whenever the control parameter τ reaches the critical value
τ = τTC1 , a degenerate transcritical bifurcation point occurs if the condition f 6= q2v3

v1
holds.

(ii) Proceeding similarly, one can show that the variational matrix (3.9), corresponding to the harvesting
effort-free equilibrium point E2(S2, I2, 0,M2), gives a zero eigenvalue at τ =M2 −

c
I2q2+S2q1

= τTC2 (say). In
this case, the eigenvectors of JE2(S2, I2, 0,M2) and JE2(S2, I2, 0,M2)

T , corresponding to the zero eigenvalue
at τTC2 , are

ζ̂ =


w1
w2
w3
w4

 and η̂ =


0
0
1
0

 ,

where

w1 = −
q2

f
,

w2 =
q2

(
−fI2 − j

(
2(S2+I2)

L − 1
))

(A1 + 2A2M2) + f(q1S2 + q2I2)
(
fS2 + j

(
2(S2+I2)

L − 1
))

q1fφ2S2I2M2(A1 + 2A2M2)
,

w3 = 1, w4 =
q1S2 + q2I2

A1 + 2A2M2
.

Similar calculations show that there exists a degenerate transcritical bifurcation point at τ = τTC2 if τTC2 6=
M2 +

q1S2+q2I2
q1w1+q2w2

w4.
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3.6. Computational results

To visualize the previous bifurcations, and the in-between stabilities, we have presented a bifurcation
diagram in Fig. 1 with the variations in τ. It shows three distinct dynamic behaviours of the system when
the tax is varied in some stipulated range 0 < τ < 11.

Figure 1: Bifurcation results of the system (2.4) when the tax, τ, is varied in the range 0 < τ < 11. We have plotted the maxima
and minima of each state variables for each value of τ. This tax range is classified into three categories, low, intermediate and
high, depending on the system’s stabilities. The disease-free equilibrium (E1) is stable when the tax is low (0 < τ < 5.42). The
coexisting equilibrium (E∗) is stable in the intermediate tax, 5.42 < τ < 10.32. The harvesting-free equilibrium (E2) is stable if
the tax is high (τ > 10.32). Parameters are as in Table 1.

Solving Eq. (3.12), one gets the unique root as τ = τTC1 = 5.42. At this critical value, the eigenvector
ζ = (v1, v2, v3, 1)T becomes (26.30,−24.65, 0.01, 1)T and therefore the transversality condition of Theorem
3.3 (i) is satisfied as f = 0.04 6= qv3

v1
= 0.0004. Therefore, a transcritical bifurcation arises at τ = τTC1 = 5.42,

following Theorem 3.3 (i), where the disease-free equilibrium E1 coalesces with the coexisting equilibrium
E∗ and exchanges their stability (see Fig. 1). At τ = τTC2 = M2 −

c
I2q2+S2q1

= 10.32, one can obtain
the eigenvector as ζ̂ = (w1,w2,w3,w4)

T = (−22.50, 0.83, 1, 31.12)T . Also the transversality condition of
Theorem 3.3 (ii) is satisfied as τTC2 = 10.32 6=M2 +

q1S2+q2I2
q1w1+q2w2

w4 = 4.90. Therefore, following Theorem 3.3
(ii), another shift of stability through a transcritical bifurcation occurs at τ = 10.32, where the coexisting
equilibrium E∗ and the harvesting-free equilibrium (E2) met. Notice that the market price (M) increases
as the tax increases, while the harvesting effort (H) steadily decreases in the same range 0 < τ < 10.32.
The disease is established through the appearance of the I population as the imposed tax exceeds the
first transcritical value τTC1 = 5.42. The infected fish population increases rapidly for further increase
in τ, while a gradual decline occurs in the healthy fish population. As the regulatory tax crosses the
higher transcritical value τTC2 = 10.32, harvesting effort declines to zero. Thus, there exist three different
dynamic regimes for the variation in τ: (i) the system remains disease-free for low tax (0 < τ < 5.42); (ii)
the disease persists when tax is intermediate (5.42 < τ < 10.32); and (iii) harvesting is not possible if the
imposed tax is high (τ > 10.32). The harvesting-and disease-free equilibrium, E3, does not appear in the
bifurcation analysis results because it is always unstable whenever the equilibrium point E2 or E4 exists.

The time series solutions (Fig. 2) of the system for three particular values of τ show the representative
behaviour of the state variables for all τ in the considered range. At the lower value of the regulating
tax (say τ = 2.5) the required conditions of Theorem 3.2 (ii) are satisfied as C1 = 0.91 > 0,C3 = 0.16 >
0, C1C2 −C3 = 0.28 > 0. Here, the basic reproduction number is R0 = 0.65 < 1. Therefore, the system
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Figure 2: Time evolutions of the system (2.4) for some particular values of τ taken one from each region (see Fig. 1). (a)
Stable behaviour of the infection-free equilibrium E1 = (4.02, 0, 0.21, 5.29) for τ = 2.5. (b) The endemic equilibrium E∗ =
(4.10, 0.31, 0.12, 8.52) is stable for τ = 6. (c) For τ = 10.35, harvesting effort becomes zero and the system stabilizes to the
harvesting-free equilibrium E2 = (1.25, 3.54, 0, 12.45). In each case, the system started from the initial value (0.5, 0.1, 0.5, 2).
Parameters are as in Table 1.

stabilizes to the disease-free equilibrium E1 = (4.02, 0, 0.21, 5.29) (Fig. 2 (a)). Healthy fish stock in this
state is high, at 4.02 units. Consequently, the price remains low (M = 5.29 units), and harvesting effort is
high (H = 0.21 units) due to the availability of the fish stock. Intense harvesting reduces the infected fish,
causing the elimination of infection from the system when the tax is low. If the imposed tax is moderate,
say τ = 6, the system converges to the endemic state E∗, by satisfying the set of necessary and sufficient
conditions of Theorem 3.2 (v) as C4 = 0.91 > 0,C6 = 0.17 > 0,C7 = 0.002 > 0,C4C5C6 − (C2

6 +C
2
4C7) =

0.03 > 0. This gives the stable solutions of all the state variables with equilibrium population levels
S∗ = 4.10, I∗ = 0.31,H∗ = 0.12,M∗ = 8.52 (Fig. 2 (b)). The infected fish can persist in the intermediate
range of 5.42 < τ < 10.32. This is reasonable because increasing tax reduces harvesting and causes
a compensatory increase in infected fish, which helps infection invade the host population. The total
fish stock (S∗ + I∗) at E∗ increases to 4.41 units from 4.02 units compared to the previous state. For
higher tax, say τ = 10.35 (> 10.32), the local stability condition given in Theorem 3.2 (iii) becomes
c − (I2q2 + S2q1)(M − τ) = 0.21 > 0 and 2(S2 + I2) − L = 4 > 0. Therefore, following Theorem 3.2
(iii), the system converges to the harvesting-free equilibrium state E2 = (1.25, 3.54, 0, 12.45) (Fig. 2 (c)),
where each state variable has positive value except the fishing effort, which is zero. Observe that the
fish market price in this state becomes too high (M = 12.45 units) for an imbalance in the demand and
supply. Interestingly, even though the available fish stock is maximum (S2 + I2 = 4.795 units) in this case,
the demand diminishes to zero due to the high market price (see Fig. 1 (d)). Thus, there is a regime
shift as τ crosses the upper transcritical value, where the system enters into a non-harvesting regime
from the harvesting regime due to excessive fishing tax. Fishers opt out of fishing as harvesting is not
economically viable at a higher tax (τ > 10.32). Therefore, it is necessary to control the tax parameter
sustainably, and the challenge for the regulating agency is to optimize this parameter for sustainable
socio-economic benefits.

4. Optimal taxation policy

Here we explore the trade-off between the regulatory tax and the societal net benefit. The societal
benefit (say, Θ) is defined here as the sum of net revenue from fish selling (say, Θ1) and the income earned
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from the fishing tax (say, Θ2), where

Θ1(S, I,H,M, τ) = landed fish × (market price minus fishing tax) = H(q1S+ q2I)(M− τ),
Θ2(S, I,H,M, τ) = landed fish × fishing tax = H(q1S+ q2I)τ, (4.1)

and

Θ(S, I,H,M, τ) = revenue from fishing (Θ1) + revenue from tax (Θ2) = (q1MS+ q2MI)H. (4.2)

We find whether there exists an optimal value of the imposed tax so that the societal benefit is maximum.
To maximize the societal benefit, the optimal taxation problem may be defined as

= =

∫∞
0
Θ(S, I,H,M, τ)e−δtdt,

where δ indicates the annual discount rate and Θ is defined in Eq. (4.2). The control variable τ is subject
to the constraints 0 6 τ < τmax, where τmax denote the upper limits of the imposed tax. By virtue of the
Pontryagin’s maximum principle [63], one can write the Hamiltonian of the system as

Υ(S, I,H,M, τ) = H(q1MS+ q2MI)e
−δt + ξ1

[
j(S+ I)

(
1 −

S+ I

L

)
− fSI− q1SH

]
+ ξ2

[
fSI− µI− q2IH

]
+ ξ3

[
φ1
(
(q1S+ q2I)(M− τ) − c

)
H
]

+ ξ4

[
φ2M

(
A−A1M−A2M

2 − q1SH− q2IH
)]

,

subject to the system (2.4), where ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, and ξ4 are the adjoint variables. The optimal control variable
τ has to satisfy the following conditions to maximize Υ [52]:

∂Υ

∂τ
= 0,

dξ1

dt
= −

∂Υ

∂S
,
dξ2

dt
= −

∂Υ

∂I
,
dξ3

dt
= −

∂Υ

∂H
,
dξ4

dt
= −

∂Υ

∂M
.

At any arbitrary equilibrium point (Ŝ, Î, Ĥ, M̂), ∂Υ∂τ = 0 gives ξ3φ1
(
− q1Ŝ− q2Î

)
Ĥ = 0. For the nontrivial

solution, one must have

ξ3 = 0.

Again, dξ4
dt = −

[
∂Υ
∂M

]
(Ŝ,Î,Ĥ,M̂)

gives

dξ4

dt
= D2e

−δt +D1ξ4, (4.3)

where D1 = −φ2
{
A− 2A1M̂− 3A2M̂

2 −q1ŜĤ−q2ÎĤ
}

and D2 = −
{
q1ŜĤ+q2ÎĤ

}
. Solving (4.3), one gets

ξ4 = −
D2

D1 + δ
e−δt.

Also, dξ3
dt = −

[
∂Υ
∂H

]
(Ŝ,Î,Ĥ,M̂)

provides

ξ1 = F1e
−δt − F2ξ2,

where F1 =
(
q1Ŝ+ q2Î

)(
M̂+ D2φ2M̂

D1+δ

)
1
q1Ŝ

and F2 = q2Î

q1Ŝ
. Putting the value of ξ1 in dξ2

dt = −
[
∂Υ
∂I

]
(Ŝ,Î,Ĥ,M̂)

,

one gets

ξ2 = −
D4

D3 + δ
e−δt and consequently ξ1 =

{
F1 +

D4F2

D3 + δ

}
e−δt,
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where D3 = F2

(
j
(
1 −

2(Ŝ+Î)
L

)
− fŜ

)
− fŜ + µ + q2Ĥ, and D4 = −q2ĤM̂ − F1

(
j
(
1 −

2(Ŝ+Î)
L

)
− fŜ

)
−

q2φ2D2ĤM̂
(D1+δ)

.
Observe that each of these adjoint variables (ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, ξ4) is bounded. Substituting the values of

these adjoint variables in dξ1
dt = −

[
∂Υ
∂S

]
(Ŝ,Î,Ĥ,M̂)

, one gets the optimal tax equation as

Γ(τ) = q1M̂Ĥ+

(
j
(
1 −

2(Ŝ+ Î)
L

)
− fÎ− q1Ĥ− δ

)(
F1 +

D4F2

D3 + δ

)
−
D4fÎ

D3 + δ
+
D2φ2q1ĤM̂

(D1 + δ)
= 0 (4.4)

for a suitable choice of the annual discount rate, δ. The positive values of τ for which Γ(τ) = 0 are the
possible optical candidates. The optimal value τ = τc is the value for which Θ is maximum. If there are
i number of equilibrium points with non-zero harvesting value, we will obtain i number of critical τc’s.
Then the optimal societal revenue, Θmax, is given by

Θmax = max
i
Θ(S, I,H,M, τci ).

To compute the optimum tax level and the corresponding societal revenue Θ(S, I,H,M, τ) for the
parameter values considered in Table 1 with an annual discount rate δ = 0.001, we solve Eq. (4.4) at
the disease-free and endemic equilibrium points, where harvesting has non-zero equilibrium value. We
obtain two optimal values of τ, namely, τc1 = 4.44M$/metric ton at the infection-free equilibrium state,
and τc2 = 9.22 M$/metric ton at the endemic equilibrium state (See Fig. 3 (a)). The societal benefit or
the net revenue at these two optimal tax values are computed from (4.2) as Θ(τc1 ) = 4.096 M$/year and
Θ(τc2 ) = 1.478M$/year. Thus, the maximum net revenue is Θmax = max(4.09, 1.478) = 4.09M$/year and
the optimal tax is τc1 = 4.44M$/metric ton, which is obtained at the disease-free equilibrium state, E1.
Following similar calculations, one can get the optimal equation for the fishing tax revenue Θ2 as

Γ1(τ) =
1
q1Ŝ

{
−δ+ j

{
1 −

2(Ŝ+ Î)
L

}
− fÎ− q1Ĥ

}{
D6q2Î

D5 + δ
+ (q1Ŝ+ q2Î)M̂− c−

δ

φ1
+

D2

D1 + δ

}
+ q1τĤ−

D6fÎ

D5 + δ
+ q1(M̂− τ)Ĥ+

D2τĤ

D1 + δ
= 0,

(4.5)

where

D5 =
q2Î

q1Ŝ

{
j

(
1 −

2(Ŝ+ Î)
L

)
− fŜ

}
+ µ− fŜ+ q2Ĥ,

D6 = −q2τĤ−

{
(q1Ŝ+ q2Î)M̂− c−

δ

φ1
+

D2

D1 + δ

}{
j

(
1 −

2(Ŝ+ Î)
L

)
− fŜ

}
−
D2φ2q2M̂Ĥ

D1 + δ
.

The solution of Eq. (4.5) provides the optimal value of τ as τc1
Θ2

= 1 M$/metric ton and τc2
Θ2

= 5.68
M$/metric ton (See Fig. 3 (b)). The earnings from fishing tax at these two optimal tax values are computed
from Eq. (4.1) as Θ2(τ

c1
Θ2

) = 0.78 M$/year and Θ2(τ
c2
Θ2

) = 2.717 M$/year. Thus, the maximum fishing tax
revenue is Θmax

2 = 2.717 M$/year and the optimal tax is τc2
Θ2

= 5.68M$/metric ton, which is obtained at
the endemic equilibrium state, E∗. It is worth mentioning that the fisherman revenue (Θ1) is a decreasing
tax function, and it is maximum when τ = 0.

In Table 2, we have presented the equilibrium values of the state variables and the revenues at equilib-
rium points E1 and E∗ for some particular discounts of τ. It shows that the societal income is maximum
(Θ = 4.096) when τ = 4.44. Fishermen’s earnings from selling fishing are maximum (Θ1 = 2.453) when
τ = 0 and the revenue from the fishing tax is maximum (Θ2 = 2.717) when τ = 5.68. It is interesting to
note that the total equilibrium fish stock (Ŝ+ Î) is maximum (4.795) in the endemic state; however, the
maximum societal revenue (4.096) is generated at the disease-free equilibrium state for the optimal tax
τ = 4.44.
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Figure 3: (a) Plot of the optimal tax equation (4.4) for Θ with respect to τ. It shows that there are two optimal values of τ, viz.,
τc1 = 4.44, and τc2 = 9.22, for which Γ(τ) = 0. (b) Similar plot of (4.5) for Θ2 shows that there exists two optimal values of τ, viz.,
τc1
Θ2

= 1, and τc2
Θ2

= 5.68. Here the annual discount rate is δ = 0.001, and the other parameters are as in Table 1.

Table 2: This table evaluates the societal revenue Θ(Ŝ, Î, Ĥ, M̂), fisherman’s revenue Θ1(Ŝ, Î, Ĥ, M̂), and tax revenue Θ2(Ŝ, Î, Ĥ, M̂)
at the equilibrium states E1 and E∗, where harvesting is possible, for some particular values of fishing tax with an annual
discount rate δ = 0.001. Observe that societal revenue is maximum (4.096 M$/year) in the disease-free state (where Î = 0) for
τ = 4.44 M$/metric ton. Tax revenue is maximum (2.717 M$/year) in the endemic state for τ = 5.68 M$/metric ton. Fishers’
revenue is maximum (2.453 M$/year) when there is no fishing tax and gradually declines with increasing τ. The optimum
values are written in boldface. The parameters are as in Fig. 3.

τ Ŝ Î Ŝ+ Î Ĥ M̂ Θ1(Ŝ, Î, Ĥ, M̂) Θ2(Ŝ, Î, Ĥ, M̂) Θ = Θ1 +Θ2
(M$/MT∗) (MT) (MT) (MT) (SFU) (M$/MT) (M$/year) (M$/year) (M$/year)

0 3.789 0 3.789 0.273 2.970 2.453 0 2.453
2.5 4.024 0 4.024 0.2195 5.296 1.976 1.767 3.743
4.44 4.244 0 4.244 0.1701 7.091 1.531 2.565 4.096

5 4.3123 0 4.3123 0.1549 7.609 1.394 2.672 4.066
5.07 4.320 0 4.320 0.153 7.674 1.377 2.681 4.058
5.68 4.305 0.0839 4.3889 0.1359 8.237 1.22 2.717 3.941

6 4.101 0.3118 4.4128 0.1267 8.527 1.140 2.707 3.847
8 2.780 1.791 4.571 0.0685 10.345 0.6132 2.0918 2.705

9.22 1.971 2.715 4.686 0.0321 11.459 0.289 1.189 1.478
10.32 1.250 3.545 4.795 0 12.454 0 0 0

∗MT stands for metric ton.

The equilibrium revenue curves for varying taxes are plotted in Fig. 4. It shows that the fisherman’s
revenue (Θ1) is maximum when there is no fishing tax. Here the societal benefit (Θ) coincided with the
fishers’ earnings. Otherwise, societal benefits exceed the fishers’ incomes for the feasible range of τ. The
societal benefit is always higher from the generated revenue from the fishing tax (Θ1) in the same range. It
is observable that the societal revenue gradually increases with τ and becomes maximum in the disease-
free state for τ = 4.44, and after that, it decreases to zero. Whereas the tax revenue increases till τ = 5.68
and then declines to zero. The maximum tax earned at τ = 5.68 when disease persists in the system.
These results show the existence of a trade-off between the revenue earnings and the imposed tax.
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Figure 4: Equilibrium revenue curves are plotted against the tax. The societal revenue (Θ(τ)) is maximum at τc1 = 4.44 M$/metric
ton, and the corresponding maximum revenue is 4.096 M$/year. The maximum revenue generated from the imposed tax (Θ2(τ))
is obtained at the optimal tax τcΘ2

= 5.68 M$/metric ton, and the corresponding tax revenue is 2.717 M$/year. At τ = 0, the
fishers’ revenue is maximum, and the corresponding earning is 2.453 M$/year. Here the annual discount rate is δ = 0.001, and
the other parameters are as in Table 1.

4.1. Sensitivity analysis

We estimated the changes (see Table 3) in the optimal societal revenue due to the changes in the pa-
rameter values. Table 3 shows only those parameters out of 13 parameters in the Table 1 which bring
significant change in the result. While determining the sensitivity of a parameter, all other parameters
remain fixed as in Table 1 with τ = 4.44 M$/metric ton at which societal revenue is maximum (4.096
M$/year). This table shows that the maximal demand A is the most sensitive parameter. If the parameter
A is enhanced by 50% or 25% from its default value 0.9 (see Table 1), then the optimal societal revenue
will be increased by 83.86% or 40.18%, respectively. On the contrary, if it is decreased by 50% or 25%,
the societal revenue decreases by 76.07% or 37.95%, respectively. It is observable that the stability region
interchanges between disease-free and endemic states with the variation of most of the parameters. How-
ever, the scenario is completely different with the variation of j and A1, where the stability region always
remains disease-free. It is interesting to observe that the optimal societal revenue always decreases from
its default value with any increment or decrement of the parameter τ. This implies that the value of τ
(4.44 M$/metric ton) is optimal and the corresponding societal revenue (4.096 M$/year) is also optimal.

5. Discussion

The fishery has become one of the significant subsistences across the globe. According to the 2021 re-
port of the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), about 38.98 million people are engaged in fisheries
[71], justifying why most fisheries are under stress. Some governing agencies try to restrict harvesting by
imposing a tax per unit of biomass of landed fish. Although taxation controls overfishing, an irrational
tax policy may negatively affect fishery dynamics and revenue generation. It may help increase fishery-
related infection and drastically reduce the amount of landed fish, causing a significant difference between
the demand and supply of this globally accepted food item. A pronounced effect of this imbalance is the
price hike of the fish stock, which may directly impact the fishery & related industries and employability.
So the question is: how much taxation benefits a fishery in the presence of infection? Does there exist any
trade-off? How does the intricacy of demand, tax, and disease play a role in fishery dynamics and rev-
enue generation? We proposed a nonlinear bioeconomic harvesting model of a single-species fishery with
infection, variable market price, and nonlinear demand to answer these questions and explore taxation’s
ecological and economic effects. To our knowledge, such a theoretical investigation is rare in the literature.
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Table 3: Effect on optimal societal revenue due to the change in the key parameters and the corresponding changes in the
stability state. The seven parameters are varied 25 or 50 per cent upside or downside from their default values mentioned in
Table 1, and the corresponding changes in the optimal societal revenue are tabulated. Here a “ + ” sign indicates a shift in the
upside, and a “ − ” sign suggests a change in the downside.

Parameters Changes in Changes Stability Parameters Changes in Changes Stability
parameters (%) in Θ (%) region parameters (%) in Θ (%) region

+50 83.86 Disease-free +50 −6.09 Disease-free
A −50 −76.07 Endemic A1 −50 6.21 Disease-free

+25 40.18 Disease-free +25 −3.06 Disease-free
−25 −37.95 Endemic −25 3.09 Disease-free
+50 −20.81 Endemic +50 −4.001 Endemic

A2 −50 22.85 Disease-free c −50 −4.47 Disease-free
+25 −10.65 Disease-free +25 −0.999 Disease-free
−25 11.19 Disease-free −25 −1.13 Disease-free
+50 −2.91 Disease-free +50 −12.59 Endemic

L −50 −24.00 Endemic τ −50 −11.11 Disease-free
+25 −1.07 Disease-free +25 −3.03 Endemic
−25 −2.84 Endemic −25 −2.96 Disease-free
+50 −0.08 Disease-free

j −50 −1.79 Disease-free
+25 −0.13 Disease-free
−25 −0.03 Disease-free

We have considered a nonlinear quadratic market demand to represent the demand-price relation. Such
a quadratic demand may be a more suitable demand function, compared to constant [10], linear [53], and
saturated [8] types functions, when the demand of a particular commodity decreases sharply if its price
is high.

Our system has seven equilibrium points, of which three are always unstable, and the remaining
four may be stable or unstable depending on the parametric conditions. The bifurcation analysis for
the tax parameter classified the system stability into three distinct dynamic regimes. It is revealed that
the system remains disease-free if the regulatory tax is low, which promotes intensive harvesting. Such
intense harvesting reduces the infected fish, causing the elimination of infection from the system. A
reduction in the harvesting efforts due to increased tax helps the infection spread, and the disease can
invade the fish population for an extended range of intermediate tax. Healthy fish density gradually
decreases in this case with a complementary increase in the infected fish density. Since fish harvesting
is relatively low in the medium range of tax, its supply reduces significantly, increasing the difference
between demand and supply with the growing tax. Therefore, the fish price steadily increases following
the open market theory. As the market price becomes too high, the demand gradually diminishes to zero
(see Fig. 5).

Figure 5: Quadratic demand curve D(M) = A−A1 −A2M
2 is plotted as a function of price, M, in the range 0 6M 6 12.45. The

upper value of M is fixed from Fig. 2 (c), where the harvesting-free equilibrium E2 is stable. It shows that demand decreases
from its maximum when the price is zero to its minimum when it is high. The parameters are as in Table 1.
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Thus, the fisheries experience a tax-induced functioning instability at the higher level of fishing tax.
In such a case, fishing is no more economically viable, and the fishers opt out of fisheries due to a lack
of demand and high fishing tax. The ecological and economic effect of such a non-harvesting regime
shift is immense. Such a shift from a harvesting regime to a non-harvesting regime is not due to the
scarcity of harvested stock but the need for better governance. Therefore, it is necessary to control the
tax parameter sustainably, and the challenge for the regulatory agency is to optimize this parameter for
maximal socio-economic benefits.

It is worth mentioning that the fisherman’s income will be maximum if they do not pay any fishing tax.
Indeed, their earnings will gradually decrease with the increasing tax. On the other hand, the regulatory
authority earns more revenue by charging a higher fishing tax. Imposing a tax is beneficial because it
controls harvesting and saves fishery from overexploitation. Secondly, the regulatory authority may use
the tax revenue for various welfare measures for the people associated with the fishery, marine ecosystem,
coastal management, and related value chains for sustainable development and economic prosperity.
Therefore, an effective regulatory taxation policy may play a crucial role in the sustainable use of fisheries
through a win-win solution. A low tax may help make the system infection-free, while infection may
persist if the tax is high. A higher regulatory tax, however, may put an end to harvesting. It implies that
there exists a trade-off. Consequently, an optimal taxation policy is necessary to make a balance among the
harvesting intensity, infection spreading, market demand & supply, and revenue earnings. It is revealed
that some optimum tax exists, where the societal income is maximum and occurs at the disease-free state
for some lower optimal tax. However, the regulatory authority earns the maximum revenue for some
higher optimal tax in the disease state. Fishers’ income is maximized with no tax and steadily decreases
to zero with increasing tax. Noticeably, the gap between demand and supply of fish widens with the
increasing tax, causing a steady price increase in this globally accepted renewable food item. Thus,
the higher regulatory tax causes an imbalance in the fish supply and price, which may severely impact
fishery, fishery-related industries, and employability. Therefore, there should be an optimal tax policy for
which the fishery sustains and maximizes societal revenue. The future of fishing thus depends on many
interconnected factors, including infection control, ecosystem management, maintaining the demand-
supply chain, and implementing a justifiable regulatory taxation policy through good governance. Indeed,
this will help put a step forward in achieving the sustainable development goals by 2030 as set by the
United Nations.

6. Conclusion

Our study reveals that fish disease may alter the system dynamics and reduce revenue generation.
Taxation might control overfishing but may help disease spreading and price hiking if it is high. The
system may experience a regime shift for a too high regulatory tax, where the system enters into a non-
harvesting regime from the harvesting one. There exist some trade-offs between revenue generation and
regulatory tax. The overall societal revenue is highest at the optimal tax level. However, the individual
earnings in these heads are different at different tax levels.

Acknowledgment

This work was supported by the Yonsei University Research Fund (Yonsei Frontier Lab, Yonsei Frontier
Program for Outstanding Scholars) of 2022.

The authors acknowledge the constructive suggestions of the reviewer and the Editor-in-Chief.

References

[1] I. Agmour, M. Bentounsi, N. Achtaich, Y. El Foutayeni, Catchability coefficient influence on the fishermen’s net economic
revenues, Commun. Math. Biol. Neurosci., 2018 2018, 16 pages. 1

http://scik.org/index.php/cmbn/article/download/3512/1738
http://scik.org/index.php/cmbn/article/download/3512/1738


B. Sarkar, S. Bhattacharya, N. Bairagi, J. Nonlinear Sci. Appl., 16 (2023), 145–167 165

[2] R. M. Anderson, R. M. May, Infectious diseases of humans: dynamics and control, Oxford University Press, New York,
(1992). 3.2

[3] T. K. Ang, H. M. Safuan, Harvesting in a toxicated intraguild predator–prey fishery model with variable carrying capacity,
Chaos Solitons Fractals, 126 (2019), 158–168. 2

[4] M. R. Arkoosh, E. Casillas, E. Clemons, A. N. Kagley, R. Olson, P. Reno, J. E. Stein, Effect of pollution on fish diseases:
potential impacts on salmonid populations, J. Aquat. Anim. Health, 10 (1998), 182–190. 1

[5] P. Auger, R. Mchich, N. Raı̈ssi, B. W. Kooi, Effects of market price on the dynamics of a spatial fishery model: Over-
exploited fishery/traditional fishery, Ecol. Complex., 7 (2010), 13–20. 2, 2, 2

[6] C. Azar, J. Holmberg, K. Lindgren, Stability analysis of harvesting in a predator-prey model, J. Theor. Biol., 174 (1995),
13–19. 2

[7] N. Bairagi, S. Bhattacharya, P. Auger, B. Sarkar, Bioeconomics fishery model in presence of infection: sustainability and
demand-price perspectives, Appl. Math. Comput., 405 (2021), 20 pages. 2, 2, 2, 1

[8] N. Bairagi, S. Bhattacharya, B. Sarkar, Demand-induced regime shift in fishery: A mathematical perspective, Math.
Biosci., 361 (2023), 14 pages. 5

[9] A. Barman, R. Das, P. K. De, Optimal pricing, replenishment scheduling, and preservation technology investment policy
for multi-item deteriorating inventory model under shortages, Int. J. Model. Simul. Sci. Comput., 12 (2021). 2

[10] M. Ben-Daya, R. As’Ad, M. Seliaman, An integrated production inventory model with raw material replenishment
considerations in a three layer supply chain, Int. J. Prod. Econ., 143 (2013), 53–61. 5

[11] G. Birkhoff, G.-C Rota, Ordinary differential equations, John Wiley & Sons, New York-Chichester-Brisbane, (1978).
3.1

[12] R. Birner, Bioeconomy concepts, In: Bioeconomy, Springer, Cham, (2018), 17–38. 1
[13] G.-I. Bischi, F. Lamantia, D. Radi, A prey–predator fishery model with endogenous switching of harvesting strategy, Appl.

Math. Comput., 219 (2013), 10123–10142. 2
[14] N. M. Brites, C. A. Braumann, Fisheries management in random environments: Comparison of harvesting policies for the

logistic model, Fish. Res., 195 (2017), 238–246. 2
[15] S. Chakraborty, S. Pal, N. Bairagi, Dynamics of a ratio-dependent eco-epidemiological system with prey harvesting, Non-

linear Anal. Real World Appl., 11 (2010), 1862–1877. 2
[16] S. Chakraborty, S. Pal, N. Bairagi, Management and analysis of predator-prey fishery model, Nonlinear Stud., 19 (2012),

179–198. 2
[17] S. Chakraborty, S. Pal, N. Bairagi, Predator–prey interaction with harvesting: mathematical study with biological ramifi-

cations, Appl. Math. Model., 36 (2012), 4044–4059. 2
[18] E. Chassot, S. Bonhommeau, N. K. Dulvy, F. Mélin, R. Watson, D. Gascuel, O. Le Pape, Global marine primary

production constrains fisheries catches, Ecol. Lett., 13 (2010), 495–505. 1
[19] W. Cheung, U. Sumaila, Trade-offs between conservation and socio-economic objectives in managing a tropical marine

ecosystem, Ecol. Econ., 66 (2008), 193–210. 1
[20] W. W. Cheung, T. J. Pitcher, Designing fisheries management policies that conserve marine species diversity in the northern

south china sea, Fisheries Assessment and Management in Data-limited Situations, Alaska Sea Grant College
Program, University of Alaska Fairbanks, Alaska, (2006), 439–466. 1

[21] P. Christie, Marine protected areas as biological successes and social failures in Southeast Asia, In: Am. Fish. Soc. Symp.,
42, (2004), 155–164. 1

[22] J. M. Conrad, D. Rondeau, Bioeconomics of a marine disease, Mar. Resour. Econ., 30 (2015), 393–416. 1
[23] O. Diekmann, J. A. P. Heesterbeek, J. A. J. Metz, On the definition and the computation of the basic reproduction ratio

R0 in models for infectious diseases in heterogeneous populations, J. Math. Biol., 28 (1990), 365–382. 3.2
[24] K. Dietzm, The estimation of the basic reproduction number for infectious diseases, Stat. Methods Med. Res., 2 (1993),

23–41. 3.2
[25] P. Domenici, J. F. Steffensen, S. Marras, The effect of hypoxia on fish schooling, Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B, 372 (2017), 13

pages. 2
[26] B. Dubey, P. Chandra, P. Sinha, A resource dependent fishery model with optimal harvesting policy, J. Biol. Syst., 10

(2002), 1–13. 2
[27] FAO, The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture, 1998 Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations,

Italy, (1998). 1
[28] FAO, The state of world fisheries and aquaculture, 2020 Sustainability in action, Food and Agriculture Organization

of the United Nations, Italy, (2020). 1
[29] R. Fisheries, Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries, FAO. Rome, Italy, (1995), 41 pages. 1
[30] R. Froese, H. Winker, D. Gascuel, U. R. Sumaila, D. Pauly, Minimizing the impact of fishing, Fish Fish., 17 (2016),

785–802. 1
[31] A. General, United nations transforming our world: The 2030 agenda for sustainable development, Division for Sustain-

able Development Goals: New York, NY, USA, (2015). 1
[32] B. Ghosh, T. K. Kar, Sustainable use of prey species in a prey–predator system: Jointly determined ecological thresholds and

economic trade-offs, Ecol. Model., 272 (2014), 49–58. 2
[33] R. E. Gozlan, S. St-Hilaire, S. W. Feist, P. Martin, M. L. Kent, Disease threat to european fish, Nature, 435 (2005),

1046–1046. 2

https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=HT0--xXBguQC&oi=fnd&pg=PA1&ots=IepaNSSUkk&sig=Dr4nfTq2xxhpsXaNFMojYAvBGCQ
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=HT0--xXBguQC&oi=fnd&pg=PA1&ots=IepaNSSUkk&sig=Dr4nfTq2xxhpsXaNFMojYAvBGCQ
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chaos.2019.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chaos.2019.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8667(1998)010%3C0182:EOPOFD%3E2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8667(1998)010%3C0182:EOPOFD%3E2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecocom.2009.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecocom.2009.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1006/jtbi.1995.0076
https://doi.org/10.1006/jtbi.1995.0076
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amc.2021.126225
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amc.2021.126225
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mbs.2023.109008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mbs.2023.109008
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1793962321500392
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1793962321500392
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2010.10.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2010.10.024
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&as_sdt=0%2C5&q=Ordinary+differential+equations%2C+John+Wiley%26+Sons&btnG=
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-68152-8_3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amc.2013.02.061
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amc.2013.02.061
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2017.07.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2017.07.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nonrwa.2009.04.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nonrwa.2009.04.009
https://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&profile=ehost&scope=site&authtype=crawler&jrnl=13598678&AN=76602409&h=G430Ak1iFT4U6LBzUxMuzvkc4VVZa9B8vvZgVQutlJ9qNBw%2B7JOse3uJv0oRY3YRnYG7zTHEo5piItXf1gGceQ%3D%3D&crl=c
https://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&profile=ehost&scope=site&authtype=crawler&jrnl=13598678&AN=76602409&h=G430Ak1iFT4U6LBzUxMuzvkc4VVZa9B8vvZgVQutlJ9qNBw%2B7JOse3uJv0oRY3YRnYG7zTHEo5piItXf1gGceQ%3D%3D&crl=c
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apm.2011.11.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apm.2011.11.029
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01443.x
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01443.x
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0921800907004764
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0921800907004764
https://repository.library.noaa.gov/view/noaa/38434/noaa_38434_DS1.pdf#page=449
https://repository.library.noaa.gov/view/noaa/38434/noaa_38434_DS1.pdf#page=449
https://repository.library.noaa.gov/view/noaa/38434/noaa_38434_DS1.pdf#page=449
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Patrick-Christie/publication/228804569_Marine_Protected_Areas_as_biological_successes_and_social_failures_in_Southeast_Asia/links/5cffca9a299bf13a384d664f/Marine-Protected-Areas-as-biological-successes-and-social-failures-in-Southeast-Asia.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Patrick-Christie/publication/228804569_Marine_Protected_Areas_as_biological_successes_and_social_failures_in_Southeast_Asia/links/5cffca9a299bf13a384d664f/Marine-Protected-Areas-as-biological-successes-and-social-failures-in-Southeast-Asia.pdf
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/681546
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00178324
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00178324
https://doi.org/10.1177/096228029300200103
https://doi.org/10.1177/096228029300200103
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2016.0236
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2016.0236
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0218339002000494
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0218339002000494
https://www.fao.org/documents/card/en/c/0509d83f-3e9b-5202-97c9-f072eeb5814b
https://www.fao.org/documents/card/en/c/0509d83f-3e9b-5202-97c9-f072eeb5814b
https://www.fao.org/documents/card/en/c/ca9229en
https://www.fao.org/documents/card/en/c/ca9229en
https://nicholasinstitute.duke.edu/sites/default/files/coral-reef-policies/FAO_CCRF.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12146
https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12146
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&as_sdt=0%2C5&q=United+nations+transforming+our+world%3A+The+2030+agenda+for+sustainable+development&btnG=
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&as_sdt=0%2C5&q=United+nations+transforming+our+world%3A+The+2030+agenda+for+sustainable+development&btnG=
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2013.09.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2013.09.013
https://doi.org/10.1038/4351046a
https://doi.org/10.1038/4351046a


B. Sarkar, S. Bhattacharya, N. Bairagi, J. Nonlinear Sci. Appl., 16 (2023), 145–167 166

[34] S. B. Gunnlaugsson, D. Kristofersson, S. Agnarsson,Fishing for a fee: Resource rent taxation in iceland’s fisheries, Ocean
Coast. Manag., 163 (2018), 141–150. 1

[35] J. K. Hale, Functional differential equations, In: Analytic theory of differential equations, Lecture Notes in Math.,
Springer, Berlin, 183 (1971), 9–22. 3.1

[36] F. B. Hanson, D. Ryan, Optimal harvesting with both population and price dynamics, Math. Biosci., 148 (1998), 129–146.
2

[37] C. Harvell, C. Mitchell, J. Ward, S. Altizer, A. Dobson, R. Ostfeld, M. Samuel, Climate warming and disease risks for
terrestrial and marine biota, Science, 296 (2002), 2158–2162. 1

[38] D. Hu, H. Cao, Stability and bifurcation analysis in a predator-prey system with Michaelis-Menten type predator harvest-
ing, Nonlinear Anal. Real World Appl., 33 (2017), 58–82. 2

[39] L. Huang, D. Cai, W. Liu, Optimal tax policy of a one-predator–two-prey system with a marine protected area, Math.
Methods Appl. Sci., 44 (2021), 6876–6895. 2

[40] A. Hurwitz, On the conditions under which an equation has only roots with negative real parts, Sel. Pap. Math. Trends
Control Theory, 65 (1964), 273–284 3.4, 3.4

[41] J. A. Hutchings, Collapse and recovery of marine fishes, Nature, 406 (2000), 882–885. 1
[42] L. Ji, C. Wu, Qualitative analysis of a predator–prey model with constant-rate prey harvesting incorporating a constant prey

refuge, Nonlinear Anal. Real World Appl., 11 (2010), 2285–2295. 2
[43] N. Juneja, K. Agnihotri, Conservation of a predator species in SIS prey-predator system using optimal taxation policy,

Chaos Solitons Fractals, 116 (2018), 86–94. 2
[44] T. K. Kar, S. K. Chattopadhyay, C. Kr. Pati, A bio-economic model of two-prey one-predator system, J. Appl. Math.

Inform., 27 (2009), 1411–1427. 1
[45] T. K. Kar, Conservation of a fishery through optimal taxation: a dynamic reaction model, Commun. Nonlinear Sci. Numer.

Simul., 10 (2005), 121–131. 2
[46] R. A. Khan, J. Thulin, Influence of pollution on parasites of aquatic animals, Adv. Parasitol., 30 (1991), 201–238. 1
[47] T. Ma, X. Meng, T. Hayat, A. Hobiny, Stability analysis and optimal harvesting control of a cross-diffusion prey-predator

system, Chaos Solitons Fractals, 152 (2021), 15 pages. 2
[48] M. J. P. Magill, J. A. Scheinkman, Stability of regular equilibria and the correspondence principle for symmetric variational

problems, Internat. Econom. Rev., 20 (1979), 297–315. 3.4
[49] F. Mansal, T. Nguyen-Huu, P. Auger, M. Balde, A mathematical model of a fishery with variable market price: sustainable

fishery/over-exploitation, Acta Biotheor., 62 (2014), 305–323. 2, 2
[50] M. B. Mascia, C. A. Claus, R. Naidoo, Impacts of marine protected areas on fishing communities, Conserv. Biol., 24

(2010), 1424–1429. 1
[51] E. Y. Mohammed, D. Steinbach, P. Steele, Fiscal reforms for sustainable marine fisheries governance: Delivering the sdgs

and ensuring no one is left behind, Mar. Policy, 93 (2018), 262–270. 1
[52] C. Mondal, D. Adak, N. Bairagi, Optimal control in a multi-pathways HIV-1 infection model: a comparison between

mono-drug and multi-drug therapies, Internat. J. Control, 94 (2021), 2047–2064. 4
[53] A. Moussaoui, P. Auger, A bioeconomic model of a fishery with saturated catch and variable price: Stabilizing effect of

marine reserves on fishery dynamics, Ecol. Complex., 45 (2021), 1–13. 2, 2, 5
[54] A. Moussaoui, M. Bensenane, P. Auger, A. Bah, On the optimal size and number of reserves in a multi-site fishery model,

J. Biol. Syst., 23 (2015), 31–47. 2, 2
[55] B. Nath, P. Roy, K. P.Das Dynamics of nutrient-phytoplankton-zooplankton interaction in the presence of viral infection,

Nonlinear Stud., 26 (2019), 197–217. 1
[56] E. E. Obasohan, D. E. Agbonlahor, E. E. Obano, Water pollution: A review of microbial quality and health concerns of

water, sediment and fish in the aquatic ecosystem, Afr. J. Biotechnol., 9 (2010), 423–427. 1
[57] U. K. Pahari, T. K. Kar, Conservation of a resource based fishery through optimal taxation, Nonlinear Dynam., 72 (2013),

591–603 2
[58] I. N. Panayotova, M. Brucal-Hallare, Modeling ecological issues in fish dynamics: Competing predators, invasiveness,

and over-harvesting, Ecol. Model., 466 (2022). 1
[59] E. J. Peeler, N. G. H. Taylor, The application of epidemiology in aquatic animal health-opportunities and challenges, Vet.

Res., 42 (2011), 1–15. 1
[60] L. Perko, Differential equations and dynamical systems, Springer-Verlag, New York, (2001). 3.5, 3.5
[61] T. Petaratip, K. Bunwong, E. Moore, R. Suwandechochai, Sustainable harvesting policies for a fishery model including

spawning periods and taxation, Int. J. Math. Models Methods Appl. Sci., 6 (2012), 411–418. 2
[62] M. A. Peterman, B. C. Posadas, Direct economic impact of fish diseases on the east mississippi catfish industry, N. Am.

J. Aquac., 81 (2019), 222–229. 1
[63] L. Pontryagin, V. Boltyanskii, R. Gamkrelidze, E. Mishchenko, The maximum principle, The mathematical theory of

optimal processes, John Wiley and Sons, New York, (1962). 4
[64] K. Pujaru, T. K. Kar, P. Paul, Relationship between multiple ecosystem services and sustainability in three species food

chain, Ecol. Inform., 62 (2021), 1–14. 1
[65] G. Rameshkumar, S. Ravichandran, Problems caused by isopod parasites in commercial fishes, J. Parasit. Dis., 38 (2014),

138–141. 1

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2018.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2018.06.001
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/BFb0060406.pdf
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/BFb0060406.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0025556497100116
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1063699
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1063699
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nonrwa.2016.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nonrwa.2016.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1002/mma.7230
https://doi.org/10.1002/mma.7230
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=On%20the%20conditions%20under%20which%20an%20equation%20has%20only%20roots%20with%20negative%20real%20parts&journal=Sel.%20Pap.%20Math.%20Trends%20Control.%20Theory&volume=65&pages=273-284&publication_year=1964&author=Hurwitz%2CA
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=On%20the%20conditions%20under%20which%20an%20equation%20has%20only%20roots%20with%20negative%20real%20parts&journal=Sel.%20Pap.%20Math.%20Trends%20Control.%20Theory&volume=65&pages=273-284&publication_year=1964&author=Hurwitz%2CA
https://doi.org/10.1038/35022565
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nonrwa.2009.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nonrwa.2009.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chaos.2018.09.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chaos.2018.09.024
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&as_sdt=0%2C5&q=A+bio-economic+model+of+two-prey+one-predator+system&btnG=
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&as_sdt=0%2C5&q=A+bio-economic+model+of+two-prey+one-predator+system&btnG=
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1007-5704(03)00101-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1007-5704(03)00101-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-308X(08)60309-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chaos.2021.111418
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chaos.2021.111418
https://doi.org/10.2307/2526479
https://doi.org/10.2307/2526479
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10441-014-9227-7
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10441-014-9227-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2010.01523.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2010.01523.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2017.05.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2017.05.017
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207179.2019.1690694
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207179.2019.1690694
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecocom.2020.100906
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecocom.2020.100906
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0218339015500023
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0218339015500023
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Krishna-Das-4/publication/331940584_Dynamics_of_nutrient-phytoplankton-zooplankton_interaction_in_the_presence_of_viral_infection/links/5eb25317299bf18b9599aa22/Dynamics-of-nutrient-phytoplankton-zooplankton-interaction-in-the-presence-of-viral-infection.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Krishna-Das-4/publication/331940584_Dynamics_of_nutrient-phytoplankton-zooplankton_interaction_in_the_presence_of_viral_infection/links/5eb25317299bf18b9599aa22/Dynamics-of-nutrient-phytoplankton-zooplankton-interaction-in-the-presence-of-viral-infection.pdf
https://www.ajol.info/index.php/ajb/article/view/77942/68338
https://www.ajol.info/index.php/ajb/article/view/77942/68338
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11071-012-0737-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11071-012-0737-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2022.109885
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2022.109885
https://doi.org/10.1186/1297-9716-42-94
https://doi.org/10.1186/1297-9716-42-94
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4613-0003-8
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=94d360d30ac9420abd67df5e0c7194809f3116f3
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=94d360d30ac9420abd67df5e0c7194809f3116f3
https://afspubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/naaq.10090
https://afspubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/naaq.10090
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&as_sdt=0%2C5&q=The+maximum+principle+L.+Pontryagin%2C+V.+Boltyanskii%2C+R.+Gamkrelidze%2C+E.+Mishchenko&btnG=
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&as_sdt=0%2C5&q=The+maximum+principle+L.+Pontryagin%2C+V.+Boltyanskii%2C+R.+Gamkrelidze%2C+E.+Mishchenko&btnG=
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoinf.2021.101250
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoinf.2021.101250
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12639-012-0210-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12639-012-0210-4


B. Sarkar, S. Bhattacharya, N. Bairagi, J. Nonlinear Sci. Appl., 16 (2023), 145–167 167

[66] C. Raymond, A. Hugo, M. Kung’aro, Modeling dynamics of prey-predator fishery model with harvesting: A bioeconomic
model, J. Appl. Math., 2019 (2019), 13 pages. 2

[67] R. Rosa, T. Costa, R. P. Mota, Incorporating economics into fishery policies: Developing integrated ecological-economics
harvest control rules, Ecol. Econ., 196 (2022). 1

[68] R. Rosenman, The optimal tax for maximum economic yield: Fishery regulation under rational expectations, J. Environ.
Econ. Manag., 13 (1986), 348–362. 2

[69] R. Saner, L. Yiu, C. Kingombe, The 2030 Agenda compared with six related international agreements: valuable resources
for SDG implementation, Sustain. Sci., 14 (2019), 1685–1716. 1

[70] A. Shinn, J. Pratoomyot, D. Griffiths, T. Trong, N. T. Vu, P. Jiravanichpaisal, M. Briggs, Asian shrimp production and
the economic costs of disease, Asian Fish. Sci., 31 (2018), 29–58. 1

[71] A. Stankus, State of world aquaculture 2020 and regional reviews: Fao webinar series, FAO Aquaculture Newsletter, 63
(2021), 17–18. 5

[72] U. R. Sumaila, Seas, oceans and fisheries: A challenge for good governance, The Round Table, 101 (2012), 157–166. 1
[73] M. Tavares-Dias, M. L. Martins, An overall estimation of losses caused by diseases in the brazilian fish farms, J. Parasit.

Dis., 41 (2017), 913–918. 1
[74] P. J. Walker, J. R. Winton, Emerging viral diseases of fish and shrimp, Vet. Res., 41 (2010), 24 pages. 1
[75] B. Worm, E. B. Barbier, N. Beaumont, J. E. Duffy, C. Folke, B. S. Halpern, J. B. Jackson, H. K. Lotze, F. Micheli, S.

R. Palumbi, E. Sala, Impacts of biodiversity loss on ocean ecosystem services, Science, 314 (2006), 787–790. 1
[76] D. Xiao, W. Li, M. Han, Dynamics in a ratio-dependent predator–prey model with predator harvesting, J. Math. Anal.

Appl., 324 (2006), 14–29. 2

https://doi.org/10.1155/2019/2601648
https://doi.org/10.1155/2019/2601648
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2022.107418
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2022.107418
https://doi.org/10.1016/0095-0696(86)90005-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/0095-0696(86)90005-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-019-00655-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-019-00655-2
https://www.fao.org/3/ca2976en/ca2976en.pdf#page=35
https://www.fao.org/3/ca2976en/ca2976en.pdf#page=35
https://search.proquest.com/openview/922b1456033cf6de31b98dd9e1fa6759/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=237326
https://search.proquest.com/openview/922b1456033cf6de31b98dd9e1fa6759/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=237326
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00358533.2012.661532
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12639-017-0938-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12639-017-0938-y
https://doi.org/10.1051%2Fvetres%2F2010022
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1132294
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1132294
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmaa.2005.11.048
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmaa.2005.11.048

	Introduction
	Model construction
	Model analysis
	Well-posedness of the system
	Basic reproduction number
	Equilibrium points
	Stability of the equilibria
	Bifurcation analysis
	Computational results

	Optimal taxation policy
	Sensitivity analysis 

	Discussion
	Conclusion

