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ABSTRACT 

Despite being one of the primary resources utilized by coastal dwellers in Kenya, near 
shore fisheries have generally received low government priority and their management 
remains poor. This study was premised on the proposition that the management coastal 
artisanal fisheries in Kenya can be improved through collaborative and local level fishery 
management aDproaches. The Diani-Chale area on the southern coast of Kenya was 
selected as the study area where this proposition was explored. The fishery in Diani
Chale faces a myriad of issues that include; diminishing catches, gear conflicts, poor 
enforcement of regulations and loss ofcostal areas used by fishers. 

Collaborative management (co-management) approaches seek to move fisheries 
management to local levels by empowering communities and fishers to manage their 
resources through the sharing of management responsibilities with government. In Diani
Chale, both government and fishers perceive problems that they have been unable to 
resolve on their own suggesting that a collaborative approach may be better suited. 
Nonetheless, a shared vision for the fishery has not yet developed. Such a vision will be 
required if co-management in the longer-tenn is to be successful. The key co
management issues and players in Diani-Chale with regards to the four fishery 
management components; policy, operational management, development, and research 
were examined. 

Government holds the de facto control over fishery policy and has the power to detennine 
the type of co-management arrangement to be developed. The landing site/fishing ground 
unit was identified as most appropriate level at which operational management measures 
(i.e. rules for the use of the fishery) should be negotiated and implemented. To date, 
fisher interventions at this level have received little support from the Fisheries 
Department. The government needs to provide an enabling environment by clarifying 
harvesting and access rights and providing security of tenure on fishing grounds to fishers 
and local level institutions. The need for integration between fishery development 
measures and other components was stressed. Fishery development measures need to be 
consistent with the objectives of a sustainable fishery. The links between fishery 
mana~ers and researchers should be strengthened and participatory research involving 
fishtfts could serve as a way in which research findings are translated into management 
intervention. 

To be successful, co-management in Diani-Chale will demand the active involvement of 
both government and fishers. The move to initiate Beach Management Committees 
(BMC) and to revive some local institutions is an encouraging step toward co
management. Such institutions need support and capacity building, and external agents 
and NGOs have a continued role to play in this regard. Achieving co-management will be 
a gradual process but can be expected to be a prominent feature of how fisheries will be 
managed in the future. Fisheries co-management alone will not be able to resolve issues 
arising from external influences that impact the fishery. Fisheries co-management in 
Diani-Chale should be closely linked with Integrated Coastal Area Management. 
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CHAPTERl 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Tropical near shore fisheries represent one of the primary resources utilized by coastal 

dwellers in Kenya. Along with other coastal resources, the artisanal near shore fishery 

has supported coastal communities for generations and is a source of sustenance and 

income for much of the coastal population. However, as is the case in many tropical 

regions,- rapidly increasing population, poverty, a lack of livelihood options and the 

effects of rapid coastal development have all placed undue pressure on coastal resources 

including fisheries. The artisanal coastal fishery in Kenya is considered to be heavily 

exploited and catches are declining over much of the coastal region (FAO 2001, 

McClanahan and Mangi 2001, Obura 2001). 

The current management regime has been unable to stem the decline of fishery resources 

and among other things has not adequately dealt with continued use of destructive gear 

types, illegal fishing activities, increased fishing effort and conflicts among fishers and 

other resource users. The hierarchical government structures that Kenya inherited at 

indeJendence have until recently been the dominant way in which the use of natural 

resources including fisheries has been governed. The low priority placed on coastal 

fisheries and the lack of government capacity has only compounded the problem. The 

coastal artisanal fisheries of Kenya are at best poorly managed. " 

Globally, at the same time, fisheries management has been undergoing a significant 

transition from several aspects. Practical experiences in small-scale tropical fisheries 
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have shown that fisheries can be effectively managed and their degradation reversed"> 

when local resource users and those most dependent on fishery resource are actively 

involved in their management (Ferrer et al. 2001, Johannes 2002). Fisheries co

management ar.,d community-based fisheries management are some of the alternative 

fishery management paradigms that have emerged from these experience;. In addition, 

there is now recognition that temperate science and single species management models 

that depend on large volumes of quantitative data are virtually impractical for assessing 

and managing multi-species fisheries that characterize most tropical near shore regions 

(Munro 1996, Mahon 1997, Johannes 1998). Seeking ways to incorporate fishers 

knowledge into fishery management have become part and parcel of these alternative 

management approaches, and have further validated the need for fishers to be involved in 

fisheries management (Johannes et al. 2000, Ruddle 1994). 

The imperative consideration for managers of near shore fisheries in Kenya is to 

acknowledge the limitations of the fishery management system currently in place and to 

recognize that emerging and alternative paradigms for fishery management can serve to 

impr,ve the management of near shore fisheries in Kenya:' To that end, the central 

objective of this paper is to examine the management of coastal fisheries through the 

study of the Diani-Chale region located on Southern coast of Kenya and to discuss the 

prospects of improving the management of fisheries in that region through a collaborative 

management or co-management approach. ; 
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The Diani-Chale region has been selected as the focus of this study primarily based on 

the work and interests of CORDIa East Africa. In addition, Diani-Chale is a desired 

candidate for such a study since it appears to have been relatively better studied from 

both an ecological and socio-economic perspective in comparison to other coastal regions 

of Kenya. The study are~ also represents one of the most intensively fished areas on the 

coast of Kenya (McClanahan et al. 1997, Obura et al. 2002) and where need and 

opportunity to influence the management of fisheries is greatest. 

1.1 Study Objectives 

The study will seek to review some of the current issues faced by the fishery in Diani

Chale and highlight the limitations inherent in the existing fishery management system. It 

will postulate how community based fisheries management and collaborative 

management approaches may improve fisheries management in the study area. In 

addition, it will specifically attempt to identity some of the opportunities and constraints 

that exist with regards to implementing a collaborative fisheries management approach. It 

will conclude by making some suggestions for moving towards a collaborative fishery 

mari~gement regime and postulate how collaborative fisheries management arrangements 

may work and be structured in the study area. 

1.2 Methods 

In seeking to meet the stated objectives, the study has been sectioned into several parts. 

The first part seeks to obtain an understanding of the socio-economic, political and 

ecological conditions in -Diani-Chale, the local fishery and its management. This part of 
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the study corresponds to chapter two of this report. The second part of the study consists 

of a review of the pertinent literature on community-based and collaborative fisheries 

management and seeks to understand the fundamental tenets and conditions under which 

these management paradigms operate. This part is presented in chapter three of this 

report. The next part of the study, corresponding to chapter four of this report, 

synthesizes material from the previous two parts to assess the prospects for fishery co

management in Diani-Chale. The final part of the study corresponding to chapter five, 

integrates all previous parts and provides some suggestions for improving fishery 

management through a collaborative approach. 

The review for parts one and two of this study were completed using a variety of 

documented resources that included published manuscripts, books and unpublished 

reports from various sources including research, conservation and development NGOs. In 

addition, relevant parts of two doctoral dissertations that were completed in the Diani-

Chale area were also obtained. An additional source of recent information came from 

personal communication with local resource persons from NGOs and Government 

ager; ::les via email. Discussions with my supervisors and a review of documented 

experiences from elsewhere further enhanced my synthesis ofpart three and four. 

1.3 Expectations 

It is anticipated that this paper will provide some insights to fishery stakeholders and 

those working to improve the management of the fishery in Diani-Chale and other parts 

of coastal Kenya. At the very least, it is hoped that this paper will serve as a useful review 
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of fisheries issues in Diani-Chale and of the collaborative management approaches that 

can be potentially applied in the region. 



CHAPTER 2
 

2.0 COASTAL FISHERIES IN KENYA AND DIANI-CHALE 

This study is concerned with the management of near shore fisheries in southern Kenya 

and seeks to explore the proposition of improving fisheries management through 

collaborative and local ievel fisheries management. In seeking to suggest alternative 

management options for a fishery, it is crucial that one sufficiently understand both the 

ecological and socio-economic conditions in which that fishery operates. Any 

propositions for management must adequately consider the existing fishery management· 

system and understand its strengths and weaknesses. To that end, this particular chapter 

seeks to provide a general overview of the marine fishery in Kenya, and a more specific 

examination of the Diani-Chale study area, its community, socio-economic and fishery 

management issues. This chapter is meant to provide a sufficient but not exhaustive 

background to the fishery in Diani-Chale, including an assessment of the current fishery 

management system. It sets the stage for subsequent discussions in proceeding chapters 

on improving fishery management for the study area. It begins with a general overview of 

the coastal fisheries of Kenya before delving into a detailed examination of the Diani

.f 
Chale area. 

2.1 Coastal Fisheries of Kenya: An Overview 

2.1.1 Coastal Environment 

The shoreline of Kenya lies less than 5° south of the equator and stretches 530 kilometres 

from Somalia in the north to Tanzania in the south (Figure 1). It can be distinguished into 

6
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two broad regions on the basis of its geophysical characteristics; a southern portion 

composed of Pleistocene reefs above and below sea level, and a northern portion that is 

sedimentary in nature (Obura et al. 2000). 

M. Al idina. t-etl data 06:2l){)·, - -

East African 
Coastal Current 

Indian 
Ocean 

Kilomelers 
o 50 100 200 300 400 

Figure 1: The Indian Ocean coast of Kenya, showing the major settlements, geophysical 
divisions and costal currents. 

The coastal climate of Kenya is heavily influenced by monsoon winds. The northeast 

monsoon (November to March) generally brings TOugher sea conditions, while the 

southeast monsoon (April to October) manifests somewhat calmer sea conditions 

(McClanahan 1988, UNEP 1998, Obura 2001). In addition to the monsoon influence, the 

'W- 
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East African coastal current flows northwards along most of the coast ofKenya (Obura et 

al. 2000). The southward flowing Somali current exerts its influence up to the northern 

reaches of the East African coast and is associated with upwelling that occurs there 

(Obura 2001 r' 

In terms of its natural environment, a wide variety of coastal habitats are found along the 

shoreline 0 f Kenya. Important habitats i nelude coral reefs, mangroves, se a grass beds, 

sand beaches and estuaries (UNEP, 1998). Coral reefs are found along the entire length of 

coast except where there are major inflows of water into the sea from the Athi and Tana 

rivers in the north (Obura 2001). In the southern portion, the reefs form an almost 

continuous fringing reef system, where as in the northern portion they are more 

intermittent and patchy (Obura et al. 2000). Coral reefs and the associated sea grass, 

mangrove and estuary habitats where they occur, support an important artisanal fishery 

along the entire length of the coast. 

2.1.2 Fishery Resources 

Fishing along the coast ofKenya is largely artisanal in nature and serves both subsistence 

needs of fishers and small-scale local markets. The catch from artisanal fisheries 

constitutes about 80% of the total marine catch \TV ith the remainder 20% coming from 

deep-sea and pelagic fisheries (Obura 2001). Artisanal fishing is based on traditional and 

low technology fishing gear that includes basket traps, hand lines, gill nets, beach seines 

and spear guns. Fishing vessels are non-motorized dugout canoes and/or sail powered 

dhows. The southeast monsoon winds associated with rougher seas generally constrain 
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fishing within the reef lagoons (Obura et al 2000). Commercial fisheries meanwhile, are 

limited and operate in Ungwana Bay mostly for shrimp and offshore for pelagic species. 

Illegal fishing by foreign fishing vessels in the EEZ of Kenya is known to occur but its 

magnitude is ilnknown. 

Marine fisheries landings are estimated to account for between 3-8% of total fish 

landings in the country (UNEP 1998, FAO 2001, Obura 2001). Freshwater fisheries have 

traditionally been considered more important due to their greater productivity. The 

continental shelf along the coast is quite narrow and in comparison to fresh water 

fisheries, represents only about 10% of the fishable area of the largest freshwater fishery 

in the country (UNEP 1998). The average annual marine catch between the years 1991

2000 was reported from data compiled from the Fisheries Department as 5847 

tonnes/year (Malleret-King et al. 2003). UNEP (1998) reported annual average catches 

of about 7700 tonnes (Table 1). 

Table 1: Annual mean marine fish catch 1988-92. Source UNEP (1998) 

Demersal
 
Pelagic
 
Other Finfish
 
Crustaceans
 

. Molluscs 
Deep Sea Fishing 
Big Game Fishing 
Marine Shells 

TONNES 

2992.50 
1059.50 
1985.75 
733.75 
172.33 
469.50 
102.00 
216.00 

TOTAL 7731.33
 

FAO (2001) reports that annual catches range between 4,000 to 10,000 tonnes. It is 

important to note that these statistics are reported from catch data compiled from the 
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Fisheries Department and are generally thought to be incomplete or misreported 

(Malleret-King et al. 2003). 

It has been esfimated that there are anywhere between 5,000 and 12,000 fisher folk along 

the Kenyan coast (Ministry of Tourism and Wildlife 1989 cited in Malleret-King et al. 

2003, UNEP 1998). Approximately 2000 mostly non-motorized small fishing vessels are 

in use (FAO 2001). Estimates of the number of persons in the coastal area dependent on 

fishing related activities for their livelihood range from 12,500 (UNEP 1998) to 63,000 

individuals (Malleret-King et al. 2003). In contrast, the total rural population of divisions 

adjacent to the coast is estimated at 615,000 persons, 52% of who live below the poverty 

line (estimates mine from data in CBS 2003). 

2.1.3 Fishery Management 

The responsibility for fisheries management in Kenya lies primarily with the Fisheries 

Department within the Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries Development. The 

Department draws its mandate from the Fisheries Act chapter 378, Laws of Kenya (GOK, 

, 
1991). The Fisheries Act forms the backbone of the regulations relating to the 

development, management, utilization and conservation of fisheries resources. The 

Director of Fisheries is vested with the administration of the act, and "with approval of 

the minister" has the authority to regulate fishing activity by invoking measures set out in 

the Fisheries Act (GOK 1991, 2). These measures include restrictions on gear, species, 

size and time of fishing. It has been noted that the Fisheries Act was largely written for 

the management of in1ana and fresh water fisheries (Obura 2001). Nonetheless, fisheries 
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regulations under section 14 of the act contain several references to marine species. The 

act generally appears to be well endowed with specific protection measures that are 

equally applicable to marine waters. For instance, the regulations explicitly prohibit 

trawling as a iIlethod of fishing within 5 nautical miles of the coast; poison and explosive 

fishing are illegal; spawning areas are not to be disturbed; and all waters that are part of 

the Kenyan fishery are considered to be pollution prevention zones. The regulations also 

stipulate that anyone involved in catching, trading and moving fish is required to have a 

valid licence from Fisheries Department. Special licences are required for oyster and. 

aquarium fish harvesting and trade. 

, 2.2 The Diani-Chale Area Stufly Area 
! 

The Diani-Chale area, which is the focus of this study, lies in the southern portion of the 

coast of Kenya, about 20 krn south of the principal port city of Mombasa. It stretches 

from the Mwachema river in the North to Gazi bay in the south (Figure 2). 

Administratively, it lies in Kwale district one of the five districts of Coast Province and in 

Msambweni Division that comprises Diani and Kinondo Locations and six sub-locations. 

In Kenya, govemment administrative functions are carried out at the national, provincial, 

district, divisional, location and sub-location levels through govemment appointed 

personnel. Govemment ministries and departments typically have staff appointed to at 

least the district level. In addition, local governmerlis'are elected to municipalities, towns 

and urban centres (UNEP 199$). The Kwale County Council is the local municipal 

authority within the study area and is responsible for delivery oflocal services. 
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Figure 2: The Diani~Chale study area showing selected fish landing sites. Source
 
Kanyange and Obura (2003).
 

2.2.1 Socio-economic Overview 

The local peoples of Diani-Chale and surrounding areas are mostly are Digo, one of the 

nine tribes of the Mijikenda. The Digo community draw their livelihood from fishing, 
i' 

fish trading, fanning and hawking (King 2000). Other groups present in small numbers 

include, the Duruma and Giriyama (Mijikenda tribes), the Wapemba (migrant fishers 

originating from Pemba Island, Tanzania), farmers and traders from other inland tribes 

and resident and expatriate Europeans and Asians who are mostly involved in running 

tourist hotels and businesses (King 2000, Kimani and Obura 2002). The total population 

of the study area in 199.9 was estimated at 67,824 and had grown by 48% from 1989 

(CBS data cited in IUCN 2001). 

-- a . 
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Tourism has become one of the major economic activities in the area and is mostly 

centred in the northern part of the study area. In the past 20-30 years, there has been a 

proliferation 6f beach hotels catering to both foreign and local up-country tourists. 

Demand for 'prime' beachfront property for tourism development and a recreational 

activity has visibly increased. Communal lands that have been held by Digo households 

through traditional tenure have often been lost through sale, legal and illegal allocation to 

developers and private interests (Yahya 1998). The most notable cases of loss of 

communally used land has been of fish landing sites/beaches utilized by fishers to land 

and trade fish (King 2000). A number of landing sites despite being officially gazetted 

now sit on what can be considered private land (ruCN 2002). 

2.2.2 The Diani-Chale Fishery 

Fishery Livelihoods 

Fishing remains an important activity among the Digo households in the area as a source 

of income and protein (King 2000). Fishing is undertaken by men while women are 

pre<1ominantly involved in selling fried fish and food to fishers (Malleret-King et al. 
. . 

2003). Shell c.ollecting and trade for ornamental purposes occurs and is mostly 

undertaken by women (ruCN 2001). Malleret-King et al. (2003) report that in over of 

63% of the administrative locations adjacent to the sea in Kwale district, fishing and/or 

fish trading activities form the primary economic activity of households. The estimated 

number of fishers in the entire Diani-Chale area is about 600, although this number is 
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probably underestimated as there are many fishers who fish without licences and do not 

appear on official government records (Malleret-King et al. 2003). 

Fishing Activiiies 

Fishing activity in Diani-Chale occurs within the coral reef lagoons and sea grass beds 

sheltered by the fringing reefs. The catch that primarily consists of demersal reef species 

that Inc~ude parrotfish, rabbitfish, emperors and snappers, and some pelagic species such 

as jacks and mackerel (King 2000, McClanahan and Mangi 2004). Fishing extends to the 

fore reef and outside of the lagoon in calmer conditions of the NE monsoon. It has been 

noted that one of the constraining factors that prevents fishing beyond the reef a nd in 

rougher seas is the inability of fishers to invest in better boats and nets (mCN 2001, 

Mallaret-King 2003). Fishers are typically associated with the landing site at which they 

land their catches the fishing ground adjacent to the landing site where they fish 

(McClanahan et al. 1997). Officially there are 11 landing sites listed in the Subsidiary 

Regulations of the Fisheries Act (GOK 2001). King (2000) estimated that there are about 

35 landing sites, including smaller, inaccessible ones within the study area. Recent 

rep~rts suggest that there are at least 24 landing sites (mCN 2002). 

, The fishing gears used to harvest fish in the study area are similar to those used along 

other areas of the coast. They include; traditional basket traps (malema), hand lines 

(mshipi), and more modem beach seines (nyavu ya kukokota), gill nets (nyavu) and spear 

guns (bunduki) (McClanahan et al. 1997, Obura 2001, Obura et al. 2002). Spear guns and 

beach seines are not considered traditional gear types and in recent times they have 
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become more common all along the Kenyan coast (Glaesel 2000a). The Department of 

Fisheries has banned these two gear types but enforcement is poor and they continue to 

be u sed. Fishers at two landing sites, namely M vuleni and M wanyaza (figure 2) have 

sought to ban {ne use of beach seines in their area by preventing landing of fish by fishers 

using beach seines (McClanahan et al. 1997, McClanahan and Mangi 2001). Fishers and 

elders at these landing sites are opposed to beach seining and do not consider it is 

compatible with their traditions since there is a significant by catch and discard of 

juvenile fish (Glaesel 2000a). Beach seining involves men operating in crews dragging 

long fine mesh nets in near shore waters and is associated with damaging bottom habitats 

(Glaesel 2000a). It has shown to be a non-selective fishing method that captures juvenile 

fish and competes for fish with other gear types (McClanahan and Mangi 2001). The 

efforts of fishers from these two landing sites have been somewhat successful at reducing 

seining although seining is still suspected to occur during the night and along the edges of 

the fishing area associated with these landing sites (McClanahan et al. 1997). Catch 

per/area from these fishing grounds was reported to be higher in comparison to areas 

where beach seining was present or only recently stopped (McClanahan and Mangi 

2001). 
of 

State ofFish St9cks 

Data on fish catches in the area have been collected by the Department of Fisheries and 

two NGOs engaged in coral reef conservation and research namely, the Coral Reef 

Conservation Project (CCRP) and the Coral Reef Degradation in the Indian Ocean 

(CORDIO) project. Fishers and fisher groups at a few landing sites have been involved in 
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collecting and recording catch data through independent and participatory monitoring 

initiatives initiated by NGO efforts. Data recorded for a number of landing sites between 

1995-1999 indicates that Catch Per Unit Effort (CPUE) for most species fished was 

declining (Mc't:lanahan and Mangi 2001). Recent data, however tends to indicate are that 

CPUE has increased slightly since 1998 (Obura et al. 2002). The average catch per fisher 

per day is generally considered very low and has been reported to vary between 2 and 

6kg/fisher/day depending on season and landing site (Obura et al. 2002). Catches as low 

as lkg/fisher/day have been recorded at some landing sites during the rougher southeast 

monsoon when access to fishing grounds is restricted by sea conditions (Obura 2001). 

The reef fisheries in Diani-Chale are considered to be heavily exploited and have been 

fished at or above the Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY) (McClanahan et al. 1997, 

Obura et al. 2002). A MSY of 10-20 tons/km2/year is typically achieved at a density of 10 

fishers/Km2 (McClanahan 1 992 cited in 0 bura eta 1. 2002). Estimated yields for three 

landing sites monitored between 1998 and 2002 indicated showed fisher densities of 

between 5.5-13.6 fishers/ Km2 and yields of between 5.1 and 21.9 tons/krn2/year (Obura 

et al. 2002). The coral reefs in Diani-Chale are also considered to be one of the most 
II 

degraded, having low coral cover, low fish abundance and a high occurrence of sea 

urchins attributed to over exploitation (McClanahan and Muthiga 1988, McClanahan and 

Obura 1995). It has been estimated that on the coast ofKenya, fisher densities ofbetween 

8-9 fishers/Km2 induce an ecological shift from fish-grazer dominated reef communities 

to sea urchin dominated communities (McClanahan 1995 cited in Mallaret-King 2003) 
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Fishers perceive that their catches have been declining over the past 30 years (King 2000, 

Obura 200l). Many fishers attribute these declines to the increased use of beach seines 

introduced by migrant fishers from the Pemba Island in Northern Tanzania (G1aesel 

2000a, King 2000, Mallaret-King et al. 2003). 

f Fishery Management 

The Fisheries department as the primary agency responsible for fishery management 

undertakes its mandate through local personnel placed within Kwale District. 

Interventions by the Fisheries Department in the area have concentrated on management 

through restrictions on gear types by legislating prohibitions on the use of beach seining 

and spear guns. The lack of capacity within the Fisheries Department, however, has 

limited the extent to which enforcement is possible. King (2000) reports that the Diani 

fisheries substation, responsible for approximately30 kilometres of coastline is staffed by 

just two personnel; an assistant fisheries officer and a fisheries scout who are charged 

with data collection, extension services and enforcement. J 

I 
The"'lack of capacity within the fisheries department has been an ongoing issue and the 

inability of fisheries officers to patrol the waters has enabled the use of illegal gear by 

local and migrant fishers to persist (mCN 2001). While there has been widespread local 

resistance to beach seining by local fishers using traditional gear types, seiners have 

managed to carry on their fishing and it is claimed that this so because they have been 

able to provide "fish and, funds" to officials to turn a blind eye to their activities (Glaesel 

2000a, 330). King (2000) reported that in parts of Diani-Chale spear guns were-thel11ost-, 
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widely used method for fishing and were used by approximately 50% of the fishers 

surveyed. Spear guns are relatively cheap to construct and are a low cost option for 

engaging in the fishery (Glaesel 2000a, King 2000, Obura et al. 2002). Recent monitoring 

suggests that 1i asket traps and spear guns are two 0 fthe most widely used gear types 

(Obura et al. 2001). It could not be established as to the number of beach seine crews that 

operate in Diani-Chale at the present time. McClanahan et al. (1997) noted that there 

were seven crews operating before they were re-banned by the District Officer for Kwale 

in 1996: 

The Fisheries department also, keeps records data on fish landings and issues licences to 

fishers, however, the numbers of licensed fishers are considered to be underreported, 

while data on fish landings are thought to doctored and are therefore questionable (King 

2000, Mallaret-King 2003). A comparison of numbers of catches reported by the 

Fisheries Department against those reported by the CRCP over 2 years between 1995 and 

1997 for the Diani sub-station indicated that the catch reported by Fisheries Department 

was consistently less than half the catch reported by the CRCP (King 2000). 

• 
I Traditional Practices and Fisheries Arrangements 

The Digo have historically had various forms of traditional and customary practices that 

have served in some ways as fishery management measures. Customary practices 

included ceremonies to appease the spirits through making offerings (sadaka) at sacred 

sites in sacred forests (kayas) and at sites in the sea (mzimu) (McClanahan et al. 1997, 

Glaesel 200b). Glaesel (2000b) indicates that these practices were not necessarily 
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associated with conservation concerns but with reliving anxieties of fishing dangers and 

spirits directing fish away from the community. Activities that aggravated spirits were 

not desirable and several customary taboos guided activities of fishers that related to 

fishing safety; maintaining social norms and maintaining hygiene (Glaesel 2000b). A 

number of taboos are thought to have had an influence on the conservation of fish stocks. 

These included; not using poison toe apture fish, not capturing juvenile fish, a voiding 

fishing in areas of strange phenomena, not fishing at night or on holy days, and not 

catching more fish than that could be sold or used (GlaeseI2000b). 1 

Fishing did not take place on the day 0 f the ceremonies and the sites where offerings 

were made were generally avoided by fishers and are thought to have served as self-

imposed marine refuges (McClanahan et al. 1997). Elders were respected for their 

authority and they exerted significant influence over where and how fishing occurred on 

a daily basis. The elders were a central part of the social organization of a landing site. 

They regulated access to fishing grounds by non-resident fishers who had to pay 

compensation (ubani) to elders in exchange for permission to fish III an area 

(McClanahan et al. 1997). Similar arrangements occurred with regards to regulating the 
~ 

fish traders seeking permission to buy fish at landing sites (King 2000). 

Unfortunately, most of these measures have declined or have broken down for a variety 

of reasons (see Glaesel 2000b) and at present they do not appear to have a measurable 

impact on the conservation of fishery resources (McClanahan e t al. 1997). Relatively 

recently adapted fishing methods of beach seining and spear guns are not considered by 
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elders to be acceptable to ancestral sprits (GlaeseI2000a). While elders have discouraged 

their use, younger fishers still make use of them causing an intergenerationalconflict 

(Glaesel, 1997). Conflict among gear types has been most notable between beach seines 

users and othcT gear type users, and between younger fishers using spear guns and older 

fishers using traps (Obur.a et al. 2002). 

It has been noted that the boundaries of fishing grounds adjacent to landing sites are 

maintained among fishers through their daily fishing interactions (McClanahan and. 

Mangi 2001). While this suggests that some forms of traditional tenure or territoriality 

may exist among fishers, it is evident that such tenure remains unsupported and 

sometimes undermined. There appears to have been little government support for those 

fishers who have tried to exclude seining from their fishing grounds. In addition, some 

local co-operatives have indirectly legitimized fishing with beach seines by continuing to 

buy catches from fishers using beach seines (King 2000). Local fishers have blamed the 

Fisheries Department for not preventing the influx of migrant fishers into their waters and 

for failing to enforce the prohibition of beach seines (mCN 2001). 

( Recent reports suggest that the Fisheries Department has recognized the importance of 

social organization at landing sites and has been encouraging the formation of Beach 

Management Committees (BMC) that attempt to replicate some of the traditional forms 

of landing site organization (Malleret-King et al. 2003). It is not known how many such 

BMC are established within the study area. BMC are further examined and discussed in 

chapter four. 
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Co-operative Societies 

King (2000) reports that a number of fishing co-operatives were established with 
~, 

government support in the 1970's throughout the coastal region of Kenya. They were 

meant to serve the functions of fish marketing and provision of credit to fishers. At the 

present time most 0 fthese co-operatives are not functional and h ave collapsed due to 

mismanagement (Malleret-King et. aI2003). 

Co-operatives bought fish from their members and sold it on behalf of them. A 

proportion of the sales were retained into a fund to provide credit to fishers. King (2000) 

reports that fishers in the southern part of the Diani-Chale stopped selling and supporting 

the co-operatives as they felt that co-operative monies had been misspent and most 

fishers had never been able to obtain a loan from the co-operative. Recently, at least two 

fishers groups have been formed within the study area seeking to provide small-scale 

credit facilities to fishers (Malleret-King et al. 2003). 

2.2.'3 Local Issues Pertinent to Fisheries 

Diani Marine Reserve 

A proposal for a Marine Protected Area in the Diani-Chale area was put forward in the 

early 1990's to the Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS) by tourism interests and was 

supported by conservationists and researchers. It was thought that the presence of the 

MPA would increase secUrity for tourists at the beach and would help restore coral reefs 



22 

in the area (King 2000). In Kenya, marine parks are highly protected zones with no 

extractive activities permitted, where as marine reserves are buffer areas where only 

traditional methods of fishing are permitted. The proposal for a marine reserve in Diani

Chale initiall{'received support of the local fishers since it meant that fisher would be 

able to continue with their traditional fishing activities and that beach seining would be 

prohibited (King 2000). The proposal however soon after became a political issue. The 

KWS could not resolve issues on revenue sharing with the local council and local 

communities began to fear that they would loose access to their tradiona1 fishing grounds 

(McClanahan et al. 1997). Although the reserve was gazetted in 1995, community 

opposition to it has effectively stopped its implementation. As a result, the local 

community and the KWS have a very antagonistic relationship to this day. 

Conflict with Tourism 

Tourism developments and the recreational activities associated with tourism in Diani

Chale i.e. sunbathing, snorkelling, scuba diving etc has resulted in a competition for 

space in coastal areas that have been traditionally used by fishers (Obura and Mwaura 

200~1). Private beachfront developments have restricted access to the beach and as earlier 

indicated some landing sites have been lost and illegally allocated to private developers 

causing conflict between fishers, developers and the tourism sector. 

Integrated Coastal Area Management (ICAM) Initiative: 
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As a way to resolve conflict compounded by the development of the Diani-Chale area 

and the increase in competing resource use, a multi stakeholder Integrated Coastal Area 

Management (ICAM) Committee called the Diani-Chale Management Committee was 

-or 
l:·	 formed in 2001Y It was initiated at a meeting of different resource users and stakeholders 

in the Diani-Chale area through the facilitation of ruCN (ruCN 2002). At the time, the 

DCMC was a l2-member interim committee of various stakeholders formed to ensure a 

more effective implementation of proposed activities decided at previous and subsequent 

meetings (ruCN 2002). Among the activities that the DCMC was to implement was the 

securing of land title deeds for a number of landing sites. Recently, the DCMC has been 

incorporated into a trust and is now called the Diani-Chale Management Trust (DMCT). 

It now consists of 25 members from various stakeholder groups that include of hoteliers, 

fishers, local elders, g ovemment agencies and local g ovemment (1. Wanyoni, personal 

communication). It was not possible to determine how far the DCMT had progressed in 

implementing its activities. 

2.2.4 Summary ofDiani-Chale Fishery 

Fisl~ catches have declined to very low levels and the fishery in Diani-Chale is considered 

overexploited. Fishers face a number of problems and issues that remain unresolved 

under the current regime of fisheries management. The use of beach seines that are a 

non-selective and destructive gear type still appears to be occurring. In addition, gear 

conflicts between younger and older fishers and between beach seine users and other 

gears are prevalent. Conflict over the use of space between fishers, tourism interests and 

conservation interests have also occurred and continue in many cases. 
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While there appears to be a strong legislative basis for government centred fisheries 

management, the Fisheries Department lacks the capacity to effectively engage in 

functions that ~relate to fisheries management. These include, collection of catch data, 

licensing and enforcement of gear regulations among other things. As well, the 

department has no capacity to engage in fishery related research and this function appears 

to have been filled by regional and international NGOs that are operating in the region. 

Communities in the area appear to lack support for their own local interventions and 

measures that relate to restricting access by migrant fishers and outsiders to fishing 

grounds. Traditional and cultural practices that would have had some role and influence 

over regulating fishing activities have declined, and where present do not appear to have 

much influence on conservation of fish stocks. 

n
 



CHAPTER 3
 

3.0 COMMUNITY-BASED & COLLABORATIVE MANAGEMENT
 

Fisheries are complex bio-socio-economic systems with interacting ecological, 
(! 

biophysical, economic, social and cultural components (Charles 2001). This is 

particularly true of tropi'cal near shore environments, where there are numerous small-

scale fishers utilizing a variety of mostly traditional gear-types, fishing multiple species 

both for sustenance commercial markets (Munro 1996). It is therefore imperative that 

fisheries management be considered in a holistic and integrated manner and be made· 

appropriate to the context in which it needs to operate. It is not until recently that such 

perceptions have been embraced. Fishery Management has in the past has largely 

ignored ecological, social and cultural aspects and has placed an undue emphasis on the 

fish rather than fishers (Jentoft 2000). McManus (1996) has noted that fisheries 

management should b e primarily thought 0 fa s an applied social science that seeks to 

influence human behaviour so as to meet objectives that include sustaining harvestable 

resources and the benefits derived from them over the long term. 

• 3.1 Conventional versus Alternative Management 

It is n ow widely acknowledged that conventional 0 r ' top-down' fisheries management 

that has been characterized by strong government control and science based stock 

assessment has not only been ineffective for the management of small-scale fisheries, but 

also inappropriate for tropical environments (Mahon 1997, Berkes et al. 2001). Many 

alternative propositions to fisheries management h ave emerged, including Community
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Based Management (CBM) and Collaborative Management (Co-Management). These 

management approaches differ from conventional fisheries management in that they seek 

to place the responsibility for management of fisheries at local levels. It has been argued 

that more effective management of fisheries can result when resource users and the 

communities who are dependent on them for their livelihood are effectively involved in 

their management (Jentoft 1989, Pinkerton 1989). The processes of colonialization and 

modernization that led to the institution of government driven fishery management 

excluded resource users and their knowledge from the management process and 

underestimated and undermined the capacity of time tested local traditional and informal 

management systems (Johannes 1978, Pomeroy 1995, Ruddle 1996). Indeed, it can be 

argued that the impetus for CBM and co-management approaches has come through the 

failure of conventional top-down management paradigms and the desire to revive fishery 

resources and local forms of management (Pomeroy 1995, Johannes 2002). In addition, 

in many developing nations it has often been the lack of lack of any management and the 

pervasive degradation of fisheries resources that has often created the will of resource 

users and communities to exert more control over their resources and livelihoods. In such 

conditions, CBM and co-management approaches have often been rationalized as being a 
(J 

more effective way in which fisheries can be managed (Pomeroy, 1995). 

This chapter provides and overview of CBM and co-management of fisheries. It reviews 

some of the fundamental principles of these approaches and some of the considerations 

that affect their effectiveness. The concluding sections of this chapter outline the basic 

components that a fishery management system needs to be concerned with and will serve 
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as a framework for examining fishery management with regard to these alternative 

approaches in subsequent chapters. The information reviewed here is relevant to 

subsequent chapters that examine how these fishery management paradigms may be 

applicable to tne Diani-Chale study area. 

3.2 Understanding Fisheries as Common Pool Resources 

Community based management and co-management approaches to managing fisheries 

have been regarded as falling under the study of common property. Most capture fisheries 

are considered Common Pool Resources (CPR) i.e. resources that are shared by many 

individuals in common, and are susceptible to what Hardin (1968) coined as the 'tragedy 

of the commons'. In situations where multiple users share the use of the resource, the 

absence or loss of the ability among users to exercise any control over how they use the 

resource creates a situation of 'open access' that leads to overexploitation and resource 

degradation. Such a situation tends to encourage individuals to extract as much as 

possible since if they do not, someone else will; this is the 'tragedy of the commons' . 

Twe problems, one of exclusion and the other of subtractability confound CPR and make 

them susceptibl~ to the tragedy of the commons (Berkes and Farvar 1989, Ostrom 1990). 

The first problem of exclusion refers to the difficulty in excluding resource users from the 

utilization of the resource, because everyone perceives they have a right to use the 

resource. The problem of subtractability is where the utilization of the resource by each 

individual user has the effect of subtracting from the welfare of other resource users. 

Stated in more simple terms the taking of fish by one fisher leaves fewer fish for other 
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fishers to harvest. Thus, in situations where fishers are 'self-utility maximizing', they will 

compete so that each maximizes their own benefit with little regard for the other fishers 

or the collective good of all fishers. While such situations occur in practice, there are also 

many instances where commonly shared resources have been managed to avoid the 

tragedy of the commons. 'Such management is usually accomplished through rules, nonns 

and social interactions among resource users or what social scientists call institutions 

(Ostrom 1990). 

3.2.1 Common Pool Resources, Community-Based Management and Co-management 

Scholars of CPR have sought to draw important distinction between the resource it self 

and the property regime or rights regime that the resources are held under (Berkes and 

Favar 1989, Gibbs and Bromley 1989, Ginna and Berkes 1989). Gibbs and Bromley 

(1989) articulate that property is in effect, a secure claim to a resource or the services that 

a resource provides. According to these scholars four ideal types of property-rights 

regime may exist: state property, private property, communal property and no-property. 

Unl!er a state property regime, the secure claim to the resource lies with the government 

and the gove~ent holds ownership and management control over the resource. It may 

adjudicate how and who may use the resources. Under a private property regime, the 

secure claim to the resource lies with a private individual/entity that provides rights for 

exclusive use of that resource the ability to transfer (sell) those rights. Under a communal 

property regime, the secure claim to the resource lies in the hands of an identifiable group 

or community. The use of the resource by a group is governed by rules collectively 
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developed by its members and may include rules to exclude certain users. When no 

secure claims to the resource exist and there is in essence no property regime in place 

this situation is termed open access. In such situations there are no exclusive rights of 

use. This is wnere "access to everyone means property to no-one" (Gibbs and Bromley 

1989,24). 

CBM and co-management have become synonymous with the study of CPR and seeking 

solutions to the problem of 'open access'. In essence, community based and co'" 

management approaches can be considered an extension of the processes by which rules, 

norms and arrangements for resource use develop. CBM can be considered as being 

concerned with developing and making more effective communal property regimes. Co

management on the other hand, can be interpreted as the merging of (or the middle 

ground between) state property and communal property regimes (Jentoft 1989, Pomeroy 

and Berkes 1997). 

3.3 Community-Based Management and Co-management 

3.3..1 Community-Based Management 

CBM of fishenes can seen to be part of a broader paradigm of Community-Based 

Resource Management (CBRM), that has perhaps best been summarised as follows: 

"Broadly and loosely Community-Based Resource Management (CBRM) is conceived as 
a process by which people themselves are provided the opportunity and, or responsibility 
to manage their own resources, define their needs, goals and aspirations and make 
decisions affecting their well-being" Fellizar (1993, 5). 
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Thus CBRM as described above links the management of resources to livelihoods of 

people dependent on them. It emphasises the ability of people to assert control over the 

management of the resources they depend on for their well being. CBRM is considered to 

be community'driven and focused on local organization and developing community 

control over resource management with minimal or little government role in process (Sen 

and Raakjaer-Nie1sen 1996, Chuenpagdee et al. 2004). CBRM is therefore tightly 

interwoven with the notion of empowerment and community development and focuses on 

the process of cultivating these as a way to better natural resource management (Korten· 

1986). 

3.3.2 Co-management: 

The common theme among the definitions that have been articulated for co-management 

is that of a shared responsibility for the management of a resource between government 

and resource users, stakeholders or communities (pinkerton 1989, Berkes et a12001, Sen 

and Raakjaer-Nie1son 1996). Borrini-Feyerabend (2000) defines co-management as: 

"A situation in which two or more social actors negotiate, define and guarantee amongst 
themselves a fair sharing of the management functions, entitlements and responsibilities 
for ~ given territory, area or set of natural resources" Borrini-Feyerabend (2000, 7). 

More specifica1iy fisheries co-management has been defined as, 

"A partnership in which the government, the community of local users (fishers), external 
agents (non-governmental organizations, academic and research institutions), and other 
fisheries and coastal resource stakeholders (boat owners, fish traders, money lenders, 
tourism establishments, etc.), share the responsibility and authority for making decisions 
about the management of a fishery" (Berkes et al. 2001, 202). 
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The definitions above not only point to the co-management as being a partnership, but 

also a process of developing that partnership that results in equity in sharing the costs and 

benefits of managing a resource. Co-management has been articulated as an adaptive 

process rather than a static state, where arrangements and agreements develop and evolve 

through time by the negotiation of rights, responsibilities and benefits between all those 

involved (Berkes et al. 2001). Some recent works suggest that co-management can be 

viewed as a system of governance in which co-management is a process of multiple 

interactions by which operational rules on the use of the entity being co-managed are set, 

adjudicated and enforced (Carlsson and Berkes, 2003). Co-management has the ability to' 

reduce conflict through a process of participatory democracy in managing a resource 

(Jentoft 1989, Pinkerton 1989, Pomeroy and Berkes, 1997). A key benefit of this is that it 

fosters ownership and legitimacy of decisions and makes management measures that are 

to be implemented more acceptable since those to be affected by such measures are 

involved in the process offonnu1ating them (Berkes et aI. 2001, White et al. 1994). 

Co-management demands the active involvement of government and stakeholders in 

sharing management responsibilities recognizing the different roles, strengths and 
'J 

capacities of each (Pomeroy and Berkes 1997). To be effective however, it requires the 

parties involved to be adequately prepared and capable of undertaking their 

responsibilities. This may not always be the case. Sharing management functions is 

beneficial since it reduces the transaction costs associated with resource management, as 

it combines the knowledge and strength of all partners who are involved in the process 

(Taylor 1998, Sen and Raakjaer-Nie1son 1996). As Singleton (1998) has noted, co
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management has the potential to succeed where states or communities alone have failed 

because it combines the capacities and incentives of both state and local managers. 

Pinkerton (1989) articulates a number of management functions that are enhanced by 

fisheries co-ma~agement; these relate to, data gathering, defining operational and harvest 

rules, resource protection, enforcement of regulations and long term planning. 

Under a co-management arrangement, the sharing of management responsibility and 

functions between government and resource users, stakeholders 0 r the community c an, 

occur in various forms and in varying levels between two states; greater government at 

one end and greater local or community control at the other (Berkes 1994, Sen and 

Raakjaer-Nie1son 1996; figure 3). 

Greater Government Control Informative 
Advisory 

erative 
Consultative 

Instructive Greater Community Control 

Minimal 
exchange of 
inf,Qrmation 
between 
government and 
users. 
Government 
informs users of 
the decision it 
makes 

Mechanisms 
exist with the 
government to 
consult with 
users but all 
decisions are 
made by the 
government 

Users and 
government 
cooperate as 
equal partners in 
decision making 

Users advise the 
government of 
decisions to be 
taken and 
government 
endorsed these 
decisions 

Government has 
delegated 
authority to make 
decisions to user 
groups who 
inform 
government of 
their decisions 

Figure 3: Types of co-management arrangements distinguished by different levels of 
shared responsibility between resource users and government. Adapted from Sen and 
Raakjaer-Nielson (1996). 



33 

These arrangements differ in the nature and the level of participation of stakeholders in 

the decision-making and management process (figure 3). 

3.3.3 Community-based Co-management 

Some authors have contended that CBMlCBRM are a central element of co-management 

and that co-management subsumes CBM (Pomeroy and Berkes 1997, Berkes et al. 2001). 

Berkes et al. (2001) and Charles (2001) distinguish two forms of co-management: 

community-based/centred co-management and stakeholder/sector-based co-management. 

The former is when the community is the focus as with CBM and recognizes the need fot 

partnerships with government and other stakeholders for management. The later is when 

there is no emphasis on empowerment or community development, rather the emphasis is 

on representation of stakeholders and their participation in the resource management 

process. For the remainder of this chapter CBM is subsumed to be part of co

management and co-management will be used to refer to community-based/centred co

management. 

3.4 Considerations for effective co-management of Fisheries 
" 

Ithas been noted that there are no blueprints for co-management arrangements since each 

will develop in its own way relevant to the local context (Berkes et al. 2001). There are 

however, several elements that have been documented from practical experiences that 

suggest that the success of co-management may be influenced by a number of factors. 

Several of these factors relate to the principles of long enduring institutions for 

management of common pool resources articulated by Ostrom (1990). Berkes et al. 
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(2001) and Pomeroy et al. (2001) have further identified a number of conditions from 

practical experiences that are though to affect the success of fisheries co-management. 

These conditions relate to the nature of the fishery resources, the role of government, the 

community, external agents and the co-management process itself. 

3.4.1 The Nature ofFishery Resources/Territory 

lentoft et al. (1998) indicate that local co-management arrangements may be more suited 

to manage localized and/or sedentary stocks whose extents are relatively easily defined.· 

Resource boundaries that are identifiable make the delineation of the territory being 

managed easier and enable fishers to recognize it (Berkes et al. 2001). When boundaries 

are clear those not sanctioned to use the resource are more aware of them and their 

exclusion from the use the resource is easier (Ostrom 1990). Thus the ability to define 

and uphold property rights is expected to be a function of how identifiable the boundaries 

of the area or resource are. 

3.4.2 The Role ofGovernment 

Pomeroy and Berkes (1997) indicate that for co-management to develop, government has 

to provide for and enabling environment through doing several things; 

It must provide and environment in which fishers can readily organize, hold meetings 

and have the freedom on forming their own autonomous organizations. 

It must create legitimacy for local organizations to develop and work out their rules 

and other institutional arrangements for use of the fishery. It can do this by clarifying 
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the rights and responsibilities of these organizations with regard to the resource. In 

particular, three concerns must be made clear; who has the right to the resource, who 

owns the resource, and what is the legal framework for implementing the co

management agreements. 

It must take tangible steps to empower these local organizations and authority 

structures by transferring authority to local levels. The amount of authority and 

autonomy provided to resource users varies by the type of co-management 

arrangement. According to Pomeroy and Berkes (1997) the decentralization of 

government power to local levels can take several forms; de-concentration, 

delegation, devolution and privatization (table 2). 

Table 2: Forms of government decentralization pertinent to resource management (after 
Pomeroy and Berkes (1997). 

Form of 
decentralization 

Description 

De-concentration Transfer of authority to regional or local government 
departments and agencies. 

Delegation Passing of authority to local authority, with the 
government retaining right to revoke powers or overturn 
decisions. 

Devolution Legal transfer of power to local levels/organizations 
without reference back to government. 

Privatization Transfer of management responsibility to non
governmental organizations, voluntary associations, private 
enterprises etc. 

The most widely cited success in enabling local authority through legislative means for 

fishery management have been the set of legislative changes that have occurred in the 

Philippines. The Local.Government Code (1991) and the supporting Fisheries Code 

(1998) effectively delegated the responsibility for managing near-shore waters to 
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municipalities thereby enabling local governments and local communities to play the lead 

role in fisheries management (Pomeroy and Berkes 1997). 

3.4.3 Community Considerations 

The type of co-management arrangement that develops will be determined in large part 

by the willingness the community to engage in it and their ability to take on management 

responsibility (Sen and Raakjaer-Nielson 1996). Often a community may need to undergo 

several years of preparation and organizing before its capacity is sufficiently developed 

(see following section on the role of external agents). The existence of a common 

understanding of the problem and the will to address it, strong leadership within the 

community, the presence of well-organized community groups, and strong cohesion 

among community members accorded by similar cultural or religious beliefs are some of 

the conditions that have been related to creating successful fisheries co-management 

(pinkerton 1989, Berkes et a1200l). 

Caution has been a dvised in treating communities as homogeneous units because they 

rarHy are. How community members are represented and chosen to engage in decision

making processes is a critical consideration for co-management (Jentoft et al. 1998). 

While representation should be equitable and inclusive of all those who may be affected, 

co-management processes can be overwhelmed and break down if too many interests are 

represented (Pinkerton 1989). Understanding the spatial scale at which co-management is 

to operate can partially help identify those who hold rights to fish and therefore 

participate in management (Berkes et al. 2001). Ideally, under any circumstance, most of 

7 
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those who are to be affected by operational rules relating to resource use should also be 

able to participate in modifying those rules (Ostrom 1990). 

, 
3.4.4 Role ofExternal Agents 

External agents in the cd-management process can include researchers, academics, social 

workers, NGGs and other community organizers. Effective external agents can initiate 

and catalyze the process of co-management and play many different roles in the co

management process. Most often, NGGs have been cited as been involved in preparing 

the community through building awareness, by providing information, education and 

training (Anonuevo 1994 cited in Berkes et al. 2001). In several instances NGGs have 

acted as independent facilitators and have been able to bring together various 

stakeholders together in identifying issues and begin dialogue (Surapol 1999). The role 

external agents play changes through the co-management process generally range from 

raising awareness, community organizing for action, empowering the community to 

developing long term local organizational and capacity (Mulekom 1999). Caution has 

been raised as to communities becoming too dependent on external agents and need for 

eXWmal agents to have a phase-out strategy once the community has become sufficiently 

empowered to undertake their own affairs. 

3.4.5 The Co-management Process 

The manner in which the process of co-management unfolds also influences its 

effectiveness. The process has to be perceived as fair by those involved. Openness and 
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transparency in the manner in which arrangements are negotiated and undertaken are 

critical elements (Berkes et aI, 200 I). There should be effective monitoring of rules and 

appropriate sanctioning of violators largely by what Ostrom (1990) calls internal 
. 

enforcement mechanisms undertaken by those participating in resource extraction. The 

co-management institution created by participants should be capable of holding 

participants accountable and managing conflict relatively quickly and effectively (Berkes 

et aI. 2001, Ostrom 1990). 

3.5 Co-management and the scope of Fishery Management 

The preceding discussion has generally focused 0 n the process of co-management and 

some of its underlying principles with regard to some of the more general aspects of the 

process. At a more specific level however, fisheries co-management, like any other 

scheme for fisheries management has to concern itself with at least four major 

management components. These components articulated by Charles (2001) are; Fishery 

Policy and Planning, Operational Management, Fishery Development, and Fishery 

Research. 

Fishery Policy and Planning relates to all the processes that scope the overall objectives 

to be pursued in the fishery and putting in place policies to meet those objectives. It 

includes setting legislation with regard to the management and regulation of the fishery 

including the structure of the management system. 
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Operational Management consists of specific measures to control impact of harvesters on 

the fish stocks, day-to-day decisions on fishing (where and when to fish), and research 

and collection ofdata related to fishing activities (catch monitoring). 

Fishery Development involves improvement of physical infrastructure, technological 

capabilities and building of institutions that relate to fishery. I t also involves measures 

such as market development, quality control, and improvements to the distribution 

process. These are meant to improve the flow ofbenefits and the value from the fishery. 

Fishery Research involves collection, analysis and dissemination of data on the various 

components of the fishery system that support fishery management and development as 

described above. As well, fishery research seeks to understand the natural and human 

systems of the fishery and includes measures to assess and conserve fish stocks. 

While we may expect how these components are addressed in different fisheries e.g. 

tropical vs. temperate, small vs. large scale etc to vary from the very informal, simple and 

unsophisticated to the very formal, complex and sophisticated, they do provide some 
.! 

frame of reference to what the management of a fishery needs to be concerned with. 

Under a co-management approach we may expect the components and/or the functions 

related to these components to be shared between governments and other fishery 

stakeholders. In keeping with the theme of a holistic and integrated approach presented at 

the beginning of this chapter it is critical that management approaches see these 

components be seen as interlinked and not as independent of each other. These 

-
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components will be used as a framework for examining various functions pertaining to 

the fishery management system and the application of the co-management approach in 

subsequent chapters. 

3.6 Summary 

CBM and Co-management are alternative approaches to conventional top-down, science

based and government centred fisheries management. These alternative a pproaches are 

premised in the sharing of responsibilities for management to fishers and seek to move 

fisheries management to local levels by empowering communities to manage resources 

on their own (CBM) or through sharing management with government (co-management). 

In all cases, these approaches are most concerned with reverting situations of resource 

overexploitation caused by open access that characterize common pool resources such as 

fisheries. Co-management as used in this study subsumes CBM and can occur in one of 

many forms depending on the level of responsibility for management shared between 

communities and the government. There are several considerations and conditions that 

influence attaining effective co-management. Identifiable resource boundaries, enabling 

con:litions provided by the government, sufficiently capable and prepared local 

communities, i.nterventions of external agents and NGOs, transparent and fair co

management processes are just some elements that positively affect the effectiveness of 

co-management. 

_J
 



CHAPTER 4 

4.0 PROSPECTS FOR FISHERIES CO-MANAGEMENT IN DIANI-CHALE 

The socio-economic conditions and issues related to the artisanal fishery and its 

management, and several key aspects of an alternative paradigm for fishery management 

namely co-management have been reviewed in previous chapters. This chapter seeks to 

examine the feasibility of applying a co-management approach to fisheries management 

in Diani-Chale. It begins by examining if there is an incentive or impetus for change in 

the manner in which fisheries are currently managed. It follows to discuss the roles that 

the community, government and external agents may be expected to play in a fisheries 

co-management arrangement with regard to each of the management components 

identified in chapter 3 (section 3.5). It elucidates some of the potential constraints and 

opportunities to attaining fisheries co-management in Diani-Chale in the course of the 

discussion. 

4.1 Is there an Impetus for change and co-management? 

Practitioners of co-management have noted that co-management arrangements have often 

been born out of crises. Conflict over resources and pervasive problems serve as 

precursors to' seeking alternatives and lead to developing solutions, and often the 

beginning of co-management or other initiatives. The question pertinent to ask in the case 

ofDiani-Chale is if there is such a precursor or indeed a common perception of what the 

problems are, and the collective will to seek solutions to the problems faced by the 

41
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fishery. We can examine this question from the perspective of both the community and 

the government. 

4' 

With regards to the community, there appears to be frustration among some fishers with 

the inability of the government to enforce regulations and prosecute fishers using illegal 

gear types (particularly beach seines). Many fishers attribute the use of these gear types 

to having caused a decrease in their catches (Glaesel 2000a, EEIU 2004). The 

government appears to have failed or neglected to protect the rights of fishers with 

regards to preventing the access of fishing grounds by migrant fishers and outsiders. In 

addition, s orne fish 1anding sites and beaches t hat are the centre 0 fi nteraction among 

fishers have been illegally allocated top rivate developers, and fishing communities in 

some instances have lost their ability to use them (Yahya 1998, King 2000, Obura and 

Mwaura 2001). In addition, access routes to landing beaches have been blocked in many 

cases by private property developments (IUCN 2002). Fishers from some landing sites 

are clearly looking for more control over where they fish and an ability to exclude 

outsiders from their fishing g rounds. This is illustrated by the actions of fishers at the 

landing sites of Mvuleni and Mwanyaza in seeking to exclude beach seines sometime by 
f 

passive means such as letter writing and refusing access to landing sites and other times 

through more aggressive means (GlaeseI2000a). 

There appears to be the recognition among fishers that fish catches have declined and 

thus some awareness of resource depletion. While some fishers associate declines in fish 

with the use of beach s~ines, it is not clear if fishers recognize that some of their fishing 
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activities may have contributed to declining fish catches and if they are prepared to 

regulate their fishing effort. The current meagre catches are considered quite low and 

they form the principal source of protein and income for many fishers (Obura 2001). 

,"" 
Without a sufficient incentive or a perceived benefit, it is unlikely that fishers will be 

prepared to make changes that are potentially seen as threatening their livelihood. If 

changes however are perceived as ones that would help secure fisher livelihoods it is 

more likely that fishers will engage in them. Therefore an awareness of the problems of 

the fishery and a common understanding of how they could be resolved are almost pre

requisites for any effective actions. 

The additional problems that fishers perceive are not exclusively related to the ecological 

aspects of the fishery. It had been noted that fishers are financially constrained and 

cannot afford to invest in fishing gear that would allow them to venture beyond the 

fringing reef and outside of the reef lagoon into deeper water. As well, fishers have often 

complained that they cannot obtain a higher value on their catches because of the lack of 

storage and refrigeration facilities that often forces them to sell at low prices. It appears 

that the management of the fishery resource itself could benefit if addressing some of 

these other problems were considered as part of fishery management. Fishers have taken 

some initiative~ to organize themselves and the two fishers groups set up by fishers to 

provide credit to their members are a case in point. However, most fishers have also been 

cited as being poorly organized and have lacked trust among themselves (Malleret-King 

et al. 2003). 
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With regards to the government, it is quite evident that its capacity is limited and it has 

been challenged toe ffectively undertake the management 0 f t he fishery. Despite what 

appears to be legislation that is well endowed with the ability to put in place various 

'.measures, enforcement of regulations is poor. Capacity is limited not only for 

enforcement but also for resource monitoring, licensing and catch data collection 

functions. Malleret-King et al. (2003) report that there is a recognition and admission 

within the Fisheries Department of the fact that resources and capacity are limited. The 

current regime of fishery management as run by the government is mostly ineffective and 

not adequate. The situation is probably not likely to change given that marine fisheries 

have traditionally been accorded a low priority relative to inland fisheries and 

government resources committed to coastal fisheries are likely to remain low. On the 

positive side, there is the recognition at some levels within the Fisheries Department of 

the need to include fishers into the management of the fishery (Malleret-King et al. 

2003). The decision 0 fthe Fisheries Department to encourage the formation 0 fB each 

Management Committees (BMC) is reflective of this, The fonnation of BMC however 

appears to be in the very preliminary stages, but it does reflect government will to share 

management responsibility and to seek some alternative directions. , 

Both fishers ~d government perceive tasks and problems in the fishery that they have 

been unable to resolve on their own thereby confirming the need for a more collaborative 

approach. Given the above realities, how can fisheries management progress in Diani-

Chale? The remainder of this chapter attempts to articulate what and how fishery 

management functions can be shared between the governments, fishers and other 
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stakeholders III the Diani-Chale Area to address various fisheries management 

components. 

4.2 Sharing Management of Fisheries in Diani-Chale 

We can begin to postulate how co-management arrangements may operate and at what 

level decisions should be made through an examination of the various functions that 

fishery management seeks. In chapter three, fishery policy, operational management, 

fishery development and fishery research were outlined as the four components that any 

fishery management system should be concerned with (Charles 2001). These components 

are further examined in light of the fishery in the study area and a co-management 

approach in the sections below. 

4.2.1 Policy and Planning 

In the context of a small scale fishery with a geographically defined community that 

exploits it such as that in Diani-Chale, it is fair to suggest that fishery policy and planning 

should have the input of fishers and other stakeholders, but is something that will 
(' 

ultimately have to be put into place by government. Government has the defacto control 

over fishery policy and therefore holds the power to detennine the type of co

management arrangement that is developed (Pomeroy and Berkes 1997, Charles 2001). 

In Diani-Chale, it does not appear that there have been any explicit processes that have 

brought together government, fishers and other fishery related stakeholders to 
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collectively scope out the objectives of the fishery. Nor is it apparent that there has been 

any discussion 0 f w hat mechanisms and measures would b e best suited tom eet those 

objectives. It is important to note that Integrated Coastal Area Management (ICAM) 
... 

initiative i.e. DCMCIDCMT has brought together a number of coastal and marine 

resource users on several occasions but does not appear to have specifically or 

comprehensively dealt with fisheries except for a few isolated issues. The Fisheries Act 

was likely written with some implicit 0 bjectives for fisheries through 0 ut the country. 

Some of these may carry over to the manner in which the fishery in Diani-Chale is 

managed. Nonetheless, a shared vision for the fishery in Diani-Chale and how it is to be 

managed appears to be lacking. 

Current legislation vests significant authority in the director of fisheries for fisheries 

management and is heavy on various regulatory measures. According to the act, fishery 

management measures are squarely the responsibility of the Fisheries Department. 

Fishery development measures in the act are the responsibility of the Fisheries 

Department as well as other government agencies and ministries. Public policy 

consultations in Kenya are rare, however the enacting of a new national constitution bears 

hope for natural resource management. Section 206 (objects of devolution of 

government) ?f the proposed constitution on self-governance holds significant 

implications for resource management at local level (CRCK, 2004). Terrestrially in parts 

of Kenya, wildlife and forest resources are already held in trust by local municipal 

governments with whom management authority rests. It is possible that such 

arrangements may develop with regards to coastal fishery resources with the passage of 

~. -- ~ 
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the proposed constitution. This would represent a tremendous opportunity for co

management and local level approaches for fisheries management. 

... 
At the present time, in the absence of a shared or fully developed vision of the fishery or 

its management, it may' be more appropriate and pragmatic to seek to work on smaller 

issues of common concern with the fishery. Focusing on resolution of immediate 

problems that are perceived by both fishers and the government as a short-tenn strategy, 

can lead to the development of working arrangements and trust, that can gradually lead to 

dealing with the long-tenn sustainability of the fisheries in Diani-Chale. The Fisheries 

Department however has to have a genuine intention to change the status quo. Although 

it is severely lacking funds, it needs to make clear that it is ready to move in an 

alternative direction. NGO actions can be oriented toward lobbying for policy changes 

and for bolstering capacity of the Fisheries Department as well as developing local level 

capacity in anticipation of more local level management. 

4.2.2 Operational Management 

Fr01!1 a co-management perspective, one would expect that the day-to-day management 

of the fishery is likely to be most amenable to be co-managed since it directly involves 

fishers and relates to creating 'operational rules' for use of the fishery. In regards to the 

study area, two fundamental questions are to be posed. At what level should management 

measures be negotiated and implemented? And, how should day-to-day management 

measures or operational rules be decided upon and who should be involved? 
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With regards to the level at which management measures be negotiated and implemented, 

the landing sites are an identifiable spatial unit that collectively bring fishers from one or 

more villages together. The fishing grounds associated with each landing site and the 
r. 

boundaries between them are maintained by the daily interaction of fishers (McClanahan 

and Mangi 2001). Fishers are associated with the landing sites that they fish from. It 

would therefore appear that management measures relating to fishing activity should be 

best negotiated at the level of each landing site. The landing site and the fishing grounds 

adjacent to it form a socio-ecological unit that can serve as the level at which many 

fishery issues could be addressed or resolved. It is likely that some parts of the fishing 

grounds are used by more than one landing site. The extent to which this occurs would 

need to be further investigated since this will determine if and where measures and 

arrangements need to be negotiated between landing sites and fishers from different sites. 

With regards to the second and more substantive question, on how should rules be 

decided upon and by who, it is important to note that the information reviewed in 

previous chapters indicates that the traditional form of landing site organization through 

authority of traditional elders did define operational rules for use of the fishery. At the 

present time however, such traditional organization and authority have declined and there 

now are govenunent-defined rules supposed to be regulating the fishery. It is unlikely 

that the government will relinquish all its influence over defining rules and delegate this 

task entirely to fishers, at least immediately for two reasons. One, it would not be prudent 

or effective if the local organizations do not exist or if local organizations are poorly 

formed and represented. Two, government may b e concerned as has been documented 
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elsewhere about fishers 'undoing' existing rules and situation turning into an unregulated 

fishery. 

According to Malleret-King et al. (2003) the introduction of BMC examined in chapter 

two are meant to help implement fisheries legislation and control the use of banned and 

destructive fishing gears, as well as to assist in data collection and 'solving minor 

disputes' on fishing grounds. This can be interpreted as some form of delegation of 

responsibility. Such delegation would be expected to be more effective if the rules for 

which responsibility is being delegated were 'jointly' developed between the government 

and fishers, as they would be seen as being owned by fishers and therefore more 

acceptable. 

It is worthwhile to note that BMC are meant to replicate the traditionaVelder authority 

based forms of organization. At some landing sites some of these forms of organisation 

still exist. The use of existing social organizations and the revitalizing of traditional forms 

of organization have been noted to be appropriate ways in which to engage into co

management by several practitioners and NGOs (Pomeroy 1995, Pomeroy and Carlos 

1997). It has also however been noted that such groups need to be prepared and capable 

and this may t*e up to several years of external agent interventions (Berkes et al. 2001). 

Experience elsewhere has illustrated that such organizations should not be imposed from 

above rather they should be allowed to develop autonomously. The failure of government 

introduced fishing co-operatives in Diani-Chale described in chapter two is a case in 

point. Fishers and local leaders perceived them to be externally imposed and not serving 
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their needs and have therefore abandoned them (King 2000). It is likely that the BMC and 

traditional landing site organizations would require some support, training and initial 

capacity building to enable them to function effectively. 

Under a traditional landing site organization, the authority was vested in an elder or 

elected leader who reached decisions that fishers were expected to abide by. With 

tradi.tional authority and leadership already eroded and undermined by migrant and 

younger fishers, it is not clear how authority within the new BMC are to be maintained 

and if they can effectively function under a authority-based system. The fishers are 

clearly not a homogeneous group and some, despite sharing kinship, are divided along 

age and gear types, whereas others are divided by origin (migrant/local) (Glaesel 2000a). 

Conflicts among fishers are only to be expected. Thus any sort of landing site 

organization is going to have to contend with these differences and seek to resolve the 

conflicts that occur. The manner in which the leadership of a BMC makes decisions and 

resolves conflict among fishers would be crucial to the functioning of the BMC or for 

that matter any local landing site institution. As well, there will likely have to be some 

checks on the leadership ofthe BMC and an effective way to ensure that their authority is 
• 

not being misguided. 

As previously illustrated, the capacity of government for regular enforcement activities is 

severely limited if not absent. At landing sites where there is compatibility between 

government regulations and community desire to exclude illegal g ear types, it may b e 

possible for fishers to 'York with the government to establish some form of community 
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. enforcement. The landing sites of Mvuleni and Mwanyaza that have attempted to exclude 

beach seines could be good cases in point. For the actions of these fishers to be fully 

effective the government has an enabling role to play. In particular, the government needs 

." 
to recognize the tenure of the fishing grounds and clarify who holds access rights to them. 

The legal prosecution outsiders who violate or break local rules for fishing would do a lot 

to make measures at the landing site/fishing ground more effective. Without this 

sanctioning of violators the benefits of management measures implemented will be 

diluted 'and at the very worst may lead to similar rule breaking within fishers of the 

landing site. 

At a few of the landing sites within the study area, beach ·seines have been adopted and 

migrant fishers have established themselves in the local fabric. In such cases, it is only 

fair to ensure that these fishers will be represented and not be excluded in any local 

organization at the landing site level. It has been noted that there are strong tensions 

between beach seines and traditional gear users (Glaesel 2000a). At such landing sites, a 

combination of education and conflict resolution may be required. The Fisheries 

Department, community development, research and conservation NGOs could support 

• 
the BMC through building awareness and education onillegal and damaging gear types. 

A process to r:esolve gear conflicts between fishers within the landing site and fishing 

areas could be facilitated by the Fisheries Department and NGOs. This process could lead 

to some arrangements between fishers themselves on gear use and spatial use of fishing 

areas - in essence some form of zoning of fishing activity by gear type. Such zoning 

could be negotiated among fishers and would be supported by both the knowledge of 
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fishers and scientific information and could be initiated through a participatory research 

approach (further discussed in section 4.2.4). Glaesel (2000a) suggested that an NGO 

funded program for gear replacement beach seines for gill nets be considered. This may 

" be feasible but one would have to ensure that such replacement does not result in a 

disproportionate emphasis on harvesting anyone species. 

The success of any management measures and the continued investment of effort by 

fish~rs in the process of creating and adjudicating rules can only be expected if fishers 

have an incentive to be engaged and see the benefit of doing so. Livelihood security 

considerations would be expected to feature prominently in any actions fishers choose to 

engage in. In that light, securing the benefits of management interventions (i.e. healthier 

fish stocks) can only occur if the tenure of fishing grounds is secure and access to them 

can be regulated to the membership of each landing site. The recognition of the tenure of 

the fishing grounds by government is critical to excluding outsiders and those not abiding 

by local rules. In particular, the ability to sanction and prosecute violators from outside 

the community with government support has been attributed to securing tenure and the 

revitalization of many local level institutions (Ostrom 1990, Johannes 2002). 
.. 

4.2.3 Fishery development 

Fishery development aspects that relate to technological improvements, quality control 

and improvements to distribution of fish would involve fishers, fish traders and 

community development NGOs, and perhaps business interests in addition to government 

agencies. Institutional development aspects would be expected to involve community 



community. 

Currently the Fisheries Act (Section 4) mandates the fishery department with a number of 

development measures that i nelude provision 0 f training/extension services, promoting 
'j 

co-operation among fishers, arrangements for the marketing of fish, infrastructure 

facilities and stocking. These are not currently evident in the study area. The EEIU (Eco-

Ethics International Union - Kenya) a NGO working in Diani-Chale has been assisting 

fishers in the building and renovation of some landing site structures. 

The fishing co-operatives that were discussed in chapter two had a critical role to play in 

fishery development It is important that increases in fish value and other benefits that 

result from fishery development trickle down to fishers. As witnessed by the collapse and 

abandonment of co-operatives, without benefits to the fishers they are not likely to be 

sustained. It has been noted that the tourist establishments have a need for fish but have 

largely abandoned buying locally because of the poor reliability of supply (King 2000). 

At a recent workshop, it was made evident by a tourist establishment that they would like 

to support local fishers and would buy local if fishers were sufficiently organized to 

provide adequate supplies (EEIU 2004). This points to the need for fishers to be 

organized in regards to the marketing of their fish, although as indicated earlier this is 

constrained by the lack of trust among fishers. 

An understanding of the relative proportion of catch retained for household consumption 

versus that sold and the channels of distribution through which fish are sold would be 

useful in detennining if and how catch value can be improved. It is critical that the 
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. 4.2.4 Fishery Research 

To date, fisheries related research within the study area has served to document the state 

and trends 0 f fispery resources and has drawn attention tot heir decline. Research has 

been conducted by a variety of organizations including NGOs, academic institutions and 

the government. How well though has fishery research served to guide the various 

components of fishery management? 

The perception in the Fisheries Department of the Kenya Marine Fisheries Researc~ 

Institute (KMFRI), the government's fishery research agency, is that its research has been 

too academic and of little direct relevance to management of small-scale coastal fisheries 

(Malleret-King et al. 2003). A draft Memorandum of Understanding (MOD) between the 

Fisheries Department and K.MFRI exists but has not been made operational (Malleret-

King et al. 2003). The research of most value appears to have been that undertaken and 

contributed by NGOs. Research from the CCRP and CORDIO as illustrated in the 

references of this paper has yielded infonnation on not only the ecological aspects of the 

fishery but also the human aspects of the fishery and management measures that are 

deeli.ed necessary. However, despite this relevant research, one is challenged to see if it 

has substantially influenced fisheries management. The missing link may indeed be 

translating research findings and recommendations into action. The Fisheries Department 

as we have seen is constrained, and by large does not engage in fisheries research. At the 

same time the links between the Department and those involved in research (government, 

NGOs and academics) could be strengthened. Another more likely issue is that the 

Fisheries Department it~elf is challenged by what management direction should be taken 

'~. 
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and thus finds it difficult to implement changes suggested by research. Such a situation 

may be mitigated by participatory research and some of the participatory monitoring 

initiatives currently underway. 

Participatory research has been termed by resource management practitioners as a . ' 

process of learning with the people, a process that brings about transformation and 

change by enabling people to understand their problems and act in response to them to 

seek solutions and improve their livelihoods (Brzeski et al. 1999). Thus it is desirable to 

have the community involved in defining the research and driving the process that seeks 

to gather knowledge. Participatory research as described offers a strategy for initiating 

community participation and involvement into problem identification and solution 

seeking, and thus a strategy for achieving co-management (Chuenpagdee 2004). 

A recent development has been the inclusion of fishers in monitoring of both coral reefs 

and catch data by the CORDIO (Obura 2001). These efforts are meant to not only initiate 

co-operation between fishers and researchers but also dialogue between fishers and 

researchers and to serve as a way to include fishers into assessing local problems as a 

• 
way to gain their involvement in management (Kanyange and Obura 2003, Mwaura et al. 

2003). These participatory initiatives appeared to have led to building a good working 

relationship between fishers and researchers. A natural progression to these efforts would 

be to have fishers involved in determining the scope of additional research relevant to 

their perceived problems and talking about probable solutions. There would appear to be 

an appetite for this progression. A recent workshop organized by an community 

'"'' 
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development/environmental NGO, the EElli revealed the desire among fishers to have 

the results ofresearch more widely disseminated among the community (EElli 2004). 

Resolving gear conflicts could be one such issue where participatory research could 
@ 

generate information on the spatial use of fishing grounds and the development of space-

based gear rules. 

.4.3 Managing external issues affecting the fishery 

The issues examined thus far have related almost exclusively to the fishery and have been 

limited to the players directly involved with the fishery. There are however, issues that 

affect the fishery that must engage players other than those directly involved in the 

fishery. The conflicts of use of space between fishing and recreation on certain reefs and 

beaches and the conflict over ownership of landing site between private interests and 

fishers cannot be resolved by fisheries co-management alone. These issues fall in the 

realm of Integrated Coastal Area Management (ICAM) and involve fishery stakeholders 

with other users of ocean space. 

TheeDiani-Chale Management Trust (DCMT) described in chapter two appears to be a 

formal stakeholder supported forum through which issues have started to be resolved. It 

is therefore in the best interest of various groups of fishers to work together to influence 

change through this forum. It may be possible that a fisheries sub-group or similar 

division within this larger group may begin to address issues that are exclusively related 

to t he fishery. This would have the benefit 0 fb etter integration in managing different 



58 

coastal resources and would represent an attempt to operate across multiple levels and in 

nested enterprises (Ostrom 1990). 

4.4 Summary 

Both government and fishers perceive problems with the fishery that they have been 

unable to deal with on their own, suggesting that a collaborative approach may be better 

suited. ,Government perceived problems were more along the lines of capacity for 

management and enforcement of regulations, where as fishers problems were more along 

the lines of conflict among themselves, declines in catch, loss of their landing sites and 

poor values of their catch. Several things point to the desire for local level management 

and represent opportunities for co-management: The government encouraged formation 

of BMC, organized action by fishers on some landing sites, fisher desire to be more 

aware of the results of research initiatives and proposed changes to the national 

constitution. Some of the constraints for a co-management approach relate to the lack of 

collective vision of the fishery, lack of support for fisher's actions by government, poor 

organization and lack of trust among fishers. 

The key issues and players with regard to the four fishery management. components 

(policy, operational management, development and research) were identified (Table 3). 

Some of the main points emanating from the discussion were as follows. Government has 

the de facto control over fishery policy and therefore holds the power to determine the 

type of co-management arrangement that is developed. The landing site leveVfishing 

ground level was identified as most appropriate level at which management measures 
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could be negotiated and implemented. Security of tenure of fishing grounds and the 

clarification of access rights by government is crucial. The need for integration between 

fishery development measures and other components was stressed; in particular 
.it' 

development measures need to be consistent with the objectives of a sustainable fishery. 

The links between fishery managers· and researchers should be strengthened and 

participatory research involving fishers could serve as a way in which research findings 

could be translated into management intervention. Further it was noted that external 

influences on the fishery would need to be addressed with players not directly involved in 

the fishery and that the DCMT provides a forum for this. 

Table 3: Management components for the Diani-Chale fishery and their corresponding
 
players
 

Fishery Policy and . Operational . Fishery Fishery 
Planning Management development Research 

Fisheries Department Fisheries Fisheries Fisheries 
& Ministry for Department, Department, Department? 
Livestock and Fisheries Other 
Development fisher groups*/ Government, NGOs 

Beach Agencies? (CORDIO, 
..~ Input from all interests Management CCRP) 

Q,j 

..~ -~. 

listed under operational 
management, 

Committees, 
NGOs 

fishing Co-ops, 
local credit 

Fishers 
KMFRI? 

.~ 
Q,j 

development and groups 
..~ research fishers, fish 

traders/buyers, 
"'Includes migrant community 
fishers where development 
applicable NGOs (EElli) 

/' 
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CHAPTERS
 

5.0	 IMPROVING FISHERIES MANAGEMENT IN DIANI-CHALE:
 
PROPOSITIONS FOR CONSIDERATION
 

The discussion In the preVIOUS chapter reaffirmed the need to link the various 

components of fishery management in Diani-Chale. It is also abundantly evident that 

. there a re a number 0 f formal and informal institutions relevant tot he fishery, each 0 f 

which operates across a certain level and scale (Figure 4). While this paper has not 

exhaustively examined all of these institutional p layers, it has touched on several key 

ones. Berkes (2002) has noted that co-management can be considered as an attempt to 

bridge institutions at multiple scales to improve t he management of natural resources. 

Thus one may expect that the internal capacity 0 f these individual institutions and the 

links and interactions between these institutions will determine howe ffective fisheries 

co-management will be. 

5.1 Structuring Co-management Arrangements 

How then can co-management arrangements for managing fisheries be structured in the 

stud,. area? Should such arrangements take the form of a formal institution that brings all 

these players together, such as a co-management body? Or, in the absence of a formal 

structure, can the dynamics ofthe relationships between various institutions, co-ordinated 

in some way, loosely form what can bet hought 0 f a s fisheries co-management? Both 

have strengths and weaknesses. A formal structure can do well at representation various 

interests but can also be large and inflexible with regards to defining local site specific 

rules, particularly at many landing sites. 

60 
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INSTITUTIONS/ PLAYERS
 

Government 
Institutions 

Other Institutionsl' 

Research and 
Conservation 

NGOs 

ICAMI 
Fishery DCMT 
Co-operatives 
(some defunct) 

Community 
Institutions 

BMC ITraditional
 
Landing Site
 
Organizations
 Other 

Stakeholders 
Fishers Groups
 
(Fishers + Traders)
 

Community 
Development 

Other Village NGOs 
Or anizatioDs 

Figure 4: Multiple institutions and scales pertinent to fisheries management in Diani
Ch~e. 

More informal structures may be more flexible but may pose challenges to having co

ordinated action across the study area. It may not be prudent to suggest one form over the 

other at this point in time, rather it may be more appropriate to allow the form of co

management arrangements to be determined by the players involved as they assess what 

best meets their needs. Perhaps both kinds of structures and arrangements may be 
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required, formal ones at upper levels and less formal ones at lower levels. The DCMT 

could represent such a formal institution and continue as it is doing to deal with a variety 

of coastal issues through which fisheries issues that involve interactions between fishers 
£) 

and other coastal users are dealt with. Whereas smaller informal arrangements between 

the Fisheries Department and fishers operating at the level of single or multiple fishing 

ground/landing sites can work with issues exclusively related to fisheries. 

5.2 Suggestions for Consideration 

Regardless of the structure of the co-management arrangement that may develop, in the 

short term, the following seven suggestions for consideration on what aspects may 

enhance and enable fisheries management to be more effective are made. A summary of 

some of the most fishery problems/issues that were identified earlier (chapter two) and a 

list of actions emanating from the suggestions below is provided in Table 4. 

i)	 Government and fishers through fisher groups or fishing ground/landing site 

units, together with the facilitation of NGOs should strive to agree on some 

•	 broad principles with regards to the use of the fishery that could include the 

development of a vision for a fishery. Implementation of those principles 

should be flexible and be primarily determined by the fishing ground/landing 

site unit through locally developed rules and interactions among fishers. 

ii)	 The institution most suited for undertaking operational management is the unit 

at the landing site/fishing ground level in collaboration with the Fisheries 

/ 
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Department and NGOs. An emphasis should be on facilitating the functioning 

of the landing site/fishing ground unit, through enabling and encouraging 

local 0 rganization and through government support 0 f collective a ction and 

gradual delegation of responsibility as those units become more capable. 

NGOs should continue to playa supporting role with their efforts to build 

awareness and capacity within landing site/fishing ground units. 

iii)	 The form the landing site/fishing ground unit should take should depend on 

the landing site in question. BMC based on elected elder/traditional authority 

systems may not be adequate where there are strong community divisions and 

conflict among fishers and authority in such cases can be misguided. A 

process of conflict resolution facilitated by community development NGOs or 

other independent players may be desirable first. In such situations, a 

representative fisher system of landing site organization rather than a single 

authority based system may be more desirable. 

iv)	 Local rule making can be enhanced through participatory research efforts with 

• 
the fishers and NGOs. The desire of fishers to learn more about research 

findings presents an opportunity through which participatory research could 

be initiated. Such research could inform at least two aspects, one relating to 

the spatial zoning of fishing activity and reduction of gear conflict among 

fishers, and the other relating to specific measures such as harvest rules or 

limits. 

/ 
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v) The government should consider formally securing the tenure of at least some 

fishing grounds for landing sites that are relatively well organized and have a 

disposition to manage their resources. Government should clarify access rights 

to fishing grounds and work with the landing site unit to sanction those who 

violate tenure, in particular non-members and external fishers who cannot be 

dealt with within the social structure of the landing/fishing ground unit. 

Immediate opportunities for this action lie in the landing sites and fishing 

grounds ofMvuleni and Mwanyanza. 

vi) There is a need to assess how best marketing and credit facilities to fishers can 

be enhanced, and what the most appropriate institutional structure to do that 

may be. The largely defunct co-operatives may need to be restructured and 

made more effective and inclusive of fishers or scrapped all together. Such an 

f!\ 

institution could emerge from the organization of fish traders and fishers or 

could take other forms and could serve a number of landing sites. Buying and 

selling arrangements that have the potential to positively influence or enhance 

fishery management measures should be investigated. 

vii) Any fishery development measures that relate to improving or replacing gear 

types, improving fishing capacity and increasing market demand for fish 

should be a dequately assessed before being implemented as they may have 

negative effects on the sustainability of the fishery. 
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Table 4: Some fishery management issues and suggested actions for resolving them. 

Destructive gear • Awareness and education efforts by NGOs to promote 
types (beach seines) voluntary gear retirement 

•	 Government support for community efforts to eradicate 
destructive gear types through the legal prosecution of 
violators 

•	 Security of tenure (see below) 
NGO funded gear replacement or exchange as suggested 
by (Glaese12000a) 

Fishery access by • Security of fishing ground tenure can enable fishers to 
outsiders exercise exclusion rights. 

•	 Government should clarify resource access rights and 
support community enforcement and prosecution of 
violators. 

Conflict resolution among fishers through facilitation 
{NGO or other) with focus on development oflocal rules 
on gear use 

Gear conflicts 

•	 Participatory research on spatial/temporal use of fishing 
areas (FishersINGOs) 

• Negotiation/conflict resolution through DCMT 
(fishers vs. other 
Space conflicts 

•	 Government clarification ofrights on communal lands . 
uses) 

5.3 Conclusions 
• 

This study was premis~d on the proposition that the management of the artisanal fishery 

in Diani-Chale·can be improved through collaborative and local level management. The 

current regime of fisheries management has been unable to stem declines in the fishery 

and is characterized by an inadequate capacity to deal with many functions demanded of 

by fisheries management. Both the government and fishers perceive problems with the 

fishery that they have been unable to resolve on their own suggesting that co

/' 
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.management may be a desirable option. Without a shared VISIon and a common 

understanding of the problems faced by the fishery, it is unlikely that any management 

interventions involving multiple parties will be successful. To be successful co

management in Diani-Chale will demand the active involvement of both govemment and 

fishers. Until recently, fisher interventions have received little support from the Fisheries 

Department. The govemmentneeds to provide an enabling environment by clarifying 

harvesting and access rights and providing security of tenure on fishing grounds to fishers 

and local level institutions. These institutions at the landing site level that have the 

greatest stake in the fishery and management interventions are best suited to be 

negotiated and implemented at this level. The move to initiate Beach Management 

Committees (BMC) and to revive some local institutions is an encouraging step toward 

co-management. Such institutions will need support and capacity building before they are 

fully capable of engaging in co-management. External agents and NGOs have a 

continued role to play in building capacity, organization and trust among fisher groups as 

well as in creating awareness and facilitating the resolution 0 f conflict between fisher 

groups. Achieving co-management and local level management will be a gradual process 

but can be expected to be a prominent feature of how fisheries will be managed in the 
q 

future. 
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