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:QQmmunity-Based Fisheries Management
__ _'Ii‘;_Stitutions in Indonesia

‘Conner Bailey
" Auburn University

Charles Zerner
: Z-Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars

" ABSTRACT Problems and prospects associated with community-based management of
2 tropical fisherfes resources are examined through a comparative case study based on field
.- research conducted in Indonesia during 1990 and 1991, The argument is made that the central
-government lacks both the detailed knowledge of local ecosystems and the enforcement
... capability necessary to effectively manage highly diverse fisheries resources in this large
. achipelagic nation,

- Community-based fisheries management systems have a long history in Indonesia and
- under certain conditions have proven effective not only in managing fishery resources
" on .a sustainable basis, but also in fairly allocating access to these resources among
" local users. The dynamics of such systems are illustrated by comparing community-
- based management of a freshwater fishery in West Kalimantan Province with systems
used for managing marine fisheries in Maluku Province.! In both cases, long-standing
- management systems are shown to be based on detailed local knowledge and consensus
" among community members. These systems are shown to be dynamic and adaptive,
but whether they can adapt to new pressures, created by rapidly changing market
" conditions and the efforts of local government authorities to gain control over resource
- -allocation as a means of increasing tax revenues, is left as an open quastion. The case
. study materials are followed by a critical examination of the opportunities and problems
associated with community-based fisheries management. The paper concludes with a
set of specific policy recommendations that would encourage recognition of local rights
10 resources, decentralization of responsibility for fisheries management, and areca-
pltuiatwn of the reasons for doing so.

Introduction

_:I:n'c_lbneéia’s marine fisheries sector is characterized by rapid adoption of new produc-
tion -technologies in a context of finite resource availability (Bailey et al. 1987).
‘Opportunities for expanded harvests from the sea exist, but most important fishing

‘grounds are heavily exploited and in some cases overexploited. During the next 25
.years, resource management will become the key to fisheries development.




Fisheries management often is assumed to be a governmental responsibility {Gordon
1954). However, the effective capacity of government agencies to regulate what goes
on in widely scattered fishing grounds is distinctly limited. This is particularly true in
Indonesia, which has 81,000 kilometers of coastline and more than one million fishers.
Compated to the scope of the problem facing government agencies attempting to
control fishing activities, administrative and technical capacities are relatively weak
(Bailey 1988b; Marlessy 1991a, 1991b; Zerner 1991b). Under these conditions,
devolution of major resource management and allocation decisions to the Jocal level
may be more effective than management efforts which distant and understaffed
government agencies can provide.

Community-based management systems offer the opportunity to allccate resource
rights and benefits in a more sustainable and effective manner. Compared to these
systems, government attempts to manage fisheries resources based on available
scientific data are recent in origin and unproven in effectiveness. Results of our research
indicate that the Indonesian government should resist the temptation to extend bureau-
cratic control over fisheries resources. Instead, the government should work in part-
nership with local management systems where they exist, and foster their extension

into new areas wherever possible.

Throughout this paper we emphasize the dynamic, historically conditioned nature
of community management institutions and their embeddedness in the larger context
of potitical and economic forces. Community management institutions in Indonesia,
like those elsewhere in Scutheast Asia and the Pacific, exhibit great variation in their
social-distributive designs, environmental consequences, and reliance on indigenous
environmental knowledge. They also differ greatly in their cultural construction of
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ideas of nature, resources, and habitat dynamics. These institutions should not be
understood as if they were outside of time and place. They must be understood as
human creations, situated in, made of, and shaped by the historical contexts in which
they are embedded.

In this paper, the positive prospects as well as problems of local resource manage-
ment in Indonesia are presented through recent case studies in Kalimantan and the
Maluku Islands. These case studies are preceeded by a general discussion which lays
out the rationale for local management of common property fisheries resources.
Following the case studies, the paper concludes with a discussion of the opportunities
an(i_ fimitations associated with local fisheries management and with specific legal and
policy recommendations for encouraging effective local management of fisheries
resources in Indonesia.

Community-Based Fisheries Management Institutions

-:i’he ac!vantages of lccal management of fisheries resources has been weil documented
n various parts of the world, including the United States (Acheson 1975), Japan
- (Commitini 1966; Ruddle 1985, 1989), the South Pacific (Iwakiri 1983; Johannes
- 1981; Ruddle and Johannes 1985); and Indonesia (Zerner in press). A growing literature
~-on local common property resource management systems dealing with forestry, graze
_ lands, and other biologically renewable resource systems also is available (e.g. Agarwal
+1991; Berkes 1989; Bromley and Cernea 1989; McCay and Acheson 1987; National
- :Research Council 1987; Poffenburger 1990; Runge 1986).
. Recent research in Eastern Indonesia (Abrahamsz 1991; Khouuw and Simatauw
s 1991_; Zerner 1989a, 1989b, 1991a, 1991¢) as well as historical surveys throughout the
- archipelago (Polunin 1984) suggest that local resource management systems may serve
+to effectiyely manage and allocate inshore fisheries resources. The efficacy of coastal
; Community management imstitutions appears to depend on a number of factors,
;r}qfuding relatively low population density, homogeneity of kin- or territorially-based
:commuraiiies, and the use of relatively simple extractive technologies.
. However, many of these conditions are changing. Indeed, the viability of local
management institutions is under assault by a variety of forces including the rapid
expansion of global markets for marine products, the expansion of state control over
local respurce systems, the often misguided efforts of international agencies to promote
_zﬁghenes development, and the increasing efforts of private sector investors to gain
control over coastal and marine resource systems (Bailey 1988a, 1992). The cumulative
effects of this tide of forces have undermined many community management institu-
nons; €conomically and spatiaily marginalized local coastal communities, and led to
overexploitation and degradation of coastal fisheries resources (Zerner, in press).
_'__:-{}t-the' core of local management is the issue of property rights. Property rights are
rlghts 0 a’‘secure stream of benefits from the territory or the particular resource in
question. The existence or absence of property or control rights is a matter of
'_:fu_ndafn_emal -importance in conceptualizing fishery management policy issues. In
-ﬁ_.Sh?F“?S; Pproblems of over-exploitation generally are attributed to the lack of clear
prgpga_rty_-rights and the consequent efforts of individual fishers, in an open access




situation, to maximize benefits even at the expense of resource sustainability and
long-term societal good (Gordon 1954). In open access systems, there are no effective
boundaries around the resource, no limits are placed to the entry of individuals who
wish to share in exploitation of the resource, and no restrictions on how the resource
is to be exploited. In the absence of clear and enforceable property rights, resource
competition becomes a mad scramble that often leads to resource depletion and local
impoverishment. Governmental regulations to control levels of fishing effort are
imposed to forestall the ‘tragedy of the commons’ (Hardin 1968).

Part of the problem has been conceptual: governments frequently fail to conceive of or
recognize the existence of local community management institutions which may effectively
manage access to local resources. The ‘tragedy of the conumons’ may not simply result
from the fishers’ inability or lack of desire 1o restrain themselves from overexploitation,
The ‘tragedy’ outcome may also result from a governmental faifure to recognize local
comumumnity institutions, rules, and intentions to successfully manage resources.

In Indonesia, government fisheries policy is based on the assertion of total state
management authority over marine resources and waters. Indonesian fisheries laws
and regulations, morecver, do not explicitly recognize local community tenures or
property rights, although this does not amount to the proposition that such rights do
not exist. Lack of explicit government recognition of community tenures in inshore
territories and resources continues despite mounting evidence that local fisher commu-
nities will fiercely defend their economic interests and territorial rights against econo-
mic injustice and outsider access (Bailey 1988b; Zerner 1991b). The contrast with
landholders’ rights could not be more striking. On land, the Basic Agrarian Law of
1960, which governs terrestrial environments, recognizes customary law (hukwn adat)
and conununity territorial rights (hak ulayat), allowing customary land owners and/or
historic users the basis for legal claims.

The potential advantages of local management institutions include effectiveness and
equity. They may be effective because local fishers are knowledgeable regarding the
resource. Local fishers are likely to be motivated to protect their resource from
overexploitation. In operation, these systerns may be based on broadly accepted local
notions of social justice, ensuring the legitimacy of the management system in the eyes
of local residents. Local communities are in the best position to monitor compliance
with regulations. In most rural fishing communities, informal social sanctions can be
imposed on individuals who transgress collectively established restrictions.

The combination of physical presence and the application of informal means of social
control is far more efficient than dependence on government agencies o enforce regulation.
The cost of enforcing regulations along thousands of kilometers of coastline is prohibitive
and in practice rarely occurs. In practice, government attempts to centralize fisheries
management authority have resulted in de facto open access conditions throughout much
of Indonesia. This is so due to the limited capacity of the central government to enforce
fisheries regulations. The failure to recognize local community resource rights and respon-
sibilities undermines community capacity to manage local resources and local incentives
t0 comply with fisheries laws. Empowering fishermen to manage local resources 18 no
panacea for the increasingly complex problems of coastal resource managerment. Tt is
difficult to visualize achieving the goal of effective resource management, however,
without the active involvement of those who will be most affected.

- Case Studies from Kalimantan and the Maluku Islands

In this section we discuss the functioning of locai fisheries management systems in a
.lake and river system of West Kalimantan Province, and management systems found
- -to operate in the Maluku Islands. Both Moluccan and Kalimantan cases demonstrate
 the flexibility of community management institutions responding to rapid changes in
:the values of locally available resources. While the Kalimantan case demonstrates an
‘attempt to wisely manage resources in the context of increasing market-generated
~pressures for exploitation, the Moluccan case demonstrates the relative weakness of
»community management stroctures and the potential for ‘take-overs’ by non-local,
~private sector or local government elites. The two case studies demonstrate that local
" fnanagement systems are dynamic and under significant commercial and political pressure.
- The case studies also demonstrate that such systems are both dynamic and variable.

: _'K&puas Hulu

The Kapuas River of West Kalimantan Province is the longestin Indonesia. The Kapuas
“River fishery is one of the most important freshwater capture fisheries in Indonesia.
The fishery can be characterized as multi-species, multi-gear, and highly seasonal.
: ;__Gleseﬂ (1987:133-134) reports 112 fish species associated with the upriver lake system.
He notes that 19 of these species were present in at teast 20% of the 25 catches {from
‘three different gear types) he examined in 1986. Fishing activity takes place along the
‘¢ntire length but approximately 70% of the catch comes from the upper reaches of the
-River-and is associated with a series of lakes of varying sizes connected to the River
-and each other by a series of waterways. Giesen (1987:26-27) counted a total of 83
“distinct lakes, 14 of which were over 600 ha in size. During peak flood season, however,
~boundaries often become meaningless as the area resembles an inland sea.

i -Peak fishing seasons are associated with rainfall patterns. The highest catch occurs
; at the start of the rainty season {October-November) when the lakes begin to flood. At
- thig time, many species of fish migrate into the lake diswict. A second peak in caich
occurs during the months of lowest rainfall (June-July), when fish migrate from the lakes.
. Asthey migrate, fish are concentrated into known channels. At this time, they are vulnerable
“to being caught by fishers intimately familiar with the behavior of local species.

- The lake district appears to be a key to management of the Kapuas River fishery
B due to its role as spawning and nursery ground for numerous fish species that inhabit
he river. Giesen (1987) reports that since the early 19th century, focal restrictions on
"ﬁthg activities have been enforced to protect the resource from overexploitation.
“Subsequent field work during 1989 and 1990 showed that fishers in this area continued
¢ control their own fishing activities as a means of ensuring sustainable harvests from
hetiver and lake system (Bailey et al. 1990; Polinac and Malvestuto 1992). Approxi-
mately 65 communities of fishers are located in the upper Kapuas River and lake
- district: The fishers themselves are organized along residential units associated with a
~particular body of water. Each of these groups is led by a head fisher (ketua nelayan).
- Each’community has effective control over a particular area. Fishers from each
ommunity have exclusive use rights to operate within a particular area in the lake
.district. ‘Fishers from one community can ask to operate in the area of another
_comrmunity, but must first receive permission from the local head fisher. The head fisher
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acronyrms, anagrams or free constructions based on the names of children, parents or
the whole family. A long series of ‘impossible’ names like Stetamulik, Pjallah, Bipho,
etc. combine the initial one or two letters of the names of family members. Also,
‘classical’ names like Paros, Astrea, Empire, Bess, etc. are explained as acronyms for
family members. But what if the family expands? In one case, the owner gave the
dinghy the name of his newbom son! Another family named the dinghy after their
cherished dog. In both cases, the “family’ were together again, on sea as well as on dry
land. When we consider all the proper (human) names, male and female, for our
respondents’ boats, we find that nearly two thirds of all boats with such names (Ann, Anita,
Qm.n&ﬁ Eva, Maria, etc.) are named after a family member, mostly a wife or a daughter.
This is a traditional way of naming boats. What seems to be new, however, compared to
our material from the tum of the century, is the use of acronyms and other constructions,

To conclude about the singularity aspect: A favourite possession is marked out as
distinguished and singular through a name with which positive sentiments are associated.
m.,:.n dearest among possessions is often given an emotionally tinged name. By materia-
hizing your good memories in an object, it becomes an extended part of your self. Not
every sort of object is worthy of such an honour, but boats and houses may be.

Secondly, the relationship between the owner and his social surroundings may be
studied through the expressive aspect of names. Names are communication, and a boat's
name is a person’s visiting card at sea. A name is a way of telling the world our
preferences, sentiments and opinions. For humorous names, the communicative inten-
tion is self-evident. You don’t tell jokes to yourself! You hardly give your boat names
like Mors Skrekk [Mother’s Fright] or Fars Vilje [Father’s Will], Sexpress or Call Girl,
Ad Undas 1T [Go To Pot 11}, Svigermors trgst [Mother-in-law’s Consolation], Holder
Kanskje [Will Perhaps Keep Afloat], Sea-U-Later, Caramba [Sp. for Damn it ail), etc.,
if you shun contact with your fellow boaters. There is a long series of such names,
S.:mmnm from the funny to the rather vulgar. A select object for funny names are the
dinghys. Names like Baksmellen [Smack behind], Revedilten [Arse Toddler], Den
Fordpmte Jolla [The Damn Dinghy], ete. tell how difficult it is to maneuver with a
Jjolly boat in tow. Also, owners frequently make puns that combine the names of the
boat and the dinghy, like White Florse and Folungen [The Colt], Fant and Fantungen
[The Tramp and The Tramp’s Kid], Beldna and Kontant [Mortgaged and Paid Cash],
Rus and Bakrus [Drunkenness and Hangover], etc.

The expressive aspect is notrestricted to humour, Another important group contains
narnes ooﬂm_caemmum emotions, like the family names. Naming the boat after family
members is a loud and spectacular message that you love them. And a name that ties
together the names of all the children or the whole family, is a strong symbol of family
unity. So is also boat names like Familien [ The Family], Family Four and Family Five.

ﬁﬁ. third aspect, called the rirual aspect, involves ritual behaviour on several levels,
from simply complying with the social custom of naming boats, houses, etc., via the
formal and spectacular act of baptizing boats and even houses and guns, to the belief
“..,wm.ﬁ the name is a way of securing protection or good luck. The term ritual is to be taken
in its broad acceptation, comprising both everyday praxis that has no immediate
practical purposes, and religious ceremonies and superstition.

Very many boat names have a normative element: a wish or hope for a safe voyage,
for benevolent winds, etc. The name may thus be seen as a sort of insurance that may

43

be qualified as ritual behaviour. The family names discussed above have a ritual aspect
in this particular sense. If you name your boat after the members of your family, you

- probably express a strong wish that the boat will be a means to keep them together and

to realize a dream of a happy family life -- at least during holidays.

The act of baptizing boats, and all the conventions associated with this ‘rite de
passage,’ reveals better than anything else the ritual aspects of naming. Evenif baptizing
and naming traditions tend to weaken among modern pleasure boat owners, one can
still observe strong opinions and rules that are not lightheartedly transgressed. Aperson
who is satisfied with his first boat often sticks to the same name for his successive
boats, by adding I, 111, etc. Within families, such names may go on for generations.
Among people who buy secondhand boats, there is a reluctance to change the name —
quite often overtly expressed, and sometimes even explained with reference to possible
ensuing accidents. My questionnaire material indicates that up to 30% of secondhand
boat buyers keep the old name. It even happens that new owners keep names that are
acronyms for the former owner’s family. But the reverse is also true; a few owners
refuse to let the name follow the boat when they sell her. They may sell the boat, but
not the good memories; “My children coined the name. And I couldn’t let that name
go with the boat. I made the new owner promise that he find another name for her,
one interviewee told me.

Among other traditions still extant, is the reluctance to use botanical names and
names of fand birds. Several of the respondents mention that a boat should bave a
seven-letter-name including three A’s. The number 7 has been a sacred number from
time immemorial, and this tradition probably explains for instance an amazing name
tike Caramba — observed on several Norwegian pleasure boats.

Sailing the seas has always been an insecure project, and traditions survive, whether
they be named conventions or rituals. I have not systematically collected material on
these topics. There is possibly a more ‘modern attitude’ among owners of polyester
boats than among those who own traditional wooden boats, in addition to regional
differences, but these questions remain to be stadied.

These three aspects, or symbolic functions — the singularizing, the expressive and
the ritual — are not mutually exclusive cultural categories. They are aspects that will be
present in any name, and they will overlap. Any boat name implies much more than
simply identification of the craft. The identificatory function is hardly present at all
when it comes to narmning inanimate things. None of the three above functions could
possibly be satisfied by a number.

Possessions may transcend ordinary utilitarian status and thereby become ‘special’
for their owners, states Russel Belk. And he goes on: ‘Special possessions have intense
symbolic meanings that defy rational explanations and sober reasoning. These mea-
nings may be inexplicable for the owners, but their behaviour involving such posses-
sions makes clear that these are non-ordinary things’ (1991:19). Pleasure boats clearly
have a number of utilitarian aspects, as have cars and houses and other possessions.
But they also carry all these symbolic meanings to their owners. The naming of the
boats is a spectacular part of people’s ‘behaviour involving these possessions,” The
names may serve as cues to the symbolic meanings they have invested in the boats,
meanings that are perhaps sometimes hidden even to the owners themselves.


















































































