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ABSTRA CT Traditional, local sea tenure arrangements or local systems for managing
marine resource use have not been widely documented for Java, and the apparent
absence of such institutions has often been explicitly noted. This paper attempts to
explain this apparent lack of strong local resource management institutions for
fisheries in Java by drawing on the study of one rapidly developing fishing community
on Java’s south coast. The increasing presence of central government authority,
coupled with a Javanese cultural tradition that does not include a strong tradition of
sea fisping, may have contributed to the erosion of existing local institutions for
managing access to fishery resources and prevented the development of strong, new
local management institutions as an outcome of fisheries conflicts. It is argued that
perhaps because of local people's inability to restrict access to fishery resources, new,
informal local institutions, based on Javanese cultural traditions, have evolved fo;
redistributing the fish catch once it reaches shore.

Introduction

The concept of ‘open access,” much maligned in recent social science literature on
common property resources as contributing to the ‘tragedy of the commons’ (Hardin
1968), is the de facto principle of access to coastal and marine resources in most of
Java, as it is throughout Indonesia (Bailey and Zerner 1992). Indonesia’s extensive
territorial waters are a common property resource legally considered state property
and under the management authority of the Indonesian state. The Indonesian
government gives no legal recognition to traditional community-based fisheries
management systems (Ruddle, in press). The principle of open-access in marine
resource use is of course limited by the Indonesian government through laws and
regu!atlons governing who may use the resources and how they may be used, but
f:onsmtent enforcement by a centralized management authority has proven virtually
impossible. This situation results in a common property resource management
regime which can be described as combining features of both open-access and state
control (Berkes et al. 1989).

In the literature on fishery resource management, traditional systems of common
property management are often equated with sea tenure arrangements, or exclu-
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sionary claims to particular marine territory by individuals or groups. Traditional,
local sea tenure arrangements do not appear to any significant extent in coastal Java.
The literature on marine property regimes in Indonesia has identified traditional
common property systems and tenurial arrangements for fisheries and marine
resources in parts of Eastern Indonesia (Bailey and Zerner 1992; Polunin 1983 and
1984; Zerner 1989) and Sumatra (Polunin 1983 and 1984) but no clear cases of
traditional territorial claims to specific fishing grounds or local systems for manag-
ing resource use based on adat, or customary law, have been documented for Java.
Instead, the apparent absence of such institutions in Java has been explicitly noted
by several scholars (Bailey and Zerner 1992; Polunin 1983 and 1984; Sya’rani and
Willoughby 1983).2

While open access is the underlying principle in Javanese coastal fisheries, this
does not mean access to fisheries resources is unlimited. Government regulations
exist which limit access through licensing, taxation, and restrictions on certain gear,
such as the 1981 ban on trawlers and specific provincial level restrictions on certain
other gears (Bailey 1988 and 1992; Bailey, Dwiponggo and Marahudin 1987).
Furthermore, local institutions and rules of resource access have developed, some-
times informally and sometimes through more formal structures, to limit resource
access to fisheries in Java and other parts of Indonesia. Such institutions can be
elusive to the observer: dynamic and embedded in cultural norms, they are usually
location-specific and have evolved in response to particular sets of historical
circumstances and conflicts that have arisen as a result of changes in the techno-
logical and social aspects of fishing production. Community-based fishery resource
management institutions may involve rules and norms relating to distribution of the
catch on land as well as access to fish at sea, an aspect which is often overlooked
by those focusing on management of the resource rather than social aspects of
resource access.

This paper draws on a case study of one rapidly-developing fishing community
in an attempt to explain this apparent lack of strong local resource management
institutions for fisheries in Java. It presents an argument that the increasing presence
of central government authority, coupled with a Javanese cultural tradition that does
not include a strong tradition of sea f%shing, may have co/ntribu‘ted to the erosion of
whatever existing local institutions for managing accelsiév)to fishery resources there
had been, as well as preventing the development ofstrong local management
institutions as an outcome of fisheries conflicts. Further, the paper argues that
perhaps because of local people’s inability to restrict access to the bay’s fishery
resources, new, informal local institutions, based on Javanese cultural traditions,
have evolved for redistributing the fish catch once it reaches shore. The paper begins
with a description of the community under study and the historical context in which
fisheries development took place, then proceeds to the history of conflicts over new
technologies and resource access and the institutional responses to those conflicts.
The next section of the paper examines local institutions that concern the distri-
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bution of the fish catch after it reaches shore as an illustration of alternative
institutions which may affect resource access but are often overlooked. The paper
concludes with some comments about the nature of local resource management
institutions.

Fisheries Development and the Emergence of Local Resource Management
Institutions

Bailey and Zerner (1992) have identified relatively low population density, homo-
geneous communities and the use of relatively simple extractive technologies as
factors which appear to contribute to the efficacy of community fishery resource
management systems in Indonesia. Polunin (1984) has argued that sea tenure
arrangements are not likely to have developed in areas where people, as a culture,
appear to be averse to the sea and marine exploitation is not highly developed. It
would appear that sea tenure systems and strong community management insti-
tutions for coastal fisheries are likely to have developed in areas with long traditions
of marine exploitation in a relatively isolated, and therefore homogeneous, setting.
The Maluku and Makassar cultures, for example, where community fishery re-
source managements institutions have been identified by Zerner (Bailey and Zerner
1992; Zerner 1989) and others, have a long tradition of fishing, in contrast to the
Javanese, Balinese, or many of the cultures of the Lesser Sundas, where such
institutions have not been observed.

In Prigi Bay, East Java, marine exploitation is relatively recent, with all gear
other than simple handmade hooks and lines having been introduced since the
1920s. By the time competition and conflict in fishing developed and intensified,
Prigi was sufficiently incorporated into the national legal and administrative struc-
ture (first colonial and later the independent Indonesian state) that conflicts tended
to be mediated by the police or military or district and regency political leaders
within the context of the national legal and security structure. This structure does
not recognize exclusive territorial claims to the sea, and thus these conflicts did not
result in the development of systems of sea tenure. In a more isolated time or place,
such conflicts would have been mediated by traditional local leaders who may have
been more inclined toward establishing or supporting exclusive territorial claims.
It may be that because Java was much longer and more thoroughly under the Dutch
legal system than some other parts of Indonesia that such sea tenure systems had
less chance to develop or were suppressed so early on that nothing of them remains.

Absence of sea tenure systems does not mean that there are no institutions for
regulating resource use and access. Two concepts appear to be key in the formu-
lation of these institutions in Prigi: (1) ‘local’ people have priority claims to use the
bay’s resources, and (2) the concept of equity or fairness. While there seems to be
an explicit rejection of the idea that anyone can ‘own’ the sea (including the
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government), there is a strong perception that those people livil}g aroun_d th'e bay
have a preferential right to the resources. There is also a perceived ob}xgatxon to
share the sea’s bounty. This also has to do with the ‘luck’ aspect of getting a good
catch, and the social obligation to share good fortune when it befalls one. Sl‘rmlz}rly,
anyone who uses ‘unfair’ advantage to reap the benefits of the sea is acting in a
socially inappropriate way. o

Many of the more explicit ‘rules’ regarding fishery access in Prfgl grew out of
specific conflicts over a particular technology. Each new technology mFroc‘iuced was
considered ‘unfair’ initially. These conflicts were often inter-ethnic in nature,
because most of the innovators were non-Javanese, and within the last 20 years' at
least, have been mediated within the national legal-politicgl framework which
supported open access to the bay’s resources. The more informal norms and
traditions surrounding fishing and allocation of the catch seem to have arisen more
from Javanese and local cultural traditions. These informal institutions are very
powerful because of the dominance of local Javanese in the purse seine and beach
seine labor force (see photo 1). o

These norms and institutions are dynamic and adaptive, constantly evolvx.ng in
response to changing external pressures, such as changes in the mfu’ket and intro-
duction of new technologies, increasing population, and increasing government
presence and intervention in fishing activities. They have developed in response to

Photo 1. Beach seine pullers (predominantly women) pulling in the beach seine nets.
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specific historical circumstances, but are firmly embedded in the cultural norms
that govern social and economic relations in the wider community.

Prigi: A Fishing Port on the South Coast of Java

Prigi is a small fishing port located on a small protected bay from which it derives
its name on the south coast of East Java (see Map 1). While fishing has been reported
there since colonial times (Kolff 1936), with the exception of dried\shéiks’xfiné the
catch was primarily for the local market until the introduction of purse seines in the
1970s. This was partly due to isolation.3 ,

The whole south coast of East Java is separated from the central agricultural
valleys by a limestone mountain range that kept the sparse south coast settlements
relatively isolated from the rest of Java until fairly recently. The settlements on the
south coast of Java represented the end of the road: beyond Prigi there is only the
vast and inhospitable Indian Ocean. As a result, Prigi was formerly a sparsely-set-
tled isolated ‘frontier’ area, open both to migration and resource exploitation.

The Javanese are basically agricultural people, not oriented to the sea (Polunin
1983; Sya'rani and Willoughby 1983). This is especially true on the south coast
with its rough seas, rocky shores, and heavy mythological associations with Nyai
Loro Kidul, the Javanese Goddess of the South Seas. Innovators in fishing devel-
opment throughout Java have been primarily ethnically non-Javanese: people of
Madurese, Buginese, and Chinese descent.

Photo 2. An independent hook-and-line fisherman returning to shore in his small dug-out canoe.
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Local mythology holds that Prigi was settled by a prince of the court of Solo,
and an annual ritual offering to the sea commemorates the peace he made with Nyai
Loro Kidul. Irrigated agriculture was established in the narrow valley near the sea,
drawing water from the streams cascading down from the nearby hills, and subsist-
ence fishing using hooks and lines from small dugout canoes probably dates back
to the earliest inhabitants of the area (see photo 2). It is clear, however, that the early
local elites were landowners, supposedly descendants of the court of Solo, who
controlled the irrigated rice lands in the valley, rather than fishers of the sea.

Immigration and Ethnic Diversity

Innovations in fishing technology were introduced to Prigi beginning in the 1920s
by immigrants of non-Javanese background: they included people of Japanese,
Chinese, Dutch, Madurese, and Buginese descent.* These people, using their skills
and knowledge, in combination with varying amounts of capital, introduced fishing
innovations that transformed the local agricultural economy. Early migrants from
these groups were attracted primarily by open access to the untapped marine
resources on the south coast of Java. This immigration occurred primarily from the
1920s through the 1970s, although it continues today as fishers from the east and
north coasts of East Java migrate both seasonally and permanently to Prigi to seek
a living from the sea.

Ethnically Javanese people have also migrated into the Prigi Bay area from the
nearby hills and agricultural lowlands. They were motivated by different factors:
access to agricultural land and employment in the forests, and to flee poverty,
adverse environmental conditions, and political instability. Once in the coastal area,
many of these people began fishing, in combination with agriculture and work in
the forests, as part of their household’s multiple livelihood activities. Over time, as
access to forests and private land for agriculture became more restricted, these
people and their descendants turned increasingly to the sea as the primary basis for
their livelihood, as either independent hook and line or small net fishers, or as crew
members for the mostly non-Javanese boat owners. The process of becoming fishers
occurred across, and sometimes within generations. This Javanese in-migration took
place between the 1940s and the present, with the greatest concentration during the
politically tumultuous times of the mid- to late 1960s and into the early 1970s.

Since 1980 a new type of immigration has taken place, as government invest-
ment in fisheries infrastructure and other development programs has extended the
state apparatus into the area, bringing with it a cadre of mostly low- and middle-
level government workers. A government fish auction site (Tempat Pelelangan Ikan,
or TPI) and other fisheries-related projects and infrastructure were established, and
along with this development came public health officers, more school teachers, a
rural bank, and other government employees. With the fisheries port and auction
site have come commercial fish traders and outside investors in the fishing industry,
and more recently, investors in tourism. These outside investors typically come
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from large cities and towns around Java, running their operations through a local
agent, with relatively little community contact.® These most rgcenF newcomers,
symbols of ‘development’ and incorporation of this formerly quiet village n?to t}“le
international economy, have meant increased social differentiation and marginaliz-
ation of the earlier residents of both Javanese and non-Javanese ancestry,® as well
as increased dominance of the national legal-political government structure.

Fisheries Development and Technological Change

The most significant events in the development of fishing in Prigi within memory
were the introduction of beach seines in the 1920s and the introduction of purse
seines in the 1970s. Both revolutionized fisheries production and had far-reaching
impact on other aspects of the local economy as well.

Beach seines increased production dramatically, creating a surplus that was
sometimes destroyed for lack of a market. Competition for beach seine labor
resulted in the introduction of a cash economy and paid wage labor into the area,
and gradually propelled Prigi into the international economy as cash became
available to local households for the first time.

The purse seine’s introduction in the 1970s created a similar transformation of
the local economy. The purse seine brought production of an unprecedented scale,
which resulted in an initial sharp fall in the price of fish, with an impact on fishers
using other technologies. As the number of purse seiners increased they created
much more demand for labor than any previously introduced technology other than
the beach seine. Competition for labor, especially skilled and knowledgeal?le
captains and crew members, resuited in a labor shortage for the beach seines, with
the result that women and old men and people from nearby inland villages began
to work on the beach seine crews for the first time. The introduction of purse seines
also fueled the creation of secondary industries, particularly fish processing. Prior
to purse seine introduction, very little fish was processed other than for home
consumption.

Since their introduction, purse seine operations in Prigi have become increas-
ingly more capital intensive. As catches have declined, boats have become bigger,
and larger and more expensive nets have been purchased. Most costly of all has
been the transition from small outboard motors (mesin tempel) to inboard engines.
These were initially made from modified truck engines, but increasingly specially-
designed marine engines are used by those able to afford this technology. In order
to compete for the best crew members and to guarantee an adequate ca.tch,'boat
owners must continually upgrade their gear, requiring more and more capital input
to maintain a comparative advantage.’

Increasing capitalization has resulted in the increasing marginalization., throqgh
competition and probable resource depletion, of small scale, less capital-m.tenswe
fishing activities such as small gill nets, hook and lines, and stationar.y lift nets
(bagan), but even including the beach seines and original, smaller versions of the
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purse seine. The degree of attention paid to the various fishing activities by the TPI
and Fisheries Service officials in terms of production data and tax collection
provides some evidence of this. Purse seines account for such a large percentage of
the total local catch that there is little effort devoted to monitoring and collecting
tax on other, less productive gear types.

History of Conflict and Institutional Responses

In the 1920s a Japanese resident of Java introduced the first beach seine to Prigi.
Within a few years a Dutch colonial official and a Chinese-Indonesian immigrant
from Surabaya were also operating beach seines in the area. These early seines were
woven from locally-available tree fibers.® Labor for pulling in the seines was
recruited from among the strong young males of the local agricultural population.
Early catches in these nets were large because the bay’s resources were as yet
relatively untapped.?

Within a few years many local people, including the locally-powerful land—
owners, had also invested in the beach seines. As more and more nets were acquired
by local people, conflicts developed over access to the limited areas of beach
suitable for placing and pulling the nets. These conflicts were resolved through the
institution of a rotation system worked out by the beach seine owners themselves.
This rotation system still operates with no involvement. of local Fisheries Service
or other government officials. L

The beach seines exercised relative dominance in- the local fishery into the
1970s. The introduction of all subsequent gear types threatened their position and
was met with strong, and sometimes violent, opposition.!? Qut of these conflicts,
local institutions developed for managing access to the resources of Prigi Bay which
are still strongly adhered to, and enforced, by local fishers.

In the 1950s people of Madurese descent migrated to the area and introduced
the payang, a simple seine operated from a wood-hulled boat called a perahu. There
was initial conflict with the beach seine owners over right of access to fishing within
the bay, but once certain guidelines were established by the community regarding
where the perahu could operate their nets so as not to interfere with the beach seines,
the two gear types were able to co-exist in the bay fishery for a few decades. The
payang fleet in the bay increased but never involved more than about twenty boats,
primarily operated by Madurese immigrants.

Around 1970 a group of Buginese men came to Prigi with the intent of fishing,
bringing with' them very little other than their fishing skills and knowledge of the
sea. They bought bamboo from local farmers and used it to build bagan, floating
lift net fishing platforms. The bagan were anchored near shore, in the same areas
where the beach seines traditionally operated. Serious conflicts developed over the
bagan, regarding not only their placement but also the contention of the beach seine
owners that the bagan, which used lights at night to attract schools of fish, were
attracting the fish away from the beach seines, reducing their catch. Inter-ethnic
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tensions further fueled the disputes, which at points became violent and required
police intervention. In the end, the bagan were incorporated into the local fishery.
Today bagan are still owned primarily by people of Buginese descent, although
they employ crews of mostly Javanese background.!!

These early conflicts over the entry of new gear were primarily mediated by the
local desa (village-level administrative unit) officials. These officials were ap-
pointed, often for life, and were inhabitants of the community. They received
payment in the form of rice land for their own cultivation, and thus formed part of
the old agriculture-based village elite, and as such commanded much respect in the
village. In the mid to late 1970s a series of violent protests by small scale fishers
over the use of trawlers occurred in several fishing ports around Java (Bailey 1988
and 1992; Collier et al.; 1979; Emmerson 1982).12 Trawlers had never operated out
of Prigi Bay to any significant extent primarily because the rock and coral on the bay’s
floor and the narrow continental shelf make trawling unfeasible. Word of the protests
over trawling had spread to Prigi, and it was in this context that the first small purse
seiner was introduced into Prigi Bay in 1973, by a fisher of Buginese ancestry.

The purse seiner immediately aroused a protest from the beach seiners and other
fishers threatened by the competition from this new technology. In the context of
heightened political tension over the trawlers in other parts of Java, the language
of this protest reflected the ‘traditional versus.modern’ distinction associated with
the trawler protest.!3 The conflict turned violent at times.

By the time of the introduction of the first purse seiner, however, there was a
Provincial Fisheries Service (Dinas Perikanan) field agent assigned to Prigi. As a
representative of national government policy on fisheries, he worked with the local
police chief to defuse the conflict, assuring the beach seiners that this new gear was
legal, that the government was encouraging ‘modernization’ in fishing, and that
they would have to accept the purse seines’ presence in the bay. The same local
guidelines concerning non-interference with the beach seines were applied to the
purse seines as had been established for the payang earlier.

With the introduction of the purse seine, the local fishing economy boomed.
Gradually opposition to the purse seines by the beach seine owners abated as more
and more of them, and other local people, invested in purse seines themselves. Bank
credit was available, and by 1978 the size of the purse seine fleet operating out of
Prigi Bay peaked at 67 units. Opposition from the payang, hook and line, and other
fishers was defused as they themselves were hired to work on the purse seines as
captains and crew.

These early purse seiners were small and relatively low-cost compared to the
purse seiners in use in 1990. They used smaller boats, but most importantly, the
original purse seiners used small (25 H.P.) outboard engines known locally as
tempel. As competition in the bay increased, these motors were inadequate for going
farther and staying longer out at sea, increasingly necessary in order to get an
adequate catch. Gradually, the smaller boats with outboard motors were completely
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replaced by larger units using inboard engines made from modified truck engines.
The number of purse seine units operating out of Prigi Bay declined as many of the
early investors could not afford to maintain and upgrade their old equipment as
necessary to remain competitive. By 1980 the number of purse seining units
operating in the bay had declined to only 43.

In the early 1980s people from outside the bay area began to invest in fishing
in Prigi. Most of these outside investors were from the big towns and small cities
of East Java, but a few came from further away. These people could afford to invest
in the best, most up to date purse seine technologies, including specially-designed
marine engines, further increasing competition and costs for the local purse seine
operators. Purse seine numbers gradually increased again, reaching 58 units by 1990.

Conflicts over access to the fishery have continued in Prigi even after the purse
seines became the dominant gear in the bay. In 1988, and again in 1990, large
numbers of ethnically Madurese payang fishers from the north coast of Java
migrated to Prigi during the peak fishing season, bringing their boats and gear
overland by truck. This type of seasonal migration s allowed by the Indonesian
government as long as permission and forms are obtained from the home district’s
Department of Fisheries officials as well as those ‘at the destination. On both
occasions the presence of these fishers created immediate unrest in Prigi. The
primary complaint was that the payang fishers did not ‘conform to the local rules’
regarding interference with the operation of beach seines and bagan. It was alleged
that the payang fishers would drop their nets too near the bagan or purse seines in
operation, and would even drop their nets within the area where a beach seine had
been cast and was being pulled to shore. However, much of the conflict apparently
also had to do with inter-ethnic tensions and activities on shore.

On both occasions the presence of the migrant payang fishers caused the local
fishers to protest to the Fisheries Service officials in the area, and the local police.
Meetings were held to discuss the ‘local rules’ (sometimes referred to as adat!* by
the local people) which the payang fishers were expected to follow. The conflicts
continued, however, and on the first occasion the payang fishers were asked to leave
the area by the local police chief. In 1990, however, the right of those with proper
permits to remain in the bay was upheld by the regency level authorities.

Only one major fishing technology that has been introduced into the Prigi
fishery has not generated significant opposition. This is the gill net, used in
conjunction with long lines, for deep sea fishing. These units, called hanyut locally,
stay three or four days at sea, fishing primarily for sharks and various types of tuna.
That there has been no protest over their use, despite the fact that most of these
boats, together with their crew, come from another district in East Java, helps to
illuminate the principles underlying the informal rules which govern resource
access. Because these boats operate exclusively outside the bay, there has been no
concern voiced by local fishers over their operation. Although distinct boundaries
were never discussed by local fishers, this illustrates clearly that a proprietary claim
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of rights to the bay’s resources is a fundamental part of the conflicts that have
erupted over fishing technologies. Boundaries are an implicit part of the rules and
expectations which govern fishery access in the bay.

These later conflicts, since the 1970s, differ from the earlier conflicts over the
introduction of new gear in that rather than being resolved by the fishers themselves,
or local desa-level officials, through new rules and arrangements for resource
access, these conflicts were mediated by representatives of national, provincial, and
district levels of government: Fisheries Service officers, police, and even the
military. Since the 1970s village (desa) officials have not been involved in the
resolution of fisheries conflicts in Prigi, other than as an organ for disseminating
information and decisions. This reflects their declining power in the highly cen-
tralized government of New Order Indonesia.

The Directorate General of Fisheries (Direktorat Jenderal Perikanan), and its
provincial counterpart, the Provincial Fisheries Service (Dinas Perikanan), have
actively encouraged modernization and capitalization in the fishing industry, with
the goal of increased production. At the same time, the Indonesian state under the
Suharto government has placed a high priority on maintaining stability, especially
in heavily-populated Java. This concern for stability has in a few instances caused
the Indonesian government to disregard its technology and capital-bias and take the
side of the small scale fishers using more ‘traditional’ technology, as in the famous
case of the traw! ban (Bailey 1988 and 1992). This' case of supporting small scale
fishers over the interests of a more capital-intensive fishing industry has been the
exception, rather than the rule, however. Fisher protests in Prigi and surrounding
communities have for the most part not been resolved in favor of the small scale,
low-technology fishers. The violent incidents in Muncar, Cilacap, and other fishing
ports in Java in the late 1970s and again in the late 1980s, have made government
authorities wary of these large, volatile fishing communities, as the fishers in these
places are aware. They also know the power and willingness of the Indonesian
government to put down protests, however, so that show of strength on the part of
fishers in opposition to government policy or government-supported technologies
is a dangerous and delicate balancing act.

The new investors in fishing in Prigi, affluent entrepreneurs from the cities of
East Java, have a much greater ability to influence fisheries policy and enforcement
at the district, provincial and national level than do the small scale fishers of Prigi.
With a shift away from local institutions and desa-level enforcement to a legal
-political structure based at the provincial and national level, the small, and even
medium scale investors in fishing technology do not have the means to influence
policy. and enforcement decisions in their favor, other than through threats to
political stability. While so far the greater financial and political power of the
outside investors in Prigi’s fishery have not been wielded directly against the local
fishers, the potential exists.
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Local Institutions Affecting Distribution of Fisheries Resources

Conflicts and institutions regulating access to the bay’s fishery resources at sea,
however, are only a small part of the local institutions and customary practices
relating to fishery resources operating in Prigi, and elsewhere in Java (Collier et al.
1979; Polunin 1983). In Prigi, the strongest local institutions relating to the fishery
have to do not with limiting access to the fishery resources, but with reallocation
of the catch once it reaches shore. Perhaps because of an inability to restrict access
to the bay’s resources, the locus of control may have shifted to land, where strong
local institutions do exist for redistributing the catch of fish post-harvest. Most local
people cannot compete for access with capital-intensive gear such as beach and
purse seines, and have no access to these gears. A concern with equity and fairness
underlies these redistributive institutions. Access is open, but local institutions of
equity, fairness, and reciprocity demand that a large catch must be shared widely
among the community.

Redistribution of the catch takes many forms, from simply asking for a few fish
to an elaborately detailed and uniformly enforced share system. Three distinct forms
that can be considered ‘institutions’ exist in Prigi which reallocate access to the fish
catch: (1) the share system used on purse seiners, (2) a" )S})(stem of taking on extra
temporary crew members for the purse seiners’ peak season, known as ngadim, and
(3) various institutionalized mechanisms for ‘taking’ or ‘stealing’ the fish before it
reaches the auction site, or simply giving it away.

When purse seines were first introduced, each boat owner established his own
system for paying the crew members, with most of them paying a set wage for each
day’s work, regardless of the catch. After a while, the laborers began to lobby the
boat owners for a share of the catch rather than wages as payment, arguing that they
should share in the luck of the catch. The crew members wanted to have greater
access to the frequent (in those early days) windfalls, and if that meant that on the
days when they got no catch they received no pay, they felt it was worth the risk. A
meeting was held in 1977, attended by all the purse seine owners, captains, and
crew members, as well as the local police, military officers, and Fisheries Service
officials. The present share system was decided upon at this meeting (one-third of
net profits to the crew and two-thirds to the owner), codified, and imposed on all
subsequent purse seines operating in Prigi Bay. There is virtually no deviation from
this system on any purse seiners.

A purse seine crew member’s income has two major components: his share of
the 1/3 of the monthly net profit divided among the crew members (calculated each
month around full moon when purse seines cease operations for a few days), and a
daily lawuhan (literally ‘daily food’), a small amount of fish from the day’s catch.
This was originally intended to be taken home for the family meal, but is now often
quite a substantial amount to be sold for a few thousand rupiah per fisher.!5
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A second institution operates to provide those individuals without permanent
positions on purse seiners an opportunity to share in the harvest during peak fishing
season. Purse seiners operate with set crews of 14 to 15 people; however, during
peak season one may see purse seiners going out with as many as 30 to 35 people
on board. These additional laborers ngadim, or ‘go along,’ to help pull in the nets.
In return they get fish as lawuhan (for daily food) in the same amount as permanent
crew members, but no share in the monthly division of the profits. In this way,
almost every able-bodied man or youth from Prigi who wants to is able to work on
a purse seiner during the peak season, and brings home a good day’s income from
the sale of his lawuhan. In this way youths are trained and acquire skills that help
them get permanent positions on purse seiners. The primary purpose of allowing
people to ngadim, however, is to provide greater access to the catch. Captains and
boat owners all say that the presence of these additional hands decreases rather than
increases operating efficiency on the boat, yet when a crew member appears with
a brother, cousin or friend who wants to ngadim, they are ‘forced’ to allow them to
go along. Significantly, the practice of ngadim has originated only within the last
eight to ten years in Prigi, and apparently does not exist much in other fishing ports
in Java.

A third institution which operates to redistribute the catch are a number of ways
of taking fish after it has been caught but before being sold; some of these are known
locally as ngetrawl. Small boys and old women, in particular, can be seen at the
beach and auction site going from basket to basket of fish, taking a handful of small
fish and stuffing them into a pocket or a sarong, or in some cases even a small bucket
or plastic bag. These activities are almost completely ignored, as the’people who
do it are considered needy and the activity shameful.!6 To call attention to it would
create more shame for all involved.

A much more blatant form of appropriating fish from a boat’s catch is carried
out by the strong young men who operate sotho, or push scissor nets, in the area
around where the purse seiners land. Prigi has no working pier or jetty, so boats are
anchored near shore and laborers are employed by each boat to carry the catch in
large baskets from the boat to the auction site for weighing, sometimes in shoulder-
high waves. Many fish fall out of the baskets in the process, and the men with sotho
nets scoop up the fish that ‘fall’ back into the water. Amidst the chaos of many boats
unloading large catches in high waves, the fish are often ‘helped’ out of the baskets.
Boat owners, and to a lesser extent captains, are watchful and try to stop the crowds
from knocking fish out of the baskets, but are basically powerless. Security officers
of the fishing port are responsible for guarding the fish once it reaches the shore,
but the catch is considered the responsibility of the boat’s captain and crew until it
reaches shore. 4

Less blatant, but more significant in terms of volume of fish redistributed, are
the various forms of giving fish away. Every employee of a purse seiner feels he
has the right to give some fish to his friends and relatives. As soon as the boats land
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near shore, young men and boys can be seen wading up to the boats and receiving
plastic bags filled with fish being given to them by crew members.

Similarly, the pemikul or laborers who carry the baskets of fish to the auction
site can be seen pulling fish out of each basket they carry and piling it in a corner,
watched over by a female fish vendor or small boy. When a boat comes in empty
during a time when most other boats have received a good catch, the captain and
crew of the unlucky boat will be given fish by the captains of the other boats,
creating a reciprocal obligation. Reciprocity clearly underlies many of these re-
distributive institutions.

m.:.os 3. Small children and adults alike help themselves to a ‘share’ of a bountiful haul by a beach
seine.
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All of these means of redistributing the catch occur before the fish is weighed
at the auction site: thus this fish is not included in official production data, and has
no tax paid on it. Once the fish is weighed and sold to a fish dealer there appears to
be an unwritten rule against taking it. The fish taken informally are either consumed
Jocally or make their way into ‘black market’ fish sales, untaxed by the government
fisheries cooperative (KUD).

This redistribution of the catch is not insignificant. Purse seine owners estimated
between ten and thirty percent of the catch disappears through these various forms
of redistribution. The owners are concerned about the loss, but complain that there
is nothing anyone can do about it. For a while the fishing port implemented a .
security system to eliminate the taking of fish, for which the purse seine owners
were assessed an additional 1% of the catch as payment for the service. After a few
months purse seine owners refused to pay the fee because the system was totally
ineffective, and it was abandoned.

Despite complaints from boat owners about the loss, no one in the community
ever refers to any of these redistributive mechanisms as ‘stealing,’ and if an outsider
used the words ‘stealing’ or ‘theft’ in this context they displayed discomfort.!” In

L]

fact, people tried to ignore that these things were going on at all, and showed great
reluctance to talk about them except in private. People with long histories in the
community, including purse seine owners, tended to minimize the significance of

Photo 4. Non-crew members seek ‘informal’ access to the catch as purse seiners are unloaded in
Prigi.
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Notes

1. This is a revised version of a paper which was presented at the fourth annual meeting of the
International Association for the Study of Common Property, Manila, Philippines, June 16-19, 1993, Field
research on which the paper is based was carried out in Java from 1989 to 1991, supported by a U.S.
Department of Education Fulbright-Hays Dissertation Research Fellowship.

2. Ihave found very few references to cases of marine tenure or traditional resource management
systems on Java. Polunin (1984) cites an anonymous Dutch source (Anon. 1921) which referred to
markers in the sea indicating fishing spots or territorial boundaries off Tuban, on the north coast of Central
Java, but even this could have been a misinterpretation on the part of the observer. Sya'rani and
Willoughby (1983) have argued that adat-based marine management did not exist on Java, and Zerner
and Bailey (1992) have similarly noted that traditional marine management systems have not been
documented in Java, or for the Lesser Sunda Islands. Polunin (1984) speculates that in certain areas marine
tenure systems either never existed or disappeared some time ago, and Ruddle (in press) has hypothesized,
based on their wide geographical distribution within Indonesia, that local community fnsherxes manage-
ment systems were formerly much more widespread than they are today.

3. Perishability of the product was another factor. Ice became widely used only after the introduction
of purse seines. Aside from issues of isolation and perishability, however, the fact that the catch of fish
was primarily consumed by the local market also reflects the generally low level of production.

4. Van der Kolff (1936), during his visit to Prigi in 1936, noted *...the establishment of several large

fishing concerns in the hands of Europeans and Non-indigenous Orientals (sic)...". |
5

5. Zerner (1991) has observed a similar process of increasing control by investors from outside the
local fishing community in the Mandar raft fishery in South Sulawesi. ( v

6. The power structure in Prigi has changed over the last 50 years as fishéries resource exploitation
has increased. The old elites in Prigi derived their power from control over the irrigated rice lands and
access to the resources of the forests. Most of these people (and their descendants) have maintained control
over these resources, but the power and prestige that control over these resources provides has decreased
with the development of the fishing industry.

7. Similar upwardly spiraling costs and increasing capitalization has been documented by Zerner
(1991) in the raft fishery of Mandar, South Sulawesi.

8. Little capital was required for these early beach seines which were made of locally-available
natural materials such as tree bark. Innovators introduced the skill and knowledge for making and using
the nets, and local people then followed suit and profited. Beach seines continued to be made of these
local materials until the 1960’s when purchased nylon net began to be used.

9. A photograph from the 1930s showed five large sharks hauled in by the beach seines, whereas
today large sharks are almost never found inside the bay.

10. In the end, however, the newer technology prevailed, and beach seines lost out to the purse seines
due to competition for crew, lower prices effected by the greater volume of fish caught by the purse seines,
and ultimately, resource depletion as the catch in the area near shore where beach seines are confined to
operate declined. Today in Prigi, beach seines still operate, especially during particular seasons, but their
ownership no longer provides great local power or wealth. One measure of this decline is the fact that
the laborers who pull in the nets are now recruited from among the women and old men of nearby farming
households. Able-bodied young men are recruited as crew members for the purse seiners, and the pulling
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in of the beach seines has such a low status that most members of the fishing community shun it. Work
on the beach seines is the only type of fishing labor in Prigi which is paid a wage rather than a share of

the catch.

11. One of the reasons that the bagan are still controlled by the Buginese immigrants is that they have
been banned by the provincial government. Local fisheries officers have accommeodated the bagan owners
by allowing those which already existed at the time of the ban to remain, but prohibiting new bagan
entering the local fishery.

12. See Bailey (1988 and 1992) for a detailed discussion of Indonesia’s ban on trawlers and its impact.

13. Collier et al. (1979) and Emmerson (1982) have observed that the protests by small §cale ﬁshefs .
in Java concerned not only trawlers but other ‘modern’ fishing gear as well. This was especrflll‘y true in
Banyuwangi, East Java, which has long had a strong influence on fisheries development in Prigi through

migration.

14, Adat is defined as custom or tradition, but has also come to have a more formal legal meaning
of customary or traditional law. Dutch colonial law explicitly recognized adat law in certain instances,
as does the Indonesian government today. However, adat based community fisheries management systems
have no legal basis under current Indonesian law.

15. Collier et al. (1979) have described a similar share system with a daily lawuhan used on the north
coast of Central Java.

16. Collier et al. (1979) found a similar practice being carried out by young boys, referred to as anak
alang-alang, in fishing communities on the north coast of Central Java.

17. The only person I ever heard use the word ‘stealing’ (curi) in reference to any of these activities
was a purse seine investor from a major city who said he had to stay in Prigi to supervise during peak
fishing season in order to minimize his loss.

18. Beach seine laborers generally receive a share of fish as lawuhan, in addition to their guaranteed
wage, when the catch is good.

19. Beach seine crews typically include between 20 and 50 laborers, depending on the size of the net;
purse seine crews usually consist of between 14 and 17 regular members.

20. Collier et al. similarly observed in their study of fishing communities on the north coast of central
Java that the owner sometimes gives up his own lawuhan to ensure that the crew have an adequate amount.
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