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Editorial

At the AFSSRN meeting in Phuket, Thailand on 24 October 1997, members affirmed their support for a
restructured Network as a section of the Asian Fisheries Society. With its new executive committee, the
AFSSRN is now a member administrated organization. ICLARM will continue to provide support to the
Network. A number of activities are planned for 1998 including professional training courses, a website,
and a special session at the Asian Fisheries Forum in Chiang Mai, Thailand in November. It was agreed that
membership in the AFSSRN is open to all social scientists in Asia. We do encourage you to join the Asian
Fisheries Society and become members of the AFSSRN so that you can participate in our activities. Details

on how to join can be obtained from Ms. Elsie Tech, AFS Executive Officer, MCPO Box 2631, 0718 Makati
City, Philippines; tel.: (63-2) 812-8641, fax (63-2) 816-3183, E-mail: e.tech@cgnet.com.
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Abstract

There are many similarities, and some differences, between community-based coastal resource management
(CBCRM) and co-management. When CBCRM is considered an integral part of co-management, there is a new
category of co-management which can be called community-based co-management. Community-based co-
management is people-centered, community-oriented, resources-based and partnership-based. The implemen-
tation of community-based co-management has four components: resources management, community and eco-
nomic development, capability building, and institutional support.

Co-Management

Fisheries co-management can be
defined as a partnership arrange-
ment in which government agencies,
the community of local resource us-
ers (fishers), non-government orga-
nizations, and other stakeholders
(fish traders, boat owners, business
people, efc.) share the responsibility
and authority for the management
of a fishery (Fig. 1). Co-management
covers various partnership arrange-
ments and degrees of power-shar-
ing and integration of local (infor-
mal, traditional, customary) and
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centralized government manage-
ment systems. There is a hierarchy
of co-management arrangements or
types. Sen and Raakjaer-Nielsen
(1996) identified five broad types of
co-management according to the
role played by government and re-
source users. These are: instructive
(minimal information exchange),
consultative (consultation exists),
cooperative (cooperation as equal
partners), advisory (user advice to
government), and informative (del-
ezation of authority to users). They
further state, “However, this typol-
ogy is a simplification of a very com-
plex situation. There is a multitude

of tasks that can be co-managed un-
der a different type of co-manage-
ment arrangement at different stages
in the management process.” The
amount of responsibility and author-
ity that the government and fishers
have will depend upon country- and
site-specific conditions. Determin-
ing what kind and how much re-
sponsibility and authority will be
shared among the partners is a po-
litical decision.

Co-management is a middle
course between state-level con-
cerns on fisheries management for
efficiency and equity, and local-
level concerns for self-governance,
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Fig. 1. Fisheries co-managaemaent js a partnership.

self-regulation and active partici-
pation. Co-management should
not be viewed as a single manage-
ment strategy. There is no one
model of co-management. Instead
it shoulc be seen as a process of
resource .nanagement: adjusting
and matu:iag to changing condi-
tions over time and involving as-
pects of democratization, social
empowerment, power sharing and
decentralization. Co-management
is not a regulatory technique but
should be seen as a flexible man-
agement strategy in which a forum
or structure for action on partici-
pation, rule making, conflict man-
agement, power sharing, leader-
ship, dialogue, decision-making,
knowledge generation and sharing,
learning, and development among
resource users, stakeholders and
government is provided and main-
tained. Partnerships are pursued,
strengthened and redefined at dif-
ferent times in the co-management
process, “depending on the exist-
ing policy and legal environment,
the political support of govern-
ment for community-based actions
and initiatives, and the capacities
of community organizations to be-
come government partners”
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(Rivera 1997). The co-manage-
ment process may include formal
and/or informal organizations of
resource users and stakeholders.
The establishment and successful
operation of fisheries co-manage-
ment can be a complex, costly and
multiyear effort (Pomeroy and
Williams 1994).

Community-based
Coastal Resources
Management

Community-based coastal
resource management (CBCRM)
is a central element of co-
management. There is some
debate, however, over the
similarities and differences be-
tween co-management and
CBCRM. Community-based re-
source management, as explained
by Korten (1987), includes several
elements: a group of people with
common interests, mechanisms for
effective and equitable manage-
ment of conflict, community
control and management of
productive resources, local systems
or mechanisms for capture and use
of available resources, broadly
distributed participation in control

of resources within the comm-
unity, and local account-ability in
management. Sajise (1995) has
defined community-based re-
source management as “a process
by which the people themselves are
given the opportunity and/or
responsibility to manage their own
resources, define their needs, goals
and aspirations, and to make
decisions affecting their well-
being.” Sajise further states that
“CBRM as an approach emphasizes
a community’s capability,
responsibility and accountability
with regard to managing resources.
It is inherently evolutionary, parti-
cipatory and locale-specific and
considers the technical, socio-
cultural, economic, political and
environmental factors impinging
upon the community. CBRM is
basically seen as community
empowerment for resource
productivity, sustainability and
equity.”

Ferrer and Nozawa (1997)
state that “CBCRM is people-cen-
tered, community-oriented and
resource-based. It starts from the
basic premise that people have
the innate capacity to understand
and act on their own problems.
It begins where the people are,
i.e., what thc people already
know, and builds on this knowl-
edge to develop further their
knowledge and create a con-
sciousness.” They further state
that “it strives for more active
people’s participation in the
planning, implementation and
evaluation of coastal resource
management programs. CBCRM
allows each community to de-
velop a management strategy
which meets its own particular
needs and conditions, thus en-
abling a greater degree of flex-
ibility and modification. A cen-
tral theme of CBCRM is empow-
erment, specifically the control
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over and ability to manage pro-
ductive resources in the interest
of one’s own family and commu-
nity. It invokes a basic principle
of control and accountability
which maintains that control
over an action should rest with
the people who will bear its con-
sequences”.

Fellizar (1994) writes, “CBRM
can be looked at in various ways. It
can be as a process, a strategy, an
approach, a goal or a tool. It is a
process through which the people
themselves are given the opportu-
nity and/or responsibility to man-
age their own resources, define
their needs, goals and aspirations
and make decisions affecting their
well-being. A strategy for achiev-
ing a people-centered develop-
ment, CBRM has a decision-mak-
ing focus in which the sustainable
use of natural resources in a given
area lies with the people in the lo-
cal communities. CBRM is an ap-
proach through which commu-
nities are given the opportunity
and responsibility to manage in
a sustained way the community
resources, define or identify the
amount of resources and future
needs, and their goals and aspi-
rations, and make decisions af-
fecting their common well-being
as determined by technical, so-
ciocultural, economic, political
and environmental factors. It is a
tool which facilitates the devel-
opment of multilevel resource
management skills vital to the
realization of potentials of the
community. Also, CBRM stands
for people empowerment for
achieving equity and
sustainability in natural resource
management. The key concepts
are community, resources, man-
agement, access and control over
resources, viable organizations
and availability of suitable tech-
nology for resource management
and utilization.”
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Rivera (1997) states that the
CBCRM approach has several char-
acteristics. It is consensus-driven
and geared toward achieving a bal-
ance of interests. The emphasis is
on communities, and at its core is
community organization. It is a
process of governance and politi-
cal decision-making and it is
geared toward the formation of
parinerships and power-sharing.
He writes “It can be argued that
CBCRM is a politically negotiated
process of making decisions on the
ownership, control and overall
policy directions of coastal re-
sources. Questions of resource al-
location, distribution of resource
benefits and management arrange-
ments among stakeholders will al-
ways have to be included. Moreover,
CBCRM'’s central concern is the em-
powerment of groups and social ac-
tors and a sense of self-reliance at
the micro level that stimulates a more
synergistic and dynamic linkage to
the meso- and macro-levels. Further,
it can be argued that CBCRM is the
route to co-management. It is main-
tained that power issues are central
to the formation of co-management
schemes. Hence, partnerships be-
tween government and communities
should take careful consideration of
the capacities of communities in
making and sustaining these part-
nerships.” Rivera (1997) states that
in the Philippines, much of the work
of NGOs on CBCRM can really be
considered as co-management. Co-
management is referred to by the
NGOs as tripartite formation be-
tween government, community and
NGO. NGOs also refer to co-manage-
ment as “scaling up”, i.c., the recog-
nition that the state cannot be ig-
nored in sustaining local actions. The
scaling up efforts of NGOs includes
project replication, expansion of the
geographic scale of management ef-
forts (i.c., single community to juris-
dictional), building grassroots move-
ments, and influencing policy reform.

Community-based
Fisheries Co-management

The above definitions of com-
munity-based resource manage-
ment show that while there are
many similarities between the con-
cepts of co-management and
CBCRM, there are differences in
the focus of each strategy. These
differences center on the level of
participation of government and
when the government becomes in-
volved in the process. CBCRM is
people-centered and community-
focused, while co-management fo-
cuses not only on these issues but
also on a partnership arrangement
between government and the local
community and resource users.
There is also a difference in the way
the process of resource manage-
ment is organized, with co-man-
agement having a broader scope
and scale than CBCRM. The gov-
ernment most often plays a minor
role in CBCRM. Co-management,
on the other hand, has a major and
active role for government. Gov-
ernment serves a number of im-
portant functions including provi-
sion of supporting policies and leg-
islation such as decentralization of
management power and authority,
the fostering of participation and
dialogue, legitimization of commu-
nity rights, initiatives and interven-
tions, enforcement, addressing
problems beyond the scope of the
community, coordination at vari-
ous levels, and financial and tech-
nical assistance, among others.
Government provides legitimacy
and accountability to CBCRM
through co-management. Govern-
ment must establish commensu-
rate rights and conditions and de-
volve some of its own powers for
both co-management and CBCRM
to be effective resource manage-
ment strategies. Only government
can legally establish and defend
user rights and security of tenure
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at the community level. Co-man-
agement often addresses issues be-
yond the community level, at re-
gional and national levels, and of
multiple stakeholders, and allows
these issues, as they affect the com-
munity, to be brought more effec-
tively into the domain of the com-
munity. CBCRM practitioners
sometimes view government in an
external role which is only brought
into the project at a later stage or
as needed. This often leads to mis-
understandings and lack of full
support from government. Co-
management strategies involve
government agencies and resource
managers early and equally with
the community and stakeholders in
resource management, developing
a trust between the actors.

When CBCRM is considered an
integral part of co-management, a
new category of fisheries co-man-
agement can be characterized that
is called community-based co-
management. Community-based
co-management includes both the
characteristics of CBCRM and co-
management, i.e., people-centered,
community-oriented, resource-
based and partnership-based. Thus
community-based co-management
has the community as its focus, but
recognizes that “to sustain such ac-
tion, a horizontal and vertical link
is necessary” (Rivera 1997). Suc-
cessful co-management and mean-
ingful partnerships can only occur
when the community is empow-
ered and organized.

A Process of Community-
based Co-management

The implementation of commu-
nity-based co-management (when
implemented as a development
project) can be viewed as having
three phases: pre-implementation,
implementation, and phase-out
and post-implementation (Fig. 2).
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(It should be noted that the follow-

ing discussion includes only one.

possible process of implementing
co-management arrangements.
Other approaches do exist.) The
pre-implementation phase of co-
management usually starts with a
problem recognition by the re-
source users and stakeholders,
open discussion about the problem,
negotiation, consensus building,
and the development of agreement
on a plan of action. The commu-
nity may seek assistance from out-
side agencies such as government,
NGOs and other. Government,
non-government organizations
and/or donor agencies may enter
at this point to assist the commu-~
nity in preparing a project plan and
strategy. Initial approvals for the
project may be obtained from dif-
ferent levels of government. Gov-
ernment begins to work directly
with resource users and stakehold-
ers and linkages are established.
The development and strengthen-
ing of these linkages is a continu-
ous process throughout the life of
the co-management activities. It
should be noted that most of the
co-management activities are con-
tinuous and overlapping, especially
during the implementation phase.

Implementation of co-manage-
ment has four components: re-
source management, community
and economic development, capa-
bility building and institutional
support. The resource manage-
ment component involves resource
protection, conservation, rehabili-
tation, regulation and policy. The
community and economic devel-
opment component involves alter-
native and supplemental livelihood
development, community services
and infrastructure, and regional
economic activitics. The capability
building component involves
people empowerment and partici-
pation, education, leadership and

organization. The institutional
support component involves con-
flict management mechanisms; in-
dividual and organizational link-
age development; interactive learn-
ing; forums for knowledge sharing,
power sharing and decision-mak-
ing; and institution building/
strengthening,

Community entry and
integration are usually the first
steps in implementation. Field
workers and community
organizers conduct a series of
meetings and discussions with
fishers, stakeholders and
government officials to introduce
and explain the concept of co-
management. Other activitics
include identifying key individuals
and groups, explaining and
answering questions about the
project, awareness raising,
participating in community
activities such as fishing and
conducting a general household
census to collect some basic socio-
economic data. Participatory
research is conducted as a second
step to collect and analyze baseline
data on the community and its
natural resources through: (1) a
resource and ecological assessment
(REA), (2) a socioeconomic
assessment (SEA) and (3) a legal,
policy and institutional assessment
(LPIA). Traditional and indigenous
knowledge is both sought after and
included in the baseline data. Once
the community feels comfortable
with the community organizers, a
community problem, needs and
opportunity assessment is
conducted as a third step through
a serics of community meetings,
key informant interviews, surveys
and one-on-one discussions.
Information from the baseline
surveys and the problem, nceds
and opportunity assessment is
shared with the community and
government to help in preparing
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management and dcvelopment
objectives and strategies. Education
and information dissemination,
step four, to community members
and government on a range of
topics including environmental
and resource management and
community development will
allow for awareness raising and to
assist in making more informed
decisions and to developing
solutions. Community core groups
and organizations arc cstablished
for community participation and
management as a fifth step. Leaders
within the community are
identified. Core groups and
organizations may be established
from existing groups within the
community. These groups and
organizations are the foundation
for the co-management activities as
they will take over the authority
and responsibility for management
and development activities and be
the venues for representation and
power sharing. It is during this step
that delineation and clarification of
the roles and responsibilities of
organizations and stakeholders arc
undertaken. As a sixth step, the
core groups and organizations,
working in a partnership
arrangement with government and
other stakeholders, will develop
specific objectives and strategies for
a management and development
plan including co-management
agreement. With technical and
funding support, the activities of
the management and development
plan are implemented through
specific projects as the seventh step.
These projects may include
capacity building, alternative and
supplemental livelihood, resource
management such as marine
reserves and enforcement, and
community infrastructure such as
water wells. Monitoring and
evaluation should be central
elements of the overall co-
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management activities, and
indicators of success should be
identified and agreed upon by all
participants in step eight. The
monitoring process allows for
interactive learning and a feedback
system.

Post-implementation activitics
include evaluation of project ac-
tivities and adjustment of plans
and activities as nceded. Where
feasible and possible, replication
and extension of results to other
communities are undertaken. Ev-
ery co-management project should
have a schedule for the phase-out
of outside assistance for the
project. At this point, the co-man-
agement arrangements become
truly self-sustaining.

Fisheries co-management is no
panacea for sustainable fisheries
management. It is but one alterna-
tive strategy for resource manage-
ment. It is, however, a strategy
which is receiving more attention
from resourcc managers, policy-
makers, development agencies,
non-governmental organizations,
and donors worldwide.
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