
RUFORUM Working Document Series (ISSN 1607-9345) No. 14 (2) : 261-275.
Available from http://repository.ruforum.org

Research Application Summary

Community perceptions on the role of indigenous knowledge in policy 
recommendations for co-management modelling

Haambiya, L.,1 Kaunda, E.,2 Likongwe, J.,2 Kambewa, D.,2 Chama, L.3 & Musuka, C.3

1Lake Tanganyika Fisheries Research Unit. P.O. Box 420055, Mpulungu, Zambia
2Lilongwe University of Agriculture and Natural Resources,  P. O. Box 219, Lilongwe, Malawi

3The Copperbelt University, School of Natural Resources,  P. O. Box 21692, Kitwe, Zambia
Corresponding author: haambiya@yahoo.co.uk

Abstract 

Without adequate understanding of perceptions and opinions of fisher folk and other fisheries 
stakeholders, management plans, strategies and extension activities cannot take into 
account existing public concerns and knowledge. A study was conducted to
investigate perceptions and opinion of fishers and non-fisher towards fisheries co-
management in southern Lake Tanganyika. This study was conducted in the two districts
of Mpulungu and Nsama in Zambia. A total of 686 respondents were sampled. Data were
collected using structured and semi-structured interviews, and focus group discussions 
(FGDs). Most analyses for this study were run using the Statistical Package for Social 
Sciences (SPSS) software. The FGD data were analyzed using Classical Content Analysis 
(CCA). The study revealed that both respondent categories investigated shared negative 
perceptions of the recent fish catch trends and what the future holds in stock. The study
also revealed negative perceptions towards control over resources, community 
mobilization, punishment of violators, recognition of local knowledge and
experiences in management. Respondents supported the propositions that fisheries 
management responsibilities should be visibly distributed between the government 
and fishing communities, rules-in-use needed to be changed, and a competent trusted 
co-management body should be put in place to support decision making  and manage 
conflicts. The study revealed that both positive and negative perceptions and opinions 
provide motivations,  and adaptations necessary for improvements in the management 
of fisheries. It is  recommended that further studies on public perceptions, opinions and 
knowledge  pertaining to fisheries be periodically undertaken.

Key words: Co-management, compliance, decision-making, fisheries stakeholders, Lake
Tanganyika

Résumé 

Sans une compréhension adéquate des perceptions et des opinions des pêcheurs et des 
autres acteurs de la pêche, les plans de gestion, les stratégies et les activités de vulgarisation 
ne peuvent pas tenir compte des préoccupations et des connaissances du public. Une étude 
a été menée pour étudier les perceptions et les opinions des pêcheurs et des non-pêcheurs à 
l’égard de la gestion des pêcheries dans le sud du lac Tanganyika. Cette étude a été menée 
dans les deux districts de Mpulungu et Nsama en Zambie. Au total, 686 répondants ont 
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été échantillonnés. Les données ont été collectées à l’aide d’entretiens structurées et semi-
structurés, et des discussions de groupe (FGD). La plupart des analyses pour cette étude 
ont été réalisées à l’aide du logiciel SPSS. Les données ont été soumises à une Analyse de 
contenu classique (CCA). L’étude a révélé que les deux catégories de répondants étudiés 
ont des perceptions négatives sur les tendances récentes des méthodes de pèches et de 
ce que le futur réserve en stock. L’étude a également révélé des perceptions négatives 
par rapport au contrôle des ressources, la mobilisation des communautés, la punition 
des infractions, la reconnaissance des savoirs locaux et les expériences de gestion. Les 
répondants ont soutenu des propositions selon lesquelles les responsabilités en matière 
de gestion des pêches devraient être réparties de manière visible entre le gouvernement et 
les communautés de pêche, les règles d’utilisation devant être modifiées et un organe de 
cogestion compétent devrait être mis en place pour soutenir la prise de décision et gérer les 
conflits. L’étude a révélé que les perceptions et opinions positives et négatives fournissent 
des motivations et des adaptations nécessaires pour améliorer la gestion des pêches. Il est 
recommandé que d’autres études  sur les perceptions, les opinions et les connaissances du 
public par rapport aux pêches soient entreprises de façon périodique.

Mots clés: co-gestion, conformité, prise de décision, acteurs de la pêche, lac Tanganyika

Background
 
Lake Tanganyika is one of Zambia’s major fisheries resources (Haambiya et al., 2015). 
It provides the country with potential for supporting significant economic growth and 
development (Musumali et al., 2009). The lake fishery provides a major source of 
subsistence in form of food, employment, income and well-being of lake riparian 
communities. Molsa et al. (1999) noted that the fisheries work is attractive because 
conditions of entry seem relatively easy in times when the overall rural economy offers 
very limited opportunities for gainful employment. Further, the lake is accessible even 
to those  who do not have a fishing licence. These have contributed to increase in the  
number of people participating in the fisheries sector as a means of earning income for 
their families.  On the other hand, this has led to a significant decline in catchable stocks.

Traditional scientific approaches to fisheries management alone have been inadequate 
in offering sustainable solutions to declining stocks. It has been realized that most 
perspectives on fisheries and their management have been derived from the biological 
discipline overlooking the cultural and socio-economic drivers of fisheries exploitation
(Arlinghaus et al., 2002; Garcia, 2005; Caddy et al., 2005; Degnbol et al., 2006). In
 Zambia, fisheries management policies have been heavily influenced by the principles of 
the conservation paradigm – a centralised biologically led approach where formulation of 
management regulations is entirely based on biological research findings and 
recommendations with special emphasis on fish. People were at the periphery of 
conventional fisheries management. Until recently, the importance of indigenous
knowledge in the management of natural resources had not been recognized and yet it 
has been used by most communities before modern science took over. Of late, there has 
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been increasing advocacy by many researchers to consider merging indigenous 
knowledge with science. Efforts to involve local resource users in management have been 
made through co-management, supported by many instruments (FAO, 1997; ICLARM/
IFM, 1998; SADC, 2001). The current Zambian Fisheries Act No. 22 of 2011 also 
provides for local level participation. However, overfishing and use of unsustainable 
fishing methods, by especially the local fleets, leading to decline in CPUE from 877 kg/
boat/night in 1994 (Molsa et al., 1999) to 45.25 kg/boat/night in 2014 (DoF, 2014) has 
continued in the presence of the co-management option. This implies that co-management 
on Lake Tanganyika has not had clear impact on the downward fish production trends and 
therefore is  deemed ineffective. The perceptions, opinions and knowledge of resource 
users towards fisheries co-management interventions are a major determinant of its 
success in facilitating resource recovery and sustainable utilization. The objective of this
study was to determine perceptions and opinions of fishers and non-fishers about stock
conditions, threats, management strategies, other stakeholders, and cultural beliefs towards 
improved fissh resource management in Zambia. 

Literature summary

Co-management is expected to increase the efficiency of fisheries management (Jentoft, 
2004) because it is strongly felt that it would consequently facilitate engagement of local
people in local politics involving resource allocation and distribution (Agrawal et al., 
2006). Although small-scale fishers who are the definitive stakeholders have a weak 
political voice, McClanahan et al. (2012) argue that management of resources relies 
heavily on the perceptions of such resource users as well as managers, and their ability 
to share and implement common goals. Understanding public attitudes toward natural 
resources is crucial in the conservation of  resources (Tarrant et al., 1997), and   highlights 
the importance of people management in the management  of natural resources. 

Lake Tanganyika has not been exceptional to the fact that most co-management 
arrangements on the African continent have been introduced and driven by governments, 
often as a result of donor initiatives with a view of participatory development, and remain
largely top-down management over resources (Hara and Raakjær Nielsen, 2003). This 
is compounded by a comparatively slow evolution of fisheries legislation towards 
conforming to current changes in policy and traditions of the local communities (ACF/
FSRP, 2009). It is strongly suggested in literature that perceptions and opinions are 
useful in facilitating change in management strategies to these perceptions and opinions,
helping to predict and explain resource user reactions to management interventions, 
sensitizing management strategies to cultural beliefs, anticipating resource user levels of 
compliance, obtaining ideas for measures to improve co-management, determining the
extent resource users can work together with managers, and determining how past, 
current and future management programs are perceived (Bunce et al., 2000). 
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Study description

To be responsive to public interests and concerns, the fishing industry must have accurate
and up-to-date information about user  and beneficiaries. Perceptions and opinions are
assumed to represent what the larger population thinks. This study was conducted 
in the two districts of Mpulungu and Nsama in Zambia. A total of 686 respondents 
were sampled. Data were collected using structured and semi-structured interviews, 
and focus group discussions  (FGDs). Most analyses for this study were run using the 
Statistical Package for Social  Sciences (SPSS) software. The FGD data were analyzed 
using Classical Content Analysis (CCA). The study revealed that both respondent 
categories investigated shared negative perceptions of the recent fish catch trends and 
what the future holds in stock. A total of 568 respondents were sampled for face-to-face 
interviews. Perceptions and opinions of 379 fishers and 189 non-fishers, about fisheries 
co-management implementation with regards stock conditions, threats, management 
strategies, other stakeholders, and cultural beliefs were addressed by capturing
the perceived levels of violation of fisheries regulations, punishment of violators, 
status of fish catches, awareness of fisheries Act and regulations, compliance, control 
over resources, community mobilization, and recognition of local knowledge and
experience. These were rated using a scale of 1 to 6 understood within options from ‘very 
bad’ through ‘neutral’ to ‘very good.’ 

Opinions of fisherfolk about co-management were considered by way of scoring critical 
statements or questions pertaining to responsibilities, decision-making, empowerment, 
rules and conflicts. Interview respondents were asked to rate their agreement level with 
various management attributes on a five-point Likert-type scale, from ‘strongly disagree 
(= 1)’ through ‘neutral (= 3)’ to ‘strongly agree (= 5).’ The data were collected using 
face-to-face interviews while six focus group discussions of between 11 and 14 
individuals (total of 82 individuals), and 36 key informants were used to extract reasons 
behind quantitative results. Data were collected between January 2014 and February 
2015.

Respondents perceptions on violation, punishment, catch and awareness
Figure 1 shows perceptions of respondents rated over a scale of 1 to 6.  Perceptions over 
violation, punishment, catch and awareness were explored. Overall, the perceptions 
were negative for violations, punishment, catch and awareness.

Status of fish catches
The study revealed that 42.3% of the non-fishers and 43% fishers were of the view that
the status of preferred commercial fish stocks was generally low while 28% non-fishers 
and 34% fishers were of the view that catches were in fact very low. These patterns were
further reinforced  by the key informants and FGDs participants who observed that fish
catches had progressively dwindled over the years. Most species, such as those of the 
genus Lates, have reduced tremendously in the fishers’ daily catch – as revealed through 
the matrix timeline comparing the late 1990s to 2013/14. The DoF (2014) annual 
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Figure 1.  Perceptions over violation, punishment, catch and awareness (n =568)

report on capture fisheries points out that the size of fish and CpUE in kg/boat/night have 
continued to decline in the presence of the co-management option on Lake Tanganyika. 
The recognition of resource management problems has taken the form of a progressive
decrease in fish catch, rare appearances of valuable species and existence of resource 
use conflicts. Some of the probable reasons for the decline are said to relate to aggressive 
hunting for fish  to advancement in fishing techniques, uncontrolled increase in numbers 
of fishers and gears, use of prohibited fishing practices and illegal fishing gears (targeting 
brood stock and juveniles), and non-observance of  lunar period.  As such, if the current 
trend of overfishing and resource depletion continues unabated on Lake Tanganyika, it will 
lead to severe economic, environmental and social collapse.

The above trend  threatens the rights and culture of indigenous fishing communities 
whose livelihood are dependent on lake resources. As such  restrictions should be 
imposed on the number of fishers, and level of fishing effort including, the number of 
crafts or nets that an artisanal fisher can own and deploy. Alternatively, fishers could be 
encouraged to create fishing clubs or cooperatives for easy monitoring and engagement
in the management of the fishery. There is also need for research to fully understand 
the effectiveness of newly introduced harvest techniques.

Awareness of the laws
The study revealed that 32.3% of the fishers and 39.1% non-fishers reported being 
aware of the fisheries Act, and regulations pertaining to their operations on the
fishery was good whereas 23.3% and 19.8% fishers and non-fishers, respectively, 
mentioned that awareness was low. The major source of awareness was through meetings
organized by DoF. The FGDs, however, pointed out that such meetings ranged from
irregular to rare in the recent years, implying that new entrants may not be aware of the
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Act and regulations. It was noted that representatives of all villages are often invited to 
attend  such meetings, but there is still weak dissemination of the information 
discussed  and/or agreed upon at the meetings to the wider communities. Respondents 
recommended  that government ought to translate the Fisheries Act and regulations into 
vernacular so  that such information is accessible to all fishers and other lake users 
especially  since extension services was poor.

Violation and punishment
It was revealed that 23.3% of non-fishers and 21.9% of fishers were of the view that the
level of violation was neither bad nor good whereas 27.5% and 29.6%, respectively, 
thought  it was bad. Key informants attributed claims that level of violation was bad to
threats to human survival due to limited economic livelihood alternatives. This is in line 
with Acquah and Abunyuwah (2011) who noted that economic recess and lack of
employment contributes to the rising number of people participating in the fisheries 
sector as a means  of earning income for their families. The generally high level of
violation is also said to be a result of not having well defined user rights or ownership 
rights. It is as well attributed to the poor operational strategy by both institutionalized 
co-management groups (e.g. VCDCs) and DoF. Poor funding, low manpower and 
political interference are some of the additional factors explaining poor monitoring for
violators. Unfortunately, this has led to deterioration in the fisheries  resource conditions. 
The FGDs and most key informants strongly indicated that regular visits by enforcement
agents to fishing grounds and points of fish sells would be of great help towards 
minimizing violations of rules and regulations. 

On the other hand, the study revealed that 31.7% of  the  non-fishers and 23%  of  fishers were
of  the view that the level of punishment of violators by co-management organizations 
was neutral whereas 23.8% and 26.1%, respectively, indicated that it was bad (unfair). 
The FGDs supported findings that punishment was generally weak because the number of 
violators brought to book was low due to inadequate monitoring by enforcement agents. It 
was strongly recommended that penalties for violators and especially those who migrate 
without permission should be very high in order to serve as deterrent and to support further 
law enforcement.

Figure 2 shows results of further investigations carried out to measure perceptions of 
both fishers and non-fishers with regards to control of resources, community mobilization, 
recognition of local knowledge and experiences, and compliance with rules.

Community mobilization
Opinions on the ability of the co-management institutions in mobilizing communities 
to participate in fisheries management revealed that 69.8% of the non-fishers and 51.5% 
fishers were of the view that mobilization was generally poor. On the possible causes,
most fishers highlighted that collective mobilization by local institutions is relatively 
rare as it is typically implemented in a limited number of locations or villages. The DoF
and indeed the other institutions (Stratum committees and Fishery committees) lack 
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Figure 2. Perception over control, mobilization, compliance and recognition of knowledge 
(n = 568)

financial  capacity to mobilize all communities simultaneously. Key informants pointed 
out that  the central government should devolve significant power to local institutions and
to local authorities together with essential technical capacity in support of efforts towards
mobilization of communities to participate sufficiently in fisheries management. It was 
noted that the most socially and economically disadvantaged groups also face the most 
severe obstacles to mobilization. Poverty leaves few resources to invest in mobilization 
and raises the risks of failed mobilization (Poteete, 2004). Massuanganhe (2006) argues
that good planning is the institutional modality that links institutions and organizations 
between levels, across sectors and between different types of stakeholders.

Recognition of local knowledge and experience
Weak interactive and communication links have reduced the influence local knowledge
would have on national level policy formulation. Opinion on the level of recognition by 
the scientific community of local knowledge and experience revealed that 56.6%  of  the 
fishers and 45.6% non-fishers were of the view that recognition was generally poor. The 
FGDs noted that huge amount of local knowledge exist but is not harnessed because 
interaction between scientists and the local knowledge holders is almost absent. Focus 
groups also strongly felt that it is possible to use existing knowledge to solve existing 
problems. For example, some local knowledge is held around fish migrations due to
seasonal changes, conflicts due to social dynamics, and many others. Pomeroy et al.
(2001) argue that local indigenous knowledge of ecological processes is an important 
cultural resource that can guide and sustain co-management. Reluctance to acknowledge
and utilize local knowledge can act as a severe constraint in the development of viable 
resource management strategies. Generally, it is realized that in order to save the common
wealth and heritage of affected communities, there is an urgent need to bridge the wide 
gap between scientific knowledge, and knowledge and experiences held by local
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resource users. Co-management arrangements are key to a successful incorporation of 
local knowledge in providing opportunities for communities, governments, and other 
stakeholders to work together on an ongoing basis, facilitating communication and 
learning between parties that are conventionally in resource management conflict 
(Berkes et al., 2001). Nonetheless, an enabling environment needs to be created to 
facilitate meaningful participation of traditional knowledge holders. Information collected
thereof needs to be properly interpreted and communicated in order to contribute to the 
decision-making process. This leads to the implementation of jointly developed 
management goals and objectives.

Control and rule compliance
The study revealed that the general picture of control over resources by co-management 
institutions was poor (according to  68.3% and 53.3% non-fishers and fishers, respectively). 
In the  same vein, the study revealed significantly higher percentages (46.7%  non-fishers 
and 36.7% fishers) with a view that compliance was poor. Hanek et al. (1997) reported 
similar results and argued that fisheries regulations pertaining to control of fishing inputs 
and outputs were introduced on a ‘country-wide’ basis and due to inadequate formulation 
and very limited enforcement capability, they have been ineffective. Socio-economic 
reasons that characterize fishing communities on Lake Tanganyika and poor entry control 
measures leading to overcrowding in fishing grounds were advanced by most respondents 
as major reasons for the poor current state of the fishery. There is therefore need to 
educate communities on practices that support management alongside actively including
local fishers and their management committees in the monitoring teams that control 
resource harvesting. In fact, it should be the community with the help of government to 
safeguard the resource both for the  present and future generations. 

The generally poor degree of compliance with fishery management rules could partly be 
explained by relatively low economic sanctions compared to the large economic gain to 
be obtained from illegal fishing. Secondly, community individuals do not accord a high
level of legitimacy to the local enforcement agencies. Tyler (1990) defines legitimacy 
as a normative assessment by individuals of the appropriateness or right of enforcement
agencies to restrict their behavior. It was observed that where local tenure regulations 
exist, they are often adhered to more strongly than national laws. Thirdly, there was a 
strong feeling that management of the lake was affected by change of governments. 

Opinions on management attributes 
Respondents rated various management attributes during the survey period. Results 
showed that there were strong agreements and support for joint decision making, 
empowerment co-management and conflict resolution (Figure 3). 

Decision-making and empowerment
The study revealed that 39.2%  of  the non-fishers and 49.1% fishers strongly agreed that 
“fishers should be involved in decision-making” while 43.4% and 37.2%, respectively,
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Figure 3. Opinion of fishers and non-fishers (n = 568)

merely agreed with the statement. Relatively smaller percentages were neutral and others 
either disagreed or strongly disagreed to the proposition. It was revealed that a high
degree of dependence of community members upon the resource is in itself an
incentive towards involvement in decision-making. For decisions at local level, 
respondents encouraged some form of involvement through general meetings 
organized by VCDCs and village heads. At such meetings, issues pointing to specific 
subject matters are raised, discussed at length and resolutions drawn. However, it was 
noted that decision-making at that level was affected by the quantity and quality of 
information held by participants, and their ability to successfully lead the decision 
process. The situation seems not to have changed from Reynolds et al. (1999) findings 
that although fisher committees are reported to exist along the entire shoreline, de facto 
local community participation in resource management decision-making has remained 
very minimal. However, on the premise that resource users possess experience-based 
knowledge which contributes to effective management solutions, their intimate and 
non-optional participation in regulatory decision-making and implementation would 
enhance legitimacy and compliance. Where co-management is the process for decision-
making, the level of participation and responsibility increases proportionally and 
transparency is ultimately enhanced  (OECD, 1997). The study also revealed that 36.5% 
of the non-fishers and 45.9% fishers strongly agreed that “fisher empowerment and 
establishment of a balance in power relations are achieved through education and training” 
while 42.9% and 38.5%, respectively, merely agreed with the statement. Non-fishers and 
fishers were divided in their opinions about the proposition. Those in agreement with the 
proposition noted that empowerment is a complex phenomenon which could be enhanced 
by capacity building through education and training if knowledge and information is going 
to rise among those involved in the co-management process. Those in disagreement indicted  
that historically resources were managed under tradition authorities (TAs), without any  
capacity built. They argue that co-management would only be a way of handing back 
powers that once belonged to TAs. They seem to ignore the fact that communities were 
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more homogenous and fishing was mainly for subsistence purposes. This is contrary to
the current situation where communities have become diverse with fishing having 
attained the status of a highly competitive commercial industry. 

While it is understood that the empowerment process of co-management bodies is 
associated with a symmetric disempowerment of government agencies (Nielsen et al., 
2004), capacity building is important in taking care of the divided views of respondents -
resource users will be in a position to understand the concepts and principles of 
sustainable resource use and co-management in a rapidly changing world. In agreement 
with Pomeroy et al. (2004), capacity must be built so that local management institutions 
remain flexible to changing needs and conditions as co-management matures over time.
 
Tolerating rule breakers 
The study revealed that 25.9% of the  non-fishers and 23% fishers strongly agreed that 
rule breaking was sometimes tolerated while 34.9% and 28%, respectively, merely agreed
with the statement. Rule breaking is sometimes tolerated in the sense that not every
violator encountered by the enforcers is punished. However, irrespective of their level
of agreement to the statement that “rule breaking is sometimes tolerated,” the respondents 
did not agree that rule breaking is acceptable if they were going to build a sustainable 
fishery. When asked why rules were being broken, respondents said many circumstances
dictated by dependence on the resources were the key drivers. Despite provisions for 
restrictions in the current Fisheries Act no. 22 of 2011, supported by regulations 
contained in SI no. 24 of 2012, law enforcers pointed out that their enforcement approach 
was flexible in order to accommodate some of the cultural and traditional patterns of
utilization of resources, failure of adequate communication on the provisions of law and 
unexpected reactions. Salas and Gaertner (2004) recognized that fishers develop and 
implement strategies and tactics in response to the constraints they encounter and their 
intended objectives given their particular human, social, cultural and economic contexts.
Most commonly violated regulations were acquisition of licenses, mesh size restrictions, 
fishing method restrictions and non adherance to lunar break. 

The opinion about “rules-in-use need to be changed” was also sought. The study revealed
that 21.2% of the non-fishers and 24.5% fishers strongly agreed that rules-in-use needed
to be changed while 25.9% and 32.5%, respectively, merely agreed with the statement. 
Some rules were tested in order to understand the group majority views on restrictions. 
The test was conducted against a scale of scores from 0 to +/-3. Table 1 reveals a 
co-operative opinion to answering questions pertaining to gear type, gear characteristics
and operations.

The views revealed that  a good proportion of respondents agreed with the propositions 
except for mesh size restrictions among the fishers. Fishers claim that the minimum mesh 
sizes provided for were no longer effective in catching fish being targeted. The non-
fishers had  a contrary view, arguing that if the minimum mesh size  kept dropping, this 
would just target juveniles that are the future breeding stocks. Though contentious, 
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Table 1 Perceptions on restrictions
 Proposition                                               Fisher                  Non-fisher                    
Gear type
- Ban on beach seining   +3  +3
- Ban on ring nets with ‘gen’ sets  +2  +1
- Ban on mosquito nets   +3  +3 
Gear characteristics
- Minimum ring net size   -2  +2
- Minimum gillnet net size   -1  +1
- Minimum ‘mutobi’ net size  -2  +2 
Operations 
- Ban on ‘Kutumpula’   +3  +3
- Fishing ban during lunar break  +2  +2
- Ban on fishing in fish breeding areas +2  +3 
1. Scores:  0 = Divided opinion (50%); +/-1 = Majority for/opposed (> 50%); +/-2 = Strong majority for/
opposed (≥ 65%); +/-3 = Very strong majority for/opposed (≥ 80%).

some respondents proposed an annual fishing ban in order to allow fish to recruit to the
harvestable stock. Those that disagreed were of the opinion that the rules-in-use were 
appropriate but needed implementation  to have an impact. 

Co-management body and conflicts
The study revealed that 47.6% of the non-fishers and 49.9% fishers strongly agreed that a 
competent, and trusted co-management body should be in place to make decisions and 
manage conflicts. The study also revealed that 2.1% non-fishers and fishers disagreed. 
Those in agreement based their reason on the fact that the local community, through the
existing fishery committee, stratum committees and VCDCs, was not able to successfully 
lead the decision processes. It is for this reason that an institutional arrangement, largely 
advisory yet with co-ordination functions, and endowed with an independent existence 
within the stratum or at fishery level was suggested. Being an independent entity, the
management body would require a permanent secretariat, supported by DoF, to arrange 
for meetings, collate advice and recommendations for VCDCs and the other local level 
institutions whose core duty is natural resource management. The body should represent 
the resource users in the community (Pomeroy et al., 2001), be recognized as legitimate 
by the community members, resource users and other stakeholders to be able to carry out
its mandate, assert property rights and rules, and influence the direction of policies and 
decision-making. The co-management body must be given clear objectives, boundaries 
and performance indicators to act responsibly. 

The study revealed that 19% of the non-fishers and 19.3% fishers strongly agreed that
conflicts were resolved fairly while  6.9% non-fishers and 7.7% fishers disagreed strongly.
Those in agreement based their reason on the fact that conflicts were increasing as 
resources declined. Common fisheries conflicts on Lake Tanganyika were between users 



272 Haambiya,  L et al.

with either the same or different types of fishing gear.  Arbitration and resolution of 
disputes are imperative when conflicts arise over co-management and institutional
arrangements. If resource users are to follow rules, a mechanism for discussing and 
resolving conflicts is a must. There is a need for a forum for resource users to debate and 
resolve conflicts and to appeal against decisions  as might be needed (Pomeroy et al., 
2001). In the case of  Lake  Tanganyika, many conflicts have been mediated by either the
village head’s committee or an active VCDC to settle issues at village level - government 
can act as an outside mediator for local conflicts and as an appeal body. This is in line 
with Pomeroy et al. (2001) who noted that conflict management should be conducted at 
the local level where solutions can be found quickly. 

Distribution of fisheries management responsibilities
The study revealed that 16.1% of the fishers and 25.9% non-fishers were of the view that 
government had all responsibilities for fisheries management while 58% fishers and 55% 
non-fishers were of the view that government had most of the responsibilities.
Contrastingly, 16% of the  non-fishers and 22% fishers were of the view that both  
government and the community had equal responsibilities. A minority of respondents 
were of the view that government had less responsibility or the fisheries management. 

Since it was generally believed that government had most of the responsibilities in
fisheries management this implied that the existing co-management was seen by most 
respondents as a  top-down system. The Fisheries Officer in charge of Lake Tanganyika 
pointed out that the Fisheries Act provided for devolution of some of the government 
powers to the fisheries management committees assigned to oversee fishery management
areas. However, the Fisheries Act No. 22 of 2011 provides that the Director of Fisheries 
“ensures the uniform application of the Act on all fisheries in Zambia.” This in itself does
not leave much room for decentralized decisions in the absence of adequate consultation
with the local stakeholders.  Often times there has been avoidance of the lengthy and 
costly process of consultation with relevant stakeholders. Respondents were of the view 
that responsibilities were equally distributed between government and the community and 
based their argument on the premise that traditional beliefs still support the management 
of the lake resources in certain areas. However, the fear for consequences of breaking 
such beliefs has been eroding at a very fast rate over the recent decades, compounded by
migrant fishers who have disobeyed tradition of the local authorities and their subjects, 
and the “love” for money and other corrupt tendencies by law enforcement bodies. Focus 
groups indicated that when people observed tradition, catches were good or rather better 
than they were at the time of the study. It is argued that if traditions are upheld it would 
imply discipline prevailing among the resource users within particular localities and that
respect for tradition would in turn translate into easy observance of other introduced rules
and regulations. 

In the same vein, Reynolds et al. (1999) argued that if local stakeholders could be 
encouraged to assume a greater share of responsibility, it is conceivable that local fisheries 
authorities could accomplish monitoring and enforcement purposes on a ‘more-for-less’ 
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basis. In some circumstances, it may be possible to use existing local-level authority 
structures and customary practices to facilitate self-policing and shared responsibility for 
monitoring, control and surveillance activities (ibid). Therefore to ensure effective co-
management there is need for some degree of power redistribution. It should be noted 
that successful management adaptation is achievable through stakeholder involvement 
with various responsibilities, effective enforcement of rules and regulations governing 
the resources, and legitimacy. 
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