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Abstract 
To manage common resources such as water bodies, forests and the air is complex since several 

stakeholders are involved and affected by the use of the resource. One way to manage common 

resources is through co-management. Co-management is a decentralized method that empowers 

the local level and enables collaboration between the government and the local community. Co-

management within fishing communities can be realized through so called Beach Management 

Units (BMUs). Around Lake Victoria, there are 1087 BMUs. One of these BMUs is located in 

Ggaba, Kampala, Uganda and the purpose of this study is to highlight benefits and shortcomings 

connected to co-management within fisheries. The study aims to explore if and how 

sustainability aspects are tackled through the co-management of fisheries. The data was 

collected using qualitative semi-structured interviews where six BMU members contributed 

with their experiences. In addition, data was collected from a qualitative content analysis on 

two BMU guideline documents, representing the central level. The results showed that the 

Ggaba BMU provides a platform for creating control through collaboration. The local levels’ 

perception on co-management within fisheries seems to correspond with the central level’s aim 

of the management.  Another indication is that the BMU has brought upon positive effects on 

economic, social and ecological aspects on the society of Ggaba. However, corruption and 

illegal fishing are two identified barriers which seems to limit the function of the Ggaba BMU 

and the level of co-management. 

 
Key words: Sustainable development, Environmental management, common resources, Co-

management, fisheries, Lake Victoria, Beach Management Units, Ggaba, Uganda. 
 

Amount of words in body: 12 830 
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Sammanfattning 
Gemsamma resurser så som vattendrag, skogar och atmosfären är komplexa att hantera 

eftersom flera aktörer är involverade och påverkas av resursanvändningen. Ett sätt att hantera 

gemensamma resurser är genom samförvaltning. Samförvaltning är en decentraliserad 

förvaltningsmetod som möjliggör ett samarbete mellan den lokala och statliga nivån vid 

beslutsfattande. Omkring Victoriasjön realiseras samförvaltning genom så kallade Beach 

Management Units (BMUs). Dessa utgörs av 1087 stycken varav en BMU är lokaliserad i 

Ggaba, Kampala, Uganda. Syftet med denna studie är att belysa fördelar och brister kopplade 

till samförvaltning av fiske. Vidare syftar studien till att undersöka om och hur aspekter inom 

hållbar utveckling kan tacklas genom det decentraliserade styret av fiske. Data insamlades 

genom sex stycken kvalitativa, semistrukturerade intervjuer. Dessutom gjordes en kvalitativ 

innehållsanalys av två BMU-riktlinjedokument, vilka representerar den centrala nivån. Det 

empiriska materialet visade att Ggaba BMU utgör en plattform för strukturering, kontroll och 

samarbete. Den lokala nivåns syn på samförvaltning inom fiske verkar överensstämma med den 

centrala nivåns avsikt med samförvaltning. Resultatet indikerar även att BMUn har påverkat 

ekonomiska, sociala och ekologiska aspekter i Ggaba på ett positivt sätt. Problem med 

korruption och olagligt fiske identifierades dock, vilka verkar begränsa BMUns funktion och 

möjligheterna till samförvaltning. 

 

Nyckelord: Hållbar utveckling, Miljömanagement, gemensamma resurser, samförvaltning, fiske, 

Victoriasjön, Beach Management Unit, Ggaba, Uganda. 

 

Antal ord i brödtext: 12 830 

 

Svensk titel: Hantering av Victoriasjön som gemensam fiskeresurs. En MFS-studie om 

samförvaltningen vid Ggaba Beach Management Unit.   
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1. Introduction, purpose and research questions 

Common resources such as water bodies, forests and the air are complex to manage since they 

involve several stakeholders with different views on the use of the resource (Prokant, 2011). 

Lake Victoria - adjacent to Uganda, Kenya and Tanzania - can be regarded as a common 

resource (Odongkara, 2009). Around Lake Victoria, developing countries with access to fishing 

opportunities are socio-economically dependent on the use of the resource. It therefore becomes 

of importance to achieve sustainability in the local management of the fisheries (Barratt, Seeley 

& Allison, 2015). Sustainability in this context refers to a condition where economic, ecologic 

and social dimensions are equally prioritized (United Nations, 1987). The history of fishing in 

Lake Victoria confirms that problems such as overfishing arise when the resource is managed 

in a centralized way. As an alternative approach, co-management has therefore been introduced 

and instead provides a decentralized way to work with the resource (Odongkara, 2009) where 

the government and local stakeholders share the responsibility of resource management. 

Hierarchic structures and top-down management are through co-management broken down and 

instead equal participation among all the affected stakeholders is in focus (Nunan et al., 2012). 

Around Lake Victoria, co-management is implemented by Lake Victoria Fisheries Organisation 

(LVFO) through so called Beach Management Units (BMUs) (LVFO, 2016a). Within the 

BMUs, stakeholders such as local fishermen, boat owners, boat crew, traders and processors 

are involved (Barratt, Seeley & Allison, 2015). In partnership with the local governments, the 

BMUs have the power to influence the decisions made on fisheries planning and management 

(Odongkara, 2009). These BMUs act on the local shores of the lake and amounts to a total 

number of 1087 (LVFO, 2016a). In Uganda, there are 355 BMUs where Ggaba BMU 

constitutes one (Odongkara, 2009). 
 

The work within the BMUs around Lake Victoria faces complex challenges and barriers which 

can hinder the co-management. One expressed challenge is that the introduction of BMUs 

demands a formation of new structures which can be difficult to manage in small, low-income 

societies (Nunan et.al, 2012). The lack of capacity in time, economy and equipment are 

examples of challenges. Lewins et al., (2014, p. 415) maintain that ”There are several aspects 

of  fisheries co-management and decentralization in Africa that require further attention and 

scrutiny if  these approaches are to have a significant positive impact on fisheries policy 

performance in the future”. Research indicates that further evaluation of the success of BMUs 

is important to detect driving forces and barriers in order to improve the management (Barratt, 

Seeley & Allison, 2015). This study aims to contribute to this research field and to explore if 

and how sustainability aspects are tackled through the co-management of the fisheries. Barratt, 

Seeley & Allison (2015, p. 270) emphasize the importance of scaling down the study in order 

to “encompass the complex reality of resource management in fishing communities”. The 

purpose of this study is to highlight benefits and shortcomings connected to co-management 

within fisheries. We have conducted an interview study, exploring the experiences and 

perceptions among members of the BMU in the town of Ggaba. In addition, a qualitative content 

analysis on selected BMU guidline documents was done in order to complement with a 

contrasting view from the central level of management. The following research questions have 

guided the fulfilment of the study’s purpose: 
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 How does the local level’s perception of co-management within fisheries correspond 

with the central level’s aim of the management? 

 

 What benefits and shortcomings are connected to co-management within fisheries? 

 

 What issues of sustainability does co-management within fisheries tackle? 

 

1.1 Delimitation 

The geographical delimitations in this study includes the chosen field area, Ggaba Beach, which 

constitutes one of several important fisheries, generating income for many Ugandans (Kateka, 

2010). In Ggaba, fishing is the main economic activity. The name Ggaba means “serve” in 

English and originate from the fact that the place, in the late 1980s, had a lot of fish despite its 

small size. The fish was by then given out for free to whoever came. Revellers decided to name 

the place Ggaba because of the serving spirit of the people in the area. As a result of the great 

amount of fish, many people moved to Ggaba in order to work within the fishing industry 

(Ikwap, 2013). This specific landing site was also chosen since it is located in Kampala, where 

Makerere University and our contact person was situated. We saw it as beneficial for our study 

if we could meet with our contact person and at the same time be close to the study area. We 

spent 8 weeks in Uganda and conducted 6 interviews. The duration of the interviews was 

between 30 and 45 minutes. The time span was chosen with respect to the respondents’ busy 

schedule since the time we took up could result in direct loss of income. The subject specific 

delimitations of this study include the focus on co-management, sustainable development and 

the chosen BMU. Other relevant aspects within the fishing community were not explored 

further.  

 

Together, these delimitations are directly connected to our possibilities of drawing relevant 

conclusions. The study aims to investigate a specific case in order to contribute to a bigger body 

of research.   
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2. Background 

Below follows an area description of Uganda and information on Lake Victoria fisheries. 

Within this section, we also describe the structure of BMUs and include material from Lake 

Victoria Fisheries Organization (LVFO) as a way to further explain the organization. The aim 

of this section is to outline the background information of the study. 

2.1 Area description 

Uganda is a large, African country with a population of 37.58 million people. The local 

language is Luganda but English is also an official language. Uganda is through Lake Victoria 

connected to the countries Kenya and Tanzania (see figure 1). Other adjacent countries to 

Uganda are Rwanda, Democratic Republic of Congo and South Sudan (World Bank, 2015a).  

  

  

The republic of Uganda is governed by the recently re-elected Yoweri Museveni, president 

since 1986. According to The Swedish Institute of National Affairs (2014), much power is given 

to the president due to the Ugandan constitution which enables the president to command the 

army, choose the Vice President, Prime Minister and government. The ruling political party in 

Uganda has a strong majority and little space is given to contradictors. The rate of corruption 

in the country is high. Transparency International (2015) investigated the corruption rate of 168 

countries where Uganda was ranked on place 139, being among the most corrupt countries in 

the world. Economic inequality is high among the population, which reduces possibilities for 

development and poverty reduction (World Bank, 2015a). Uganda is currently experiencing a 

rapid urbanization which puts further challenges on the sustainable development of the country 

Figure 1 - Map of Uganda and Lake Victoria showing approximate location of Ggaba 

Beach. Source: Wikimedia Commons (2016). 
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(World Bank, 2015b). The country is poor and the majority of the inhabitants are working 

within the agricultural sector (World Bank 2015a). The fishing industry in Uganda is major, 

amounting more than US$140 million annually (Kibwika, Kyazze & Nassuna Musoke, 2009). 

This makes fish the second largest foreign exchange earner (Geheb et al., 2007). The fishing 

industry has an ability to contribute to sustainable development. The sector brings about 

employment, poverty reduction and hunger elimination. It is estimated that over ten million 

people worldwide are employed in the fishing industry. In addition, this branch of business 

expects to support the livelihoods of hundreds of millions (FAO, 2014). In Uganda, the fishing 

industry is providing a direct income for about 300 000 Ugandans and 1.2 million Ugandans 

are estimated to have their household economy supported by the fishing industry (MAAIF, 

2003). On lakeside communities in Uganda, the fishing industry plays an important role as 

poverty alleviator (Barratt, Seeley & Allison, 2015). Problems with overfishing, however, 

threaten the industry’s ability to contribute to sustainable development. Worldwide, the 

problem with overfishing is a well-documented issue. The Food and Agriculture Organization 

of the United Nation (FAO) estimated in 2010 that 80% of the global marine fisheries were 

overexploited, depleted, recovering from overexploitation or fully exploited (Nunan, 2014). 

Overfishing is an issue that not only threatens the ecological sustainability of the resource, but 

that also causes negative effects on social and economic aspects (FAO, 2014). 

2.2 Fishing in Lake Victoria  

Lake Victoria is the second largest fresh water lake in the world (Williams et al., 2015; Kateka, 

2010). The biological conditions around the lake are unique due to the great size and the 

geographical location which provides a warm and stable temperature all year around. Being 

located on the equator line, the lake becomes of major importance in these otherwise dry and 

warm areas, contributing to evaporation and transpiration (Williams et al., 2015). The size of 

the lake amounts to a surface area of about 96 000 square kilometres. The mean depth is 40 

meters (Kateka, 2010). The lake faces problem with eutrophication caused by nutrient loss from 

the agricultural sector. This has led to the explosion of the water hyacinth which causes the 

water to stagnate, creating a favourable environment for mosquitos and bilharzia parasites 

which causes a threat on the health of people living on the lake’s shore (Ochieng & Milton, 

2008). 

 

Regarding the fish stocks, the biodiversity has decreased since the 1990s as a result of 

overfishing and planting of predatory fish species like Tilapia and Nile Perch. Due to their great 

size and high content of nutrients, these two overrepresented species constitutes the core of 

Lake Victoria fishing stocks (Kateka, 2010). Before introducing the Nile Perch, Lake Victoria 

fisheries was perceived as having a great biodiversity with many cichlid species. Meanwhile, 

this introduction have led to a higher economic value of the fish which have contributed to more 

income within the fishing industry. The total income generated in wealth through the fishing in 

Lake Victoria is according to Nunan (2014) estimated to be around US $600 million a year. A 

further estimation is that over 2 million people are economically supported through the Lake 

Victoria fisheries (Nunan, 2014). The result of planting these predatory species thereby includes 

social and economic advantages, however the biologic aspects have suffered disadvantages in 

the means of loss of biodiversity (FAO, 2014). 
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The predominant methods used for fishing in Lake Victoria constitutes of small scale gill 

netting methods with either imported or locally manufactured nets. Even though the fishing 

industry is large, the fishing communities around the lake are small and unique for every landing 

site. Modern fishing methods include for example capturing of mature fish and efficiency 

through minimizing the hours spent on water in relation to the amount of catch. Using these 

modern and effective methods, fishermen receive more income and thereby better social 

conditions. These methods also contribute to retain the immature fish in the water, leading to 

sustainable fish stocks and reduced overfishing (Beuving, 2015). How these methods should be 

implemented and the research behind it is guided by the LVFO (Kateka, 2010; Barrat Seely & 

Allison, 2015). 

2.3 Management of Lake Victoria Fisheries 

The three countries sharing Lake Victoria formed in 1994 an organization for coordinating the 

management of Lake Victoria fisheries. The aim of the organization is to collaborate in order 

to reach sustainability and socio-economic benefits (LVFO, 2016b). Legalisation is one of 

many areas where the organization have been able to create successful harmonization between 

Uganda, Tanzania and Kenya. According to Ochieng & Milton (2008) many problems that Lake 

Victoria faces originate from a centralized management. The need for local involvement is 

something that the LVFO also has seen. Hence, the LVFO now promotes co-management and 

decentralization. Co-management can be realized through the BMU system where stakeholders 

on different levels within the fishing industry can collaborate and effect decision making 

(Nunan, 2006). Since the start in Tanzania 1998, BMUs have spread around the shores of Lake 

Victoria in order to ensure sustainability though co-management (Eggert & Lokina, 2009). 

The BMUs of Lake Victoria aims to delegate legal power to empowered groups. In Uganda, 

the supporting law, The Fish (Beach Management) Rules No. 35 2003, controls this delegation 

and aims to secure a fair and law-binding management of the lake (Barratt, Seely & Allison, 

2015; Nunan, 2006). In partnership with the local governments, the BMUs have the power to 

influence the decisions made on fisheries planning and management (Odongkara, 2009). The 

variation of members in the BMU play an important role since all stakeholder groups within 

the fishing community should be represented. According to Odongkara (2009), a majority of 

all fisher folks in Uganda are registered in their local BMU which can be seen as an indicator 

of the possibilities available for participation in the co-management. The purpose and wide use 

of the system attracts organizations like the Swedish International Development Cooperation 

Agency, World Bank, European Commission and the Indian Foundation of Metropolitan 

Princeton as funders. This since the aim of the BMUs goes in line with the policy terms of 

providing founding to reduce poverty and work for a sustainable development in the East 

African Partner States (Kateka, 2010). In partnership with the local government, the BMU 

should control illegal fishing and use sustainable fishing methods in a transparent way. The 

members of the BMU can also be regarded as the resource user, this in turn makes them directly 

affected by the results of the decisions made. The members also possess a local knowledge 

about the area which can be of great value when managing the lake resources. Co-management 

through BMUs therefore becomes of advantage since those in charge, also sees the direct 

effects. To manage these tasks, a set of guidelines is provided for the BMUs. These guidelines 

supplement information to increase the understanding among the fisher folks. They also 
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describes how to set up and run a BMU as well as lifts the importance of securing the fish stock 

for future generations. The structure of the many BMUs differ from each other, but every BMU 

consists of an Assembly and a Committee elected by the Assembly (see figure 2) (Nunan, 2006). 

The BMU Assembly and Committee is further described below. 
Figure 2 - Organisational structure of a BMU 

 

2.3.1 Beach Management Unit Assembly 

The Assembly consist of all registered members within the BMU. They can be boat owners, 

boat crew, managers, fish processors, charterers, fish mongers, equipment dealers or gear 

makers. Independent of their role, the BMU aims to provide them the same level of power and 

space within decision-making. Within the fishing community, the Assembly should have 

regular meetings once every third month. Whether this is done more often can vary depending 

on the demands from the members. The most central mission of the Assembly, apart from using 

their power to effect, is to elect a BMU Committee. The importance of the Assembly being 

aware of their rights to affect through election and raising issues therefore becomes central 

(Barratt, Seely & Allison, 2015). 

 

2.3.2 Beach Management Unit Committee 

The BMU Committee should consist of 9-15 members where 30 % boat owners, 30 % boat 

crew and 30 % other stakeholder groups, such as boat makers and fish processors should be 

represented. Whenever possible, 30 % of the elected committee members should also be 

women. The structure of the committee is built by a Chairperson, Vice Chairperson, Secretary, 

and Treasurer, in addition with any other post defined by National Guidelines or by the BMU 

Assembly. In some cases, sub-committees can occur when needs for such arises. This depends 

on the demands of the Assembly and the by-laws of the BMU (Barratt, Seely & Allison, 2015). 

The BMU Committee should have meetings at least once every month. The BMU Committee 

should, in consultation with the BMU Assembly, develop by-laws of the BMU. These by-laws 

have to get at least one third of the votes on a BMU Assembly meeting in order to get approved 

and put into practise (Kateka, 2010).  
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3. Theoretical framework: management of the commons 

In this chapter, we discuss the theoretical perspectives that guides this study. The discussed 

perspectives include centralization, privatization, decentralization, empowerment and co-

management. Common Property Theory is meta-theory that includes all these perspectives. We 

have chosen this framework since it captures a broader perspective on how to manage common 

fisheries. A further description of the theoretical framework follows below. 

 

Resources such as fisheries, forests, ground- and irrigation water are often regarded as common 

resources. A common resource can be identified as a resource without a specified owner and a 

resource that can be used by several different stakeholders. One stakeholders’ use of the 

resource, in turn, affects the others stakeholders possibility of using the resource (Béné & 

Neiland, 2004; Ostrom, 1990; Swedish Environmental Protection Agency, 2012). One theory 

on how to consider and reflect upon recourses as common is called Common Property Theory 

(CPT). CPT deals with the issue of common resources and how to manage those (Prokant, 

2011). The theory has its foundation in Hardin’s (1968) The Tragedy of the Commons and 

requires a view on resources as common and shared among several parties (Kateka, 2010).  The 

tragedy of the commons is a way of thinking which means that every individual strive to receive 

the greatest benefit from a resource. Since the resource is not infinite there is a risk that the 

demand overwhelms the supply, leading to overexploitation of the resource where no one can 

longer benefit from the resource (Hardin, 1968). 

 

Problems with overexploitation occurs when a resource is unregulated and open to anyone 

(Schlager & Ostrom, 1992). Through the CPT, specific methods to support the management of 

common resources can be found (Pinto da Silva, 2004). Common property theorists have 

developed frameworks on how to manage common resources, where different scholars advocate 

different approaches. In other words, CPT includes several theories on common resource 

management and therefore the theory can be seen as an umbrella theory or a meta-theory 

(Kateka, 2010). Two of the most famous frameworks on how to manage common resources is 

centralization and privatization (Kateka, 2010; Ostrom 1990). According to the theory of 

centralization, a strong state which regulates and limits the use of a resource from a centralized 

way is needed. This requires that the state has to access and consider a lot of information in 

order to be able to put up sustainable and suitable regulations. Additionally, the information has 

to be accurate and relevant. The probability that the state can gather this information and 

translate it into suitable regulations that will work effectively on the local level seems low and 

is in addition connected to high costs (Ostrom, 1990). Promoters of privatization advocate for 

the imposition of private property rights. This leads to a situation where the resource is not 

shared but instead privately owned and controlled (Kateka, 2010). According to Ostrom (1990), 

it is unclear how these theorists mean that non-stationary resources such as water bodies and 

fisheries should be privately apportioned. 

 

Found among other theories on how to manage complex issues concerning common resources 

is decentralization, empowerment and co-management (Agrawal, 2007; Kateka, 2010; Pinto da 

Silva, 2004). These theories are further described below. 
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3.1 Managing the commons through decentralization and empowerment 

Decentralization is a theory that disagrees with the hierarchical system of managing resources 

top-down. Instead it advocates a decentralization of the management of common resources 

where the local community is given power and influence in a bottom-up structure (Prokant, 

2011). In other words, the idea of decentralization takes distance from the previous view of 

centralization.  Among researchers, the advocacy for decentralization started in the late 1980s 

and is today regarded as the new paradigm on how to manage common resources (Béné & 

Neiland, 2004). According to Pahl-Wostl et al. (2007) water resource management in particular 

are undergoing a paradigm shift towards decentralization. In order to achieve an effective 

environmental management it is however not only for policy-makers to replace centralization 

with decentralization. Both institutional reforms and effective practises which enables people 

to take part in the decision making are needed. The newly devolved power must be fairly and 

democratically distributed among local stakeholders, otherwise the probability is that attention 

will not be given to the poor and marginalized (Béné & Neiland, 2004). Critics mean that 

decentralization can enhance elite dominance, increase intolerance towards minorities and 

undermine the democratic process of the decision making. Some critics emphasize that the state 

is needed in order to mediate between stakeholders and settle issues (Lane, 2003). Lewins et al. 

(2014, p. 407) writes that “Decentralization promotes citizen participation, democratization, 

and good governance through subsidiarity. In addition, African governments have viewed 

decentralization as a potential strategy to meet donor demands and cut spending in line with the 

World Bank Structural Adjustment Programmes (SAPs)”. With Lake Victoria being a 

worldwide donor funded fishing area, decentralization becomes an important approach to take 

into consideration. In order to maintain a functioning, decentralized management, time is 

needed to build the political structure and to create social legitimacy and political commitments 

(Lewins et.al, 2014; Prokant, 2011; Geheb et.al, 2007).  

 

Decentralization is highly connected to empowerment, where decentralization is regarded as 

being able to realise empowerment (Béné & Neiland, 2004). Jentoft (2005, p. 1) states that 

“empowerment is what co-management is all about”. The idea of empowerment origin from the 

feminist and civil rights movement of the 1960s and 1970s. It is mostly described as a tool and 

strategy which enhances individuals’ and communities’ possibilities. Empowerment is an 

enabling process which makes it possible for people to get a grip of their life and gain mastery 

of their affairs. In many ways, it can be a way out from helplessness (Jentoft, 2005). Torre 

(1986, p.479) defines empowerment as “a process through which people become strong enough 

to participate within, share in the control of and influence, events and institutions affecting their 

lives”. In this study, empowerment becomes of relevance since it the instrument that gives the 

local level power to affect. 

 

Decentralization and empowerment are usually labelled through terms such as user-

participation, democratic decentralization, indigenous management, participatory development, 

devolution, community based resource management, co-management, etc. (Béné & Neiland, 

2004). In this study, decentralization and empowerment becomes of relevance since it is 

integrated in co-management and BMUs. This since the local level are in charge and have a 

power to effect the decisions made.  
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3.1.1 Managing the commons through co-management 

Co-management involves stakeholders from different levels to affect, control and be a part of 

the decision-making. The idea of co-management implies power sharing, and a shift of power 

away from the state towards the community (Geheb, et al., 2007). Sen & Nielsen (1996) 

describe co-management as a management method where the state and the local community 

shares the power of decision making. In other words, co-management is a collaboration between 

the central government and the local community. Co-management can be seen as a form of 

governance. This since the governance is formed by the many stakeholders within the large 

gatherings of people in the communities. The government in the context consist of the chosen 

representatives and the management is shown through implementation of the decisions made 

(Kateka, 2010). In order to have a functioning co-management within fisheries, the local level 

and the government need to have regular contact and close collaboration. As Pomeroy & Berkes 

(1997) mentions, it takes two to tango. This saying pictures the importance of equal 

participation and the requirement of two partners moving in relation to each other. The aspect 

can be seen as a major barrier within fisheries since lack of collaboration and contact between 

the levels lead to absence in knowledge and legislative compliance. Government legislation, 

policies that establish supportive legal rights and authority frameworks must be addressed if co-

management initiatives are to be successful. Other debated critique against co-management is 

whether the resource users can be entrusted managers of the resource. This because lack of 

appropriate knowledge and lack of ability to organize for long-term sustainability within the 

local fishing communities can be present. Unless this trust is given from the government to the 

local level, not much progress can be made in line with the purpose of co-management 

(Pomeroy & Berkes, 1997). 

 

In the case of Lake Victoria fisheries, Ogwang et al. (2005 p. 3) claims that “An effective co-

management arrangement is widely seen as being the best hope for the sustainable management 

of fisheries on Lake Victoria and the successful establishment of a network of BMUs around 

the lake is the first step towards this”. This citation captures the strong advocacy of co-

management within the Lake Victoria fisheries. Another argument for co-management is 

spoken by Eggert & Ellegård (2003) who mentions that co-management raises the moral 

obligation of compliance and hence legal compliance within fisheries. This since fishermen are 

involved in the decision making process. Decentralization and co-management within fisheries 

combats problems such as overfishing, illegal fishing and decrease in biodiversity. This since 

control and collaboration among the resource users is promoted (Benjaminsen & Bryceson 

2012). Over time, co-management has developed to a management method not only combating 

specific, limited problems such as overfishing, but also contributing to exchange of information, 

reduction of transaction costs and resolution of conflicts (Linke & Bruckmeier, 2015). 
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4. Previous research: management of fisheries 

Like discussed under the previous heading, co-management is a common method used within 

fisheries. This chapter describes the arguments of co-management found in previous research 

on fisheries. The chapter further aims to highlight previous research that has a connection to  

the aim of this study in order to clarify the study’s scientific foundation. 

 

Traditionally, the management of fisheries has been characterised by command-and-control 

management and centralization. The top-down policies often included regulation which aimed 

to reduce the level of harvest caught (Emery et al., 2012). For example, the traditional approach 

included to set up total allowable catches (TACs) in the purpose to control fish mortality. This 

however led to a situation where fishermen had to compete each other in order to get a share of 

the harvest before the total allowable catch ran out. This competing situation often resulted in 

fishermen using illegal fishing methods which could catch more fish and immature fish. At the 

expense of others, fishermen could hence increase their own harvest - creating a situation which 

was characterised by competitiveness and conflict. Issues regarding the TACs being set too 

high, at an unsustainable level, also occurred. This was the case in the North Sea cod fishery 

where fishermen opposed the suggestion to lower the TACs. In Canadas’ cod fishery, the TACs 

were set too high since the government feared that lowering them would cause problems such 

as unemployment and bankruptcies. Instead, a cod fishery collapse occurred in Canada during 

the 1990s - which the too high TACs is seen as a major contributor to. In Australia, fish industry 

lobbyists have successfully lobbied against the reduction of TACs. A result of this is believed 

to be that the number of Australia’s fisheries regarded as overfished increased by three times 

during the years 1995-2005 (Grafton et al., 2006). TACs are in use today. Within the European 

Union the TACs are scientifically based and split up nationally (European Union, 2015).  The 

Common Fisheries Policy (CFP), that were developed by the EU in 2012 have also been a 

debated act to reach sustainable fisheries. Coelho, Filipe & Ferreira (2014 p. 16-17) writes that 

this policy has shown to be ineffective meaning that “CFP has not delivered sustainable 

exploitation of the resources. Conservation policy fails. Many stocks are outside safe biological 

limits. If current trends subsist, many stocks will collapse. They have been exploited too 

heavily, particularly the demersal stocks.” This quote captures the difficulty in having policies 

implemented from above within fishing communities.  

 

Bostfort, Castilla & Peterson (1997) concludes that it is socio-political pressure promoting 

greater harvests and an uncertainty in predicting when the fish stock will collapse that has led 

to overfishing. These authors request a more holistic management approach where information 

from different actors involved in the fishing industry is integrated. They highlight that: 

 

“One approach to combating the common property open access nature of fisheries 

has been to provide a sense of ownership to fishermen, either through individual 

transferable quotas or greater involvement in management through co-management 

schemes” (Bostfort, Castilla & Peterson, 1997, p. 513).  

 

This statement captures the importance of co-management within fisheries and the deregulation 

of top-down management, something Lewins et al. (2014) seem to agree on meaning that it is 
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failures within fisheries top-down management that has brought upon the political demand for 

fisheries co-management. Emery et al. (2012) highlight that centralization within fisheries leads 

to overcapitalisation and overfishing, something that has advocated a shift in fisheries 

management method from top-down to bottom-up. Co-management within fisheries is today 

implemented in for example South Africa (Hauck & Sowman, 2001), Europe (Linke & 

Bruckmeier, 2015), Asia (Pomeroy, Katon & Harkes, 2001; Nielsen et al, 2004) and New 

Zeeland (Yandle, 2008). 

    

Within fisheries, Levine & Richmond (2015) argue that co-management contributes to 

environmental sustainability and social justice. This since resource users have the right to make, 

enforce and change the rules. The authors conclude that establishing co-management in 

fisheries can be politically, socially and institutionally challenging - but that it can be of help 

for policy makers to use a framework of policy design principles in order to develop the co-

management policy. Originally, this framework was developed by Cinner et al. (2009). The 

framework is based on years of accumulated research on fisheries co-management and inspired 

by principles that Ostrom (1990) outlines. The design principles for example include that clearly 

defined geographic boundaries and membership rights should be established within the fisheries 

co-management. Rules that limit resource use should be developed and resource users should 

have the right to make, enforce, and change the rules. In addition, graduated sanctions that 

increase with the severity of the offence and conflict resolution mechanisms should be 

established (Levine & Richmond, 2015). 

 

According to Geheb et al. (2007), co-management is the best method to handle natural resources 

since it links the state with the resource using community in a natural way. Some authors have 

however pointed some critique against the theory. Co-management can be perceived to imply 

radical change without really specifying what really needs to be changed (Kayange et al., 2014). 

To be able to have a functioning co-management, the community needs to go through a co-

managerial development in order to make the right decisions. A community without platforms 

for discussion, knowledge among the members and willingness to affect, could doubly manage  

to reach an effective co-management (Geheb et al., 2007). 

 

In sum, previous studies on this topic highlights the importance of establishing platforms where 

co-management can be realised. Other conclusions drawn in previous research include the need 

for co-managerial development and close collaboration between stakeholders.  

Our study contributes with results regarding what aspects of sustainability co-management 

within fisheries are able to tackle and what barriers and shortcomings that are connected to the 

management. 
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5. Methods and material 

Below follows a description of the methods and material used in this study. The methods 

constitutes of qualitative semi-structured interviews, stepwise analysis of the transcribed 

material and a qualitative content analysis of two selected BMU guideline documents. In this 

study, the interviews represent the local level and the two BMU guideline documents represent 

the central level. Validity and reliability is discussed throughout the chapter.  

5.1 Qualitative semi-structured interviews 

Exploration of a complex issue where stakeholders can have different views regarding an issue 

demands a dynamic method where the conversation is spontaneous and not strictly bound to an 

interview guide (Barriball & While, 1994). In contrast to quantitative scientific methods, 

qualitative semi-structured interviews enable this since it is a formable and flexible scientific 

method which enables the interviewer and interviewee to have a conversation where new 

questions can be raised during the interview (Lundberg, 2013). Hence, qualified semi-structured 

interviews have been conducted in this study. The open approach of the method also enables 

the interviewer to raise issues that the researcher might not have identified when designing the 

interview guide - something that can be seen as preferable when wanting to explore 

respondents’ experiences and perceptions (Gillet al., 2008). In other words, structured 

interviews was not an alternative in this study. 

 

The stakeholders interviewed consisted of six persons involved in the fishing industry at Ggaba 

Beach. The respondents had been involved in this industry for between 6-18 years. Five of the 

respondents were members of the BMU Assembly, working as fishermen and fishmongers. One 

of the respondents were member of the BMU Committee. However, we did not find that the 

different roles of an Assembly member and Committee member affected the answers given. 

Therefore, no further notice and separation of the material was done in the analysis. Two of the 

respondents interviewed were women, four where men. The reason for that we wanted to 

interview at least two women was because women’s experiences on the fishing industry can 

vary significantly from those of men (Barratt, Seeley & Allison, 2015). Gender will however 

not be central to the analysis since no major differences between the sexes were found in the 

answers given.  In this study, the interviewees will be mentioned as BMU member 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

and 6.  
 

The interviews lasted for 30-45 minutes and were recorded. The material was later on 

transcribed. Present during the interviews were the respondent along with the two of us as 

researchers and interviewers. When needed, an interpreter was involved during the interviews. 

The aim of the interviews was to investigate the stakeholders’ experiences of the BMU. 

Questions focused on the interviewee’s awareness of and attitude towards the BMU system.  

 

5.1.1 Before conducting the interviews 

In order to be prepared to conduct the interviews there are several aspects that needs to be taken 

into consideration. Below follows the aspects taken into consideration in this study. They 

include development of interview guide, involvement of interpreter and finding respondents. 
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Before conducting the interviews we developed an interview guide (see appendix I) based on 

recommendations found in the literature. The final interview guide included 13 questions which 

aimed to be broad and explorative. According to Gill et al. (2008) it is preferable to design 

questions which can yield as much information as possible. In addition to this, the interview 

guide should consist of neutral, delicate, understandable and open-ended questions (McNamara, 

2009; Gill et al., 2008; Turner, 2010). The use of asking “why” questions was avoided since 

this type of questions can make the respondent feel blamed and defensive, something that can 

inhibit the rest of the interview (Doody & Noonan, 2013; McNamara, 2009). The introduction 

of the interview should consist of questions that are simple and that can be answered by the 

respondent in a relaxed way. This builds up confidence and trust, aspects that can be of value 

for the answers to the more difficult and sensitive questions (Gill et al., 2008).  

 

In designing our interview guide, we took guidance from both our supervisor at Linköping 

University and our contact person at Makerere University. With consideration to their feedback, 

we developed and completed the interview guide. Freed (1988), Turner (2010) and Kapborg & 

Berterö (2002) raise the importance of the interviewer being aware of the culture of the 

respondent when designing the interview guide. Regarding this issue, the input from our contact 

person at Makerere University became of value. Being Ugandan and familiar with the fishing 

industry, he could highlight questions and formulations which could be regarded as sensitive 

by the members of the BMU. He also emphasized the importance to respect the interviewees’ 

limitation in time, something that guided us when setting up the scope of the interview guide. 

Before conducting the interviews we also wrote an introductory text where we explained who 

we were, the purpose of our study and the ethics connected to the interviews (see appendix I). 

This introductory text was translated into Luganda by the interpreter and read to the interviewee 

as a start of each interview. 

 

As recommended by our contact person at Makerere University, the decision to involve an 

interpreter in the study was made. Even though English is an official language in Uganda, it 

was of the contact person’s opinion that the BMU members might feel more relaxed and 

comfortable speaking the local language Luganda when being interviewed. It was also believed 

that the interviewees could give more explicate answers speaking Luganda, since their English 

knowledge and vocabulary might be weaker. When visiting Ggaba Beach before conducting 

the interviews we, ourselves, also noted that Luganda was the language being spoken on the 

landing site and that English was mostly used when speaking to foreigners. Consequently, it 

was seen of advantage for the study to involve an interpreter. The involvement of the interpreter 

was however first and foremost done in purpose of supporting the interviewee. We made the 

assessment that it would be preferable to have had a direct conversation with the interviewee 

and leave out the interpreter, if that had been possible. The involvement of the interpreter 

therefore varied, depending on the interviewees’ knowledge in English. In total, the interpreter 

was needed during two of the six interviews. 

 

Involving an interpreter in an interview study is connected with various crucial points which 

could weaken the validity and reliability of the study.  It is for example of great importance that 

the interpreter gets a proper picture of the study since the interpreter has a major impact on the 

outcome of the interview. In order for the interpreter to get a full understanding of our study, 
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we explained and discussed the study with the interpreter before conducting the interviews. 

Together with the interpreter, we also discussed the role of the interpreter and the interplay 

between the interviewer, the interviewee and the interpreter. According to Freed (1988) it is of 

importance that the interpreter understands its own role and is aware of its ability to impact the 

interviewee and the data collected. In addition, careful reviewing of the interview guide was 

carried out together with the interpreter. This was done in the purpose of interacting the 

interpreter in our study so that an accurate translation of the interview guide later on could be 

done. 

 

In order to decrease the threats on validity and reliability, the interpreter should also have the 

required linguistic abilities and be trained in the same research field as the study is upon 

(Kapborg & Berterö, 2002). The interpreter used in this study was an Environmental Science 

student who was fluent in both Luganda and English. It was however the interpreter’s first time 

interpreting - something that according to Kapborg & Berterö (2002) can be seen as 

disadvantageous. Phelan & Parkman (1995) state that in a situation where the interpreter is 

unexperienced it becomes of significance for the interviewer to emphasize the interpreter’s role 

and be clear about the expectations on confidentiality and translation. The interpreter was 

Ugandan and can therefore be seen as sharing a culture with the BMU members. According to 

Baker (1981) involving an interpreter in a study can be favourable since it can be a way of 

overcoming cultural barriers which otherwise could arise when the interviewer and interviewee 

originate from different cultures. 

 

Before going to Ggaba Beach, we set up a framework on which stakeholders to interview. This 

framework was set up with consideration to the purpose of the study and the time limits 

included. We wanted to interview a total amount of six BMU members, among which at least 

two were women. We did not take any further notice on if the stakeholders were boat owners, 

fishermen or traders - as long as they were part of the BMU Assembly or Committee, they fitted 

our criteria as interviewees. The concrete selection of interviewees was done in an informal and 

random way. Together with the interpreter, we walked along the landing site and held dialogues 

with people involved in the fishing industry. These people further identified available BMU 

members, which we then asked to engage in our study through an interview. 

5.1.2 During the interviews 

When using qualitative semi-structured interviews, it is of importance to be aware of that the 

researcher’s approach towards the respondent can affect the data collected (Barriball & While, 

1994). In our case, the approach of the interpreter also became of importance to notice. 

Likewise, the political statement and opinions of the interview person can and will affect the 

research questions and methodological approach (Diefenbach, 2009). In order to avoid 

misleading questions, no major diversion from the interview scheme was done. Instead, the 

respondent was able to explicate the questions and formulate answers in a comfortable way. To 

inform the interviewee about the purpose of the study, that there are no right or wrong answers 

and that the interviewee could intermit the interview at any time also contributed to a favourable 

atmosphere.  
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In order to have the respondent feeling well informed and to avoid confusion, the role of the 

interpreter was not central. This aspect is according to Phelan & Parkman (1995) important 

since confusion about the conversation otherwise can occur. Instead, the conversation mainly 

focused on the meeting between the respondent and one active interview person. The inactive 

interview person instead had the responsibility to take notes. These two different responsibilities 

of interviewing and taking notes was switched and equally shared between us. A total amount 

of 6 interviews were conducted which in the context contributed to sufficiently enough 

empirical material seen to our time frame and limitations. All interviews were recorded using 

an EDIROL R-09 Digital Audio Recorder and since all respondents agreed to this, the material 

was later on transcribed and further analysed. Like earlier mentioned, the respondents will 

remain anonymous throughout the study since they otherwise can feel blamed and defensive 

and thereby give misleading answers to the questions asked (Doody & Noonan, 2013). In our 

study, it is not of importance to mention the respondents by name. This since we are only 

interested in their experiences of, and thoughts about, the BMU system. 

 

The venue where the interviews were held varied. Since a quiet environment was needed, we 

sat in the BMU office at the landing site and in one case at a quiet restaurant since the office 

was occupied. Our clothing was discrete and relaxed. This was in order to avoid a hierarchic 

difference between us and the respondents. According to Gill et al. (2008) this aspect can 

otherwise lead to a situation where the respondent feels uncomfortable, which in turn could 

affect the answers given during the interview. 

5.1.3 After the interviews 

After conducting the interviews, the recorded, empirical material was manually transcribed 

using the website www.otranscribe.com where the sound files could be streamed in a slower 

tempo. This in order to better hear the answers and not to lose important material. The 

interviews, transcribed into text were later on analysed stepwise individually by us, in order to 

find themes.  Analysing the transcripts stepwise is a common method when dealing with 

interviews. Hjerpe, Storbjörk & Alberth (2015) write that the stepwise analysis includes coding 

of the content into concentrate meanings. After that, patterns can be distinguished and 

categorised in accordance with the research questions. This stepwise analysis method is also 

supported by Kvale (1997) and Zhang & Wildermuth, (2009). In this study, our stepwise 

analysis originates from guidelines made by Zhang & Wildermuth, (2009). They include to 

transcribe the data, develop categories, code the text, draw conclusions and report our methods 

and findings. 

 

To get a true picture of what the interview person is actually pointing out, the connection 

between the recorded speech and the transcribed text is important to investigate (Dalen, 2015). 

The process of transforming the recorded material into transcribed text is important for the 

researcher since this leads to further problematizing which is of significance in the later 

discussion (Dalen, 2015; Justesen & Mik-Meyer, 2012). We transcribed hesitations, irony, 

words and sentences provided by the respondents. Laughter and variations in voice tone was 

left out, since this was considered as irrelevant and time consuming.  
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5.2 Qualitative content analysis 

A qualitative content analysis was conducted on two selected BMU guideline documents 

provided by LVFO. This was done after analysing the interviews in order to complement the 

interviews with a perspective from the central level. The two documents include Guidelines for 

Beach Management Units (BMUs) on Lake Victoria (Ogwang et.al, 2005) and Guidelines for 

Beach Management Units in Uganda (MAAIF, 2003). The two documents are written by the 

Ugandan Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industry and Fisheries (MAAIF) and provided by 

LVFO. The documents offer a framework on how co-management should be established within 

Lake Victoria fisheries (Barratt, Seely & Allison, 2015).  

 

The research method is favourable when wanting to find patterns and draw valid inferences 

from texts. The aim is to outline themes and categories through coding, moving from specific 

texts to general conclusions (Elo & Kyngäs, 2008). In order to code the text, a coding scheme 

needs to be developed (Bergström & Boréus 2013; Elo & Kyngäs, 2008). We created a coding 

scheme (see appendix II) based on our research questions, the interview guide (see appendix I) 

and the themes identified from the transcribed material. The coding scheme guided us when 

analysing the BMU guideline documents which resulted in themes similar to the ones identified 

in the transcribed material. 

5.3 Analysing the material 

When analysing the material, it is necessary to set up relevant themes and patterns connected 

to the purpose and research questions (Ryan & Russel Bernard, 2003). In this study, we have 

chosen to identify themes and categories from the transcribed interviews and the BMU 

guideline documents where the categories further enfolds the themes. The analysis of the BMU 

guideline documents was done after having analysed the transcribed interviews. The categories 

should according to Zhang & Wildemuth (2009) be homogenous as well as comparable and can 

be found from the material, previous research or theories. The coding was done independently 

by the two of us in order to strengthen the validity of the coding process (Bergström & Boréus 

2013). Room for failure exists when the coding is done manually. This needs to be taken into 

consideration and hence carefully preformed re-checks became important (Zhang & 

Wildemuth, 2009). The coding was conducted on one text at a time and further compared in 

order to find similarities and differences. Connections between the categories were identified 

and patterns in the texts was shown. This step was of importance in the process since it 

converted the texts into results. From here, themes were highlighted (Zhang & Wildemuth, 

2009). In the study, the results from the analysed documents is presented together with the 

results from the interviews. The following categories and themes were identified from the 

documents and the transcribed material: 
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●       Perceptions on the purpose of the BMU 

○       The BMU as a controlling unit 

○       The BMU as a collaborating unit 

 

●       Positive BMU effects 

○       Economic effects  

○       Social effects 

○       Ecological effects 

 

●       BMUs in change 

○       Problems to tackle 

○       The new system structure 

 

The aim of creating themes and categories is to draw conclusions, present the material and 

prepare for further discussion. When presenting the material, it is important that the reader is 

given enough information about the material in order to understand the interpretations made 

and the conclusions drawn. Citation here becomes of weight to give the reader an appreciation 

of the material (Zhang & Wildemuth, 2009). In the next section, we present the analysis of the 

material. 
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6. Analysis and discussion 

Below follows a presentation of the results gathered from analysing the interviews and the two 

BMU guideline documents. The purpose is to highlight benefits and shortcomings connected to 

co-management within fisheries. In addition, we aim to explore if and how sustainability aspects 

are tackled through the co-management of fisheries. The material has been divided into 

categories and themes, based on the experiences given by the BMU members during the 

interviews (see table 1) and on information found in the documents. The categories and themes 

originate from similarities found in the material. Table 1 shows an overview of the categories 

and themes that were found. Experiences that where brought up by the respondents during the 

interviews is in the table shown as well as examples of quotations spoken by the respondents. 

The aim of table 1 is to give an overview of the material and to clarify the categorizing process. 

 

Table 1 - Overview of identified categories, themes, experiences and examples of quotations based on the answers given 

by the interviewed BMU members and the information found in the BMU guideline documents. 
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6.1 Perceptions on the purpose of the BMU 

During the interviews the respondents raised different perceptions on the purpose of the BMU. 

These different perceptions was also outlined from the BMU guideline documents. These 

different views are within this category highlighted and divided into two themes. The two 

themes include “The BMU as a controlling unit” and “The BMU as a collaborating unit”. In 

this context, controlling refers to a role where the BMU is perceived as a law controlling and 

structuring tool. Collaborating, on the other hand, refers to a role where the BMU is perceived 

as a tool for creating a sense of togetherness and cooperation within the community and between 

the local and central level. Table 2 aims to clarify the distribution of the answers given and how 

strong the different perceptions are. This in order to raise the transparency of the thesis. The left 

column shows the themes within this category. The second column shows the experiences lifted 

by the interviewed BMU members that have led to the creation of the theme. The third column 

comprises information on which BMU member who have mentioned which experience. In the 

fourth column, it is shown which BMU guideline document that support the experience. For 

example, as seen in table 2, all interviewed BMU members mentioned that the BMU has created 

collaboration between local stakeholders. Something that also MAAIF (2003) and Ogwang et 

al. (2005) highlights.  On the other hand, only two of the BMU members expressed thoughts on 

that the BMU has created collaboration between management levels. As a result, the local 

perception on the Ggaba BMU as a unit which create collaboration between local stakeholders 

seems to be stronger than the perception on the BMU as a unit which creates collaboration 

between management levels. Table 2 also outlines which BMU member who stated what along 

with which BMU guideline document that agreed. For example it is shown that BMU member 

1 percept the BMU as a controlling unit, which controls fishing methods and fish size, and as a 

collaborating unit which creates collaboration between local stakeholders. BMU member 1 

does, however, not mention that the BMU has created collaboration between management 

levels. 

 
Table 2 - Overview of the different perceptions on the purpose of the BMU, mentioned by the interviewed BMU 

members and identified in the BMU guideline documents. 

6.1.1 The BMU as a controlling unit 

Five of six respondents expressed thoughts on the BMU as a controlling unit (see table 2). BMU 

member 1 mentioned: 

 

“The system is supposed to carry out different roles like checking on the types of 

fish, the young ones, the sizes. [...] So their work is to make sure - is the size proper? 

How have they caught the fish? Was it caught in the right way? Is it mature? Is it 

the right size?” 
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 BMU member 2 seemed to agree on this and said that: 

 

“What I understand with the BMU is that its main role, one of the main role, is to 

fight against bad methods of fishing.” 

 

These two quotes together highlight a view where the main purpose of the BMU is to control 

that the rules of the landing site are followed. This goes hand in hand with MAAIF (2003) and 

Ogwang et al. (2005) which states that the BMU should have bylaws and that it is the local 

level’s responsibility to make sure that they are followed. According to Barratt, Seeley & 

Allison (2015) this non-authoritative control could be problematic since fellow BMU members 

who are familiar have to check upon each other. This could in turn create an unwillingness 

among BMU members to tell on their acquaintances. 

6.1.2 The BMU as a collaborating unit 

All the respondents seemed to have a perception on the BMU as a collaborating unit (see table 

2). They highlighted thoughts were the BMU’s role as a uniting and cooperative tool was 

emphasized. BMU member 4 states: 

 

“The two parties are, we who sell the fish, and those who brings the fish from the 

lake. So that BMU helps to combine those two parties at one, so that you can do 

very good business all over the country.” 

 

BMU member 5 agrees:  

 

“The BMU system was put there to make us people work together and have an 

organized system. Especially for me and other people who are involved in the fish 

selling business.” 

 

According to all respondents, collaboration between local stakeholders takes place during the 

BMU Assembly meetings (see table 2). During the meetings the BMU members discuss issues, 

decides bylaws and talk about the BMU budget. The meetings are also a platform for sharing 

ideas for improvement. BMU member 2 highlights that “the meetings are quite good, because 

people are able to express what they are not having and people are able to tell their leaders 

what is not right”. This goes in line with expressions found in MAAIF (2003) and Ogwang et 

al. (2005). The framework developed by Cinner et al. (2009) also highlight that decentralized 

fisheries where co-management has been implemented should contribute to collaboration. This 

local perception on the BMU as a collaborating unit can hence be seen as an indicator for an 

existing co-management. 

 

An argument supporting the statements quoted above is spoken from Movik (2004, p. 9) which 

states that: “small groups characterised by ‘sameness’ and ‘togetherness’ are more likely to 

succeed in collective action settings than groups lacking these features”. When asked what the 

BMU has accomplished, BMU member 4 points out another statement referring to the BMU as 

a collaborating unit: 
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“At least there is good cooperation between buyers and the sellers [...] And that 

little bit of togetherness. We fishmongers and the government. That is at least 

something - that togetherness.” 

 

Shown in the quote above, is a perception that the BMU has managed to create a sense of 

fellowship and connection between the local level and the central level. According to Sen & 

Nielsen (1996), this is one of the main purposes characterising co-management within fisheries. 

The perceived togetherness between the fishmongers and the government can be seen as an 

evidence that co-management exists at Ggaba BMU. BMU member 2 explains that two persons 

from the Ministry of Fishery act as contact persons for the BMU Committee, helping them settle 

issues. MAAIF (2003) and Ogwang et al. (2005) also states that collaboration between 

management levels should take place.  According to BMU member 4 these government officials 

sometimes attend the BMU Assembly meetings. The Ggaba BMU seems to partially collaborate 

with the central level, where the state provides the local level with support. This goes in line 

with MAAIF (2003) and Ogwang et al. (2005) which states that education, guidance and 

capacity building are important features that the central level should support the local level with. 

The thoughts on the state as a supporter and problem solver can be traced to thoughts of 

centralization and Hobbes (1651) who means that it is the task of the state to impose order on 

the local level. 

6.2 Positive BMU effects 

Several answers given touched upon perceptions on the effects of the BMU and what it had 

contributed to. The experiences found regarding this was divided into themes regarding 

economic, social and ecological effects. Table 3 shows an overview of these effects where the 

outspoken experiences are found in the central column. In the right column, a clarification on 

which members who mentioned what is presented. For example, BMU member 1 mentioned 

both economic, ecologic and social effects but did not talk about legal compliance. BMU 

member 2, on the other hand, mentioned all the three aspects and lifted all of the listed 

experiences during the interview. Also shown in Table 3 is that only two BMU members 

(member 1 and 2) mentioned BMU income as an economic effect. This can be seen as an 

indication that the argument is relatively weak since only 2 of 6 members mentioned it. 

 
Table 3 - Overview of positive effects of the BMU, mentioned by the interviewed BMU members and the two 

BMU guideline documents. 
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6.2.1 Economic effects 

Three of the interviewed BMU members mentioned that the establishment of the BMU had 

brought upon positive effects on the economy (see table 3). This goes in line with findings in 

MAAIF (2003) and Ogwang et al. (2005). Revenue to the government is something that BMU 

member 4 brought up as an effect of the BMU. When asked what the BMU had accomplished, 

BMU member 1 also pointed this out: 

 

“Now, first of all revenue to government. Because of, if you are to join Ggaba 

landing site, you have to pay tax. If you do not pay tax you cannot join.” 

 

BMU member 1 continues: 

 

“Apart from revenue to the government, we also have our own kind of savings that 

we rise each and every day. Each and everybody that comes here pays 5000 shilling 

per day. So at the end of the day you might find that we have raised about something 

like 250 000.” 

 

The same respondent explains that this money goes to the BMU and that it is supposed to pay 

for common BMU property such as repairing buildings, roads and pay the electricity bill. 

Something that also was supported by BMU member 2. This means that the common resource 

of fish makes a common income which pays for common expands. According to Sen & Nielsen 

(1996) co-management within fisheries is a form of governance where the central level and the 

local level collaborates. In Ggaba and around Lake Victoria, this collaboration seems to become 

visible through the economic aspect since both the government and the BMU seems to earn 

money by engaging in the system. In line with this, Gutiérrez, Hilborn & Defeo, (2011) argues 

that co-management within fisheries enhance economic revenues by higher income per unit of 

effort, leading to greater possibilities in poverty reduction and other social issues. 

 

In one interview, Ggaba landing site was mentioned as the fish market centre, selling fish from 

several other neighbouring landing sites. The main income on Ggaba landing site hence comes 

from reselling fish, where the fishmongers acts as intermediators between fishermen and bigger 

companies. Thanks to the by-law that every boat which comes to Ggaba has to pay 5000 

Ugandan shillings (US $1.5) also the BMU as a community earns money - and not only the 

fishmongers and fishermen. Other sources of income for the BMU includes the BMU licence 

fee that every BMU member have to pay annually in order to be involved in the fishing industry 

at Ggaba. BMU member 3 specifies that this licence fee is 50 000 Ugandan shillings (US $15). 

Another income comprises of a fine on 5000 Ugandan shillings that members breaking the by-

laws are charged with. According to MAAIF (2003) and Ogwang et al. (2005) the BMU is able 

to raise funds in order to support BMU activities, something that Ggaba BMU has done.  

 

According to BMU member 2, MAAIF (2003) and Ogwang et al. (2005) the size of the licence 

fee and the fine is agreed upon within the BMU Assembly, something that indicates that local 

decision making and decentralization is present (Lewins et al., 2014). The fact that the BMU 

members themselves can influence their own affairs can be compared with the argument spoken 

by Jentoft (2005) about empowerment as an enabling process which makes it possible for 
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people to get a grip of their life and gain mastery of their affairs. Therefore, also empowerment 

seems present when considering the economic aspects of the BMU. According to Béné & 

Neiland (2004) decentralization, as discussed earlier, is a mechanism that realises 

empowerment - a connection that also can be seen in Ggaba BMU regarding the economical 

aspect. In Ggaba, the licence fee realizes the fact that you need a special access in order to profit 

from the resource. This means that everyone cannot use the resource and the access is thereby 

regulated. This goes in line with the policy design framework on co-management within 

fisheries by Cinner et al. (2009). 

 

6.2.2 Social effects 

Social effects of the BMU was also found in the material. The majority of the people 

interviewed mentioned improved hygiene standard as a result of the BMU (see figure 3). Also 

MAAIF (2003) and Ogwang (2005) highlights the importance of improving good hygiene 

standards within the BMU. How this should be realised is however not mentioned in the 

guidelines. Previous research have also found that co-management within fisheries can improve 

good sanitation and hygiene (Lewins et al., 2014). According to the respondents, Ggaba BMU 

has set up by-laws regulating what the people involved in the fishing industry, such as 

fishmongers and fish cleansers, should wear. In addition to this, the workspace should be clean 

and freezers should be available in order to maintain hygiene. Additionally, BMU member 5 

mentioned that long hair should be covered. A high hygiene standard can indirectly improve 

economy within fisheries. This since it raises the value of the fish as a product (Beuving, 2015). 

 

BMU member 4 states:  

 

“Because, by the time when the BMU was not around, things were completely flat. 

The hygiene was down. Theft. High speed. Actually, too many things were not here, 

were not done” 

 

BMU member 5 agrees: 

  

“Since the BMU system came, people have improved hygiene. The place was very 

dirty. Those buildings (points outside) was not constructed. So the BMU has 

managed to improve hygiene around the place. It has even improved the security. 

Before, it would be very easy for people to come and stab you and steal the fish.” 

 

These two quotes pinpoints the improvements regarding hygiene - but they also raises other 

problems that existed before the establishment of the BMU. These earlier problems regarding 

safety and illegalness can also be seen as a social effect of the BMU. In general, the BMU has 

created order and the legislative compliance on the landing site has increased - something that 

several interview persons highlight. MAAIF (2003) and Ogwang et al. (2005) means that when 

the local level are engaged in the decision making and the settings of by-laws, the legitimacy 

of the regulations becomes higher than if the rules would come from above. This since the ones 

affected by the decisions also are the ones making the decisions. These thoughts can also be 

shown in previous research on legal compliance within fisheries, where Eggert & Ellegård 
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(2003) emphasizes this and writes that the moral obligation of compliance is raised when 

decision-making is devolved to the local level. Winter & May (2001) concludes that when social 

pressure to follow regulation is present, people are more motivated to do so. Social pressure is 

more likely to occur when legibility and agreement among the local society is achieved. This 

can be seen as being the case within the Ggaba BMU, where the BMU seems to have contributed 

to that legislative compliance has increased. Accordning to MAAIF (2003) and Ogwang et al. 

(2005), it is the BMU members who decides upon the by-laws through voting. The Ggaba BMU 

members seems to agree. BMU member 3 describes the decision making: 

 

 “Actually, on the meetings, we the BMU members, we are the ones to make 

decisions. And almost we use a diplomat system like raising up hands.” 

 

Several respondents also mention that buildings such as a BMU office, the landing site and a 

fish market area have been built thanks to the BMU.  BMU member 1 also mentions that the 

roads and the telephone network has improved as a result of the BMU. In conclusion, the income 

from the BMU hence seems to lift the whole society of Ggaba, not only the fishing business. 

MAAIF (2003 p. 16) states that “[...] any assets of the BMUs are assets of Government to be 

used for local public good”. In other words, the BMUs’ income should facilitate the community 

instead of individuals. 

6.2.3 Ecological effects 

Ecological effects was also identified as a theme in the answers given by the interviewees and 

the BMU guideline documents. Mostly, the ecological effects were a result of regulation. BMU 

member 3 compares the fishing methods before the BMU was introduced to today’s situation: 

 

“[...] Since it was brought or introduced, the BMU has done some good work. 

Because now there is not as much complains concerning about poisoners fishing. 

Now we can get like mature fish [...] so, according to BMU you can see that there 

is plenty of fish” 

 

Another statement that goes in line with the above is spoken from BMU member 1: 

  

“Because, about the rules, we do not advice people to fish young fish [...] and we 

do also not accept things like poisoning of fish. Because some time back, some 

years back, people used to use poison to fish” 

 

According to BMU member 1, these rules are implemented by the fishermen themselves. The 

above quotes refers to a former problem of using poisons as fishing method. BMU member 3 

explains this further and mentions that fishermen used to pour chemicals in the water which 

killed the fish. The fishermen could then just collect fish which floated on the surface of the 

water. As a result, some people eating this fish got sick and died. In the literature, this problem 

is documented (Ntiba, Kudoja & Mukasa, 2001; Odada et al., 2004).  The regulation regarding 

poisoning also have social effects, through its impact on the health situation. MAAF (2003) 

also highlights the problem of fish poisoning that took place in the late 1990s and mentions that 

this type of fishing methods should be prohibited. Research within fisheries in Tanzania 
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confirms similar findings regarding fish poisoning and decrease in biodiversity where co-

management have proven to be a promising solution (Benjaminsen & Bryceson, 2012; Onyango 

& Jentoft, 2007). 

 

Other rules but the ones regarding prohibition of poisoning includes the size of the fishing nets 

and the allowed size of fish that is taken up. All the BMU members interviewed mentioned this 

(see table 3). MAAIF (2003) highlights that the problem of capturing immature fish is that it 

may not have reproduced yet. This in turn leads to that the fish stocks in the lake decrease. A 

problem that adds to overfishing. BMU member 1 points out that there are no regulation on 

how much fish one can catch: 

 

“No, we do not have any rules on how much fish we catch. They catch 80 ton a day 

- nobody will stop you. [...] Because revenue, because government receive revenue 

from fish. So if you come tomorrow with your money and you want to start up a fish 

industry in Uganda, they will give you a licence. They do not have to sit down and 

maybe find out how much fish we have. They just give you a certificate and you 

begin your business.” 

 

The above quote indicates that it would be positive to regulate the size of the harvest and 

through this fight overfishing in a controlled way. However, the literature seems to disagree. 

As mentioned before in the study, implementing TACs has shown ineffective when managing 

fisheries - leading to competiveness and conflict within the community (Grafton et al., 2006). 

To control the size of the harvest could seem like an easy and obvious way to tackle overfishing, 

since the problem that too much fish is being caught is directly affected by the regulation. In 

other words, TACs can be seen as a linear strategy to solve the problem of overfishing. The 

system with BMUs and co-management offers a different strategy, where instead the access to 

the resource is regulated, as MAAIF (2003) and Ogwang et al. (2005) states. This since the 

people involved in the fishing industry have to be BMU members and have a licence in order 

to engage in the business. As said before, in order to become a member, the person in question 

have to pay licence. This means that not only the individual engaging in fishing earns money - 

but also the government and community. The BMU hereby offers revenue to the government, 

a togetherness among the people engaged in fishing and common profits instead of just 

individual benefits. Something that the system of TACs do not seem to provide. In other words, 

the BMU seems to put the people involved in fishing in the same boat - instead of having them 

race each other in order to get a share of the total allowable catch.  

6.3 BMUs in change   

This category describes identified themes that can affect the future structure of the BMU. The 

themes include “Problems to tackle” and “The new system structure” and have been created 

based on experiences raised by the interviewed BMU members along with information found 

the BMU guideline documents. Table 4 aims to give an overview of the expressed experiences 

that have led to the creation of the themes. The structure of the Table 4 is identical to the 

structure of Table 2 and 3. As seen in Table 4, BMU member 4 mentions all identified 

experiences. BMU member 3, on the other hand, only mentions the new committee structure. 

All BMU members mentions the experience of the new committee structure. The experiences 
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regarding lack of anonymity and education is however only mentioned by BMU member 4. 

MAAIF (2003) and Ogwang et al. (2005) mentions illegal fishing and education as problems 

that needs to be tackled. Corruption, lack of anonymity and the new committee structure is not 

mentioned in the BMU guideline documents. 

 

Table 1- Overview of identified themes that can affect the future structure of the BMU, based on the answers 

given by interviewed BMU members and the two BMU guideline documents. 

 

6.3.1 Problems to tackle 

This theme incorporates problems and barriers identified by the BMU members and in the two 

BMU guideline documents. These issues seems in need of solutions if the Ggaba BMU is to 

work more efficiently in the future. One of the respondents, BMU member 1, mentioned 

problems with corruption: 

 

“Now, we have corruption. You will find top of soldiers involved in fishing. They 

are untouchables. You will find a minister also involved in the dopiest kind of deals. 

Being in Africa. Though I am an African, when it comes to Europe it is good, but in 

Africa it is terrible.” 

 

BMU member 1 seems to identify that the problem with corruption takes place on a central and 

continental level. However, this respondent further states that corruption also takes place when 

the BMU is to elect a new Committee and thereby also on a local level: 

 

“Well, sometimes back I wanted to be the Chairman of the Beach Management Unit 

but in Uganda we have problems. It is not like Europe. You find that in Africa, the 

chairman of a village - in your place you do not have villages. You have towns. And 

if you were to be elected, you have to have the mandate of the people. But in Africa 

it is not that way. You find that they use money. If you tried to consider with the 

village chairman, you will become a problem to the community. So I decided to step 

out.” 

 

Within the literature, corruption within BMUs is a recognized issue (Barratt, Seeley & Allison, 

2015). Hilborn (2007) has identified a connection between corruption within fisheries and a 

higher use of illegal fishing methods and hence corruption can be regarded as a threat towards 

the sustainability of the resource. Corruption also threatens empowerment and decentralization 

since power is not distributed among the members of society. In this study, corruption was 

however only mentioned by two respondents. It is thereby difficult to draw any general 

conclusions from the statement and the issue could advantageously be explored further in future 

research. Another problem brought up by four of six interviewees was the problem with illegal 
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fishing. Even though the BMU aims to tackle this problem through regulation, the problem still 

seems to occur: 
 

“Now, in Ggaba landing site we have 60 boats and per boat you will find 3 

fishermen. Some involved in illegal fishing and some in modern fishing.”   

(BMU member 1) 

 

“Now since they have introduced that BMU system, all of these things have been 

going well. Okay, not that well. Because bad fishing is still there” 

 (BMU member 3) 

 

“[...] And others tend to bring bad fish, here in Ggaba.” (BMU member 4) 

 

“The only thing that I see, the only bad thing that happens on our lake - or, on the 

society in general - premature fish. Actually, it should not be brought in the market”  

(BMU member 6) 

 

The problem with illegal fishing within BMUs in recognized within the literature (Kateka, 

2010; Nunan, 2006; Ogwang, Nyeko & Mbilinyi, 2009) and highlighted by MAAIF (2003) and 

Ogwang et al. (2005). According to Kateka, (2010) the illegal fishing methods such as using 

the wrong net sizes is the major cause of overfishing in Lake Victoria. Ogwang, Nyeko & 

Mbilinyi (2009) concludes that a current challenge for Lake Victoria BMUs is to adopt 

regulations that protect young and breeding fish. On the other hand, as discussed before, the 

problem with illegal fishing at Ggaba landing site seems to have decreased through the 

introduction of the BMU. Through the BMU, the use of illegal fishing methods is given 

attention and fishermen engaging in fishing illegalities is charged with a fine. However, illegal 

fishing is still a problem threatening the sustainability of the resource (Kateka, 2010). 

 

During the interviews, two concrete suggestions for improvement of the BMU came up. One 

of the interviewees stated that a suggestion box would be beneficial for the co-management in 

the BMU. The suggestion box would enable anonymity when raising issues within the BMU, 

something that does not seem possible in today’s situation. Three of the respondents mentioned 

that they would contact a higher instance, for example the Chairman of the BMU, when wanting 

to raise a question. However, BMU member 4 points out that it sometimes can be regarded as 

threatening to highlight an issue in this way and this can lead to the person losing its licence: 

 

“[...] But the problem is, you see, that we don’t have a suggestion box [...]. When 

you bring a letter here to those who are in charge and others will just look at you 

as if you are fighting them. In fact, you are telling them the issue which is not good 

at all. And for us, you see that, they try to see that you are losing your licence. 

Which is not good at all. So I wish there was a suggestion box.” 

 

BMU member 1 seems to agree that there are certain risks connected to raising your voice:  

 

“We do not have the power. The moment you raise your voice, you are considered 

an outlaw” 
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This is problematic since it questions the level of co-management within fisheries. It is also 

problematic since it can be seen as an act of corruption which is discussed earlier in this study. 

Co-management and decentralization is defined as management approaches which provides 

citizens of the local level with power. If the local level cannot raise their voices and pinpoint 

issues, co-management is not fulfilled. It is important that all voices are heard, otherwise the 

level of ownership and empowerment is lacking (Cinner et al., 2003). 

 

Another suggestion for improvement is spoken by BMU member 4 (see table 4) who is of the 

concern that support and education is needed among the BMU members in order to improve 

the functioning of the system. This education should come from above and address the benefits 

of fishing and how to tackle the management. This goes in line with what MAAIF (2003) and 

Ogwang et al. (2005) states. Also previous research raise this, where Pretty (2003 p. 1914) 

writes that “Communities also do not always have the knowledge to appreciate that what they 

are doing may be harmful. For instance, it is common for fishing communities to believe that 

fish stocks are not being eroded, even though the scientific evidence indicates otherwise [...] 

thus, effective international institutions are needed to complement local ones”. This quote 

indicates that support to the local level is needed in order to reach a sustainable use of the 

resource and that the support should come from above.  

 

6.3.2 The new system structure 

During the interviews, all the BMU members mentioned (see table 4) that a new system 

structure of the BMU had been introduced in Uganda since the national election in February 

2016. Since this new system structure recently was adopted, no previous research on it can be 

found. The new system structure further on changes some of the rules found in the two BMU 

Guidelines documents. According to the BMU members, the new structure change the way the 

BMU Committee is elected. Instead of having the BMU Assembly democratically vote for 

whom they would like in the Committee, the Committee is elected by Kampala Capital City 

Authority (KCCA). KCCA is the local authority of Kampala, governing the capital on behalf 

of the central government (KCCA, 2016). The number of people in the Committee has 

additionally decreased from 9-15 member to 4 members. Further on, the Committee members 

must be above 50 years - previously this age limit was 18 years. The name of the BMU is 

through the new structure changed to Ggaba Landing Site, the reason for this seems to be 

unknown among the BMU members. 

 

The new structure originate from a decision made by the president after he had visited the 

Kalangala BMU. According to the respondents in this study, problems such as bad management 

of the Kalangala BMU lead to the allowance to catch premature fish. Hence, the president 

decided to change the system structure. 

 

However, this new system structure needs further research in order to draw any valid 

conclusions. Even the BMU members of Ggaba seemed to need more information about the 

new purpose and the reason for changing the structure. When asked how the new system is 

supposed to work, BMU member 2 states: 



33 

 

 

“I don´t know, only that they are changing it to Landing Site Committee. I don´t 

know how it is going to work” 

 

If the new system goes hand in hand with co-management remains unclear. However, to 

raise the age limit with 32 years, from 18 to 50 could be seen as limiting the number of 

people that are able to be in the Committee and hence directly affect the course of the 

BMU. This in turn could be seen as non-democratic compared to before the change. In 

addition, it seems like the central level gains more control through this new structure since 

it now is the central level which elects the BMU Committee. Further research is needed 

on the new system structure and its effects in order to draw any further conclusions. 
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7. Concluding discussion  

This study aimed to explore if and how sustainability aspects are tackled through the co-

management of fisheries. The purpose of this study was to highlight benefits and shortcomings 

connected to co-management within fisheries. The following research questions guided the 

fulfilment of the study’s purpose: 

 

 How does the local level’s perception of co-management within fisheries correspond 

with the central level’s aim of the management? 

 

 What benefits and shortcomings are connected to co-management within fisheries? 

 

 What issues of sustainability does co-management within fisheries tackle? 

 

The results of this study shows that Ggaba BMU is a system which provides a platform for 

cooperation and formation of discipline. The majority of the BMU members perceive the Ggaba 

BMU as a collaborating unit, meaning that the establishment of the BMU has brought upon a 

togetherness between stakeholders involved in the fishing industry. In contrast, some BMU 

members highlighted a perception on the BMU as a controlling unit which main task is to make 

sure that the by-laws are implemented and followed. Both the controlling and collaborating 

perception on the BMU goes in line with the purpose of co-management and information found 

in two BMU guideline documents provided by the central level. In other words, the local level’s 

perception on co-management within fisheries seems to correspond with the central level’s aim. 

The platform that contributes to both these perceptions seems to be the BMU Assembly 

meetings where control is created through collaboration. The general attitude towards the 

meetings among the interviewed members is positive and all of the respondents mentioned that 

they attend the BMU Assembly meetings. This can be seen as a sign of a willingness to affect 

the decisions made, or at least be aware of and updated on the affairs of the BMU. This 

willingness can be seen as a factor which can enable decentralization, empowerment and co-

management. In other words, Ggaba BMU have gone through, or at least seems to experience, 

a co-managerial development which as discussed earlier is a prerequisite for a functioning co-

management. 

 

Signs of co-management is found on the BMU Assembly meetings where members are able to 

raise their voice and make, enforce and change the bylaws. This is confirmed by both the local 

respondents interviewed and the central level trough the BMU guideline documents. The level 

of participation though seems to be bound to the context, meaning that the respondents raised 

different views on their level of participation and ability to affect the decisions. Hence, no 

general conclusion on the individual’s ability to affect the decisions made can be drawn. 

However, the BMU Assembly seems to have a collective power to affect, something that 

indicates both empowerment and co-management. A core within decentralization and 

empowerment is that the local level should have a possibility to raise their voice and affect the 

decisions. In Ggaba, this ability seems to be present but is threated by corruption. Barriers found 

in the interviews include corruption and that illegal fishing still occurs. In order to continue to 

improve the sustainability of the landing site, it seems like these barriers need to be tackled. 
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Suggestions for improvement raised by one respondent include education to the fishermen and 

ability to raise issues anonymously within the BMU. Illegal fishing and education are two 

aspects that also the central level raises as important in order to improve the management of 

fisheries. Further research can advantageously be conducted on the effects of the new system 

structure and how corruption and illegal fishing should be addressed. 

 

The results also showed that the co-management has brought upon positive economic, social 

and ecological effects on the society in Ggaba. Issues that the co-management within the fishery 

tackles include illegal fishing methods, hygiene, revenue to the government, social safety and 

economic income to the BMU which have contributed to the construction of buildings and 

roads. This is something that both the central and local level agrees to. Based on our results, we 

conclude that the co-management has improved the economic, social and ecological conditions 

on the landing site and thereby contribute to a sustainable development. Managing Lake 

Victoria fisheries through co-management seems like a promising management method in order 

to circumvent overfishing and a tragedy of the commons. 
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Appendix I – Interview guide BMU member 

 

Introduction text 
Our names are Linnéa & Sara. We are two students from Sweden, studying Environmental 

Science at Linköping University. We are here to study the Beach Management Unit of Ggaba 

and are very thankful for you being of help with doing this interview. 

 

This is our interpreter, Hope, who is fluent in Luganda. She studies Environmental Science at 

Uganda Christian University. She is here to help out if you would rather express yourself in 

Lugada than English. The questions will be asked in English but you can express in yourself 

in both English and Luganda using the interpreter. Please don’t hesitate to ask questions if you 

don´t understand. 

 

We want to explore how the Beach Management Unit works and what you as a member of the 

Assembly think of it. We hope that this study can help to improve the system for you and the 

whole fishing community of Ggaba. Please answer the 12 questions as fully as you are 

comfortable with. There are no right or wrong answers. Throughout the whole study, you will 

remain completely anonymous. We will never mention you by name. If we ask a question that 

you do not want to answer, you do not have to answer it. If this happen, we just skip to the 

next question. You can end the interview whenever you wish. We estimate that the interview 

will take between 30-40 minutes. 

 

The answers given will only be used in the purpose of our study in Sweden. It would be of 

great help for us if we could record the interview. Please tell us if you are not comfortable 

with that. We are only ones who will listen to the recorded material. After the study, the 

recorded material will be deleted.  

 

Again, thank you for being of great help in our study. Do you have any questions before we 

begin…? 
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Interview questions 

  

1. To start with, could you please tell us a bit about yourself and your role within the 

Ggaba Beach fishing community 

a. What is your role in the fishing industry here at Ggaba Beach? 

(boat crew, boat owner, trader, fisherman, equipment dealer etc…) 

b. For how long have you been involved in the fishing industry here at Ggaba 

Beach? Have you had different roles? 

2. In general, what type of fishing is going on at Ggaba Beach? What type of fish do you 

fish? Where do you supply the fish? 

3. Are you aware of the Beach Management Unit? 

If yes: 

4. In your own words, could you please explain the Beach Management Unit system? 

a. Do you know anyone who is in the Committee? 

b. For how long has the BMU system been active in Ggaba? 

c. What kind of rules has the BMU set up? Can you fish as much as you like? 

What would happen if someone would break the rules? 

5. What do you think of the system? 

a. Do you have any suggestions on how to develop the system? Is it something 

that you miss or would like to change? 

6. Can you give an example of something that the BMU has accomplished? 

7. If you had an issue or a question that you would like to raise, how would you do that?  

a. Who would you contact? How? 

8. Do you feel like you have a possibility to affect the decisions made within the BMU? 

In what way? How? 

9. Do you have BMU meetings within the Assembly?  

a. Do you usually attend these meetings? 

b. Who attends these meetings? Are there any women represented? 

c. What do you discuss during these meetings? 

d. What is your perception of these meetings? 

10. How has the BMU affected the community? 

11. How was the fishing managed before implementing the BMUs? 

12. What are your thoughts on the fishing at Ggaba Beach in the future? 

13. Do you have anything that you would like to add before we end the interview? 
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Appendix II - Coding scheme, qualitative content analysis 

 
A qualitative content analysis was done on the following two BMU guideline documents: 

 

 Ogwang, V., Medard, M., Kilosa, E., Nyeko, J. & Bakunda, A., 2005, Guidelines for 

Beach Management Units (BMUs) on Lake Victoria, Entebbe, Uganda, Ministry of 

Agriculture, Animal Industry and Fisheries. 

 

 MAAIF, 2003, Uganda BMU Guidelines, Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industry and 

Fisheries, Entebbe, Uganda. 

 

The following coding scheme guided the analysis of the guideline documents: 

 

 What is the purpose of co-management within Lake Victoria fisheries? 

o Are the BMUs perceived as a controlling unit? 

o Are the BMUs perceived as a collaborating unit? 

o Are there other perceptions of co-management within Lake Victoria fisheries? 

 Why was co-management within Lake Victoria fisheries implemented? 

 What issues of sustainability does co-management within Lake Victoria fisheries aim 

to tackle? 

 What problems within Lake Victoria fisheries remain? 

 How are the BMU members given empowerment to affect the decisions made? 

 How do collaboration between management levels take place? 

 


