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BMW project 
Food security and poverty alleviation  

through improved valuation and governance of river fisheries in Africa 
 
 

Governance analysis framework 
 
 
 
Introduction and objective of this document 
 
Across all Africa governance reforms (i.e. reforms which include some forms of deconcentration, 
devolution, decentralisation1 or a combination of two or three of those elements) are taking place. 
The objective of this component of the project (the governance analysis) is to examine the part of 
these governance reforms which concerns fisheries and to provide element of analysis to better 
integrate the fishery sector in those general decentralisation reforms.  
 
From the preparatory document, we know that the governance analysis should consider different 
‘dimensions’ of governance, looking in particular at issues of   

1. participation 
2. accountability  
3. governance reform 

within the fishery sector and between the fishery and the other sectors. The objective of this 
present document is to design a governance analysis (GA) framework which allows comparative 
analysis and generalisation, but at the same time reflects and captures the specificities of each 
country’s situation.  
 
 
The governance analysis (GA) framework 
 
What is proposed in this section is a framework for Governance analysis. This framework is 
based on the 3 dimensions of governance highlighted above: (a) participation, (b) accountability, 
and (c) governance reform.   
 
1. Participation 
While many scholars and practitioners present participation as the ‘panacea’ to improve 
management and governance of fisheries, thorough analyses suggest that very few of those 
scholars or practitioners actually go beyond the rhetorical discourse and attempt to analyse in 
detail the exact nature of this ‘participation’. The first task will therefore be to evaluate the ‘quality’ 
of participation in place in fisheries through the analysis of 4 entry points: 
 

1. participation in what? 
2. equity in participation 
3. degree of participation 
4. participation at which level? 

 
 
1.1. Participation in what?  
The very first issue is to determine what process(es) people participate in. Users can be allowed 
to engage in the decision-making process, or in the implementation of the management systems, 
or in the planning, or in some other aspects of the fisheries management.   
 
 

                                                 
1 See definitions in the preparatory document –section 5. 
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1.2 Equity in participation  
Once we have determined what process(es) people are invited/allowed to participate in, we need 
to check whether all legitimate actors do participate in these processes. Indeed, experience 
shows that it is very likely that some individuals are excluded from those ‘participatory’ processes. 
Those individuals may be excluded on ethnic, gender, or political reasons. Those exclusion may 
be voluntarily (say for instance one group want to maintain its control over the access to the 
market and thus voluntarily excludes another group. The case of migrant fishers excluded by 
local fishers is a typical case. Some other exclusion may be more the result of institutional 
(almost unconscious) mechanisms. The exclusion of women from decision making process is a 
typical example. Another –somewhat related- case is the fish traders, who often are left outside 
local fisheries committees.  
 
Note that analysis of dimension 1 (participation in what) and dimension 2 (equity in participation) 
can be done using a 2-dimension matrix. The column would be the processes in which 
users/stakeholders are ‘invited’ to participate (e.g. planning, enforcement, design of regulation, 
etc.) and the rows will the different groups which are effectively participating in those different 
processes. This matrix will allow you to get a much clearer idea of which actors/users are actually 
being empowered with natural resource use and management decisions in the current 
governance reforms. Note also that this part of the governance analysis builds directly upon your 
stakeholder analysis (SA). You should rely on your SA results to start filling up the matrix. 
 
 
1.3. Degree of participation 
It is not enough to know who in involved and who is not) and in what. It is also important o be able 
to ‘quantify’ this participation. ‘Participation’ –taken in the generic sense- effectively can take 
different forms and different degrees which ranges from information sharing (i.e. weak 
participation) to true (or strong) participation following a continuum of increasing responsibility –
see Table 1 below. 
 
 

This third dimension should allow you to ‘revisit’ and refine the matrix you have created with the 
first two dimensions of participation. You will indeed observe very quickly that it may be that 

Table 1. Four levels of intensity in popular participation (modified from Bhatnagar and 
Williams (1992, pp.178-179) 

 Information-sharing. Decision-makers, planners and managers may share information 
with stakeholders in order to facilitate collective or individual action. Information-
sharing is a form of low-level participation, but it can have a positive impact on 
outcomes to the extent that it equips people to understand and perform their tasks 
better. 

Consultation. When stakeholders are not only informed but also consulted on key 
issues, the level of intensity of popular participation increases. There is an opportunity 
here for these stakeholders to interact and provide feedback to the implementing 
agency (e.g. DoF). 

Decision-making. A still higher level of participation intensity may be said to occur 
when stakeholders have a decision-making role in matters of policy, project design and 
implementation.  

Initiating action. When stakeholders are able to take the initiative in terms of actions 
and decisions, the intensity of popular participation may be said to have reached its 
peak. Initiative implies a proactive capacity and the confidence to get going on one's 
own.  

1.2 
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different actors/user groups enjoy different levels of participation for the same process. Similarly 
the same group of users may enjoy different levels of participation for different processes.  
 
1.4. Fourth, participation at which level?  
The first point above was raising the issue of ‘participation in which process’. But each of these 
processes (e.g. decision-making, implementation, planning, etc.) can take place at different 
levels. Indeed decisions regarding fisheries can be made at the national level (e.g. at the level of 
the ministry) down to the village level. In other terms the matrix of participation can be completed 
for different levels. For sake of simplicity we can observe 5 levels: 

- international, (i.e. transboundary or basin-wide level) 
- national level 
- provincial level 
- district level 
- village level 

 
At each of these levels the involvement of the different stakeholders/users will vary and the way 
they engage may also be different. For instance it may be that users are directly engaged at the 
village or district level into the implementation of the fisheries regulation, and at the same time are 
‘indirectly’ involved at the national level through their representatives.   
 
 
2. Accountability 
 
Accountability is a key-element of any governance reform. According to Agrawal and Ribot (1999, 
p.478):  

“…downward accountability of those who receive powers from the central state on the behalf 
of a constituency is the primary dimension of decentralization since it can broaden the 
participation of local populations and enhance the responsiveness of the empowered actors” 
(our emphasis).  

 
Some of the salient issues related to accountability have been discussed in details in the 
preparatory document (see section 6.2). Those include: 

1. mechanisms of accountability 
2. public sector, private sector and traditional authority accountability 
3. accountability of the institutions outside the fishery sector  

 
2.1. Mechanisms of accountability 
There are multiple mechanisms that can be put in place to establish greater accountability: legal 
recourse through courts; separation of powers (judiciary, legislative, and executive); balance of 
power in which there is counter-balance powers; independent or third-party monitoring (e.g. by 
NGOs); transparency and information provision; free media, etc. 
 
2.2 Public sector, private sector and traditional authority accountability 
Accountability has in the literature been essentially dealing with public administration. Other 
stakeholder groups –such as professional organisations, NGOs, private sector, also act and 
influence people livelihood. Those must also be accountable for their decision and acts. What 
mechanisms exist to ensure that this is the case? 
 
2.3 Accountability of the institutions outside the fishery sector 
The is a general consensus among researchers and practitioners that a large part of the factors 
that affect  inland fisheries resource and fishing communities livelihoods are external factors, i.e. 
not directly linked to the sector. Fro instance dams and irrigations schemes, or water pollution 
and population pressures are heavily impacting inland fisheries. If accountability is recognised to 
be a central element in governance it is therefore important to evaluate accountability of 
institutions such as basin river commission, ministry of environment, ministry of planning, etc. To 

1.4 
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what extent are those institutions accountable to local fishing communities? What are the existing 
mechanisms put in place?  
 
 
3. Governance reforms 
 
Governance reforms refers to any reforms which aims at modifying the distribution of power and 
decision making mechanisms amongst stakeholders. Since the earlier 90s, many African 
countries have engaged into governance reforms which tempt to get the power and decision 
making mechanism away from central government. Technically it is convenient to recognise 3 
types of governance reforms: Devolution, deconcentration and decentralisation (see definition in 
preparatory document –section 5). In addition privatization can also be seen as another type of 
governance reform. 
 
The objective of this component of the governance analysis is to report and evaluate the 
mechanisms which have been put into place in the different countries of the project to pursue 
those governance reforms in the fisheries sector and to relate those to the more general reforms 
taking place in the other sectors of the economies of these countries.  
 
 
The first task of this component of the GA will therefore be to document those governance 
reforms in the fisheries sector and in the rest of the economies. A particular attention should be 
given to the other natural resource sectors (forestry, water, land). To help you ‘unfold’ these 
issues, a series of questions are proposed below. Those are articulated into 3 main entry points: 
 

- local actors, powers and responsibilities  
- Implementation issues, conflicts of interest and tensions 
- Interactions with other decentralised institutions 

 
3.1. Local actors, powers and responsibilities 
 

a. Which actors have been empowered with natural resource use and management 
decisions: local governments, representatives of professional organisations, NGOS, 
traditional authorities, local staff of the department, some other institutions?  

 
b. What kinds of power and responsibilities those actors receive and through which means 

was this power transferred? What sort of powers has been devolved? Does this concern 
the use, the management, or the benefits of the uses of the resources, or a combination 
of these? 

 
c. What responsibility is devolved to the local government and what is deconcentrated to 

the local staff of the DoF? What responsibility is decentralised to the community or their 
representatives?  

 
d. A particular attention should be given to the traditional authorities? What are the 

implications of the governance reforms for these traditional leaders? Were their initial 
power and authorities reinforced or weakened by these reforms? Through which 
mechanisms and process?  

 
e. A particular attention should be given to financial reforms: who control the taxes and the 

redistribution of the taxes extracted from the fishery sector (including landing taxes, 
licensing, trade taxes, etc.)? What are the redistribution mechanisms put in place?  

 
f. Conflict resolution and regulation enforcement: who is in charge of conflict resolution? 

Who is in charge of enforcing the law? Is there separation of power (see accountability 
section above) 

3.1.a  
to 

3.1.g 
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g. If responsibilities are decentralised to the community or their representatives, what are 

the implications for the legitimacy of the local government? What are the implications for 
the legitimacy of the local DoF staff?   

 
 
3.2. Implementation issues, conflicts of interest and tensions 
 

a. Implementation issues: we know by experience that the most difficult part of a reform in 
not the design but the implementation. This is certainly the case for governance reforms 
in fishery. Those would include: 
o Opposition to decentralisation (including reluctance by the DoF staff to engage with 

users) 
o Lack of capacities of local population 
o Lack of political will: the Law which defines the reform may have been drafted but 

never promulgated. 
o Lack of legal support. The decentralisation law may have been promulgated but no 

legal the new ‘owners’ of the resource (i.e. local population) may la 
 

b. Tensions between national and local objectives: can you identify areas of tensions or 
disagreements between the national priorities -as identified in the national policy 
framework for instance- and the local priorities. For instance foreign exchange through 
fish export may be a high national priority while local priority as identified by the local 
government or the local population through their representatives may be different, e.g. 
food security. This is an obvious one, but there are certainly others. Can you identify 
those areas of tensions and document them. 

 
c. Another frequent area of disagreement between national and local institutions may be 

related to the nexus conservation - poverty alleviation. It may be hypothesised that local 
institutions are more sensitive to the needs of the local populations to develop than 
ministry of environment or DoF at national level who may be more sensitive to 
conservation issues.  

 
d. Tensions between resource conservations and (rural) economic development at the local 

level: in direct line with the point above, you may also observe some tension at the local 
level between different institutions regarding poverty alleviation priorities versus resource 
conservation. Which one of these 2 antagonist priorities is being better supported by the 
new governance reform? 

 
 
3.3 Interactions with other decentralised institutions 
 
Fishery is not the only sector where governance reforms have been undertaken. Other sectors –
including other natural resources- are also being affected.  
 

a. Tensions and conflict of interests with other NRM ‘decentralised’ institutions: can you 
identify any tensions or conflicts created by the governance reforms between fishery and 
other NRM institutions (e.g. forest, land, water)? It may be for instance that the ‘Reserve 
game guards’ just created by the decentralisation process in the Ministry of Wild Life 
Conservation encroaches the responsibilities of the fisheries department in protected 
areas, or creates additional taxes for the fish traders. 

 
b. Positive outcomes: can you identify some areas where the governance reforms in other 

sectors may have had positive outcomes for the fisheries. For instance it may be that 
decentralisation in transport or in planning process have led to improved services delivery 

3.2.a  
to 
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and resulted in more and better infrastructure (e.g. road, electricity) which eventually 
benefited the fishing communities. 

 
 
Implementing the GA framework in each NARS country 
 
This section describes the way NARS partners should implement their individual GA based on the 
framework presented above. The previous section presents the 3 components of the GA. For 
each component, a series of questions has been identified (highlighted by the numbers in grey 
boxes in the left margin). In total the GA is thus made of 20 questions. Some of these questions 
can be answered through desk-based review. Some others will necessitate complementary 
interviews and even perhaps field research. I don’t foresee however any needs for massive field 
work. It is now up to each NARS partner to design and plan his own research based on his/her 
own constraints and data availability. I suggest you initially start by accumulating and analysing 
the existing information you have to try to answer those 20 questions (desk-based work). Very 
rapidly you will then identify these for which complementary information is requested 
(interview/field-work). I would also point out that it is not necessary to follow the order indicated by 
the questions numbers. It may be more practical to build up your own understanding of those 
different issues in an ‘organic’ manner, i.e. based on what the current available documents you 
are analysing offer in term of information for the 3 components of the GA at the same time. In 
other words, it is not necessary to have completed the participation component to start the 
accountability or the governance reforms analyses. 
 
During this whole process you can contact me (by email) and request my view on the data you 
have already collected and analysed, or on the way you are planning to conduct your work. I 
propose to keep this process as interactive as possible. In other terms I will make myself 
available to answer your questions and help you progressing in your research (depending on my 
travel of course). Four months are available to implement the GA –the deadline for the report is 
end of August – which I believe is largely enough to do a good quality work.  
 
As you might have realised this is a very innovative and original research. Very little, if nothing, 
has been written on these issues in African fisheries –at least not from a governance perspective. 
This therefore offers us the opportunity to advance the understanding on these critical questions.  
 
There are however a series of points which need to be clarified. It does not really matter to me 
whether you obtain the information through thorough analysis of existing document (secondary 
data) or if you generate that information through your own survey and research (primary data). 
What imports to me is the quality of the work. In that respect I would like to emphasize again the 
caveat I mentioned in the preparatory document (see section 6.4, and please read it again). In 
particular keep in mind that because of your own position (as researcher or staff of the DoF) you 
are influenced and conditioned in the way you think and conceptualise your understanding. In 
other terms do not trust your own interpretation, only trust facts and figures! I would therefore like 
you to agree that any statements that you make in this research should be evidence-based. If you 
can not back-up your statement by some form of evidence (preferentially related to an identifiable 
reference), this makes this statement highly dubious and not up to the standard required for this 
research. I also would like to warn you against the temptation to believe that “policy (and policy 
documents) shapes the reality”. This is often the opposite!. Policy documents tell us only what 
policy makers would like to see, it does not tell us anything about the reality that fishing 
communities face. In other terms, for many of the questions listed above you should have a two-
level answer: what the policy documents say and what the reality shows on the ground.     
 

 
Chris Béné  
Cairo 02 May 2005 


