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Abstract

Experts in both the line‐fisheries sector and in the fisheries science sector specialise in tracking the
movement of fish. Knowledge pertaining to the movement of fish, and the behaviours which spur
this movement on, is integral to both fishing practice and fisheries research, yet the two have often
been posited against each other on opposite sides of a spectrum. This dissertation problematises the
modernist divide between two different ways of knowing the sea, namely that of fishers, and
fisheries science researchers, by looking at the points of partial connections between the two. Its
aim is to perhaps change the conversations about ways of knowing the sea, so that different sectors
might be able to collaborate, and produce participatory research with a view towards positively

n

influencing management decisions.

w

Skipper’s logbooks currently represent one of the primary points of connection between two of the

To

pivotal actors in the line‐fishery, and as such offer insight into how communication between these
two actors is currently characterised. If communication between different sectors in the fisheries is

ap

e

to be improved, and collaboration facilitated, then it is important to take stock of how logbooks fare
in the overall context of line‐fishery management. In the following I argue that skippers’ logbooks

C

have two lives: one of production and one of dissemination. Within the processes of production of

of

logbooks, the embodied ways in which skippers and fishers know the sea is concretised and reduced,

ity

leading to a “distilled” version of so‐called “fishers’ knowledge” which little resembles the ways in
which fishers know the sea, nor how they assemble those ways of knowing. Furthermore, notes

rs

recorded on the margins of logbooks represent the difficulties involved in attempting to translate

ve

one way of knowing into another within the striations of modernity. Turning my analysis to the

ni

processes of data capture at the Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, it becomes

U

apparent that despite the difficulties, significant points of connection exist between these different
ways of knowing, which have the particular characteristic of partial connections. Here, the boundary
between what constitutes “experience‐based” knowledge and what constitutes “research‐based”
knowledge is blurred and indistinguishable‐ again highlighting the problematic binary.
I go on to argue that attempting to ‘bridge the gap’ created by this binary, in order to facilitate
collaboration, is also problematic. This argument is founded upon the concern that, as a solution, it
operates within the same modus operandi as the binary itself, where ‘bridging the gap’ only
perpetuates the existence of the gap. In order to strive for truly participatory research in fisheries, it
is necessary not to work to ‘bridge’ the gaps of disconnect, but rather to realise the strength of the
points of connection, where these exist as a veritable knot of knowledge practices, performances,
ideas and concepts, which co‐produce each other.
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Glossary of Abbreviations / Fishing Terms /Translations
Boat‐share – An amount paid by a crew member to the skipper/boat owner for his place on the
boat, and in repayment for bait (and sometimes gear) provided to him by the skipper/boat owner.
Dinges – Afrikaans word meaning ‘thing’, most accurately translated in this usage as the colloquial
term ‘thingy’/’thingamajig’.
Langaaner – Denoting those who operate as fish sellers/auctioneers within the context of the
harbour.
Lappie/Finger lappie – ‘Lappie’ being the Afrikaans word for ‘cloth’, in this usage meaning a piece of

n

material, or pvc plastic (or bicycle inner‐tube) sewn into a short cylinder which slips onto the thumb

w

and forefinger in order to protect the hand from getting cut by the nylon fishing line, while still

To

offering maximum dexterity.

e

Lokhom – From the Afrikaans ‘lok’ meaning ‘lure’, and ‘hom’ meaning ‘him’, ‘lokhom’ (lure‐him) is

C

the ocean to ‘lure’ fish towards the baited hooks.

ap

what the off‐cuts of anchovy/sardine (baiting fish) become when fishers throw these off‐cuts into

of

Vlek/Vlekker/Vlekking – Meaning clean/cleaner/cleaning respectively, used to denote the practice

ity

of de‐scaling and filleting fish, and the experts who do said job.

ve

rs

Quota ‐ A portion of a total allowable catch (TAC) allocated to a vessel or a country.

U

ni

CPUE – catch per unit effort

DAFF – Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (Previously MCM‐ Marine and Coastal
Management)
EAF – Ecosystems Approach to Fisheries management
FAO ‐ Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations
GPS – Global Positioning System
ICTs – Information and Communication Technologies
NMLS – National Marine Line‐fish System
SABAP2 – South African Bird Atlas Project 2
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TAC ‐ total allowable catch
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TAE – total allowable effort
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Introduction

“He was an old man who fished alone in a skiff in the Gulf Stream and he had gone eighty‐four days
now without taking a fish.” The first line of Hemingway’s Nobel Prize winning novella, The Old Man
and the Sea, opens the story with an air of disappointment and failure, and sets the tone for the
intermingled themes of doubt and faith which form the undercurrent of the epic tale. The old man
himself bears the marks of his failure to catch fish, in the long‐ago healed scars on his hands, “as old
as erosions in a fishless desert”, and yet he continues to go out to sea, and to hope, that his unlucky
streak will soon come to an end. For the old man it does, and his perseverance pays off, but for
many fishers in the non‐fiction world unlucky streaks have not come to an end, and dwindling fish
populations are reflected in ever‐diminishing catches. The story told in these pages takes place in

n

this context of dramatic decline, in which fish are hard to come by, and where those who live off the

w

sea can scarcely make a living. It does not take place with an old man in the Gulf Stream, but rather

To

in South Africa, near the end of a railway line, along the Cape Peninsula, in the small fishing suburb

ap

e

of Kalk Bay.

Kalk Bay harbour is a wet concrete gateway to the seascape where fishers produce and share

C

knowledge as they fish. As I undertook my research, it also became the gateway to my own learning.

of

My visits to the harbour and with various skippers, as well the observations I made during that time,

ity

have shaped my learning ‐ as the notes below (from 16/06/10) suggest. Due to their importance in

rs

my analysis, my notes and observations are emphasised in italics throughout this text.

ve

My arrival in the harbour at such an early hour is greeted with bemused glances. I stand in the frosty
morning darkness observing the activity unfolding under the roofed area of the harbour (where the

U

ni

fish market will be located later in the day), currently peopled with skippers and crew prepping their
boats for a trip out to sea. The main harbour wall lies directly in front of them, flanked on either side
by a pier which stretches out to meet a lighthouse ‐ green on the left, and red to the right. Behind me
lies the parking lot, and a row of stocky white buildings, no more than rooms with blue doors,
housing each skipper’s gear and bait.
Three interconnecting buildings form the right border of the space ‐ one imposing and white, the
leased premises of Harbour House restaurant, and the smaller but no less intimidating harbour
master’s offices and fisheries compliance offices which flank it on either side. The opposite side of the
harbour is home to the dry‐dock, where boats are taken for repair and annual maintenance. The
popular local fish and chips jaunt Kalkies sits just next to it, its wooden‐slated picnic benches veiled
with icy pre‐dawn frost, sprawling out right next to the main harbour wall.
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Nurturing Light, the boat which I am to accompany out to sea, is reversed out of her docking bay, her
rumbling engine adding wafts of diesel fumes to the smell of wet concrete and sea. She’s steered in a
half circle until the stern faces the mountains above sleepy Kalk Bay, and the left hand side of the
boat is parallel with the wall of the harbour. One of the fishermen, on board already, throws ropes
across to be looped around yellow rusting bolsters. Two other crew members catch these, and
together they pull the boat close to the harbour wall so that gear can be loaded. The bait for the day
is in flat brown cardboard boxes, which are piled on top of each other in the centre of the boat, just in
front of the cabin. Each of the crew members hops across the gap effortlessly, carrying crates or old
Pick ‘n Pay shopping baskets filled with gear and lunch. I got onto the boat considerably less easily,
the gap between the boat and the harbour wall seeming to grow as I step over it.

n

As everyone is getting settled, Lizbet 1 , the young female apprentice to the spritely 75 year old

w

skipper, Abrie, gives me a short rundown of the boat. She adds that there is no bathroom, because

To

the boat was built for men and they can urinate over the side of the boat, but she adds that if I need

e

“to go”, she has a 2l coke bottle, which she can cut in half and make into a funnel by turning the top

ap

half of the coke bottle upside down into the bottom half. Pointing to the cabin lodgings Abrie adds

C

that I can use it in there, and that Lizbet will watch out for me, Lizbet reassures me that if anyone
tries to look, she will throw “it” [my urine] at them. I smile and thank them, silently grateful that I

ity

is passed around. [16/06/10]

of

went to the bathroom before getting onboard. I also turn down the offer of tea as the huge tin kettle

rs

Thus begins a day‐trip out to sea, in a red and white painted, wooden, 12‐man hand‐line fishing

ve

boat, in order to learn more about the process I call ‘tracking the movement of fish’. Experts in both

ni

the line fisheries sector (and indeed in all fisheries’ sectors) and in the fisheries science sector

U

specialise in tracking the movement of fish ‐ monitoring the behaviour, spawning, feeding patterns
and fluctuation of line fish species around the South African coast. As the fish move through physical
space, from place to place in order to feed and spawn, they are followed and hunted by fishers.
Knowledge pertaining to their movement and the behaviours which spur it on is integral to both
fishing practice and fisheries research, making it imperative within the practice of fishing, and thus of
tracking, for a record referencing these movements to be maintained: Skipper’s Logbooks.
Logbooks are one of the primary ways in which marine knowledge is shared between fishers and
fisheries researchers, and as such, are central to the process of tracking the movement of fish. Each
skipper is required by law to maintain a logbook in which they record catch data pertaining to every
single fishing trip they make. Logbooks are maintained in order to monitor catches and the species
1

All names have been changed.
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of fish caught. This catch data is recorded in kilograms caught per species of fish, and is tabulated
daily. Additionally, skippers are required to record the number of crew members present on the
boat each day, the gear which was used to catch the fish, the geographic location of the catch, and
the number of hours spent out at sea.
It is my view that these logbooks have two lives. The first involves their production, through a
process of fishing and recording of fish caught, which are enumerated and translated into data which
fits into the logbook format. Here, the practice of fishing, and the knowledge which skipper’s
accumulate through the process thereof affects the kinds of data which a skipper will be able to
record. There is an intimate connection, then, between this data and a skipper’s knowledge of the
sea. While the submission of logbooks is required by law, this is not the only purpose which they

n

serve for skippers. The ways in which fishers know the sea are not bounded or homogenous. They

w

are dynamic assemblages of skills, concepts, and ideas, which are often difficult to explain in words.

To

Through conversations with skippers and time spent in the harbour, it became apparent that the

e

information recorded in a skipper’s logbook served as an archive of weather conditions, fishing

ap

location, and fishing success (monitored through size of the catch). When assessing conditions for

C

fishing on any given day, and deciding which fishing location to target, skippers would rely on both
an intuitive reading of their environment based on their long experience, as well as using data

ity

of

recorded in their logbooks to inform their decisions.

The second life of logbooks involves their use and dissemination within the linefish research and

rs

management sectors. Their dissemination occurs through the capture of logbook data into the

ve

National Marine Linefish System (NMLS), which is maintained by researchers in the linefish research

ni

division of The Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF). The data is then used by

U

researchers and officials for three purposes. Firstly, to enable law enforcement, in order ensure that
skippers are keeping to Total Allowable Effort regulations, and that they are not catching protected
species. Secondly, the records in them are used to prove that a skipper is effectively utilising his (or
more rarely, her) licence, and to calculate the skipper’s commercial license fees (where the fees can
increase if the total number of fish caught rises from the previous year). Lastly, the monthly
statement of the catch by species informs the research of DAFF, previously Marine and Coastal
Management (MCM). This third use of logbook data is in fact, its primary use, in the second cycle of
its existence, and the capture of data into the NMLS is done by the linefish research team in this
department, an overlap which provides the platform for interaction between fishers and fisheries
scientists ‐ regardless of the fact that the chain of connection may span great distances.
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This overlap, or interconnection, is an important one to remain cognisant of as fisheries science and
the ways in which fishers know the sea have been set up opposite each other in a binary. Scientific
knowledge is often constructed in opposition to local knowledge, positioning it as an inherently
authoritative, objective and universal knowledge system, while local knowledges are positioned as
contextually based and subjective (Sundar, 2002). This binary between fishers and fisheries sciences
is unproductive (Haggan et al, 2007). Instead of focusing on the differences, and difficulties of
communication between collective groups of knowers, the focus should instead be placed on those
areas where interaction is already taking place (Haggan et al, 2007) ‐ in this instance, through the
connection established by skippers’ logbooks. In the context of fisheries research, the positioning of
these knowers opposite each other renders the legitimacy and authority of local ways of knowing

n

the sea subject to their ability to slot into the categories of fisheries science. Logbook data, which is

w

often referred to as ‘fisheries dependent data’, is particularly pertinent given the way in which it is

To

incorporated into the NMLS and thus fisheries science. The information which skippers are required
to submit is seen as a distilled version of fisher’s knowledge, raw data, which can then be filtered

ap

e

into the NMLS and form part and parcel of the research output of fisheries science, which is
structured predominantly around a single‐species management strategy modelled on rational

C

predictability. This mode of incorporation of data amounts to an over‐shadowing of the ways in

of

which fishers know the sea, as the data being included has been so far reduced that it no longer

ity

resembles fishers’ knowledge.

rs

Logbooks (and thus the data contained therein) are one of the primary points of connection

ve

between two of the pivotal actors in the linefishery. As such, it is important to take stock of how

ni

logbooks fare in the overall context of linefishery management, what is being communicated, and

U

how these communiqués are being received.
This study is based on anthropological fieldwork, incorporating participant observation and
interviews, conducted with Abrie and Mike, two skippers (of small scale, hand line, traditional
linefishing boats) in Kalk Bay, Cape Town. I have had the opportunity to deeply analyse and observe
the production of Mike’s logbooks, and have had conversations with both Mike and Abrie around
the practice of maintaining logbooks and the role that these logbooks play in the practice of fishing‐
with the aim of showing the extent to which a skipper’s logbook incorporates fishers’ knowledge.
The research forms part of a larger project on fishers’ knowledge in the national discussion of marine
conservation, and is in conversation with a series of similar research projects on ways of knowing the
sea around the coast southern Africa, from Namibia to the east coast of the Western Cape, and
includes Walvis Bay, Still Bay, Gans Bay, Lamberts Bay, Arniston and Kalk Bay‐ a collaboration which

13

Tracking the Movement of Fish

Anderson 2011

has thus far culminated in a joint paper presented at the International Marine Conservation
Congress earlier this year 2 .
This research has also been conducted with an Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries Management (EAF)
in mind, which has been proposed as a response to the worldwide crisis in fisheries, fish stocks and
ecosystems, and offers an alternative management approach to single‐species management
(Degnbol, 2003). Following the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development, South Africa
(among other signatories) committed to the implementation of an Ecosystems Approach to Fisheries
Management by 2012. Its aim is to manage a balanced fishery, which allows the needs of society to
be met, while also aiming to ensure the sustainable maintenance, and conservation of fish and the
marine ecosystem (FAO, 2003). The framework of the EAF centres around structuring management

n

objectives in terms of ecological well‐being, human well‐being, and the ability to achieve. When

w

taken together, these three factors inform the trajectory of the management of a fishery. There is a

To

necessary tension between the first two factors, as the livelihood of the fishing community may be

e

predicated on their targeting of a fish population, while the well‐being of that fish population, other

ap

dependant fish populations, or the health of the ecosystem may require limitations on fishing

C

practice. Achieving and maintaining a balance between these is difficult, but imperative. The third
and final factor within the EAF framework is the ability to achieve. This aspect of the framework

of

informs all others, as it takes into account the policy considerations, governance, and potential

ity

environmental effects of proposed management actions in relation to both human well‐being and

rs

ecological well‐being, as well as the ability of the management system to cope with pressures such

ve

as environmental variability and/or pollution.

ni

The EAF is an important and relevant development in relation to fisheries management. It calls for a

U

reconceptualisation and reformulation of the ways in which fisheries management has been done in
the past, by incorporating human and ecological dimensions into the approach to fisheries
management. Yet, for all that it requires an awareness of both human well‐being and ecological
well‐being, and recognises that these two are intimately related to each other, the ways in which the
implementation of the EAF is operationalised does not yet encompass a full realisation of this
awareness. When going through the principles of the approach, it became apparent that ecological
well‐being is focused on in greater detail than any of the other principles. Issues that are centred
around ability to achieve are, likewise, heavily focused on ecological factors. While an assessment of
human well‐being is accounted for, and efforts are being made to develop indicators to further
2

Tarryn‐Anne Anderson, Kelsey Draper, Greg Duggan, Lesley Green, Astrid Jarre, Sven Ragaller, Jennifer
Rogerson and Marieke van Zyl. 2011. Conservation Conversations: Initial findings on contestations over
fisheries science on the Benguela Coast. IMCC2011 Conference Paper.
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address the human dimensions of EAF (Shannon el al., 2010), these efforts are not yet equivalent to
the level of assessment of ecological factors. What is necessary is for the connection between
dimensions to be recognised more fully 3 , and for an increased focus on the human dimensions of an
EAF (Shannon et al, 2010).
Much of the difficulty here is in the attempt to assess where it is that people fit in. While the EAF
model calls for the incorporation of a ‘human dimension’ into fisheries management, there is
uncertainty as to the role which they are set to play. Many fisheries have already collapsed (the cod
fishery in Newfoundland, Canada is just one example), indicating that management of nature (in the
form of marine resources) is much more complicated than originally imagined, and that where a
problem necessitates the management of people, this cannot be achieved through an attempt to

n

manage nature only, but must necessarily incorporate all relevant actors (Ommer, 2007). In South

w

Africa, specifically, the adoption of the EAF strives to achieve this, not by replacing current fisheries

To

management practices, but by complementing these in ways that broaden the scope of focus to be

ap

e

more inclusive of biotic, abiotic and human dimensions (Shannon et al, 2010).
While conservation of fish populations seem to be the dominant discourse here, it needs to be

C

viewed in terms of its politicization. Fisheries science, here, is a political actor, which is being

of

mobilised in order to manage people. There is an assumption that science is undertaken outside of

ity

the political sphere, yet Latour (1993) has argued that science cannot exist outside of a political
context, as in reality a nexus exists between science and the state. Scientific programmes can only

rs

conduct research which is politically sanctioned, as this is the research that funding is available for.

ve

There is a history in South Africa, particularly in fisheries research, of big capital being favoured over

ni

the small fisher (van Sittert, 1993, 2002), and fisheries researchers are criticized for the lack of

U

‘participatory research’ (now legally required) in past research programmes. While it is unfair to
undermine the achievement of maintaining a successful scientific programme, by criticizing the fact
that they should have done research in a different way when they were just doing the best work that
they could in a very difficult political environment, it is also necessary to look for ways to remedy
these shortfalls. The Masifundise Development Trust is an NGO based in Cape Town which aims to
mobilise ‘previously disadvantaged’ and ‘traditional fishing communities’ against “...the impact that
the current fishery management regime has on the social, cultural and economic life in their

3

The EAF approach is founded upon the ideas of systems biology, propounding a holistic perspective rather
than a reductive one. It is worthwhile noting that the risk in applying systems biology to people is that human
societies can be easily modelled as static and bounded entities. While this is certainly not the approach taken
in the UCT EAF project, examples abound in conservation literature in which the preservation of an ecosystem
becomes synonymous with the preservation of “a culture”.
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communities.” 4 Their primary goal is to empower fishing communities politically, in order to ensure
sustainable livelihoods for fishers in those communities. While the organisation has achieved
successes in acquiring interim fishing rights for small‐scale fishers around the South African coast,
their programmes do not include Kalk Bay fishers. This is partly because fishers in Kalk Bay have
displayed an unreceptive attitude to the projects and class‐action lawsuits initiated by Masifundise.
After 45 years of apartheid and over 300 years of colonial rule, the management of natural resources
in South Africa has been unjustly structured around a framework of institutionalised inequality
(Hauck & Sowman, 2003). Post‐apartheid, the South African government was burdened with “the
daunting challenge of re‐legitimising the state and appeasing the popular demand for redistribution
within a market framework” (van Sittert, 2003: 200). The extent of success of such transformative

n

initiatives has been extensively analysed by Lance van Sittert (2002, 2003), and Moenieba Isaacs et

w

al. (2000, 2005, 2009). Not only was it imperative in this context that redress and redistribution

To

occurred for those who had been disadvantaged by unequal legislation, but the South African

e

government had to also ensure that South Africa had the ability to compete as we re‐entered the

ap

global market after being excluded from international trade during the apartheid years. Fisheries

C

science is a practice of the state, and maintaining good scientific research, in line with global
standards (such as becoming a signatory to the implementation of an EAF), is a matter of political

of

leverage for South Africa as an emergent industrial country. Yet even within governmental science

ity

there are contestations over knowledge claims, and it becomes unclear which version of nature is

rs

the true nature, and which should be granted political standing.

ve

This research seeks to contribute to the development of participatory research, which will aid the

ni

adoption of an EAF, while bearing in mind the politicization of EAF implementation. Communication

U

between the public (fishers) that is being managed and science (and thus the state) is imperative,
and while logbooks are not the only way in which these conversations happen, it is one of the
primary ways at the present moment.
Research around ways of knowing the sea necessarily involves contestations of various kinds.
Among these, the contestations over ‘rights’ are probably the most loudly voiced, yet each of these
contestations are generated from an ontological contestation over knowledge. Research on coastal
communities in the fishery overwhelmingly points to the failure of communication between fishers,
science and state (Van Zyl 2008; Schultz 2010; Anderson 2010; Rogerson 2009, 2011; Anderson et al.
2011 [see footnote 1]; Hauck & Sowman 2003; Isaacs 2006). This research is part of a project that
4

As stated in Masifundise’s development objectives on their website: http://masifundise.org.za/?page_id=46
(accessed 16/08/11).
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aims to grasp the ways in which knowledges and ways of knowing are part of what is at issue.
Studies such as these aim to suggest how communication might improve on the current impasse in
which actors are speaking past one another. The possibilities for talking about talk precede the
possibilities for working together and collaborating over issues of environmental degradation and
sustainable livelihoods. It is my fervent hope that the observations and analyses which follow may

U

ni

ve

rs

ity

of

C

ap

e

To

w

n

go some way to strengthening and supporting these ongoing conversations.
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Chapter One

Fishers’ Knowledge: Ways of Knowing the Sea
The practice of fishing, and the knowledge which skippers accumulate through these practices
affects the kinds of data which a skipper will be able to record in a logbook. There is an intimate
connection between this data and the way in which a skipper knows the sea. The way in which
fishers know the sea encompasses the many different subfields of knowledge about fish and fishing
which are practiced within the harbour in the context of fishing including, but not limited to,
navigation and steering; the finding and catching of fish; the marketing of fish ‐ which includes
auctioning, buying and selling; and “vlekking” (cleaning of the fish). Different fishing activities lead to

n

the acquisition of varied skills/particular awarenesses which, while different, are connected to each

w

other and build on and inform one another. Acquiring knowledge about fish and fishing practice is a

e

more experienced skippers or a mentor, and experience .

To

process of accumulation from a variety of sources, including knowledge that is passed down from

ap

My primary objective in this chapter is to account for the ways in which fishers know the sea, and

C

how they mobilise this knowledge in the practice of fishing. Fisher’s knowledge, while encompassing
many knowledge practices, should not be viewed as a homogenous whole, but rather as a collection

of

of ways of knowing the sea, fish, fishing, and fishing related activities. Each of these, accumulated

ity

over time, is assembled in particular ways in order to enable decision making. This assemblage does

rs

not always (or perhaps even often) occur consciously, but happens intuitively, based on the

ve

unfolding and accessing of accumulated knowledge that has become embodied through constant
use and practice. Due to the knotted and intertwined nature of fishers’ knowledge, accessing it as an

U

ni

outsider or someone new to the industry, is not easy. Skippers and crew often find it difficult to
account for what or how they know in words, as the knowledge, built from their long experience,
has become innate.
Abrie, the skipper of the vessel Nurturing Light (introduced above), comes from a long line of men
who work at sea. His grandfather, father, uncles, and brothers, as well as his sons and nephews are
all fishermen. The story of how he got into fishing is a captivating and humorous one, and he
narrates it effortlessly with sentences punctuated by his own raucous laughter. Despite his family’s
long history of fishing, his father (a regular crewman in Kalk Bay and Walvis Bay) had expressly
forbidden his sons to go fishing: “That was how he felt at that time, that it was too hard for us, that
we are not going to make it. He was trying to protect us from this environment.”
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Abrie, drawn to the sea as he was, and motivated by the fact that his father was in Walvis Bay and
could thus do little to stop him, decided to try his luck at persuading his uncle to take him out to sea.
His pleas, however, were to no avail. Dropping his voice to a conspiratorial whisper Abrie goes on to
tell that he tried again, this time in front of his aunt, with whom he had a very close bond: “He just
gave me a look, and my aunt says ‘David! This boy is talking to you! Abrie is talking to you there! And
you don’t even need to answer. Abrie! Go get your stuff there, get thick jerseys and stuff, he must
take you with!’ (laughs) And he was so cross! I didn’t sleep a wink, we left about 11’oclock at night,
and he was grumbling and grumbling (laughs).”
“I still remember that first day he gave me one line and I was sitting somewhere near the skipper,
everybody has their place on the boat, and I’ll show you our boat now, it’s exactly the same like it

n

was then. I’ve got the line, and bait, and I put it in the water. Now the fish start biting. It was yellow

w

tail. The very first day I caught 16 yellowtail (laughs)! But nobody told me about putting something

To

on my fingers! To protect my fingers! And I was battling with this big fish, but, I got them into the

e

boat! And I saw blood all over my hands, but I thought it was from the fish! Then when we finished

ap

fishing, and the skipper says ‘pull up’, so we pull up, and I look at the other peoples fish, where they

C

put their fish, and their places are all full! And here I was glad because I got 16! I was so proud of my
16! And here I look at my hands and my hand is all cut, so I showed the skipper: “ Well, look at my

of

hands here”, and he said “Well, haven’t you got finger lappies (cloths) to put on your hands there!

ity

No this!” Then he showed me the finger lappies that you put on to pull the lines over so you don’t

rs

get hurt. Now, I assume my uncle didn’t tell me so that I would get hurt, and then I’d give it up!

ve

Right, so, we sold the fish and went home. So I found material there and I made the dinges (things‐

ni

referring to the finger covering), and the next day! There I go again! And the skipper was quite

U

pleased to see me! He says ‘there go get the water, you know what to do!’”
“The second day I have my finger lappie on, I catch 32. Double. And I was so proud, and I thought
now I’m a fisherman! And you know, they all looked at me because the weather was quite rough,
but I didn’t see wind or nothing, I was just at sea now. And nothing was going to stop me. And my
father is far away, so ... (laughs) so there is no way he is going to get from there to here!” So the
skipper gave me a big fish to take home to my mother, and the money, so she was quite happy with
this! And I didn’t even worry about pocket money, because I was so content.... I got to sea, and the
sea got to me.” [14/06/10]
What struck me about Abrie’s story, as he continued to tell it to me, was how impressed and
surprised more advanced fishers and the skipper were at his willingness to “keep at it”, despite
difficulty and discouragement. His narrative seemed to suggest that as he showed more of a
19

Tracking the Movement of Fish

Anderson 2011

willingness to learn, and proved that he was worthy of being taught, little snippets of wisdom and
help would be given to him. On the boat, while out at sea one morning with Abrie and his crew, I
noticed a similar occurrence in relation to Lizbet. Lizbet, who has moved down to Cape Town from
Bloemfontein, is fairly new to both the boat and the fishing industry. She has been training with
Abrie as an apprentice skipper for around 6 months at this point. Abrie has told me that she has
talent, but in comparison to the other fishermen’s catch rate, it is clear that she still has much to
learn.
Lizbet measures out 19 fathoms of line, I watch her mouth move as she counts it out. The rest of the
crew are using lines that vary in measurement between 18 and 23 fathoms. Each crew member ties
the one end of the line to a bag or bench as a sturdy anchor point and then fix a lead weight (sinker)

n

and large hook onto the other end. Measuring out a couple of arm’s lengths, Lizbet throws her line

w

again and again. Each time it lands relatively close to the boat. Once or twice the line tangles

To

another crew member’s, which earns her a scowl. Eventually one of those that had been most

e

successful thus far this trip (with 5 snoek so far) nudges her with his elbow saying “vat hom korter

ap

dan gooi hom verder” (“hold it shorter, then throw it further”). He shows her where to hold the line,

C

closer to the lead weight. She throws it a bit better this time. Abrie, watching from his seat at the
stern, yells over to her to cast her line further toward the front of the boat, so that the current will

ity

of

pull the line down over the others and they won’t get tangled. [16/06/10]
Abrie’s account, coupled with my observation of Lizbet learning to fish, offers insight into the way in

rs

which knowledge about the sea and fishing is learned/taught. There is no manual for learning, there

ve

is no structured set of principles which one can memorise, but rather, as problems arise, small

ni

offerings of advice are given. While knowledge is passed down like this, as well as acquired through

U

the extended practice of fishing, these two methods of learning should not be viewed as mutually
exclusive, as the two are inextricably linked.
In the introductory chapter to the book Finding One’s Sea Legs (2000), Gísli Pálsson discusses the
nature of the acquisition of fishing expertise. Here, he proposes that the process of enskilment in the
context of fishing practice is best understood in terms of practice theory. This mode of learning,
Pálsson argues, is “informed by the notions of situated action, mutual enskilment, and communities
of practice ... [involving] joint intentions and collaborative instruction” (Pálsson, 2000: 30). He notes
that despite the collaborative nature of this mode of instruction, it does not mean that the mentor
and mentee are seen as equals. There is, as became evident through my conversations with Abrie
and Lizbet, as well as Mike and his sons, a bond between a mentor and mentee. The mentorship is
often based on a familial relationship (a father, or uncle passing knowledge down), or may just be
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entered where a senior fisher or skipper sees promise and potential in a ‘youngster’. Yet, Pálsson’s
explanation does not account for the obstacles involved in enskilment. While a mentor may take the
time to school a mentee in the ways of the profession, information is not always passed down easily‐
there is a weight to the knowledge and a long period of apprenticeship during which the mentee
must engage in experiential learning, in order to gain access to successive information from a
mentor. This is evident in relation to both Abrie and Lizbet, where aid is only given once one has
tried, failed, and not given up. The process of enskilment is also about being tested, and proving that
one is a worthy knower.
Aside from these primary sources of knowledge about the sea and fishing practice, fishermen also
absorb knowledge from secondary sources, such as TV weather reports, fish/fishing regulation

w

n

pamphlets, and hear‐say (from other skippers, fishers, family, friends, harbour officials).

To

As with the mentorship relationship enacted in the practice of learning to fish, Muriel, the longest
standing langaaner (fish seller) in Kalk Bay harbour, explained to me that her mother taught her the

ap

e

‘tricks of the trade’ when it came to selling fish, and that she has also picked things up “over the
years” from watching other people in the harbour (this includes both watching other langaaners to

C

catch on to their tactics, as well as watching the tourists and visitors to suss out how best to market

of

the fish to them). Candice, Nellie, and Fatima (some of the vlekkers), explain that they learnt from

ity

other vlekkers, by watching them and then by practicing the methods.

rs

Onlookers watch with fascination as the show unfolds before their eyes, a flurry of knives, cutting

ve

and slicing, ridiculously fast and yet somehow accurate. The cleaning of the fish is rough, and scales
fly around nearly as fast as expletives. The fish are repeatedly dunked into a shared concrete basin

U

ni

filled with grey water, before being tossed back onto the cleaning mats, fashioned out of carpeting
off‐cuts. The blade is thrust into the fish with an upward motion, just under the head, and then
moved quickly across, slitting the belly open all the way down to the tail of the fish. One hand holds
the knife deftly, while the other fishes around inside the belly, scooping out innards ,and severing
intestine from fish. The fish cleaners hardly look down, navigating the anatomy of the fish intuitively,
all whilst engaging in playful banter. As the separation is made, the guts are tossed over the counter.
They splatter onto the concrete ground.
The fish is now spread open. A small incision is made somewhere above the head. In one swift
movement the spine is tugged out of the fish, with the fins removed in turn. Again holding the fish at
its tail the cleaner rinses it once again in the murky water, chops off the head, tail, and then proceeds
to portion the body. [01/07/10]
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Despite learning the practice of fish cleaning from watching the technique of others, each vlekker
has developed little stylistic quirks to their own method. Some will cut the head first, some will cut
the tail first, or may cut the head of the fish off at a different angle than their neighbour. Even the
movement of the wrist when de‐scaling a fish, will vary from person to person. While the tutored
does indeed imitate the tutor, the process of learning (that is, coming to know) involves the
continuation of knowing through practice, and a further refining and developing of that knowledge
to suit one’s own needs and skill. This refinement and development requires a ‘picking’ and
‘choosing’ of skills and styles that not only suit the person doing the work, but that also suit the fish
being cleaned. Nellie informs me that each fish requires a slightly different cleaning process, which
factors in whether or not the fish has scales, and how hard/tough/sharp those scales are. In order to

n

clean any single fish, then, a vlekker is required to access the basic skill set which they have

w

developed and refined, and then adapt it to the particular requirements of the job at hand. This

To

process of adaptation is a knowledge assemblage, or more precisely, it is knowledge being
assembled to aptly suit a particular need at a specific time, based upon skill and information that the

ap

e

knower has already amassed.

C

Knowledge Assemblages

of

Throughout the process of learning to fish (or learning to clean, or sell fish), amassed knowledge is

ity

drawn on and assembled in particular ways, depending on the situation or decision which needs to

rs

be made.

ve

The boat starts to buck as we get out of the harbour. Abrie steers straight ahead until he is sure that
we are past the reef just outside of Kalk Bay harbour. Turning right, he calls me over and then tells

U

ni

me that I am going to have to steer the boat to the point [Cape Point]. “Sea work is common‐sense
work”, he tells me, while showing me what I need to be aware of while steering. If there are other
boats out, you should stay on the outside of them (that is, on their left) to ensure that you don’t hit
any rocks. That way, if they go to shallow, you can learn from their mistakes. He points to a
lighthouse near Fish Hoek, and then “draws” a line down through the air, to a point on his boat. The
point he shows me is between the 2nd and 3rd benches on the deck. He then points to a particularly
bright star ahead of us, and “draws” a similar line down toward the stern of the boat. These lines
need to be maintained he tells me. As long at the lighthouse and the star are in line with their
respective points we will be heading in the right direction. He then draws my attention to the
fishfinder. The screen itself shows the coastline and has a red coloured line running along the length
of the coast in the sea. It takes me a little while to discern which mass is the land and which is the
sea, but once I have Abrie tells me that the red line indicates the route which he came in on last time
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they went out to sea. Because he knows that the route was fine then, he says that it is also useful to
keep an eye on that line and to steer the boat (which shows up as a flashing dot) along that line. This,
he points out, is about 20 fathoms from the coast, and is a safe enough distance that we won’t hit
any rocks. I found that steering on the line was much more difficult than using the star and
lighthouse to navigate. I tell Abrie this, to which he responds with: “All these little things coming
together make a big plan”. [16/06/10]
Here the practice of steering and navigation is based on many influencing factors which come
together to ensure that the route taken is a safe and correct one. Abrie bases the decisions he
makes, and the actions that he (or any other crew member‐including in this instance myself) takes in
fulfilment thereof, on his past experience, tried and tested routes, as well as current data received

n

through readings on the fishfinder, and observation of nearby vessels. While any one of these

To

other, in order to guarantee the most accurate outcome.

w

sources may, alone, be sufficient to guide us on the correct course, he triangulates each against the

ap

e

The process of assembling knowing, or the ‘assemblage’ denotes the put together‐ed‐ness of ideas,
concepts and skills. It at once refers to both organisation and structure; as well as the process

C

whereby this is achieved. The assemblage, then, is a dynamic one, that is always in a state of

of

becoming. J Macgregor‐Wise (2005), in his essay on Deleuze and Guattari’s use of the concept of

ity

assemblage, notes that an “assemblage is not a set of predetermined parts... nor is an assemblage a
random collection” (2005, 77). What Macgregor‐Wise is referring to here is a characteristic of

rs

contingency which is central to the notion of assemblage. Here, knowledge assemblages are not

ve

created by the piecing together of already cut‐out‐to‐fit puzzle pieces, but rather that these unfold

ni

more organically‐ a domino game of skill, understanding, information and data building upon one

U

another where there is a relevant point (or points) of connection between them. Experience,
observation, and acquired information is layered and refined, yet continually added to and
complexified: a pulsating ‘Autobot’ which is then transformed and adapted based on the situational
requirements of decision making.
Every now and again the fishfinder beeps softly, it is not methodical or rhythmic, but rather sporadic.
Squinting at the little screen (while trying to steer in a straight line) I notice that a flutter of coloured
dots appear “under the boat” as the device beeps. Abrie answers my questions about this matter‐of‐
factly, informing me that the blue dots are anchovy. Laughing at my confusion as I squint into the
screen again trying to gauge how he could possibly know what kind of fish a tiny blue dot is, he
explains that on the screen the fish move in patterns, and that it is hard to explain, but if you work
with the fishfinder for a long time then you know what kind of fish moves in that pattern. Each of the
23
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small groups of anchovy that we pass over he calls a “bait ball”, and their presence is welcome,
because anchovy is eaten by bigger fish. [16/06/10]
The presence of fish, or an awareness thereof is based on the observation of the interaction of other
actors with the environment. Abrie explains to me that if there are a lot of small fish along the whole
bay, then the big fish will not come right into the bay. They will eat from the outside towards the
inside, he says, so they will begin eating at Cape Point, and if there is a lot of food there, then they
will not get closer to Kalk Bay, because they do not need to. The big fish at the bottom of the ocean
scare the smaller fish ‘up’, and the black Cormorant birds circling above are “like hunters” in that
they wait until the fish are on the surface, and “then they work on them” [dive to catch them].
Seeing these birds then, indicates not only that there are smaller fish, but also that there are big fish

w

n

underneath. Seals are another indicator of the presence of fish: “where there is seals there is fish”.

To

A complex understanding of the ocean and its inhabitants, as well as a conception of how they
interact with each other and what behaviour they display in certain circumstances and at particular

ap

e

times is imperative when making a decision out at sea. This information is compiled from the array
of indicators present (the presence of sea birds and smaller fish, or seals), and coupled with other

C

relevant factors (including the colour and temperature of the water and the direction and strength

of

of the wind) in order to correctly assess where they might best be able to catch fish on any given

ity

day.

rs

For skippers in particular, a decision is based on experience and social network. Abrie explained to

ve

me that his decisions are based on “bits and pieces” of information. It is an assemblage of relevant
factors [weather, wind, technical/mechanical factors, market/’price’, current, time of year (different

U

ni

fish in different seasons), and where the fish were biting this time last year]. A decision is made by
the skipper, but he will draw information from many sources before he makes his decision, including
observing how many fish other boats have been catching in the last few days, and speaking to those
skippers to determine which fishing locations they had frequented (there is a strong trust that no
one will lie, yet a completely human contradiction in their reluctance to share unless explicitly
asked). The skippers will not discuss where they are going to go to that day, it will be a personal
decision, but they share most of the 'raw data' (as it were) with each other. This network of sharing
knits itself predominantly within the harbour, and among the linefish skippers, who, for the most
part, tend to stick together. It may in some cases extend to ski‐boat skippers, where there is a tie
between the skippers. Mike’s son, for example, is a skipper on a ski‐boat, and the two share a
considerable amount of information with each other. The network does not however, in my
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observation, extend to skippers or crew on crayfish (rock lobster) boats; rather there seems to be a
divide peppered with an often palpable animosity between these two fisheries within the harbour.
This attitude of sharing extends to gear/implements used across the board of fishing‐related
activities. The langaaners and vlekkers will share knives, and scale scrapers (a device made from a
short plank of plywood with inverted beer bottle caps hammered to the top half of one side), plastic
sheeting, and cleaning buckets with each other when necessary. Fishers share bait (bought for them
‘by the boat’‐ and for which they owe ‘boat share’‐an amount which they are required to pay to the
boat owner for being allowed to fish off of his boat), and buckets/sponges for cleaning. Sharing often
extends to ideas as well, where new techniques are devised, these will be shown to co‐workers, or

n

observed and copied by them.

w

As the afternoon wore on Abrie began catching more frequently. Standing up, he held his line and

To

hook above his head, demonstrating to the others that a shorter line and lighter weight was showing
more yield. Some of the other crew members nodded in agreement, having already made this

ap

e

discovery, while the others began swopping their heavy lead weights for lighter ones. Abrie explained
to me that it is in the best interest of the boat if everyone catches well, so when one discovers a

C

technique that is working for that situation they are supposed to share it with everyone else.

of

[16/06/10]

ity

A willingness to share information, implements, to teach another a new skill, or to learn through

rs

observing does not mean that there is always an openness about knowledge. Secrecy plays a large

ve

role in the practice of fishing. Skippers, while fairly open about where they caught fish yesterday, will
not be so free with the location that they intend to go to today. On the harbour wall, while fishers

U

ni

are still out at sea, langaaners can be very evasive with each other about which boat is coming in
first. A long standing langaaner with a close working relationship with a skipper will have a direct
line to contacting him while out at sea, and is thus able to find out if he will be coming in first, how
many fish he has caught, and may also in some cases negotiate a price with him before his boat is
even visible on the horizon. Muriel refers to the other langaaners as her nosey “neighbours” and will
whisper or remain silent to hide any tricks from them ‐ and yet she still says that she learns from
them.
Fisher's knowledge is embodied in the practice of (and the practices around) fishing, it is a lived
knowledge, and a practiced knowledge 5 . Each one of the skippers, fishers, langaaners, and vlekkers
with whom I spoke emphasised that they had learnt through a continued process of practice. The
5

An idea I first touched upon in my Honours thesis entitled Narratives of Loss: The exclusion of Kalk Bay’s
traditional hand‐line fishermen from the access to common property rights.
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words of one of the fish vlekkers: “You can only learn so much by watching”, brings with it the
implication that one can learn by observing, but that in order to master the skills one has to practice
them.
Embodying Fishers’ Knowledge
Viewing the acquisition of fisher’s knowledge in terms of ongoing practice and shared experience
provides a way of accounting for the ways in which people get a ‘feel’ for fishing, in a way that other
theories of knowledge acquisition does not (Pálsson, 2000: 29). This knowledge, felt and engaged
with through practice, is a bodily knowledge, based on bodily experience.
It is fascinating to watch the more experienced crew members handle their lines. Because the fishing

n

is slow where we are anchored, they have to ‘look’ for fish in the water. The result is a very playful

w

testing of the water with the line. Abrie, whom I have now moved next to, asks me to pick a lead

To

weight from the tackle box for him to use. After casting, he begins (as I had seen the others doing) to

e

pull the line up again using the thumbs and forefingers on each of his hands, which are protected

ap

with finger lappies (his are made from the black inner tubes of bicycle tyres), and then to let it down

C

a bit every so often. He does this slowly, pulling up a bit, letting down a bit less, pulling up more,
down less, until he pulls the line up out of the water again. Sometimes when he pulls it out the bait is

of

gone, or half bitten, and then he will have to re‐bait the hook. He selects a sardine from the

ity

cardboard box next to him, and then chops the tail fin off (for use as ’lokhom’‐ ‘lure him’). He then

rs

threads the hook once through the flesh of the body, and then through the eye of the

ve

sardine.[16/06/10]

ni

Often, it became apparent to me that fishermen cannot always explain how they fish, or indeed

U

what they need to know in order to fish. The knowledge that they have is not always accessible on a
conceptual level. Yet, if you put a fishing line in their hands they will set to work effortlessly,
searching and ‘feeling’ the water and its currents with a skill that only time and experience can hone.
In the Cartesian model, knowledge and knowing is the domain of the mind, and as such, can be
accessed by the human as an agent in the domain of culture (Latour, 1993). The body then, which is
viewed purely as a biological entity, falls in the domain of nature (Latour, 1993), and can only be
understood or explained by the mind. This dualistic understanding of the body and the mind, is
founded on another dualism ‐ a binary between nature and culture. Of this binary, Latour (2005)
argues that science has been setup as the only discipline with the ability to cross over form the one
side of the binary to the other. This belief, which he calls “the allegory of the cave”, is a legacy that
western thought has, over the centuries, inherited. It is founded, he argues, on the conception that
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society and nature operate separately from one another, and only those with the ability to study
nature (those who work in scientific fields) can return to the cave and translate the knowledge that
they have acquired into a medium that the rest of society can engage with. The knowledge created
within the context of the allegory is objective knowledge, and objective knowledge in this model is in
the domain of the mind, not of the body. This separation between nature and culture, and between
mind and body is maintained in theory throughout the practice of science. Yet, Latour (2007) claims,
that despite this mythological allegory we have never been modern. Science is not objective, but
rather “a rich production of associations and attachments with beings of varied ontological status
and of always greater relativity” (Latour, 2007: 16). Bodily knowledge, then, while excluded in
certain areas (such as the recording of knowledge), remains important in the context modernity‐

n

even while there is a difficulty within science‐based fields of engaging with bodily ways of knowing.

w

Oliver Human’s research with medical doctors in HIV/AIDS Clinics in South Africa provides a clarifying

To

example of this difficulty. Human (forthcoming) presents an example where a medical doctor
violates the medical protocol for TB diagnosis by prescribing treatment for TB without testing, as she

ap

e

recognises a pattern in the patient’s demeanour and appearance that indicates late stages of TB, yet
the HIV status of the patient means that he cannot produce sputum for the test. Here the doctor’s

C

long experience of treating HIV positive patients for TB, gives her the ability to diagnose the patient

of

based on her observation of him, rather than hard scientific data. This way of knowing through the

ity

observation or recognition of patterns rather than things (data) is one which resonates with the
philosophy of knowing in Chinese traditional medicine which is explored by medical anthropologist

ve

rs

Judith Farquhar.

ni

Knowing through the body is a concept most often explored through medical anthropology, and has

U

been used in that discipline to challenge the mind‐body dualism of Cartesian thought. In their classic
exploration of the anthropology of the body, Scheper‐Hughes and Lock (1987) assert that it is
necessary

to

overcome

the

disconnections

between

mind/body,

nature/culture

and

rational/irrational, and to conceive of the body as “simultaneously a physical and symbolic artefact,
as both naturally and culturally produced, and as securely anchored in a particular historical
moment” (1987: 7). As is evident in the work of both Human and in that of Farquhar (forthcoming),
this has already begun to happen in practice.
The body is not the mediator between the mind and the environment, engaging with the world so
that the mind might come to understand it. Rather, the body itself (of which the mind is an
inseparable part) is the knower, and perceives its environment as a full and complete organism
acting within the world (Ingold, 2000). Here the body is not a stable entity, but a dynamic actor that
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‘refuses to hold still’ (Lock, 1993: 148), and which does not easily fit into the Cartesian model which
seeks to separate it into parts of a puzzle that might be understood separately, as well as separating
it from its situation in an environment. Tim Ingold (2000) notes that we need to escape the
modernist Western way of viewing the body as separate from the domain of knowing the world, and
to find a way to talk about human life “that eliminates the need to slice it up into [different layers]”
(Ingold, 2000: 3) such as ‘person’, ‘mind’, or ‘body’.
The divide that is perceived between fisher’s knowledge and fisheries science research is one that
similarly incorporates these inherited dualisms and binaries. Fisher’s knowledge tends to be
dismissed as non‐scientific – that is, subjective – because it is ‘experience‐based’ knowledge,
accepted as relevant only in a relativistic sense, while fisheries sciences (notwithstanding the

n

significant differences in approach between stock assessment science and ecosystems approaches)

w

are generally legitimised as ‘research‐based’ and ‘objective’ knowledges. If we can begin to

To

recognise this divide as part of the legacy of Euro‐American intellectual heritage rather than

e

something that in itself is “given in nature”, we can begin to grasp the ways in which the divide

ap

might productively be questioned and rethought. As it stands, it makes it very difficult to include

C

fishers in participatory processes that seek to include publics in fisheries management. In effect, the
nature‐culture, mind‐body divides make it very difficult to translate what it is that fishers know of

of

the sea, and how they know it. For this reason, finding ways of translating different ways of knowing

ity

the sea begins with attending to matters of the philosophy and history of the sciences. Such a task is

rs

not easy, but doing so could significantly strengthen the possibilities for dialogue between fishers

ve

and fisheries scientists, and may well offer the grounds for the kinds of that could support and

ni

inform the management and conservation of the fishery.

U

The chapters that follow ask what happens to the appearance of the divide between fisheries
science and fishers’ knowledge where we question their dependence on these modernist dualisms.
Rather than seeing fisheries science and fisher’s knowledge as existing at opposite ends of a
spectrum, we might begin to recognise their many partial connections, and indeed, their
entanglement, both in themselves, and with each other. This conceptualisation acknowledges the
dynamism and contingency of both ways of knowing, while simultaneously acknowledging points of
connection between them. The skipper’s logbooks that are the focus of this study are an example of
one of these points of connection already established. The material presented suggests that they can
and do act as a medium of communication of data within the management of local fisheries, and
that the opportunities for communication that they offer could be strengthened.
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Chapter Two

The Process of Producing Skippers’ Logbooks
I entered my field site of Kalk Bay with the assumption that I would have to carefully step around the
topic of the logbooks kept by each skipper. I had envisioned these as some sort of romantic
cataloguing of a life spent at sea, of lessons learned, and livings earned. While a skipper’s logbooks
is, in some respect, all of these things, it is simultaneously none of them. While it can often be very
useful, as a tool to aid fishing practice, it became apparent to me that these documents are not the
most important thing. Mike was open with the idea of my browsing through, and even suggested
that I take home, his old logbooks. He had an attachment to them, but did not see them as holding

n

within their pages any secret knowledge of the sea.

w

Sitting in an office in the linefish research division of the Department of Agriculture, Forestry and

To

Fisheries Building (DAFF) in Cape Town, during my second month of research, I encountered a similar

e

opinion: “Individual logbooks will just say how the catch changes from day to day, that’s what the

ap

individual logbooks do. I don’t think there is any field in the logbook that allows for anything more

C

than that.” Markus, the scientist who heads‐up research in this division, seemed baffled that I kept
returning to the topic of the logbooks. As we talked, he constantly reaffirmed that the logbooks are

of

not the sole source of data that fisheries scientists rely on, that it is perhaps not even the most

ity

important source of data. He explained to me that they serve a single purpose: Raw catch return

rs

data. His explanation infers that these are sets of simple documents, which do not lend themselves

ve

to complex study ‐ that other than the raw data, there is nothing of significance that can be gleaned
from these documents. The idea that logbook data was not even the most important data type was

U

ni

one that shocked me, especially given the amount of time required to capture this data into the
NMLS (National Marine Linefish System). In many cases the people I asked about logbooks did not
really have an opinion, my questions were greeted with puzzled looks, their content not previously
thought about. The answers to my questions were not readily prepared, and often they were barely
existent. In the passing words of one skipper: “I write in the numbers. That’s all I have to say about
that.”
Yet, logbooks form a part of a series of networks, and establish points of connection between
different knowers in fisheries research. These are networks of assimilation and dispersion of
knowledge, that is, the networks along which information about, and knowledge of, fishing, fish,
climate change, sustainability, and conservation is shared. The production of skippers' logbooks is
continual and processual, as logbooks are constantly added to on an either daily or monthly basis.
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The assemblage (that is, the process of production) of the logbook is analogous with the way in
which fishers and skippers assemble knowledge, bit by bit, which when drawn on collectively, allow
them to make fine tuned intuitive assessments of their environment. Ways of knowing the sea
consist of, in Abrie’s words, "all these little things”: a wide range of assemblages which is often
difficult to translate into data that is accessible to fisheries research scientists. While a logbook is
produced in a similar way to the assemblage of fisher’s knowledge, its production results in a very
specific knowledge output. Bruno Latour (2005) notes that the process of production, and the
performative nature thereof, offers a greater level of insight than the product itself (Latour, 2005).
As such, this analysis of logbook materials has produced a textured commentary on how fishers
translate embodied knowledge, and how they communicate with fisheries science researchers.

w

n

The Production of Logbooks

To

Mike re‐enters the sitting room of his Fish Hoek‐based house with a musty smelling pile of navy‐blue
logbooks, variously faded, and spanning the last 15 years of his fishing career. Each page of the

ap

e

logbook is printed with a table, upon which Mike records catch data for every fishing trip he
undertakes. On the first page he is required to write in the data, which is then copied onto the second

C

page via carbon paper. The hardcopy page has a serrated edge, which he will then tear out and send

of

to DAFF, while the carbon copy remains in the book as his own personal record. “The one part goes to

ity

the fisheries, the one you tear out here”, he tells me as he shows me the serrated stub left behind.
The boat’s registration data (that is, its name and registration number) is recorded at the top of each

rs

page, along with the month and year in which the data was recorded. The table contains 15 columns

ve

in total. The first contains a list of dates (from the 1st‐31st),and the 2nd to the 5th columns leave a

ni

space for the skipper to fill out the number of crew present, the type of fishing gear used, the location

U

of the catch, and the number of hours spent out at sea. The remaining 10 columns are set aside for
the skipper to record the catch data per species, in kilograms. He is required to allocate a column to
each of the individual fish species caught that day/month, and record the amount (in kilograms)
caught each day. [24/06/10]
The completed sheet (pictured below) is then either taken to the harbour master’s office for
submission or can be taken to DAFF directly (or alternatively post it), where it will be handed in at
Customer Services ‐ the only port of call that fishers/skippers have access to when visiting DAFF.
Those forms handed in to the harbour master’s office are placed in a manila envelope and then
taken to DAFF by either Pat Stacey, the harbour master, or by one of the fisheries compliance
officers.
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Figure 1.1: Logbook entry dated October 2007.
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The practice of fishing and the processes involved in the stages thereof, affect the types of data that

ity

are recorded by skippers. The act of recording catch data in a logbook requires a translation of

rs

fishing practice into a format which is interpretable by DAFF research scientists. While both Abrie

ve

and Mike report that they refer back to catch data in their logbooks from previous years when
deciding on where to fish (and often on what to fish), the logbooks are not a primary resource.

ni

Rather, logbooks from previous years act as a secondary and supplementary resource to intuitive,

U

experiential knowledge. The production and maintenance of logbooks does not begin and end with
the processes of filling in tables. The data in each skipper’s logbooks is intimately tied to the practice
of fishing and ones’ knowledge of the sea.
Abrie pulls Nurturing Light up to the harbour wall as we return from the day out at sea, the few
regular langaaners are poised to start their bidding war (one which Abrie reports to me he is
convinced is rigged to cheat the fishermen out of a viable income). The inner circle which they create
around the side of the boat is skirted by local residents and tourists ‐ potential customers. Abrie holds
a piece of cardboard cereal box in his hand, upon the flipside of which he has roughly noted the
names of each of his crew members, as well as the number of fish that each caught. The boat is
hoisted closer to concrete, pulled in on heavy ropes around the rusting yellow bolsters. Two men
jump ashore, one from the stern and one from the bow, each clearing the gathering crowd away
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from a small circle of space at each end of the boat, which almost simultaneously is being filled with
snoek. In the boat one fisherman picks up the fish and passes it, much like a slippery rugby ball, to
another, who then sends it gliding through the air to slap down on the accumulating pile of its
kinsmen on the concrete floor. All the while bidding is going on, and hose pipes are rinsing down, and
bait is being packed away, and gear is being gathered together. All happening simultaneously, with
the fervour of men who want to be warm and dry, at home, with a quart of beer. As the bargaining
reaches a close, and acceptance of an offer is received, all those working on the harbour, vlekkers,
fishermen and langaaners will help to transfer the purchased fish on to the plastic ground sheet of
the langaaner who has made the best offer. By the time this has been done the boat is already
docked and final preparations and odd bits of maintenance are being done. The final price received is

n

then reported to Abrie, who notes it down on the card, before taking the small wad of money. This

w

will then be distributed amongst the crew, after the boat share price has been deducted. [02/07/10]

To

Mike also keeps track of the day’s catch in a similar fashion, but as he has an agreement with Muriel

e

that she will always purchase his fish, the process is sometimes simpler (with an auction only taking

ap

place when she is not interested in making a purchase, or when he catches more fish than she can

C

sell). He keeps track of the amount of fish caught, and prices received there for, in a standard Receipt

of

Book. [01/07/10]

ity

The record of fish sales for each trip is used to complete the official logbook after each month has
passed. The required information is copied off the slips of paper which Mike has accumulated for the

ve

rs

month (and upon which his sales have been recorded) into the navy‐blue logbook form.
I ask Mike how he goes about filling out this form: “There’s a drawer there that I keep all my things

U

ni

in, and at the end of the month, then I sit down and I put them all down here”, he says as he slaps the
table, “and they all have a date on and then I just go by the dates. This was a new style I’m doing
now. I used to do it that I’d come home and write it into the book straight away, you see.” “Well, why
did you change?”, I ask him. “Well there’s not much to put in anymore.” He replies, wryly. [24/06/10]
While skippers are required to record the data for each day that they go out to sea, they do not
necessarily fill out the logbook every day. Mike explains to me that he fills his logbooks out at the
end of each month, rather than every day, yet he still maintains a daily record for each trip. He
shows this to me one afternoon in Kalk Bay harbour, as I walk up to the doorway of his storage room
to greet him after he and his crew arrive back from sea. He is standing in front of a top‐loading
freezer, which is littered with pens and scraps of paper, making notes in a Croxley receipt book.
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Abrie’s Kellogg’s box notes are likewise used to fill in the logbook data. Abrie, however, does not
retain the logbooks of previous years. The difference here is that while Mike owns his boat (Nikos),
Nurturing Light is a factory owned boat, and does not belong to Abrie. Once an entire logbook is
complete (it spans a year’s worth of data), the finished book is sent to the factory to be filed away.
Yet, Abrie keeps a separate notebook containing a duplicate of the logbook data (plus some), as a
personal record, and for his own reference.
The information which each of these skippers record includes catch data ‐ that is, how many fish of
each species they caught; and crew information ‐ who was on board, how much of each fish they
each caught individually, as well as how much money they are owed and how much they owe as
‘boat share’. Accounting for the fish, that is, quantifying them, so that an easily definable number (in

n

kilograms), per species, can be allocated to the catch, is of particular interest to me: “I just estimate

w

my two and a half kilos”, Mike informs me. “You estimate?”, I ask. “Yes, I estimate ... I count how

To

much fish is there, and then I take two and a half kilos or two kilos, I just look at the fish and say ‘well

e

they all are about two kilos’, and sometimes they average about three kilos. Then I just multiply it.”

ap

[24/06/10]. This estimation, Mike assures me, is based on long experience. There are no facilities to

C

weigh the catch, and so he makes an intuitive judgement of the general weight of the catch. Thus
the number which is recorded in the logbook may not be the exact biomass of the species of fish

ity

account of how many fish were caught.

of

caught, but it is representative of that biomass. Despite the potential for inaccuracy, it remains an

ve

rs

On the Margins

Not all of the information recorded is transferred into the official logbook. In each case, Abrie and

U

ni

Mike record more information than is required by the official logbook, specifically that information
which pertains to the economic aspects and practicalities of fishing for a living. That is, primarily, the
market fluctuations of fish sales and payment details of individual fishermen, which is not directly
relevant to management planning. While some data recorded is not filled into the official logbooks
due to it not being required, there is other data which is recorded regardless of its not being
specifically requested. Whilst working through Mike’s logbooks, it became apparent that there is a
considerable amount of data that is written in ‘on the margins’ of the logbook.
Of this added information, some notes appear to be ‘notes to self’, while others are quite clearly
messages to someone other than the author. Mike’s logbooks contain notes of which areas snoek
was being caught in, or where fishing was particularly good (or particularly bad), even on days when
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he had not gone out to sea. This type of note, which acts as a reminder of what fish are doing at this
particular time of the year extends to weather as well.
Due to the fact that the logbooks are also used by DAFF to calculate license allocations and fees,
skippers are required to account for why they did not go out to sea on a given day (to prove that
they do not have two jobs, as licences are only allocated to those whose sole income is from the
sea). As a result, Mike notes when his boat is in the dry dock for maintenance, when the weather is
bad (and he cannot go out to sea), or when he has family occasions (such as his daughters’ wedding),

U

ni
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in his logbook as an explanation as to why he has not gone fishing.

Figure 2.1: Logbook entry dated January 1999, showing explanations for not having gone fishing.

Mike also often notes, along the side of the page, what the weather was doing. This notation occurs
alongside days that he did go out fishing as well as those days that he did not go fishing. In some
cases then, the notation of weather patterns serves the purpose of informing DAFF why he did not
go out to sea (the wind was too strong), while in other cases, the notation of the weather patterns
are incidental ‐ indicating that this notation must then be of value to Mike himself. Even this
information, which is not specifically intended for management, constitutes a reduction, where a
day, with its particular weather, the temperature of the water, and the direction and strength of the
wind is reduced to a mere date, a number and a month.
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Other notes which are clearly meant for DAFF (where DAFF is seen as the homogenised “powers that
be”) include requests for seals to be culled, or alternatively, for a license to cull seals to be granted,
as well as justifications for catching shark when there were too many seals to enable them to catch

rs

ity
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any other fish.

ve

Figure 2.2: Logbook entry dated September 1993, showing notes to government officials on the margins.

ni

The logbooks also contain unaccounted‐for fish, which are accounted for in pen on the carbon copy

U

of the logbook page. Here silences, blanks, and left out information, which are not present on the
official page (the one which is handed in), are often accounted for in a different way, under the
name of another species. The idea here is to still account for fish removed, but not to mention which
species for fear of repercussions. Moreover, fish are separated into columns, disparate from each
other, with no space for the conceptualisation of how they work together, and live together, and
rely on each other. The relationships between them are not accounted for.
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Figure 2.3: Logbook dated January 2000, showing unaccounted for fish (in this case ‘Chokka’) and ‘notes to self’.

of

One of the categories which skippers are required to fill out in their logbooks is the "number of

ity

crew" present on the boat on each individual fishing trip. This information is used to determine the

rs

'Catch per Unit Effort' (CPUE) on each trip. Fishing practice is limited in two ways, namely by Total

ve

Allowable Catch (TAC) or by Total Allowable Effort (TAE). TAC applies where a vessel has an
allocated quota for a particular species of fish, which they may not exceed in a season. TAE, on the

ni

other hand, is used to limit smaller scale fishing, and is based on limiting gear, vessel size and

U

number of crew. TAE is monitored via the calculation of a vessel’s CPUE. When CPUE is calculated,
each person is seen as the same, as one unit, with no account being taken of differing skill or ability.
When people are reduced to numbers, and single units, their personal complexities are over
simplified, and, as a result, the relationships and socialities have disappeared into the text. The gear
used (lines, hooks, sinkers, leads, lures and bait) is reduced simply to “hand line”, with no indication
of how varied combinations of different sizes, or lengths, or types, of the above may influence effort
expended, and thus the amount of fish caught. All of this occurs with the intention of creating a
measurable standard so that a most accurate and relevant calculation can be made. Science requires
this standardisation for its best practice, and in order for its research output to be duplicable, and
thus transparent. Logbooks represent the attempt to translate aspects of embodied ways of
knowing into a format that becomes accessible to modern science. This translation often occurs
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through skill/experience based assessments and estimations, yet results in a reduction of the
complexity of that self‐same skill.
Tracing Texts
Throughout the process of combing through logbook documents, from January of year 1992 to
December of year 2005, I followed the textual capture of many paper fish. I was able to see, albeit in
relation to only one boat’s fishing activity, the steady decline of catch rates, and fishing expeditions
(for as catch rates decline, so does the material ability to finance trips out to sea, as well as the
motivation to do so). Yet fluctuations and declines in catch rate were not the only changes which are
visible in Mike’s logbooks over the years.

n

As I read the logbooks almost as a set of novels, telling the story of each successive trip out to sea,

w

patterns around the practices of fishing began to emerge. As Mike fills in the catch data, he seems to

To

write in the species of fish that he caught most of first, as the most often caught species for the

e

month is always in the first column, with the second most caught fish in the second column, and so

ap

on. Thus reading the columns from left to right provides one with a picture of what fish are in

C

season.

of

The requirement to indicate what ‘fishing gear’ is used is only in the logbooks from May 1998

ity

onwards, signalling a change in the format of the logbook form, and an adaptation to the types of
information deemed relevant and important (for management/research). When analysing this

rs

logbook in particular (that of 1998), one can trace Mike’s struggle with the new format. Having

ve

gotten used to the old logbook layout over many years of use, he at first forgets to write the gear in,

ni

instinctively recording location in the column (as that had previously been where the location

U

column had been placed). This is crossed out and rectified, and over months one can see how he
gets used to the new format, gradually filling the form in with fewer mistakes. This does not occur,
however, without a fair share of frustrated scribbles and scratching‐out. Mistakes, which once
corrected are then made again on the very next line. Over time, however, he begins to scrawl
‘HANDLINE’ in huge letters down the centre of the column.
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Figure 3.1: Logbook dated June 1998, showing format change in form.

Figure 3.2: Logbook dated July 1998, showing period of adaptation to new form format.
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The early logbooks have a different boat registration to the more recent ones, with a change in
registration occurring in September 2003. Over the period from September 2003 to February 2005,
there appears to be some confusion with regard to his filling in of the registration number. He makes
the change from the old to the new, and then reverts back to the old, before mis‐recording the new
number for the remaining months up until June 2004. From this period through to October 2004 he
uses a completely different registration number, yet then changes back to the prior number in
February 2005, and then consistently uses this number for all continuing entries.
There is an element of historicity to the production of fisher's knowledge, which is based not only on
the historical nature of knowledge passed down over years and decades, from mentor to mentee,
through processes of enskilment; but also as a result of the time (sometimes extending over a

n

lifetime) that fishing is practiced and embodied. It is this historicity which provides the framework

w

for the reproduction of knowledge, and allows for ways of knowing to accumulate, be refined and

To

developed. As an archive of activity and productivity out at sea, logbooks provide researchers with

e

the opportunity to collect a great deal of particularly relevant information, which could offer insight

ap

into fish behaviour, and which fishermen are privy to, and particularly well placed to pass along. Yet,

C

logbook data and catch reports make it extremely difficult for skippers to communicate, since what

of

they think is relevant does not fit into the boxes and the lines provided.

ity

The archival quality of skipper’s logbooks resembles, for me, a representation of this historicity. They
were required as proof of one’s fishing history during the applications for quota allocations (a

rs

process which is discussed in chapter 4), and as such, act as records of time spent out at sea, areas

ve

visited and fish harvested. It is a record of both skill (of both the skipper and the crew), and fishing

ni

conditions, both of which either weigh against each other, or complement each other in ways which

U

expressly affect the successful outcome of a fishing trip. In her book Along the Archival Grain, Ann
Stoler (2009) notes that the process of archiving legitimizes the knowledge which it documents, but
that this process of documenting is selective and that it “attends to some ways of knowing while
repelling and refusing others” (Stoler, 2009: 22). Likewise, Geoffrey Bowker (2005), in his book
Memory Practices in the Sciences, argues that the way in which we record knowledge, and the
various practices which surround this process, affects the knowledge that we record. The very act of
discovering, researching, remembering, and recording knowledge alters that knowledge relative to
the translation or manipulation of information. In relation to the maintenance of a fishing record,
that is the production of skippers’ logbooks, it becomes apparent that through the process of
catching, counting, guessing, estimating, and recording that the way in which skippers’ know the sea
is transformed. By the end of the process of producing logbooks, very little about what skipper’s
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know about the sea is documented therein. The data which is provided acts merely as a ‘plug in’
number for equations (the CPUE calculation, for example).
Logbooks are essentially a record of a skippers’ interaction with the environment, an interaction
which he is required to quantify and record in a very specific way. The act of recording thus
necessitates a process of translation, whereby skippers are quantifying and enumerating the way
that they know the sea, in order to relay that information to scientists and management officials.
Paige West (2005) has argued that problems arise where one attempts to merely translate local
knowledge into scientific categories, and notes that where this kind of translation occurs, that the
production, theorisation, transmission and encoding of that knowledge should be taken into account
(West, 2005). In the context of skippers’ logbooks it is important to realise that a narrowing down is

n

occurring in the translation. The act of recording data in a logbook, as a state‐sanctioned document,

w

which serves the purpose of informing scientific research, serves to legitimate that particular

To

information, and recognises it, not merely as important (which it is), but as the most important

ap

e

information that a skipper (or indeed a fisher of any denomination) could possibly offer.
Returning to the notion of the “allegory of the cave” (Latour, 2005; mentioned in Chapter 1, above),

C

if scientists possess power as a result of their ability to translate the data that they collect from

of

nature, into knowledge for society, then it is the ability of scientists to act as interlocutors between

ity

the perceived separate entities of nature and society (and thus the politics of society), that places
them in a position to inform the policy considerations of society (Latour, 2005). The current single

rs

stock assessment approach of DAFF is theoretically based on this conception of science as

ve

interlocutor, where fisheries science is positioned to provide resource management with well‐

ni

researched analyses of particular stocks to aid in the decision making process. In practice, however,

U

the scientific evidence provided by fisheries scientists does not always have the power to influence
policy considerations. Often economic considerations or political considerations will sway
government in a direction which is contrary to the recommendations of fisheries researchers. In this
way, nature or ecosystems become implicated in political interactions, as more than merely objects,
but rather as actors which affect political decision‐making. The allegory’s separation between nature
and society does not exist in reality, as society and nature are inextricably linked, and the social will
always influence one’s experience of nature (Escobar, 1999). The particular benefit of the EAF
approach to fisheries management, is that it realises the imperative of including society in the model
of the ecosystem (rather than seeing the ecosystem as an entity disconnected from, and operating
alongside society).
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Chapter Three

Partial Connections
David Turnbull (2000) discusses the ways in which knowledge spaces are produced out of what he
terms “the messy motley of practice” (Turnbull, 2000: 89). If fishers’ knowledge is produced
throughout the practice of fishing, as the previous two chapters suggest, then I believe that it is also
important to realise that both fishers and fisheries researchers produce knowledge in relation to
each other, and the contexts/social spaces in which they produce knowledge often overlap. If
viewed in this way, one is able to see the connections between these different ways of knowing,
those points of intersection and interconnections between the ways in which fisheries researchers

n

and fishers know (here the terms “fisheries researchers” and “fishers” both represent a collective of

w

knowers).

To

The aim of this chapter is to illuminate the complexities involved in the interactions between

e

management and fishers. It is not based on the content of fisher’s knowledge, nor on the content of

ap

scientific knowledge, nor on the extent of understanding of either fishers or scientists of the

C

knowledge claims made by the other. Instead, I hope to comment on some of the ways in which the
interactions between the two occur, and how each engages with the knowledge claims of the other.

of

I am not dealing here with the ways in which a science degree is earned, but rather with the process

rs

ve

The Second Life of Logbooks

ity

by which scientific research around the line‐fishery is conducted.

The entrance hall is cavernous, but I struggle with the claustrophobia brought on by the heat. The

U

ni

edges of the hall are lined with an eclectic mix of both people and chairs. I position myself near the
reception desk, and as close as I can to the stuttering fan. Then I wait.
Megan, the technician, comes down 40 minutes later to grant me access through the imposing steel
turnstiles with her all powerful key card. She is tired and frustrated after having just gotten out of a
meeting that ran well over time. Our conversation is strained. Polite phrases strung together by just‐
too‐long silences.
The line fish research office is situated on the fifth floor of the Department of Agriculture, Forestry
and Fisheries (DAFF). The line‐fish team is made up of Grant (Senior Marine Technician) and Markus
(Scientist for line‐fish section), Megan, three MRAs (Marine Research Assistants), and two Data
Capturers. These are the only people who have access to the NMLS (National Marine Line‐fish
System). Initially, Grant, Markus and Megan met with me briefly, to talk about my project, the scope
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of and intentions behind my research, and to allow me to ask some preliminary questions about the
work that they do.
Megan had been tasked with showing me how everything operates in the office, and before
returning to his office, Grant wished me well, and instructed her: “... take Tarryn down to the
customer services, introduce her to Margo. (Turning to me) What happens is if anything is received
downstairs, because of these accusations of loss of data within the department they record it into a
system and we sign for it when it arrives. So that there’s that paper trail, that constant paper trail of
responsibility. Once that information arrives at a point. We can maintain a fairly clear conscience in
the sense that we manage things on a fairly rigorous administrative procedure”. [06/07/10]

n

Once the fish are caught, that catch begins another journey (in numbers), within the logbooks, from

w

the harbour, to DAFF, where it is filtered into different departments. The logbooks, thus, have two

To

'lives', one of which involves production, and the other use. The fish not only feed families and
restaurant goers, but also, in a way, feed the NMLS. This information is used to monitor fish stocks,

ap

e

and to monitor the practices of each vessel. The data recorded therein goes on to influence the

C

management of the resource, as well as having fee and licensing implications for each vessel.
Here, the numbered fish in the logbook are relations, acting with a “holographic effect” that enables

of

them to seamlessly connect the fish on the boat to the fish in the NMLS (Verran, 2001: 100). The

ity

number then, is simultaneously the fish and not the fish, coming to stand for the fish as a hologram

rs

stands for the object which it seeks to represent. The importance of the numbers then is “not in

ve

their being a true representation of a foundation category, but in their being, materially, the
recursive relation” (Verran, 2001: 100). The number establishes the connection to the fish; its power

U

ni

is in its ability to refer back. The later incorporation of that number into the NMLS serves as a
connecting factor between research output and actual fish swimming in the ocean, thereby
legitimizing hypotheses drawn from the data.
Bruno Latour (1999), in a chapter of Pandora’s Hope entitled ‘Circulating Reference’, comments on
the abilities of scientists (in his case soil scientists) to translate the world into words. He notes that
when conducting research, part of the practice is the transportation of the ‘pertinent features’ of
the field site back to the laboratory (Latour, 1999). He notes that in this process of transportation,
we have preserved something, and that it is this preserved entity, this ‘invariant’, that establishes
the core of scientific reference (Latour, 1999). In order for claims made by scientists to have an
evidence‐able truth‐value, one has to maintain the ‘traceability’ of references ‐ a quality which relies
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heavily on the reliability of the link between the entity studied and the data produced through the
process of study (Latour, 1999).
According to Markus, “research‐based” hypotheses (about climate change and declining fish stocks)
are reached by relying on different kinds of data. Scientists in the line fish research team interact
with the data that fishermen from all over the coast provide, and interact with local fishing
knowledge through the log book submissions. The skippers’ logbooks form one kind of data, and are
supplemented by information obtained from monitors (also called ‘fisheries based’ data), as well as
from surveys and environmental data (which is called ‘fisheries independent’ data). Hypotheses are
arrived at based on the triangulation of these different kinds of data. This triangulation is done to
ensure the reliability and traceability of claims made. Markus notes that it is possible to make claims

n

that will be fairly accurate with only one data set, but that in the interest of best practice and

To

w

accuracy, the triangulation of data is imperative. [06/07/10]

e

From Fish Capture to Data Capture

ap

The process of data capture, Megan explains, happens in a series of steps. The first involves record

C

keeping, whereby the receipt of catch return data sheets is noted according to boat registration
number and month, in an Excel document with an ‘X’ (where the data sheet reflects nil return) or a

of

‘Y’ (where the data sheet reflects catch returns). “In the light of that, we have actually designed a

ity

separate receiving register, where the fishermen say ‘we have submitted through customer

rs

services’, but they haven’t received it, and we don’t have any proof. So we designed a shared

ve

document where both customer services and line‐fish [department] have access to this shared
document. And we both receive, so if she receives, or if I receive then the changes are made on the

U

ni

database”. The next step is coding, which she does using a coding manual.
She lifts this onto the desk with a thump. The stack of crisp white pages are neatly bound with a black
plastic binder spine. It is immaculate. The book contains the various annotations which are used to
code the catch data provided in the logbook documents, allowing these to be translated uniformly
into a language of symbols which are more easily and quickly accessible through the line‐fish
database. The book itself seems to have been coded, with coloured tabs, and perfectly straight
stripes of highlighter over key sentences (the precision of which hints at the pride she takes in her
work), so that Megan can find her way through it with ease. Handing me this newly printed manual
to follow with, she pulls out another well worn and nearly falling apart version of the manual for her
own use, adding that she hasn’t quite finished preparing the new one for use, so she still refers to her
old one.
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“As you can see each area has a code allocated to it, as well as the species.” She points to the
database on her computer screen, “The NMLS takes four characters, so you can’t enter the entire
word. So if I code this, for example, ‘Hake’ stays the same, and ‘Gurnard’ becomes ‘CGRD’. The
different species also have different codes according to area. So for example Snoek in Natal will be
‘QMCK’, Queen Mackerel, and Snoek from Cape Town will be ‘SNOK’”. She allocates each of the
codes effortlessly, easily navigating her way through the coding book where necessary, as well as
coding from memory when possible. Moving her way down each document, she marks the codes
pertaining to each species and area (the area code factors in not only the location, but also allows for
the addition of a number that represents the agreed upon distance from the shore that a particular
fish will be found at) in pen alongside the names so that the capturing process will become more

n

streamlined. [06/07/10]

w

It is important to note the reductions occurring throughout this process. Fish, which have been

To

quantified and translated into ‘paper fish’, are here further reduced into an abbreviation which

e

accounts not only for their species, but also for the area in which they were captured, and how far

ap

away from the shore they were at the time. Even while remaining mindful of the fact that most of

C

this information is based on generalisation and estimation, that is still a lot of work for four little

of

letters to be doing.

ity

Once the coding has been completed, the next step is to enter the data into the NMLS. The entering
procedure involves capturing the information in the logbook using the codes allocated to each

rs

species and area. As Megan runs rapidly through the process, she rattles off a running commentary

ve

for my benefit: “The vessel area code will be CT, enter, area number (types in number), enter, it

ni

automatically registers the name of the vessel, (types the date), twenty ten, June, then you start

U

entering, day 2, the gear is line (types in the code which represents this gear type), hours fished ‐
sometimes they include this in the return, but sometimes they don’t ‐ if not I can just skip it. Locality
will then be 5724, off‐shore distance 5, and the next one will be the species, which is Snoek (types in
the code for Snoek: SNOK). Then we enter the weight, which is 41. Okay?” This is then saved, and
the next line of data (here day 3) is captured. Once an entire sheet has been entered (the sheet
representing the catch returns of a single vessel for a given month), the original document is signed
by the capturer (with their name and date) to indicate that it has been entered. Megan signs the
document twice, the first to indicate that she coded the sheet, and the second to indicate that she
captured the data.
The following step is validation. Again she narrates to me as she goes through the process: “You go
to data control, listings, and then you enter today’s date, and the username will be my username....
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This gets printed out, and it’s given to one of the other staff members and they validate your work.”
The person responsible for checking a form will compare the printed out validation sheet with the
original document (the two are stapled together), making sure that the vessel number, month, year,
localities, and catch data have been entered correctly. Where an error occurs, the error will be
circled/noted/highlighted, and then given back to the person who originally entered the data into
the system. That person will then have to search for the form, and rectify the error on the system. In
order to correct an error, the form is searched for through a different function in the NMLS (the
‘Find’ function, rather than the ‘Data Control’ function). This does not apply to all error correction
however, Megan explains, “if the year, or month, or vessel number is entered incorrectly, I have to
delete the whole sheet and re‐enter it”. Once all the modifications to the NMLS are done, or once it

n

has been validated as error free (and signed by the validator), the document is ready for filing.

w

A little way away from her desk stand the four‐drawer high metal filing cabinets. Megan pulls a

To

drawer open, pointing out different cabinets, “we always keep the previous there, and the current

e

here”. The files are separated into areas (again according to the area code), and within each area

ap

there is a folder for each vessel: “This is R208, so we go down to ‘R’, and find 208”. Opening the

C

folder, she slides the latest catch report in at the back of the file as it is the latest report received and
captured. She continues this process, filing a small pile of completed forms away, and all the while

ity

of

explaining to me which code denotes which area, and how to find each vessel’s folder of data.
As she shuffles through the various cabinets, I begin to notice the differing volume of files from

rs

different areas. There are far more folders in the section for Stilbaai than in that of Port Elizabeth. It

ve

is thus possible for me to visualise, for the first time, the numbers of boats operating out of different

U

ni

areas, purely by comparing the volumes of files against each other. [06/07/10]
Returning to her desk, Megan begins to brief me on another aspect of her job: queries. Once they
receive the catch reports, and she begins to code the data, she may often find that information has
been left out or is illegible. Megan will then attempt to phone the boat owner (or will send letters if
there is no response) and ask him to verify the information which cannot be read, or to provide
information which has not been included. Species and location are thus highlighted as two of the
most important pieces of information, as while they will still enter the data if a skipper doesn’t note
the number of hours fished (for example), they will not enter the data if either the species name or
the location caught at is not provided.
After she has guided me through the process, Megan explains that no one in the office does all of
the above steps, and that rather, certain individuals will be responsible for completing certain steps.
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Megan, herself, does the receiving and the coding, and then passes it on to one of the two data
capturers who will then enter the data. The verification can be done by anyone else in the office,
either by the other data capturer, Megan, or one of the MRA’s (marine research assistants).
Whoever verifies will then return documents to the initial data capturer who will make
amendments, and then file the documents.
In reference to a diagram of soil strata in ‘Circulating Reference’ (mentioned above), Latour (1999)
makes the observation that through the study thereof, elements are “abstracted from a too
concrete domain, before it becomes, at the next stage, too concrete again... each of which plays the
role of sign for the previous one and of thing for the succeeding one” (Latour, 1999: 56). Each stage
in the process of knowledge production is aligned to the one preceding it through the traceability of

n

reference. Just as fishers enumerate fish caught, and transform those real fish into paper fish

w

through an abstraction, so that abstraction becomes the real basis of coding, which when captured

To

in the NMLS concretises the coded fish, itself becoming further abstracted as this data is plugged

ap

e

into diagrams, charts and graphs.

C

The Incorporation of Fishers’ Knowledge into Management Practice
In my interview with him, Markus noted that there are ways to discern how accurate the

of

information in the logbook is. That is, there are ‘warning signs’ that one can look out for: repetition

ity

of exact numbers. While he notes that he could make a largely correct (in his view) “assumption”

rs

[i.e. hypothesis] based solely on the fisheries independent data (generated by the research team of

ve

which he is a member), he notes that the logbook data is important in that the incorporation of

ni

catch data ensures that the assumptions made are the “most accurate”.

U

One of the primary functions of the research divisions of DAFF is to inform policy/management
practices. Thabo, a resource manager at DAFF informed me that the “upper limit” of the licenses or
quotas which can be granted are determined in consultation with fisheries researchers from the
different research divisions (of which linefish research is one), who provide recommendations for
management protocol. The research produced is presented to policy makers and management
officials, but the officials are not mandated by law to use the research. Policy makers will sometimes
make an economically viable decision, rather than an ecologically viable one. Often, Thabo notes,
government will send management planners back to the drawing board to come up with a
management plan which does not require areas to be closed, even where this might be the official
recommendation of fisheries scientists. Given that science, with its established authority, is often
sidelined in the politics of fisheries management, I am sceptical of the effect that an incorporation of
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fisher’s knowledge would have on management, whether it

would be taken into account.

[02/02/11]
Stead et al. (2006) note, in their article entitled Uses of Fisher’s Knowledge in Fisheries Management,
that fishers have challenged the use of scientific data within the context of fisheries management,
and that these fishers are of the opinion that their expertise has been ignored. The article,
examining four case studies of attempts to take account of fishers’ knowledge in management of
North Sea fisheries, concludes that the more participatory and interactive the methods of obtaining
fishers’ knowledge are, the more valuable. Haggan et al. (2007) on the other hand, in Fisher’s
Knowledge for Fisheries Science and Management (a Coastal Management Sourcebook by UNESCO
Publishing), note that while fisheries scientists acknowledge that fishers’ knowledge can be useful,

n

they (the scientists) find it to be inaccessible. The comments of these two sets of authors outline the

w

nature of the relationship between fisheries scientists and fishers, and the resulting tension between

To

so‐called “scientific research‐based knowledge” and “local experience‐based knowledge” in the

e

fisheries sector. Yet, separating the ways of knowing the sea along these lines perpetuates the

ap

division between ways of knowing.

C

Ways of being in the world, or ontologies, are made up of the assumptions which we make about

of

the conditions of existence of ‐ and relations of dependency between ‐ things (Blaser, 2009). An

ity

ontology then, depends on relationships and relationalities between human and non‐human
(animate and inanimate) actors in the environment. The assumptions which we make about them

rs

are shaped through our practices and interactions with other human and non‐human actors (or our

ve

perceptions of the interactions between humans and non‐humans, humans, and non‐humans)

ni

(Blaser, 2009). These assumptions and perceptions, then, become the basis for our

U

conceptualisation of reality ‐ our way of being in the world. Yet, while people or actors in the same
environment (or perhaps interconnected/overlapping environments) interact with the same human
and non‐human actors, they will interact in different ways and through different practices. Through
the different approaches, practices and processes which are engaged in by different actors, then,
different things are created out of the same objects ‐ or rather, different ways of being in the world
emerge within the same environment.
Marieke van Zyl (2009), in her study of the fishing community of Kassiesbaai on the south coast of
the Western Cape, noted the emergent discrepancies in the conceptualisations of ocean, time and
value by people in different sectors of the fishery. Her primary argument was that these differences
impeded successful communication between sectors (van Zyl, 2009). The ‘discrepencies’ which she
observed can be accounted for through an ontological lens, where the specific engagement of each
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actor shapes not only that actor’s understanding of a thing, but also the validity, existence and place
of that thing in the world. Because different sectors in the fisheries operate with different
ontologies, they develop different conceptualisations of the same concepts (in that specific case the
concepts of ocean, time, and value), which inevitably leads to misunderstandings and
communication breakdowns. The communication breakdown she evidences amounts to an
‘uncontrolled equivocation’ (Viveros de Castro, 2004; cited by Blaser, 2009), where actors may be
talking about different things, but not be aware thereof: “these misunderstandings happen not
because there are different perspectives on the world but rather because the interlocutors are
unaware that different worlds are being enacted (and assumed) by each of them” (Blaser, 2009:
883). It is important to note the distinction which Blaser (2009) makes here between “different

n

perspectives on the world” (which implies that there is one true nature and many interpretations

w

thereof ‐ multiculturalist approach) and “different worlds [that] are being enacted” (where the

To

process of enacting creates different natures ‐ multinaturalist approach). What Blaser (2009) is
pointing out is that the way of being in the world that is enacted is more than merely a “perspective”

ap

e

in the relativistic sense. Rather, it is a real and legitimate explanation of nature, and that more than

C

one legitimate explanation of nature can exist at the same time.
The authority of science, with its modernist ability to examine nature with highly prized objectivity,

of

and then explain and translate it, is pursued as the one true empirical explanation of nature (Blaser,

ity

2009) yet, as Blaser’s (2009) argument suggests, science does not offer the only legitimate

rs

explanation of nature. Because scientific knowledge is founded on the authority of its own

ve

objectivity, as well as the perhaps misguided modernist belief that if you can understand nature,

ni

then you can control it, scientific knowledge has been politicized. The acquisition and dissemination

U

of scientific knowledge is laden with political overtones, and heavily influenced by power relations
(Latour, 2005). The power of this authority is often mobilised politically, in order to achieve
governmental goals, fuelling power struggles within a bureaucratic regime.
Different ways of knowing (different world views which have been enacted) work through different
languages and interactions, and yet impact on the same objects/things. Fisheries scientists,
management officials, fishermen (and women), social scientists, consumers and government
officials, all engage, on some level, with fish. They impact on fish, and fish impacts on them. And yet,
in this discussion, fish are not the only objects/things of relevance and importance. Boats, harbours,
ocean ecosystems, people and money (among other things) all form part of the network of
objects/things involved in knowledge controversies around fishing. These other objects/things are
highly contested, they become the subjects of intense discussion and, often, conflict. They are
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spoken about at home and in the harbour, and play a central role in practiced fishing. While it is
clear, then, that there are differences between the groups of knowers, there also exist connections
between different ways of knowing the sea.
In looking at the connections between fisheries research done at DAFF, with the NMLS, and fishing
practice, I have found Marilyn Strathern’s notion of partial connections to be pertinent (Strathern,
1991). Marisol de la Cadena (2010) highlights the usefulness of Strathern’s notion of ‘partial
connections’ in thinking about the interactions between objects and things. This concept, she notes,
“refers to a relationship composing an aggregate that is ‘neither singular nor plural, neither one nor
many, a circuit of connections rather than joint parts’. Partial connections create no single entity, the
entity that results is more than one, yet less than two.” (de la Cadena, 2010: 347). In the case of

n

fisheries, the different ways of knowing which impact on the common object/thing (that is the

w

marine ecosystem and its resources) come from many different perspectives (among these

To

researchers, scientists, resources managers, politicians, and fishers from various sectors). While each

e

of these perspectives is separate from the other, they also converge and diverge towards and from

ap

each other, in the process establishing ‘partial connections’ 6 . Here, the overlaps include geographic

C

areas, fish species, and ecological knowledge, and yet it is often the case that fisheries scientists and
fishers will speak of these things in very different terms, and in doing so enact different things into

ity

of

being. Yet these different things remain intimately connected to each other.
To say that a knowledge is “research‐based” or “experienced‐based”, as is often the case with the

rs

scientific vs/& fisher’s knowledge debates, is not useful. The process of assembling knowledge of any

ve

kind depends on both experiential and research based knowledge (and it may in fact be difficult to

ni

determine what constitutes “research” and “experience” and where the line between the two exists,

U

if it does in fact exist). What had been termed “research‐based” knowledge draws on the experience
of scientists with the sea, and is not produced solely through modelling and equations. Likewise, the
“experiential‐based” knowledge of fishermen does not preclude their accessing feedback (via
pamphlets and the explanations behind policy implementations) from those in the
“research”/management sector, as well as from weather reports and data generated through the
use of GPS and echo‐locator technology. These two ways of knowing, while emerging out of differing
contexts, hold each other in tension, and, to a certain extent, could even be argued to co‐produce
each other. If these partial connections connect fishers and fisheries scientist in a veritable web of
knowledge making, as my analysis has suggested, then better collaboration is possible. Our next
6

This is a concept that has been developed in Conservation Conversations: Initial findings on contestations
over fisheries science on the Benguela Coast (mentioned above), Tarryn‐Anne Anderson, Kelsey Draper, Greg
Duggan, Lesley Green, Astrid Jarre, Sven Ragaller, Jennifer Rogerson and Marieke van Zyl (2011)
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matter of concern 7 is how to incorporate fishers (as public citizens, but expert knowers) into the
process of fisheries science research, in a way that recognises the legitimacy of fishers’ knowledge,
as well as adding real value to the research output in a way that will positively influence fisheries
management strategy within a democratic framework.
Sheila Jasanoff (2005) has noted that while citizens are recognised by European social theorists as
being “deeply embroiled in the politics of science and technology” (2005: 247), these theorists do
not focus on how citizens produce and use scientific knowledge. Rather, they centre their research
around what Jasanoff (2005) terms the “public understanding of science (and technology)”, arguing
that the extent of a public’s understanding of science is directly proportional to the authoritative
power of the scientific knowledge in society. Following this theorisation of the public understanding

n

of science, one could argue that the conflict between fishers and fisheries scientists, and thus the

w

contestations over marine knowledges that occurs in this sector, is due to a lack of understanding of

To

the scientific evidence, research process and findings. Moreover, it undermines the authoritative

e

knowledge of fishers. Jasanoff (2005) argues that this focus (on what people know, rather than how

ap

they know) is not useful. She terms the process of producing and using scientific knowledge, as well

C

as the ways in which publics engage with scientific knowledge ‘Civic Epistemology’. That is, “the
institutionalized practices by which members of a given society test and deploy knowledge claims

of

used as a basis for making collective choices” (Jasanoff, 2005: 255). Yet, the limitations of Jasanoff’s

ity

argument need to be recognised. The divisions which she creates between knowers, and the

rs

different sources of expertise which she acknowledges (the sole expert advisor, the collective, and a

ve

reservoir of knowledge that experts draw on), are not as separable in actuality as she conceptually

ni

lays them out to be. Rather, as I have argued, these aspects of knowledge production overlay each

U

other, creating a veritable knot of interconnections in the process of knowledge making. As
knowledge is produced, via a series of reductions, which are then expanded and reduced again,
particular realities are actualised. Jasanoff does not allow for different ways of knowing, and thus
cannot account for the ways in which these may be connected.
In her article on Mapping Knowledge Controversies, Sarah Whatmore (2009) notes that the moment
when either knowledge claims, environmental science technologies, or governmental policy
practices become “subject to public interrogation and dispute”(2009: 2), is the moment in which a
knowledge controversy is born. These controversies, she argues, should be viewed productively as
generative events which can be reconceptualised and reconsidered in order to provide us with the
opportunity to arouse a different awareness of the problems which constitute contestations

7

To borrow the term from Bruno Latour.
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(Whatmore, 2009). Given this definition, discussions and disputes around fishing; fisheries science;
and fisheries management are all knowledge controversies, and thus have the potential to become
generative events (if mobilised as such effectively). In order to mobilise knowledge controversies as
generative events, Whatmore (2009) notes that it is imperative that we shift from the idea of a
knowledge economy to that of a knowledge polity, by recognising the “multiple and emergent
constitution of publics and their political capabilities” (2009: 6), while bearing in mind that these
emergent publics are not exclusively human ‐ that things (such as fish), too, have political power.
Knowledge is contextual, and assembled by the knower. Moreover, knowledge makers produce
knowledge in relation to each other, and often out of the same contexts. The knowledge they
produce differs from each other, as their respective ways of knowing (that is, their ontological

n

perspectives) lead to the production of different things (natures) out of the same objects (context).

w

Yet, there are distinct overlaps and interconnections at play, and the divergences and convergences

To

of ways of knowing result in a set of complex interactions within fisheries management, between

ap

e

fishers, scientists and resource managers.

The successive stages of knowledge making, whereby ideas are simplified (first through recording

C

catch, and later through coding) and complexified (as that data is drawn on to make hypotheses);

of

solidifying (into hard data) and abstracting (through the use of numbers and equations) of elements

ity

of the world (here fish and fishing effort) is illustrative of the way in which fisheries scientists
attempt to put the world into words. The data in the logbooks maintained by skippers exists as a

rs

connection between the world and the explanation of the world which fisheries scientists create (in

ve

the form of research output). While fisheries science research may still be possible without this data,

ni

the provision thereof serves to further legitimate the claims which fisheries science researchers are

U

able to make about the world. As such, the importance of the participation of skippers in logbook
maintenance, and the necessity of the data they provide to the research process is evident. The
information provided by skippers which is currently making its way into the NMLS, however,
amounts merely to catch data, and effort reports (that is an account of how many fish were caught,
and the most basic explanation of how those fish were caught). The ways in which skippers/fishers
know the sea (which, as shown, is integral to the practice of fishing) is so far reduced in order to
translate it into a form that is readily accessible to those to whom it is disseminated, that by the time
the data is entered into the NMLS it little resembles fishers’ knowledge (if it ever did at all), and as a
result potentially relevant information is slipping through the cracks. The current level of
participation does not, then, satisfy the legal requirement for ‘participatory’ research within the
context of South Africa’s participatory democracy. Not only is the type of fishers’ knowledge that is
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being incorporated into fisheries research not actually representative of the way in which fishers
know the sea, but the way in which that incorporation takes place results in the overshadowing of
one group of knowers by the other, rather than there being a collaborative effort between the
respective knowers. What this suggests is that the structure of data‐gathering and capturing within
the context of fisheries science research disallows the true participation of fishers in the research
process due to the fact that the modernist ways of capturing and collecting data do not account for
movement and embodiment, and do not accept the legitimacy of fishers’ ways of knowing the sea.
It is important to stress here that accepting the legitimacy of a particular way of knowing is not
tantamount to accepting its claims as correct; it is merely an acknowledgement of value and
authority, which is necessary before real conversations around validity can even occur. Claims about

n

legitimacy within the context of fisheries and fisheries management have, up until this point, largely

w

figured around legitimate claims to rights of access to the sea, which tend to further polarise

To

different actors, setting groups of knowers (and sometimes individual knowers) against each other. If

e

we can let go of these polarisations, and recognise the value of the entanglement of different ways

U
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ve

rs

ity

of

C

act as a productive and participatory opportunity.

ap

of knowing, then we are able to accept the need for a rethinking of modes of data‐gathering which
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Chapter Four

Regarding Rights: The rise of rights‐based discourses
Science has been traditionally used to manage data, and not people, but it has become part of a
democratic process where some kinds of governance are based on, and motivated by, scientific
claims and principles. Yet in a democratic process, where participation and communication is
paramount, the treating of fishers merely as a data‐producer, rather than a legitimate knower in
their own right, is not useful, productive, or representative of reality. The question then becomes
how better to ensure the active participation of fishers in the process of fisheries research in ways
that will positively affect fisheries management. What the earlier chapters of this dissertation have

n

already established is that the ways in which fishers know the sea is produced in the lived experience

w

of fishing. Their knowledge is embodied and thus slips out of the range of the points of data which

To

the current South African line‐fish data capture system allows for. Bruno Latour (2004a, 2005)
argues for the widening of our definition of politics, for bringing things that have not previously been

ap

e

thought of as political, such as science, and knowledge, into the sphere of democracy.

C

One cannot speak of contestation in the context of fishing without speaking about the controversy
and conflict surrounding the allocation of fishing rights. Many of the interviews and informal

of

conversations which I had with fishers, management and government officials, and government

ity

scientists tended to pivot around the allocation of “rights”, with Mike, and many others (skippers,

rs

crew, fish sellers, and fish cleaners) contending that the allocation of “rights” was not fairly executed

ve

by the state (where the state is embodied by DAFF officials) ‐ a sentiment also expressed by Isaacs et
al (2005). In Kalk Bay Harbour, the term “rights” is used ambiguously, and in various situations could

U

ni

refer to either quotas or to licenses, and sometimes to both. Despite this ambiguity, however, the
“rights” to which both skippers and crew refer, are rights of access.
As we sat in his living room, Mike began to explain to me how the quota allocation application
process unfolded, to his recollection: “Well, when we applied for the quotas... We had a quota (a
community quota), jissis, since 1986? And then when they pulled the quotas out to get individual
quotas, the first time we were refused ‐ and then of course we were still in the community quota.
But then there was people with the community quota and who still got the 750 kilos [of individual
quota]. Then the new allocations came in again, and then they told us ... three meetings, it was
asked: ‘Do we have to resign [from the community quota] to apply for an individual quota?’. So he
said yes. So what we done was, they said the Kalk Bay fishermen would definitely get [individual
quotas], so we all went and paid our three hundred rand, and resigned from the Kalk Bay community
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one, and then all of a sudden they said there wasn’t enough fish. In E zone. Which is False Bay. Then,
then! They say, this one says you haven’t been fishing for long [enough], this one says you haven’t
stayed in Kalk Bay, and you haven’t done this and that ‐ and they are all born and bred fishermen!
Kenneth is seventy‐two years of age! He’s done nothing [else], and his father’s father’s father, they
never even picked up a paint brush! They were all refused ... what happened then was that they
[those members of the community who were still members of the community quota] wouldn’t allow
us back into the community quota. They renamed it, and they said that it was their one now.... But
then came the whities (points to his chest), like us, but with their rich lawyers and attorneys. They
fought the fisheries, and one just got his quota two weeks ago. And he is stone rich ‐ he spent nearly
forty thousand rand on lawyers.... But the true fisherman, the absolute true fisherman ... he’s come

n

unstuck by this quota [reallocation]. And he needs it!” [24/05/2010].

w

His account underscores the complexity of a situation in which strife and dissention became the

To

order of the day as collaborative relations turned competitive in the jockeying for quotas. His words

e

also concord with those of Moenieba Issacs (2006) who has argued that “allocating fishing rights to

ap

individual small‐scale fishers in South Africa resulted in the elite of the community obtaining fishing

C

rights while the majority of bonafide fishers were overlooked” (2006: 52). In Waves of Change:
coastal and fisheries co‐management in Southern Africa, Maria Hauck and Merle Sowman (2003)

of

note that “natural resource management in South Africa has been marked by injustice and left with

ity

a legacy of inequality” (2003: 38). Lance van Sittert (2003) has noted that post‐1994, the government

rs

was under massive pressure to redistribute access to resources in a way that simultaneously

ve

redressed the inequalities of the past, while also favourably positioning South Africa as a competitor

ni

in the global market. Despite the desire of fishers and skippers to have rights redistributed in a way

U

that they deem fair, where everyone who deserves access is granted and where a prosperous living
can be made, fish populations are also in dramatic decline. Food security is threatened from all
angles, as over‐exploitation of the marine resources leads to drastic decline, while the denial of
fishing “rights” severely compromises the ability of small‐scale fishers to make an income and
provide food for their families on a day‐to‐day basis. The economic and political factors are messy,
and confusing, and the situation for fisheries management is both dire and daunting.
The allocation of fishing ‘rights’ was required to be done via an application process. The MLRA took a
one‐size‐fits‐all approach, initially allowing for the allocation of either subsistence rights or
commercial rights. The classification of subsistence fishers, for the first time within a legislative
framework, was problematic. Small‐scale fishers operate within a market economy, driven by
capitalist tendencies, and as such were precluded from the narrow classification of ‘subsistence’
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fishers (Sowman, 2006). Yet if an application was made in the commercial sector, small‐scale fishers
were required to compete with big commercial entities for access to the same resources (Sowman,
2006).
Even the later establishment of a small‐scale commercial sector, as well as the reworking of the
definition of ‘subsistence’ to include a limited commercial trade aspect, was not sufficiently inclusive
of small‐scale fishers in terms of rights provision (Sowman, 2006). Sowman argues further that “poor
subsistence fishers are not recognised in terms of their socio‐economic characteristics, but rather
MCM’s characterisation of resources” (Sowman, 2006: 68). Her point is that, contrary to its own
policy and legal frameworks, MCM has adopted a resource‐oriented approach, which only serves to
benefit certain people within the fisheries sector (here big capital), as opposed to an approach to

n

natural resource management which centres itself around benefit for all people within the fisheries

To

w

sector (Sowman, 2006).

As shown above, the allocation of rights in the line‐fisheries sector has been criticized as problematic

ap

e

(Sowman 2006; Hauck & Sowman 2003; Isaacs 2006; Isaacs et al. 2005; Isaacs & Mohamad 2000; van
Sittert 2002, 2003), consequently, a new small‐scale fisheries policy is under development

C

(Government Gazette, 2010). However, in the wake of the MLRA and attendant policies, a discourse

of

around rights motivated by identity claims has arisen.

ity

Recourses to Resources

rs

In the context of the decline of fish populations, as well as the severe economic situation faced by

ve

small‐scale fishers, the problem of fishers’ rights within the South African democracy has been
overwhelmingly framed as one of access rights to resources. Organisations such as Masifundise, as

U

ni

well as fishers themselves, continue to stand up against the capital‐led redistributions of fishing
rights, contesting the ways in which the allocation of rights has taken place (and continues to take
place), and campaigning for the allocation of interim rights for small‐scale fishers. These
organisations have done amazing work in securing access rights for marginalised groups of small
scale fishers. While their contention is primarily over rights of access to marine resources, this
contestation over rights has become increasingly linked to discourses around identity. Mike’s
explanation of the allocation process, and his account of the exclusion of “real fishermen” highlights
the connection between a rights‐based discourse and a dialogue around identity politics, and shows
the way in which concepts of identity have been mobilised by fishers in Kalk Bay in the context of the
MLRA, in a similar way to that which Hara & Raakjær (2009) note: that stakeholders in the small
pelagic fisheries have mobilised legitimating discourses to fortify their policy positions.
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The policies and laws circulating around the allocation of rights of access to marine resources
required that people who were applying for access rights “prove” their connection to both the
industry and the sea, thereby giving reasons why they should be allocated rights of access. The types
of proof which the policy required included paperwork (application forms), photographs, statements
of family history, proof of residence in the area, past logbooks, and one’s “skippers ticket” (which
licenses skippers to practice as such). This tangible documentation was seen as evidence of
connection to an area, and the kind of connection and history that it assumed reified a specific type
of identity, that of “the fisherman”. These requirements for quota rights allocation seem to amplify
an identification as a "real fisherman" which prioritises familial connection, investment (both time
and money) in the industry, and residential proximity. When the rights debate comes up, people

n

assert their claim to a quota based on this conceptualisation of a "real fisherman".

w

When talking to skippers and fishers within Kalk Bay harbour about fishing knowledge as opposed to

To

quota allocations, the phrase "real fisherman" was used in different ways. The element of historicity

e

and familial connection to the sea (that is, based on family tradition), as well as to the residential

ap

area, were still cited by fishers as indicators of belonging, but technical skill also became a factor

C

which denoted a "real fisherman”. Abrie, when commenting on the crayfishers, noted that they
were not "real fishermen". When I enquired as to why he felt that way, he told me that he had once

of

tried to work on a crayfishing vessel, but that it was boring, and that in comparison to line‐fishers

ity

"they have no skill". It does not take much application of knowledge about the sea, was his point, to

rs

throw a trap over the side of a vessel and wait for crayfish to crawl inside it. Amongst hand‐line

ve

fishers in Kalk Bay, fisher's knowledge and identity as a “real fisherman” is intimately connected, if

ni

one knows about the sea (in a particular way), and one enacts that knowledge (performs as a

U

fisherman), then one is identified as a “real fisherman”.
In her ethnography In the Eyes of the Sea, Anna Bohlin (2007) draws attention to the idea of “real
Kalk Bay people”, so called by those people she interviewed throughout her fieldwork: "Their
belonging was said to be grounded not merely in unbroken residence over time, but also through
active and physical engagement with the landscape" (Bohlin, 2007: 36‐37). Bohlin comments that
the activity of fishing, as a means of “physical engagement with the landscape”, was the primary
means of asserting ones belonging in the category of local fishing families (Bohlin, 2007: 37), noting
as well that language and familiarity with the local history (that is, by an ability to tell anecdotes
about local people and events) were also recognised as indicators of belonging (Bohlin, 2007: 38).
Identity as a fisher (or a Kalk Bay fisher), then, is produced through a historical connection to the sea,
Kalk Bay, and the industry of fishing; but it is inherently dynamic, and needs to be constantly
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reaffirmed through a continual reproduction of one’s knowledge of the sea through the on‐going
application of knowledge in the practice of fishing, as suggested in chapters 1 and 2. Fishers who can
no longer engage in the practice of fishing have become “unstuck”, not only in terms of their
financial situations, but also in terms of their identity as fishers. Legislated policy has forced people
to mobilise identity in certain ways, and has led to an immobile/static conception of what it means
to be a fisher. This conceptualisation is not, I would argue, in line with the perception which fishers
have of their own identity, yet influences the way in which they mobilise identity in order to claim
rights of access to marine resources.
The term citizenship inherently stands for a standard ideal, which has become associated with other
terms like “participation”, “accountability”, “civil society”, “social capital” and “good governance”

n

(Robins et al., 2008). These terms can often become bureaucratic buzzwords, which mean little to

w

actual citizens, and do not convey the state of belonging which citizenship incorporates. As a citizen,

To

a person who belongs, one has rights which are constitutionally enshrined. The ways in which people

e

are defined (and in turn limited), either by themselves or by others (including the state), relates to

ap

notions of citizenship. Here, it is important to see the differences between what fishers understand

C

it means to be a “real fisherman”, and what the state defines as a “fisherman” through its policy
enactments and practices. These definitions and identifications are important, because the

of

classification of belonging to the group affords members particular rights, while excluding others.

ity

Ideas about belonging are intimately knotted together with ideas about history, where one's history

rs

in the area and on the sea leads to the emergence of theories of belonging, and identity, which in

ve

turn feeds into ideas about entitlement and access to the sea.

ni

More recently, these local discourses of authenticity around rights and identity (and identity and a

U

recourse to acquiring rights of access) has been linked to “indigenous knowledge”, and a language of
multiculturalism. This focus takes the stance that “...identifying the appropriate type of access rights
(individual versus collective) depends on a variety of factors. In the case of a capital‐intensive fishery
it may be most appropriate to adopt an individual rights system. On the other hand, in a coastal
fishing community, where there is geographic clarity of the community, cohesiveness and a level of
organisation amongst fishermen, a collective rights approach may be more appropriate” (Sowman,
2006: 70). The difficulties in deciding which rights ought to be paramount become clearer when we
reconsider Mike’s account of the redistribution, and the exclusion of individual fishers from
community quotas (of which they were previously part) once they had attempted to acquire
individual rights and subsequently been denied those.
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Many fishers have mobilised identity in an effort to acquire access rights to resources. The identity
that they have mobilised is that of the legally sanctioned “fisher” as represented in policy as
‘deserving’ of rights of access. The primary issue with a claim motivated by identity is that denial of
access rights is tantamount to a denial of the authenticity of one’s identity, and conjures up an
unhelpful discussion around morality and discrimination.
Moreover, this concept/identity of a “fisher” is different from what fishers believe a real fisher to be
in practice, and the mobilisation of this identity, as well as the conflicts created between the two
differing notions of “fisher”, have resulted in a complex and problematic set of identity politics
debates around access rights. The issue here, is one that is similar to that which Mario Blaser (2009)
speaks of as ‘indigenous rights’, where indigenous peoples are, in some conditions, able to defend

n

their relationship to an environment based on rights “conceived from within the modernist ontology

w

as rights to their cultures and/or beliefs” (Blaser, 2009: 891), in that debates around identity‐based

To

politics operate within the same modernist framework. This framework asserts that there is one

e

nature, and many cultural understandings/explanations thereof. Debates about knowledge

ap

pluralism, ways of being with the sea and ways of knowing the sea, are sidelined, and the

C

conversation is structured around who deserves to access marine resources and not around how to

of

know the sea or better manage a fishery that is in nearly perpetual crisis.

ity

What is needed instead, I suggest, is a reconstituting of the conversations around the ways in which
knowledge operates, including the ways in which dominant forms of fisheries science (whether stock

rs

assessment science or an EAF) are integrated with capital, with the state and with publics.

ve

Consonant with the work of Bruno Latour on science and democracy (Latour & Weibel, 2005; Latour

ni

2004a, 2004b, 2007) and Isabelle Stengers (2008, 2010, 2011) on the politics of ontologies, and the

U

limits of multiculturalism (which can call only for tolerance) I want to suggest that debates over
access and rights, participation and democracy can take qualitatively different forms, and have very
different effects, if they can be pursued outside the limited range of a multiculturalist politics. Like
geographer Sarah Whatmore, I want to suggest that equitable spaces for discussion are possible
where participatory research supports the engagement of different ways of knowing the sea, in
order to meaningfully contribute towards the crucial local and regional discussions of fisheries
management. And using the ideas of anthropologist Marilyn Strathern around partial connections, I
want to suggest that it is in the recognition of partial connections that exist between the
“stakeholders” who have become defined as scientists and fishers, that the current conversation, at
an impasse between identity‐led discourses of “stakeholders”, might begin to be refreshed.
Following these lines of argument , I turn to focus on Information and Communication Technologies
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(ICTs) as offering the potential space within which to foster these partial connections between
fisheries science researchers and fishers, and providing the opportunity within which key actors may

U

ni

ve

rs

ity

of

C

ap

e

To

w

n

collaborate more effectively.
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Conclusion

Changing the Conversation: Democracy and Communication
Throughout this research I have sought to trace the movement of marine knowledges, of ways of
knowing the sea, much like fishers and fisheries science researchers seek to track the movement of
fish. This study does not stand as a lone voice, but is rather one of several anthropological studies
done by my colleagues in the social sciences 8 , in concert with our partners in the studies of marine
sciences, and is, I hope, only the beginning of our interdisciplinary collaboration.
This dissertation has aimed to provide a glimpse into the nature of the production of marine
knowledges, finding that it is in the areas of overlap, those points of partial connection of these

n

knowledges, that endeavours for collaboration should be actively sought out. In chapters one and

w

two, I explored the embodied ways in which fishers know the sea, and how they attempt to translate

To

this knowledge into a logbook. I have shown that logbooks are not only a source for hard catch data,

e

but also provide an eclectic and fragmented narrative of the human experience of fishing. They can

ap

provide a space within which to see the interaction of both ecological and human factors, both of

C

which play out together in different ways on the same page of data, and become records of boat

of

maintenance, market conditions, fish availability, and weather conditions.

ity

In chapter three I directed the reader’s gaze towards the processes of data capture and research
practices in the line‐fish research sector of DAFF. Here we saw that while logbooks are being used to

rs

inform research (which in turn aims to inform policy considerations), there is a discontinuity

8

ve

between the information being provided and the information being utilised at the other end of the

U

ni

Including the already completed dissertations of Anderson, T. 2010. Narratives of Loss: The exclusion
of Kalk Bay’s traditional hand‐line fishermen from the access to common property rights. Unpublished Honours
Manuscript. Department of Social Anthropology, University of Cape Town: Cape Town; Draper, K.
2011. Technologies, Knowledges, and Capital: Towards a Political Ecology of the Hake Trawl Fishery Walvis Bay,
Namibia. Unpublished Masters Manuscript. Department of Social Anthropology, University of Cape Town:
Cape Town; Rogerson, J. 2009. Fish out of water: Fishers, the MLRA and ways of knowing the sea, Simonstown,
2009. Unpublished Honours Manuscript. Department of Social Anthropology, University of Cape Town;
Rogerson, J. 2011. Above the surface, beneath the waves: Contesting Ecologies and generating knowledge
conversations in Lamberts Bay. Unpublished Masters Manuscript. Department of Social Anthropology,
University of Cape Town; Schultz, O. J. 2010. Belonging on the West Coast: An Ethnography of St Helena Bay in
the context of marine resource scarcity. Unpublished Masters Manuscript. Department of Social Anthropology,
University of Cape Town; van Zyl, M. 2008. Heritage and change: The implementation of fishing policy in
Kassiesbaai, South Africa 2007. Unpublished Masters Manuscript. Department of Social Anthropology,
University of Cape Town; as well as the ongoing Masters work of Greg Duggan and Sven Ragaller, and the
ongoing Phd work of Marieke van Zyl and Kelsey Draper.
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dissemination process. The human real life experience of fishing, the frustration at the seal
overpopulation, the complaints about pollution, and the noting down of how weather affects fishing
practice are all ignored by the scientific data collection process, and only the hard numbers are
focused on. Bypassing this information is symbolic of the break in communication between
fishermen and research and management officials, and resonates deeply with the sense of exclusion
which many skippers feel from management processes.
As the crisis in the fishery has developed, the role of the state in fisheries management has grown,
effectively making fisheries scientists actors in governance. In turn, the authority and agencies of the
state, including the police and the Navy, act in terms of fisheries policy. Despite intense contestation
within marine science, and notwithstanding the South African government’s commitment to

n

implement an EAF by 2012, “[the] dominant management response to the current problem of

w

overfishing in western countries... is characterised by a preoccupation with single species certainty

To

and expert control ... it fails to appreciate the nature and role of practical knowledge, misconstruing

e

the relationships between humans and the environment” (Pálsson, 2000: 71‐72). Cormac Cullinan, a

ap

specialist in the field of environmental law and policy, and author of Wild Law, argues that a system

C

of governance should reflect the inherent nature or principles of that which it seeks to regulate
(2002: 4). Cullinan argues that our South African environmental governance systems are based on

of

the false premise that humans are separate from the environment: a view which “encourages and

ity

legitimizes environmentally and socially destructive behaviour and hinders the development of more

rs

appropriate forms of social organisation by those who do not subscribe to the dominant social

ve

myths” (2002: 23). He notes that laws which reify the division between nature and culture “often

ni

[lead] to results that are perverse and obstruct healthy relations between humans and other

U

species” (2002: 5).

Section 24 (b) of the Constitution of South Africa states that “everyone has a right to have the
environment protected...”. It is a right which is framed in the interest of a person as opposed to the
interest of the animal or earth or environment. This stands in contrast to the Latin American
Constitutions of Ecuador and Bolivia, which both recognise nature as a legal entity in itself and as
such entitled to its own rights. There are links between the thought that drives this legal initiative,
and the post‐humanities work of Bruno Latour, Jane Bennett, Michel Callon and John Law. These
thinkers have written prolifically in argument for seeing matter and material (previously thought of
only as mute and inert objects) as actors within a series of relational networks.
The discourse around rights, one which we saw Mike mobilising in chapter four (as many have and
continue to do), surrounds ideas about belonging ‐ both where you belong, and what belongs to
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you. Belonging and citizenship relate to notions of inclusion, and yet often lead to the paradoxical
emphasising of exclusion. Constitutionally‐granted rights, such as the right to an income, and the
right to shelter (all of which are connected, for fishers, to the right to fish) can often come into
conflict with others, such as the right to a protected environment (and thus a sustainable marine
ecosystem). The issue however, is that rights to a protected environment are rights that people
have, not rights that the environment has and, when weighed up against other rights such as the
right to an income, the environment always loses. Likewise, the rights of certain citizens or groups of
citizens can come into conflict with one another, and there are as yet no mechanisms in place which
lead towards a solution that is deemed “fair enough” by all involved. Developing such mechanisms,
however, necessitates the participation and collaboration of all the citizens concerned about, and

n

impacted by, the issue at stake.

w

The Marine Living Resources Act of 1998 stresses the importance of participation of local

To

communities in resource management decisions, but does not specifically endorse co‐management,

e

and problematically excludes small‐scale fishers from management decisions (Hauck & Sowman,

ap

2003). The attempt made was to protect the marine environment from people by policing the

C

people, but it led to people feeling criminalised in a context of scarcity. The promulgation of the
MLRA was well intentioned, but has been devastating because it splits families and communities, by

of

criminalising some fishers while allowing others to prosper. A one‐size‐fits‐all policy is detrimental to

ity

local small‐scale fishers: a point amply demonstrated in the extensive Canadian project called Coasts

rs

Under Stress (Ommer, 2007). The severe economic implications which policy can have on the lives

ve

(and livelihoods) of coastal communities is discussed in that volume, where the authors argue that

ni

policies which are created without an adequate understanding of the impacts and implications

U

thereof on local communities often lead to the benefits of those policies being directed away from
local producers (Ommer, 2007: 241).
Democracy is founded upon the principles of communication, and yet it has become apparent that
fishers cannot communicate effectively with those state apparatuses that are mandated with serving
them. The task, in my view is to rethink the conversations which are occurring around fisheries
management, to move away from a rights‐based contestation, and to begin to take seriously the
need for mutual respect and collaboration around fisheries management. This is not an argument
for a relativist tolerance, but for a recognition that more than one way of knowing the sea, and
speaking of it, is possible. What Sarah Whatmore (2009) has called ‘knowledge controversies’, may
be opportunities for rethinking the terms of impossible conversations, where these ‘knowledge
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controversies’, she suggests, become spaces which can be used for discussion and collaboration ‐ an
opportunity I discuss further below.
As this dissertation has shown, fishers’ knowledge is embodied, and produced in practice. As such,
its production unfolds in much the same way as scientific research is done, and from the same
contexts (thus using the same knowledge objects), yet engages with these through different
processes thus creating differing ways of knowing. Despite the differences, however, continuities
between each exist. All knowledge assemblages depend on both experiential and research based
knowledge for their production, and the supposed lines between what constitutes “research” and
“experience” is difficult (if not impossible) to delimit.

n

The notes recorded on the margins of logbooks suggest the difficulties involved in attempting to

w

translate one way of knowing into another within the striations of modernity. Through this process

To

of translation, the ways in which fishers know the sea are reduced and distilled using modernist
frameworks into ‘raw data’ that can then be plugged in to scientific models. Such a distillation is no

ap

e

longer representative of the ways in which fishers know the sea. Furthermore, it becomes
increasingly difficult for skippers to communicate, since what they think is relevant does not fit into

C

the boxes and the lines provided. The ontology of the logbooks puts people on the margins, and

of

legitimises a particular way of dealing with people through management. Fishers feel like they are

ity

not given the space to voice their opinions, and that what they think does not count/is irrelevant.

rs

Logbooks are, however, one of the primary ways in which marine knowledge is shared between

ve

fishers and fisheries researchers, and as such are a point of connection between two of the primary
actors in the context of line‐fishery management. Instead of focusing on the differences between

U

ni

these actors as two separate interest groups, as has so often been done, perhaps we could shift our
focus to those areas where interaction is already taking place ‐ those areas of intersection which
represent partial connections between those messy collectives that have previously been polarised.
It is here that we need to slow down, and to think carefully about the links and overlaps of different
ways of knowing the sea, and to strengthen those points of connection.
When looking at the kinds of information noted by Mike on the margins of his logbook, and through
my conversations with Abrie, it becomes apparent that these skippers are well‐positioned to offer
significant insights into the changes and fluctuations of the climate and ecosystem along the coast
from Kalk Bay/Cape Point. Weather patterns, fish availability, and fish behaviour are subjects that
are integral to the everyday practice of fishing and research, and these are areas of expertise where
fishers’ could definitely contribute to the research process.
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One of the obvious challenges to arise from this project would be the creation of a more dynamic
‘logbook’ system that would allow the recording of information that accounts for the particularities
of fishers’ ways of knowing the sea, and more accurately resembles fishers’ knowledge. Given the
rate of decline, it is also important that the gathering of data happen in a direct and efficient manner
that actively works against having a backlog of logbook sheets to capture into the system.
Considering the abundant use of ICTs in the context of both small‐scale (Ragaller, forthcoming) and
industrial fisheries (Draper, 2011), it may be that the space for innovation lies in online and mobile
technology. The South African Bird Atlas Project 2 (SABAP2)9 and the Cell‐Life project 10 have both
successfully used ICTs as a tool of data‐gathering of various kinds. Cell‐Life is an award‐winning
project that aims to improve the lives of HIV‐infected, and affected, people living in South Africa, by

n

providing innovative strategies for the management of HIV and TB through the use of mobile and

w

internet technologies. While part of the project centres around using SMSes to encourage HIV

To

testing, to monitor ARV use, and to provide useful information and reminders in lieu of follow‐up

e

appointments, it also incorporates technology that allows community health workers to submit

ap

information on the wellbeing of patients for whom they are responsible. They do this via SMS, to a

C

database that maps the information in real time, and allows a very rapid response on the part of
medical personnel and policymakers to trends on the ground, whether regarding illness, or the

of

logistics of managing antiretroviral availability on a large scale. Patients can also submit data via a

ity

self‐assessment questionnaire. This mobile data collection system called Capture (previously EMIT)

rs

is web‐based, and can be filled in from any location. Its most important benefit lies in its ability to

ve

analyse data immediately and offer fast and accurate feedback thereon. While Cell‐Life uses Capture

ni

software in relation to health‐provision services, the technology itself is compatible with many

U

different modes of research and can be easily adapted for use by fishermen in capturing data
relating to monitoring fish and oceans.
SABAP2 is a similar kind of project, involving citizens in the generation of scientific data. It requires
interested bird‐watchers to register as a participant with the network (online, or via the postal
service), and then provides them with data‐sheets and software to enable them to become ‘atlasers’
(the nickname for active participants). The main goals of the project are to establish “a scientifically
rigorous, repeatable platform for tracking through time and space the impacts of environmental
change on southern African Birds, through standardized data collection on bird distribution and an
index of abundance”, while also increasing public participation and awareness “through large‐scale

9

http://sabap2.adu.org.za/
http://www.cell‐life.org/
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mobilisation of citizen scientists” 11 . An ‘atlaser’ is able to go into the field and conduct research
surveys of the bird population by recording as many different bird species as they can find within a
given area on a given day. The survey data is then submitted online by the participants themselves,
and thus ensures that the database is always up to date, with no backlog of data to capture.
Questioning whether fishers and skippers may begin to be recognised as citizen scientists in the
project of fisheries research is perhaps a way to move forward, yet it has to be noted, that the stakes
of the SABAP2 project are very different from those of fisheries management. Specifically, fish are
food, and birds are not. In a chapter assessing The Political Ecology of Fisheries in the Upper Gulf of
California, James Greenberg (2006) notes that where natural resources (such as fish) have been
managed as individual commodities rather than as parts of particular ecologies, these resources are

n

not viewed in terms of their relationality to people, but rather in terms of an economic resource

w

(Greenberg, 2006). In the case of bird‐watchers turned citizen scientists, birds are not viewed as a

To

consumable commodity, and thus are not as heavily politicised in terms of a resource as fish are.

e

Other projects such as CyberTracker12 , which facilitates collaboration between scientists and local

ap

trackers uses a GPS technology to track animals and collect data in the Kalahari. This research

C

specifically recognises the movement and embodiment which is integral in processes of knowledge
production (du Plessis, 2010), a view which establishes very pertinent parallels with the findings of

of

our collaborative project on fishers’ knowledge. It provides an exciting example of how data‐

ity

collection can work in a the context of collaboration and dynamic knowledge production.

rs

The EAF approach acknowledges that people are part of ecosystems, but they need to be seen as

ve

acting within them rather than acting on them. The divide between nature and culture has

ni

propagated the view that fisheries management (here DAFF) is only about fish, due to the fact that

U

nature is the so‐called purview of science. Yet fisheries management is not only about fish stocks
and data, it is about managing people in complex, highly connected social‐ecological systems.
Providing the space for fishers to collaborate with fisheries science researchers is about collapsing
the nature‐culture divide, and providing fishers with the opportunity to take responsibility for their
own roles in fisheries management. When considering all the recent ICT innovations simultaneously
it becomes imaginable to envision a new method of data collection in fisheries research which better
supports participation. It could potentially foster the notion of citizen science, and moves our
thoughts and conversations around fisheries management towards a relational approach. It is only
by conceptualising the relationship between people and the environment in terms of this
relationality, whereby both humans and non‐humans are seen as actors within the fishery,
11
12

As stated on the project’s website, see footnote 8.
http://cybertracker.org/
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constantly interacting and co‐producing knowledge, that we can move towards a fisheries

U

ni

ve

rs

ity

of

C

ap

e

To

w

n

management that is both ethical and participatory.
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