UNIVERSITY OF TROMSQ UIT

*
N
NORWEGIAN COLLEGE OF FISHERIES SCIENCE
The European Union’s

Fisheries Partnership Agreements

- A governability assessment of the case of the Republic of Mozambique

Mozambigue _
.|
] System-to- Governing Governing
] be Governed |Interactions System
1
L
III
r
/."

Lovise Kvalsund Otterlei

Master's Degree Thesis in Fisheries and Aquaculture
Field of Study - Fisheries Management (60 credits)
August 2011



Abstract

This is an explorative study of the European UrsqiEUs) Fisheries Partnership Agreements
(FPASs) with African, Caribbean and Pacific courdifCP). The agreements are criticized
for not being able to implement in practice whatytipromise on paper. The overall objective
of FPAs is threefold: securing access for the Edtflsupplying the Union’s internal market
and promoting sustainable development of the fisBesector in the partner country. There is
an internal conflict between these objectives &eddtter remains the most challenging to
implement. By conducting a governability assessroétite FPA between the EU and the
Republic of Mozambique this study explores the goaerce process of such agreements,
while seeking to identify what components are lingtthe governing system'’s ability to
achieve the given objective. The assessment retrestlparticipation, availability of data,
institutional organization and efficiency, politiggower and commitment are key elements.
Governance interactions that can increase thayatuliachieve the given objective are also
suggested.

Keywords:. Fisheries Partnership Agreement, the EuropeanriJMaozambique,
governability, fisheries development.
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1. Introduction

The research topic of this thesis is the Fishd?esnership Agreements (FPAS) between the
European Union (EU) and developing coastal statédrica, the Caribbean and the Pacific
(ACP). First the context of the topic will be prated and thereafter the conceptual approach
applied to study it will be introduced. Becausdimitations on time and resources the
conceptual framework will be applied on the speafase of Mozambique, and the reasons
for selecting this case will also be explainedha following. The research questions that the
thesis will aim to answer are also presented, tagetith an elaboration on the objectives
behind conducting the research project. At thearte introduction the structure of the

thesis will be presented.

1.1 Context

The world’s fisheries resources are increasinglgd&ully and over-exploited, due to a
growing demand for fish in the markets around tloglav In addition the processes of
globalisation have connected resources, producersnarkets around the world together in
new ways, and the fish chain —from ocean to talitalay extends over large geographical
distances. The fisheries sector in the EU is a@example of this, as it comprises a large
historically developed fleet, resources in a pdates a large number of people in need of
employment and consumers demanding more and nsbreEut the Union is not capable of
satisfying its own needs and is, in addition to amgp, dependent on establishing access
agreements with other coastal states in order toteia their distant water fleets employed
and supply their internal market. The EU today Ifasccess agreements with ACP countries,
and three with countries in the north (EC, 2011c).

The United Nations Convention on Law of the S&#SGLOS) has, since its
introduction and worldwide implementations in tl8¥@s, constituted the legal framework for
such agreements. The Convention entitles coastigssto establish exclusive economic zones
(EEZs) of 200 nautical miles (nm), giving them batjhts and duties in relation to
exploitation and management of the resources in zbee. It also determines that coastal
states that lack the capacity to harvest the ealiogvable catch in their own zone, shall allow
other states access to the surplus of this catolagh agreements or other arrangements.
Agreements with developing states are, howevdrettemporary and terminated when the

coastal state have capacity to exploit the ressutreemselves (UNCLOS, 1982).



The fisheries agreement between the EU and ACPtigesiiare considered to be an essential
component of the north-south relationship, whereestiging countries typically grant access
to developed countries because they lack capaxiyp it themselves (Mwikya, 2006). The
first generation of such agreements was charaetehyg “fish, pay and go — operations” and
was heavily criticised through the 1990s, alongsidéncreased international awareness on
global interconnectedness, responsibilities angtheeiple of sustainability. EU reformed
their external policies entering the new millenniukpartnership approach to relations with
ACP countries was introduced through the Cotonoreéigpent signed in 2000, while the
objectives of sustainability, policy coherence aoderty alleviation became overarching
(EC, 2006). As a part of this process EU’'s Commishérties Policy (CFP) was reformed in
2002, with a focus on conservation and sustaini@diieries resources. A new integrated
framework for fisheries agreements with third comestwas also developed, and coherent
with the new partnership approach the agreements redabelled “Fisheries Partnership
Agreements” with the aim of equally benefitting hgiarties (EC, 2009). The overarching
objective of the agreements is three folded anlidiec securing access for the EU fleet,
supplying EU’s internal market and promoting susdhie development of the fisheries sector
in third countries (COM, 2002). These objectiveter different interests and stakeholders,
some more powerful and influential in the govermapocess than others. The extent to
which objectives are realised will depend on therjplay between stakeholders and
governors in this process. Critics argue that @asy to display objectives on paper, but much
more challenging to commit to and achieve themr&laee constant discussions on how EU
can increase its governance performance and tghehdegree deliver what it promises on
paper. In an attempt to address these and othd&mnesses a new reform of the CFP is
planned in 2012. There is a risk that a new seaper objectives, with questionable practical
realisation, will be developed. In relation to thas assessment of what factors affect the

outcome of governance processes is useful.

1.2 Research approach

Governing this type of partnership agreement ingslsumerous actors and components and
a wide range of possible instruments, and the nuue characteristics affects the governing
system’s ability to reach set objectives. When gaaece outcomes are not as desired, the
governors are often blamed. But in order to undesivhy a system fails to address certain
objectives, it is wiser to study the whole fishersystem and analyse how fit the governing

system actually is to handle the challenges invahliénis approach also makes it possible to
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assess how different components in the governamoegs may reduce or potentially
increase this ability.

Interactive governance, a concept first introduogdKooiman in 2003 and further
elaborated by members of the Fisheries Governaertsdyk
(www.marecentre.nl/fishgovfood/), may be used basis to commence this study. The
governance object is through this framework divided a System-to-be-Governed (SG), a
Governing System (GS) and a set of Governing Iotemas (Gl). Interactive governance
theory argues that these systems are inherenttyssiycomplex and dynamic, and take place
on various scales. The level of these charactesistiay challenge the GS’s governing
abilities, or in other words affect the systemsegoability. ‘Governability’ is defined as “the
overall capacity for governance at any societatynt system” (Kooiman, 2008:173), and
can be used as a measure for how governable auartiishery or coastal system is. By
developing a governability assessment frameworkeg@ance performance can be judged
from the potential of the GS given the limitatiasfghe governability related to the SG, GS
and Gl (Kooiman et al., 2005).

It is however further emphasized that weaknessédgailures in the systems need to
be addressed through interventions at the thresr®af governance. These orders are where
the governing activities take place: first ordencerns addressing daily problems; second
order about building governing institutions andlfeating the instruments and mechanisms
for governing first order; while third order invas ethics, values, norms and guiding
principles forming the basis for the two formerensl By first posing questions related to the
characteristics of the three systems and furthall governance orders, a framework for
analysis comes into place and new ways of addmgss$iallenging issues may be found
(Onyango and Jentoft, 2010).

1.3 The case of Mozambique

Mozambique, a underdeveloped and poor countryh-inignarine resources, is one of EU’s
contracting fisheries partners. Previous agreentettseen the two have involved fishing
rights to shallow — and deep water shrimp, butctimeent agreement includes access to highly
migratory species only (KusiLimitada, 2008). Theesmgnent is hence a so-called tuna
agreement, as opposed to a mixed agreement ingalights to a wider range of fish stock in
their partners’ EEZs (EC, 2011c). As there is nmdstic capacity to exploit offshore tuna
resources, Mozambique is dependent on foreigrsfleegenerate value from these resources.

At present the offshore fisheries is composed ofveskels fishing under the FPA, as well as

3



Chinese, Korean and Japanese fleets. There anenkinding nor production facilities in the
country, and no value creation in addition to tharicial compensation paid for access is
therefore acquired by Mozambique (Informant 12;e20D04).

The three folded objective of the FPA frameworlentioned in section 1.1, is the
basis also for the agreement between Mozambiqu&lndVhile securing access for the
fleet and supplying the internal market, the Elbasns to promote fisheries sector
development in the third country. Since Mozambigu& poor country with great potential for
the fisheries sector to contribute both to valueegation and food security, it is a well suited
case for an assessment of contributions and limitgtelated to achieving set objectives of
the FPA framework.

The current FPA between Mozambique and EU exjitéise end of December 2011,
making it especially relevant to assess the agreearal its potential at the present time. In
addition, a well-established dialogue and coopendbetween Norwegian and Mozambican
fisheries institutions made it more efficient taifate a network of informants and collect

data within the limited timeframe of a master tegsioject.

1.4 Research questions

In order to define the boundaries of the thessgaech questions are developed. The
formulation of these questions will decide the scopthe research, and the aim will be to

answer the questions — neither more nor less.
Three research questions form the foundation sfrigearch project:
a) How well do the capacities of the GS match the aeddhe SG?
b) What components of the SG, GS and Gl are limitirggability to realize set
governance objectives, in this case achieving dieeooverarching objectives of the
FPA framework: promoting sustainable developmerthefthird countries fisheries
sector?

c) How may interactions of first and second order goaace enhance this ability?

The first question aims to identify if the govergisystem inherits the necessary capacities to

govern the FPA. The second question seeks to astéds components of the governance
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object (including all three sub-systems) challeageé potentially reduce the realization of
objectives in practice. The overall objective af HPA framework is as mentioned threefold,
but the focus of this thesis will be on the mosdllgnging one, i.e. promoting sustainable
development of the third countries fisheries seclbe reason for this is that if this objective
remains unrealized while the two other objectiwsuring access for the EU fleet and
supplying the internal EU market, are fulfilled tagreement will not deliver what it promises
and in reality only be of a commercial nature. Tdst research question aims to identify
interactions that can enhance the governing systability to realize this objective. Since the
objectives and principles of meta-order governaeeset, the aim will be to suggest forms of
interactions at first and second order that caraeoé the ability to realize the given
objective.

1.5 Research objectives

The main objective of this project is to conducteaploratory and critical study of the
governance process of EU’s Fisheries Partnershipekgents and assess to what extent they
manage to realise their set objectives — focusinthe objective of supporting development
of the fisheries sector in third countries. It &ser to put down objectives on paper, than
committing to and realizing them in practice. I¢thctions of the EU are to be legitimate and
the agreements are to benefit their poor contrggiarties the way they envision, it is of vital
importance that commitment is connected to actrahraot merely a signature. Governance is
an ongoing process, and continuous studies andai@is of various aspects of the process
are therefore important to assess how things arel@gng.

The overarching objective of the thesis is to takeurney, both academically and
personally. As the governability assessment franikewgoan approach still in its developing
phase, this thesis will be another experimentodgplicability. It may be seen as a guide
showing where the pieces of the puzzle may be foand through the process of using it the
picture will first be put together before an assemst of how compatible the pieces actually
are will be conducted. The exploratory form of gneject makes it difficult to assess what
level and quality of data can be anticipated, alé agawhat challenges may emerge while
conducting the research. This is one of the rishemconducting exploratory research, but
the choice of doing so is legitimised by the neealéentify what challenges exist and where
the lack of data is a limiting factor. The reswé thus give other researchers a basis for

more detailed studies of the components identifiedugh this thesis.



At a personal level the objective is to attain acimknowledge and experience as possible.
The interdisciplinary nature of the subject of thesis presents a unique opportunity to learn
more about several dimensions of fisheries govemancluding scientific, institutional,
socio-economic and political components. The objeds hence to achieve a multi-
dimensional comprehension of the challenges that exthe process of fisheries governance
and enhance my abilities to assess and discussincwchallenges may be addressed.

The study will also be part of PovFish, an intéioraal academic project including
partners from 15 countries in Europe, Africa, Al America, with the aim @froviding
new insight to the connections between fisheriestha issues of poverty and food security
(PovFish, 2011)

1.6 Structure of the thesis

Chapter 2 will give a presentation of the concelptna theoretical backbone of the thesis and
the governability assessment framework will be axy@d in detail. An insight into the
methodological approach employed during the projgitthereafter be given in chapter 3.
Chapter 4 contains a presentation of the histoaynéwork and status of FPAs in general, as
well as of the case of Mozambique. The assessniaystem properties and attributes related
to the FPA between EU and Mozambique will be preskim chapter 5, before being
discussed in the following chapter. The discussidhbe based on the research questions,
and focused on how the ability to reach desire@aihje hinges upon how well GS is
matched with SG. Assessing levels of governabiity/help identify what challenges the GS
needs to address and its ability to do so. Usiegadsessment as a basis makes it possible to
suggest how interventions of first and second ogdeernance potentially could improve the
level of governability and hence the ability to esle the desired outcome. A concluding
chapter will contain a short summary of the findirg the thesis in relation to the research
guestions, reflections around the research pranedst last suggest areas requiring future

research.



2. Theoretical perspective and Conceptual framework
Developments of the last century have made thetiis sector increasingly complex and the
task of fisheries management correspondingly moadlenging. A wide range of approaches
to managing fisheries has been employed, with agrguccess. It is often difficult to get a
full overview of the actors, components and proess®mprising the fisheries sector and the
level of insight will thus often determine the léwé successful management. Conceptualising
the fisheries system in a clear and well-organimsadner may help achieve this. According to
Blaikie (2010) concepts are the means applied bmect theory with the empirical world.
Through identifying relevant conceptual variablad defining an operational procedure to
measure them, a framework for organising empificdings and match them with theoretical
perspectives comes into place.

An interactive governance approach is appliedtweptualise the research object and
frame the empirical data of this thesis. The camfijon of this approach and its theoretical

context will be elaborated in the following chapter

2.1 Fisheries governance in the context of globalization

The entire world society, and the fisheries sewfitin it, was restructured during the twentieth
century: first the industrial revolution booste@guction levels and new-inventions replaced
manual procedures; later the transition to cagitalchanged trade relations and as a
consequence also the structure of societies andoeople organized their livelihoods. The

world got more interconnected through this mulefi@c process of globalization, defined as:

“(...) the expanding scale, growing magnitude, spegdip and deepening impact of
interregional flows and patterns of social interiact It refers to shift or transformation in the
scale of human social organization that links regi@nd continents”

(Taylor et al., 2007:2).

As a consequence of this process the challengeshefies managers have become greater,
including concerns related to overexploitationpedition, employment and food supply.
Variables and relationships multiplied, and botbigbems and opportunities were generated.
The relationship between developed and developingtcies is a prime example of this, seen
as globalization has the potential to both catabze obstruct development — to feed and rob

the poor.



Managing fisheries has become a much more compsateetask, involving high
levels of responsibilities and the need to addmtoader focus has prevailed. In general terms
the technical management approach has graduallyrepéacedy the broader notion of
governance(The term fisheries governance will from now @ndonsistently applied instead
of fisheries management throughout the thesis)reltseno consensus on its definition, and it
is thought to mean different things to differenopke. According to Chuenpagdee and Jentoft
(2009) the word itself has its origin in the Greskbkubernan- to pilot or steer, and it was
for a long time exclusively associated with goveemtn But especially after the World Bank
introduced the norm of ‘good governance’ to intéioral development in the beginning of
the 1990s, it became more common to use governarat@racterise a broader more value
based form of governing. In other words a processre/not only the state, but also the
market and the civil society have prominent posgi¢Kooiman et al., 2005). According to
Gray (2005) this probably came as a result of s&spt towards the existing governing
system and its deficiencies, and the need for adamoand more holistic knowledge base for
decision making. He further claims that even thoggbhernance can have many meanings,
there are two main interpretations of the concébe first is as a structure for decision
making, i.e. hierarchical, market run or participattorms; while the second interpretation
involves principles with focus on certain elemestsl Gray uses the definition taken from the
reform text of the EU’'s Common Fisheries Policy B} fn 2002 to highlight this view:

“Governance means rules, processes, and behavatratfiect the way in which powers are
exercised, particularly as regards openness, pgrditton, accountability, effectiveness and
coherence’(Gray, 2005:2).

Globalization has made the fisheries more opervaherable, the connections between local
and global level greater and the effects of gowszaanore influential. Power has become a
forceful instrument, and should be exercised wathtion. In order to understand the
interconnections and develop strategies to deal thiie many challenges of a globalised
fisheries sector, a global approach to fisheriagegmance is needed. Interactions, linkages
and relationships that extend beyond local ananatilevels must be emphasized and
overarching values and objectives of governanceldhme discussed in a participatory

manner.



2.2 Interactive governance

As a result of the lengthened value chains thraglghalization, governance has become

more and more diverse, complex, dynamic and scgpesttient over time. Since fisheries
governors often have overlooked these charactesjgtie governing system as a consequence
has not reflected real insight and understandingefjovernance object. It is however

difficult to take consideration of all aspects dfystem, and it is necessary to conceptualise
the governance object in such a manner that thé¢ impsrtant elements can be assessed.
One approach developed for this purpose is theidimknsional interactive governance
model. Interactive governance as a concept wasrireduced to fisheries by the Dutch

social scientist Jan Kooiman in 2003, who furtHaberated its conceptual basis together

with members of the academic network FISHGOVFOOEhabook “Fish for life”

(Kooiman et al., 2005). Interactive governancegfnid by Kooiman et al. (2005:17) as:

"The whole of interactions taken to solve sociptablems and to create societal
opportunities; including the formulation and apglion of principles guiding those

interactions and care for institutions that enahled control them."

The framework suggests an alternative approachktémtying and understanding the process
of fisheries governance, involving both an anagjtend normative dimension. In other words
“what is, and what should be”. The conceptual besislves the use of a three system model
to study a governance object, its properties atnibates, and assess how capacities and
needs affect governance outcomes. The governaneet abdivided into a System-to-be-
governed (SG) which is partly natural and partlgialp a Governing system (GS) and a
system of Governing Interactions (GI) which consdbe two first ones. This is shown

graphically in the figure below.

System Properties: Gl attributes:

Diversity Participation
Complexity System-to-be Governing Governing Communication
Dynamics Governed Interactions System Adaptation
Scale Collaboration

Governance Qutcomes:

Efficiency, Effectiveness, Legitimacy, Justice

Figure 1: Interactive Governance System Model (adapted from Chuenpagdee and Jentoft (2009:113)).



A systematic study of the properties and attribofebe governance process hence creates a
framework for analysis. The figure presented is alsa normative format, as the two main
systems are isomorphic in size. This illustrated the more compatible the characteristics of
the GS are with the characteristics of the SGnthee responsive will the GS be and the level
of coherence between the governance outcome arsgtlodjective will increase. This
process of matching, according to Jentoft (200&a)sists of planning and institutional
design. Where the two systems intersect, charatitrimeet and system of Gls take place
with their own set of attributes affecting the fioatcome. Interactions facilitate governance
mechanisms, and they are shaped by forces suawas pnd consent (Kooiman et al., 2005,
Song and Chuenpagdee, 2010). According to Chueepagud Jentoft (2009) the outcome
can be assessed according to indicators on eftigjaffectiveness, legitimacy and justice.

The multi-dimensional approach of interactive gonagrce, illustrated in figure 2, further
emphasizes the need to study three other compookgtsyerning activities:

Elements

The intentions behind governance are shaped byeelsmrhese includ@nagesof the
governance object and its challenges developdtlittrate scenarios and accompanying
sollutions;instrumenthosen to address these challenges as a respdmse& they analyse
their images; andctionstaken to put the instruments to use.

Ordersof governance

Further, it is important to understand that intéoars are not of a simple and straight forward
design, but rather consists of multiple layersraleos. The outer layer of interactiofisst

order governances most visible and represents daily interactioiha practical matter. Then
there issecond order governancmcluding the institutional framework enablingeractions

of first order. While the most inner layer involvegta — or third order governance
representing the ethical and social principles ymidaing governance interactions.

Modes of gover nance

Last, but not least, it is important to remembeit il interactions take place within
structures. This does in other words mean modssytas that are used to govern interactions.
In some systems the government is solely respan®blgoverning, and kierarchical
governancamode is hence applied. Other systems governititeractions themselves and
are therefore examples s¢lf-governancéVhen the government and the people share the

responsibilities of governing it is called-governanceHowever, most of the time different
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modes are used to govern different interactionstheadystems are therefore commonly

hybrid of all governance modes (Kooiman et al.,3)00

Elements of Governance |4

* Image

* [nstrument

s Action
Diversity Intention Governing Orders v
Complexity % s First ) —
Dynamics Interactions & Sacniid Governability
Shate Structure S A

Mocdes of Governance
* Self
* Hierarchy
* Co- e

Figure2: [llustration of the multiple levels of interactive governance (Source: Kooiman et al., 2005:325).

2.3 Governability

The concept of measuring degrees of governanceveecattention, especially after the WB
introduced “good governance” as a measure for sgéalegoverning of states, with the
opposite being failed states. According to the W& are especially three aspects affecting
state governance: the type of political regime;gharess of which authority is exercised with
a view to development and the capacity of governasenformulate and effectively
implement policies. Other agents, such as the @Me ldeveloped a set of criteria to judge
governance performance by and the concept hasdjaipeominent position within the
development discourse (Allen and Thomas, 200Ghdrextension of the governance
approach to fisheriggovernabilitysimilarly was presented as a measure of the dveral
governance capacity and quality of a societal gotitsystem. While applying the interactive
governance framework as a basis, governabilityogaassessed in relation to levels of the
four system properties — diversity, complexity, dgmics and scale. The process involves
identifying the needs and strengths of governapycasbessing the match between system

needs and governance capacities. High system pydpeels will generally challenge the
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capacities of the governing system. Further, am@xation of the different orders of
governance interactions can provide useful insaghthow to increase governability by
making use of governance potential and identifydi@creducing this potential (Kooiman et
al., 2005).

Interactive governance theory suggests three whysreasing governability: One is
to empower the GS through giving the governorseiased access to additional authority,
jurisdictional, financial and intellectual instrunte; the other way is to promote action from
the inside of SG by reducing disturbing elements make control easier; while the third
option is to organize Gl in such a manner thatradigons between the two systems are more
interactive, constructive and less costly. One wfagoing this is to create arenas for
communication, where knowledge can be shared amililcote to creating common
understanding of procedures and actions that a@eae(Jentoft, 2007). Governability is
however not a static value, but constantly changmg response to internal and external
factors. Interactive governance therefore highighe importance of developing an
operational framework for conducting empirical sésg and matrices with questions related
to properties and orders of the different systeenselbeen developed for this purpose.

Governability is a concept under development aedrmportance of experimenting
with its applicability, while searching for new atibns for system problems is important.
Kooiman et al. (2005) emphasise that there is earatut procedure on how to assess
governability, but the approach rather offers apective on how to study ways of improving
governance. The steps to be taken are not alwaydeyibut appear through an explorative
research process aiming for real insight to a mites@e situation (Kooiman et al., 2005). A

framework to initiate this process is however depetl and presented in the next section.

2.4 A framework for assessing governability

The system based interactive governance modekis as a basis for assessing the
governability of a governance object. The strucamé application of the framework is still
under development and should be approached in@arakve manner. Some reference and

starting points are however suggested in the foligw

2.4.1 Governability assessment

SG and GS have inherent properties determiningeleels and capacities of governance,
while the attributes of Gl affect its form and merhance. By identifying and determining

levels for these characteristics, the level of goability of a fisheries or coastal system can
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be found. This because high property levels nognednslate into low levels of governability
and vice versa, while high levels of attributeseate high governability. Levels range from
low to high, and are determined on a comparatiadytinal basis.

This section will contain a presentation of the m&ystem properties and how they appear
within the SG and GS, as well as which attributiethe Gls are of relevance when assessing

the governability of a system.

Diversity

- characterizes how different entities help form $lystem, in other words how different they
are and to what extent they function as a sourcenoivation on one side and disturbance on
the other. It is generally presumed that the higinegrsity of components, the harder it is to
develop a high level of governability. Globallyslieries are highly diverse and the need for a
broad interactive approach will generally appeat emallenge the capacities of the GS to

facilitate this. The relevant attribute for Gls Mak related tgarticipationin this process.

Table 1: Diversity in relation to systems and interactions
System Diversity

SG

Natural:  Size of resource base or number of species invdivedd SG. Most often at a higher level in the
tropical oceans than in the more temperate arcitens.

Social: The diversity of stakeholders with an interest lie 1SG will be determined by socio-economic
factors. There may be several fleet segments pam dishery, with motives ranging from
maximising revenue to securing food for the fam8ynce the marine resources generally belong to
the coastal state as a whole, and can contribufedt security, employment, state revenue and
foreign exchange earnings, even people not dirg@ety of the fisheries may have an interest in the

fisheries. Future generations also have a greatgst in the fisheries, and can be accounted for.

GS The number of actors and actions constituting tBe These may be both formal and informal, and

of small or large size.
Attribute Participation

Gl Diversity will determine the number of pieces nektie get a complete picture of the systems. The
higher level of participation, the more interests accounted for. Generally this will increase the
level of governability, but one should be awaret thamay be challenging to organise a large

number of actors and it is a risk that governabititay be reduced.

Complexity
- is an indicator on how relations between partthefsystem, the system as a whole and

between the system and its environment are compdsedconstruction of the chain of
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interaction and the spatial and temporal distaimoeslved determine the level of complexity

of a system. The chain of interaction is very seldmear and stable, and it is important to

make room for different patterns of developmendrnaer to improve governability. The level

of communicatiorattributed to Gls will determine the outcome ofthi

Table 2: Complexity in relation to systems and inter actions

System Complexity

SG

Natural: How species relate to their ecosystem, as a haithfeeding place. Some species only feed and
spawn under specific conditions, while others haemore generalist behaviour and feed
opportunistically. The greater their levels of neede, the higher is the complexity of the natural
system.

Social: How complex stakeholder interactions are depentam conflicting their interests are, and how
they manage to interact with each other. If intesr@se many and conflicting, the complexity is
ranged high.

GS How actors and actions relate to each other detesnthe complexity of the system. Great
variation and inconsistency between them will redgovernability, whilst consistent relations will
increase the level of governability.

Attribute  Communication

Gl Complexity will make communication and acquiringpinmation more challenging.

To what extent interactions relate to each other iaformation is shared will affect the level of
governability. If interactions are coherent andimfiation is shared efficiently, governability will
be high.

Dynamics

- refers to the tension in the system that crehie$low of energy, materials and information,

and can create potential for both change and thatwe. The processes of globalisation bring

with them a high level of dynamics, which reinfasdbe levels of dynamics and complexity.

The Gls ability ofadaptationwill determine how well the GS is able to adapthe level of

dynamics.

Table 3: Dynamicsrelated to systems and interactions

System
SG

Natural:

Dynamics

The biological and physical changes occurring i@ tatural system over time, and what drives
them. A SG influenced by a wide range of driversl lnave a high level of dynamics while a less
exposed system will have a low level. How robust essilient a system is will further determine

how it reacts to the various drivers, and followhayv vulnerable the system is.
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Social: The dynamics of stakeholder is linked to changeth@ir composition, values and attitudes over
time, and the drivers of these processes. If tb@mposition continuously changes, governability

will be reduced.

GS Changes in the institutions, mechanisms and measarthe GS, and the drivers behind them. A

high level of dynamics will give a low level of gernability, and vice versa.
Attribute Adaptation

Gl The system’s ability to learn and adapt wiépend on how dynamic and quick responding the Gls

are.

Scale

- is another system property, focusing on the ggagcal and spatial limitations of the
systems. The limits will often depend on the obserand it is important that these are clear.
If several GSs operate within the same limits, \@egaability problem easily can arise.
According to Jentoft (2007), defining scale of thiferent systems makes it easier to assess
how compatible governance is to the governancdesigd. The extent to which interactions

involve collaborationwill affect this level.

Table 4: Scalerelated to systems and interactions
System Scale

SG

Natural:  Spatial and temporal range of a natural systemtamqmoductivity.
A large and highly productive ecosystem will invela lower degree of governability than smaller
and less productive one.

Social: Where stakeholders are found: local, national oregji or international.

The more wide spread stakeholders are found, therlwill the level of governability probably be.

GS The size, range and function of the GS will detearits scale. A small, well arranged system with

few functions will most likely give higher level$ governability than if the scale level is high.
Attribute Collaboration

Gl If governance involves high levels of scale, ibfshigh relevance how interactions are channelled
within and across these scales. The level of ajgirex and collaboration through the Gls will

affect the overall governability.

By conducting this assessment in a well-organisadmar, the results can be used to give
governors and evaluators a clearer overview oftheernance process and what kinds of
interactions are needed to make governance maretiof.
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2.4.2 Exploring the orders of governance

In addition to studying the system characteristiche governance object, it is also useful to
explore the dimensions of interactions in a mooedhgh manner. As there are no simple
solutions to governance challenges, appropriagzantions including all three orders of
governance are needed. By studying these ordersamdhey relate to the governance
object, a deeper understanding of the governiregations will be developed, as well as give
insight into elements and modes surrounding theme.dbjective is to assess how well-
adjusted interactions are to produce desired gavemoutcomes, and suggest alternative
ways of achieving this through interactions at onseveral of the governance orders.

First order, including problem-solving and oppaity creation, can be assessed
according to their effectiveness. Successful smhstiare equivalent with interactions of high
governability, while inadequate solutions indickeer levels. Second order, i.e. building
governing institutions and facilitate interactiasfdirst-order, need to be assessed in relation
to their legitimacy. If those being governed fithe institutions legitimate, the interactions
will lead to a higher level of governability. Oretlother hand, when rules and organisations
are poorly matched with the problems they are mematidress, governability will be low.
Institutions should therefore be evaluated on alsgdasis and reformed when necessary.
Meta order involves interactions that govern gogene and should be assessed according to
their level of responsibility. If interactions redlt the overarching principles and objectives,
governability is higher than when these principiesare accounted for (Kooiman et al.,
2005) .

The conceptual framework presented above is ethdeseful for studying complex
research objects, such as the FPAs. It is howewveoitant to be aware that the use of such a
comprehensive conceptual approach requires carefgideration of which methods should
be applied to carry out the study. The methodokygplied will be presented in the next

chapter.
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3. Methodology

Studying the European Union’s Fisheries Partner8gigements through an interactive
governance framework while applying a governabaisgessment as basis for discussion, is a
highly explorative exercise. Both the researchd@md the conceptual framework applied to
study it are complex structures under developneend,the research design, as a consequence,
needs to have a dynamic form while it is importhiat the methods applied are standardized.
According to Kvale and Brinkman (2010:99) the anaji Greek meaning of the word
methodologyranslates into “the road to the destination”, Hrelaim of this chapter will be to
draw up a detailed road map of the journey undertakrough this thesis. In other words
describing the point of departure, justifying cles®f direction and design and evaluating the

data acquired in order to carry out the researofepr and arrive at a concluding point.

3.1 Research purpose

There are multiple purposes behind conductingrésearch project. First of all, it is an
opportunity to provide empirical data and assesssnafithe research topic. The EU’s
Fisheries Partnership Agreements are continuousdjest of critical discussionsspecially in
connection with the upcoming reform of EU’s CFR2012, and research is therefore essential to
ensure that decisions are based on factual knowladd not speculations. The objective is that
this study can contribute to giving evaluators dadision makers a more systematic and detailed
overview of challenges and potential surroundirgggbvernance process of the FPAs. The
agreement between the EU and Mozambique expir28lih, making a detailed assessment of the
current state of affairs especially relevant as pithe process of renewing the agreement. There
exists very little research literature about thieafic agreement, and one of the purposes of the
project will therefore be to increase the levehwadilable information.

Another purpose of the research project is to neskpirical use of the conceptual
framework and contribute to its development. Bylgipg it to study the FPAs, its wide usage
will be demonstrated. Limitations on available data time to conduct the project may reduce
the ability to fill in the framework in detail. Netheless, it will be useful to apply it in an
explorative manner in order to identify which compats constitute the main challenge as well as
which research areas are lacking data.

The thesis will be part of the PovFish project] #me purpose of conducting this research
will therefore also be to provide new insight te tonnections between fisheries and the issues of

poverty and food security. It is highly relevantstady the governance of the FPAs in this regard,
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as there are strong connections between the FRArfes and poverty and food security, and the

potential for increasing the connections are high.

3.2 Research questions, strategy and data selection

According to Blaikie (2010:57): “a research projecbuilt on the foundation of its research
guestions”. The nature of these questions detesiihreestrategy needed to answer them and
hence the scope of the research. The questiohssgirbject, presented in chapter 1.4, are of
the type “what” and “how”. What-questions requirdescriptive answer, while how-
guestions are related to change related to practiteomes and interventions. An inductive
research strategy is chosen to answer the two tyfpgsestions in the thesis, providing a
logic for conducting the research. The inductiv&sgch strategy involves collecting data by
operationalising concepts, searching for pattarriee data and developing limited theoretical
generalisations (Blaikie, 2010). The research gouestand the strategy chosen to answer
them determine what type of data needs to be ¢etletn order to keep this research project
within limits of the time and resources availaldease study research is employed as a
strategy and method for selecting data. Accordingin (2009:4) “[the use of case studies]
allows the researcher to retain the holistic andmmegful characteristics of real life events”,
and is therefore well-suited to answer ‘how’-quassi.

There is a range of methods available for datecidn, and they may be both
gualitative and quantitative. The nature of theeagsh questions of this thesis indicates that
gualitative data, in other words not numbers, @eded to answer them and a combination of

methods is applied to acquire these.

According to Blaikie (2010) data can generally bed#d into three categories:

- Primary datarefers to data required by the researcher(s) resiple for designing a project,
and is ‘new’ data acquired to answer specific netequestions. It is in other words the
result of direct contact between a researcher amiace, and is generated by the application
of particular methods. There exists accurate kndgdeon how and why data is collected.

- Secondary daté raw data collected by others, either for somegal information purpose
or for a specific research project. A secondary oaa review and make use of such data, but
needs to be aware of the original purpose of citig¢he data.

- Tertiary datahave been analysed either by the researcher(spemerated them or by a user
of secondary data. Raw research material is oft¢available, and a review of such data

will probably be concentrated around results ohaalysis.
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Blaikie further suggests a range of qualitativelrods for collecting these data, including:
participant observation, observation, focused wisvs, in-depth interviews, oral/life
histories, focus groups/group interviews and carae@alysis of documents. In this thesis in-
depth interviews with relevant informants will beed to collect primary data, while a content
analysis of existing documents will provide secagdad tertiary data used in a
complementary manner. The research design, induairat activities were undertaken

through the course of the research project, willlescribed and justified in the next chapter.

3.3 Research design

In order to validate the results found from conthgt research projects, the research
methods applied need to be accounted for andipgtithe procedures followed through the

course of producing this master thesis is theredomented and assessed in the following.

3.3.1 Literature review

The first phase of the project involved reviewimgend and tertiary literature to get an
overview of the research topic and the challengeslved, and develop more specific and
insightful research questions. According to Blai{@810) a literature review is the bridge
between the project and the current state of kngdeon the topic, and the results from it
may be used in different parts of the thesis ireotd provide background information or to
supplement primary data findings.

The starting point for the project involved reaglanbook about how to begin and how
to finish a master thesis (Everett and Furseth4p0lhereafter methodological literature,
including Yin (2009), Blaikie (2010) and Kvale aBdnkmann (2010), was more thoroughly
reviewed in order to design the structure of tiseaech project and assess which methods
were best suited to collect the required datardieioto comprehend in detail how to apply the
conceptual framework, the boéksh for life. Interactive Governance for Fisheredited by
Kooiman et. al (2005) was the most important saurcaddition articles by Chuenpagdee
and Jentoft (2009), Onyango and Jentoft (2010)g%o Chuenpagdee (2010), Scholtens
(2009) and Jentoft and Chuenpagdee (2009) prowidefiil examples of the framework’s
empirical usage.

The next step in the process involved reviewiteyditure about the FPAs. The web
pages of the EC (2011c) provided the first setofdal information about the FPAs, before
two evaluations conducted by the EC itself in 1888 2010 provided detailed data. A
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comparative study and technical report facilitdtgdValmsley et al. (2007a), a workshop
report by EBCD (2010) and a report by SSNC (200&evthe most important sources of
secondary data. While several reports from CFFA%2(b; 2006; 2009 and 2010) WWF
(2005a; b and 2010) were the most important sowttstiary data related to FPASs in
general. Books and brochures about the EU systemifBrg and Stubb, 2003, Borchardt,
2010) were also assessed in order to get a derderatanding of the governing system.

In order to read up on the case of Mozambiqueyrteprepared by Eide (2004),
Degnbol et al. (2002) together with Norwegian suppgocuments (MoF, 2009) provided
general information about the fisheries sector me&mbique. There is however not much
literature available on the specific case of thé Between the EU and Mozambique. Only
two studies were found, one being a report fatdddy the consultants Kusi Limitada (2008)
concerning the economic and social impacts of th& &nd the other an analysis conducted
by Munyunki (2006) of the fisheries agreements iamglication on the Mozambican fisheries
industry. IOTC (Indian Ocean Tuna Commission) r&parere reviewed in order to attain
secondary data about the natural system, as welaglwal studies facilitated by Potier
(2004), Govinden (2010), Fraile (2010) and the wages of Fish Base. While a project
report prepared by Oceanic Developpement (2005)tmeamost important source of

information about the European tuna sector.

3.3.2 Operationalising the conceptual framework

Having a complex conceptual framework with theagdtsuccess is one thing, making it
operational in practice is a different matter. Byging questions related to the system
variables, i.e. properties, attributes and orders,matrices are developed in order to keep
track of what information is needed and secureesyatic documentation of empirical data.
Through developing and answering these questi@e]siand capacities of the governance
system are found and assessed. Concepts are maattas applied as instruments to measure
the levels of given variables, thus providing asystic basis for assessing the governance
process and make decisions on how to increasevédralbability to realise set objectives.

The first matrix, shown in table 5, contains quass$i concerning levels of system properties

related to the three systems. These levels areectathto governability and will have

opposite levels.
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Table 5: System property assessment matrix

System
Properties

Diversity

Complexity

Dynamics

Scale

Natural System
(SG),

What is the level of
biodiversity: Species
involved in the FPA
fisheries, the health of
these and the ecosyster

they belong to?

How are species,
habitats and ecosystem
inter-linked?

What are the biological
and physical changes
that take place over
time: Long term, short-
term, seasonal; main
internal and external

drivers?

What is the size and
geographical range of
the ecosystem where th
FPA fisheries take place
natural boundaries,
system uniqueness and
functions?

Socio-economic System
(SG)

Who are involved/have
interest in the FPA
fisheries:

Operators and

stakeholders?

How do stakeholders
interact: conflicting,
collaborating,
communicating,
integrating, specializing,

complying, or?

Are there changes in the
stakeholder composition.
values and attitudes ove|
time: main drivers and

consequences?

What is the size and
geographical range of th:
social system:

Social and economic
boundaries; regional
connections and

globalization?

Governing System
(eS)

Which formal and
informal institutions
and authorities
constitute the GS,
and what capacities

do they represent?

How do the
goals/visions of the
governing actors
relate: Differ,
compete or co-

operate?

Have there been any
changes in the
governing
institutions,
mechanisms and
measures: Main
drivers and

consequences?

What is the size and
geographical range ¢
the institutions:
Local, national,
regional: political
boundaries, history,
uniqueness and

functions?

Governing

Interactions (Gl)

Representation

What are the existing
forms of interactions
and who are
represented within

them?

Communication
How well do
representatives
communicate
through interactions,
and how does this
affect the
governance

performance?

Adaptation

How adaptive are the
forms of

interactions, in
relation to dealing
with unexpected
events and

uncertainty?

Collaboration

How well do actors
at the different scales
(international,
national, regional
and local)
collaborate through
interactions?

The second matrix, table 6, is composed by questielated to the three orders of governance

interactions. Identifying these interactions pr@ddn opportunity to assess how they
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influence the governability of the systems andabiity to realise desired governance

outcomes, as well as suggesting what kind of iotemas are needed to improve this ability.

Table 6: Matrix related to orders of gover nance

Variablesfor assessment  SG GS Gl

First order: What are the social and  What governing modes ar How do individuals,

Decision making ecological impacts of the used to make these groups and governing
governance decisions decisions? institutions interact as they
related to FPAs? negotiate decisions?

Second order: How are practices, How does the institutional What are the institutional

Institutions interests and power set-up enable and restrict characteristics of
institutionalized? governance interactions? governing interactions?

How are costs and benefii: How is power exercised, What rules exist pertaining

distributed between responsibilities and to representation,
stakeholders? mandates distributed and participation and
Equally shared between  with what outcomes? communication?

both parties?

Third (meta) order: What values, principles How do values, norms ani How are values, principles
Values and norms underpin the  principles of governing and norms shared among
actions, institutional institutions relate to stakeholders in their
formation, decision- problem definition, agend: interactions?
making and power setting and conflict Level of coherence
relations? resolution? between various policy
areas?

3.3.3 Collecting primary data

Primary data was collected by conducting semi-siired in-depth interviews with relevant
informants. Informants included representativesfbfferent institutions involved in
governing the agreements, as well as private fisbeonsultants. The interviews took place
during one month in Mozambique and one week in &#iss In addition some data was
acquired through emails and phone calls with infomta not available for direct interviewing.
Inspired by Yin (2009), a project protocol was eleped in order to ensure an
overview of the research project. Instruments, gdoces and objectives were drawn up,
including an interview guide formulating both velrlavel 1) and mental (level 2) questions
that needed to be answered. Because of the expipradture of the study, open-ended
guestions were put together aiming to give intevgi@ dynamic form.
Kvale and Brinkmann (2010) suggest that interviesnsan take the role of a miner or a

traveler, where the first refers to digging outadéirough an investigating style of
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interviewing while the latter involves taking a ra@xplorative and informal approach. The
last approach was applied in this project.

Most interviews were arranged well in advance,tbattime informants had available
varied. General questions about the informant’stipmsand tasks were asked to start off the
interview, before open-ended questions about thie tgave new insight and lead to more
specific follow-up questions. Almost all interview®re recorded, making it possible to
maintain a flow of questions without stopping ugédke detailed notes. The recordings were
later transcribed, in other words written down apgr, making it easier to analyse and apply

the data obtained.

3.4 Review of data sources

Research results are reviewed according to thahitty and validity of the sources and
methods applied to obtain them. Reliability is Bakto trustworthiness, and falsifying is a
method to ensure it. Validity, on the other hasdh measure for how well fit the choice of

sources and methods are to obtain objectives djitten research project.

3.4.1 Primary data

According to Kvale and Brinkmann (2010) the quatifyprimary data obtained through
interviews is determined from the strength and iappllity of the knowledge produced. They
further emphasise that even with extensive prejpastinterviewing skills are only really
acquired through practice. The quality of the prymdata is thus partly linked to the level of
interviewing experience, which naturally grew thgbout the research process. Most
informants were personally involved in governing #greement and therefore had firsthand
knowledge about the process and the challenge$/aaioand validity of informants is
consequently high. Seen as a relative high numhiefa@mants were interviewed the process
involved a certain degree of falsifying informatidwven though it is impossible to know how
much information informants shared and how accutatas given, reliability of data
retrieved is likely to be relatively high. It is\Wwever important to be aware of the fact that the
informants attain positions, which can affect el and nature of information they acquire,

and the way they perceive it.

3.4.2 Secondary data

Reports from IOTC, together with communicationpoms and evaluations published by the

European Commission, constitute the sources oinsleey data. IOTC is responsible for
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managing the resources part of the FPA and dakeeigat from these reports hence is of high
validity. The lack of reporting to IOTC does howeweake their level of reliability more
guestionable. Communications and factual repoots fthe EC necessarily involve both high
levels of validity and reliability, since they caitste the foundation of the framework of the
agreements. Evaluations produced by the EC alscatadvalid and reliable data, but the
possibility that these data can be inadequate oipukated needs to be taken into account.
There exist two evaluations of the agreement betwlee EU and Mozambique, which
naturally include data of high validity. The autiies in Mozambique were however not

involved in any of these, and the reliability otalés therefore reduced.

3.4.3 Tertiary data

Tertiary data sources included articles, reportseraluations prepared by independent
researchers, governmental organisations and noergmental organisations (NGOs). Many
of the sources provided general information abbettdpic, and even though several sources
were concentrated on the agreements in West At still provided valid data for the
research project. Reliability of such sources fBadilt to determine, and the data is applied

with caution.

3.5 Research limitations

Lack of specific and detailed data made it chalilegdo get an overview of the research
object, and reduced the ability to make thorougdpgarations before conducting interviews.
The first interviews conducted hence included aewrdnge of general questions, than the
subsequent ones. All interviews included commuroocain English and most informants held
a high level, but the fact that both parties used@ndary language reduced the ability for
accurate formulations and increased the possilbditynisunderstandings. Some informants
had much time available and shared information lypehile others had limited time and
were more reluctant to share information and tfiecéed the dynamics of the interview and
the level of data acquired. The informants wittiditime for interviews did not answer
request by e-mail either and some questions remainanswered. Last but not least,
financial resources and time available for conahgcthe project put limitations on the

duration and scope of research process.
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3.6 Possibility for generalisation and relevance of the research project

The quality of the research project is one of tle@mfiactors determining the possibility for
generalisation, as well as its relevance. Datebkas collected through interviews with key
informants, and the findings should thus be of higlavance. The lack of detailed data has
however reduced the accuracy of the results predeand this needs to be considered when
references are being made.

The fact that the general framework is the samalfd-PAs and most agreements
similarly to the Mozambican FPA are tuna agreembataieen the EU and developing
countries, makes it relevant to assume that matlyso€hallenges identified in this case study
may also exist in relation to governing other agrests of the same type. It is however
necessary to be aware of the fact that the cordedifierences of the FPAs may vary, and
generalisation must be done with caution. The nmogbrtant function of such a case study is
probably therefore to identify where the most avading components are found and where
case specific research should be focused. In additie research findings may also contribute
to increasing the level of empirical data availadddeut the FPAs, and possibly be applied to
compare data from other similar studies. In thiy e findings can contribute to studies

with a wider range of data available and thus atgrepossibility for generalisation.
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4. Fisheries Partnership Agreements

The members of the EU have a long tradition ofifighn distant coastal waters, a type of
fishery which since 1979 has been regulated thrdnilgkeral fisheries agreements negotiated
by the EC (European Commission) on behalf of thegean Union (Walmsley et al., 2007a).
A presentation of the historical development, framokk and status of these fisheries

agreements, as well as specifically for the casdafambique, is given in the following.

4.1 Historical development

European fleets, mainly from Spain, France, thenbiginds and Portugal, historically
developed large distant water fleets (DWFs). Egyailuring colonial times the presence of
these fleets grew strongly in southern waters,garticularly the west —and east coast of
Africa became important fishing grounds for the dpgans. However, during the second half
of the 1900s territorial claims increased and ttoeigd rules of the oceans were dramatically
changed. From open access and resources beloogatigd new legal framework came into
place through the configuration and implementatibthe United Nations’ Conventions on
the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS). Two conventions in@.88d 1960 preceded the third and
most influential one lasting from 1973 to 1982. Thest important provisions of the
UNCLOS lll include the introduction of 200 nm EEZsastal state management
responsibility and obligations on allowing otheatss access to surplus stocks through
agreements or other arrangements (Walmsley é2Qfl7a). These provisions were gradually
implemented and the convention signed worldwididéyears that followed, but it was not
ratified until the 68 state had signed the convention in 1994 (WWF, a8R0&ccording to
Mwikya (2006) 99 percent of the world’s fisheriesre under national jurisdiction as a result
of this. The convention was presented as a ‘paclag¥, to be accepted as a whole without
the possibility to take reservation on any aspect.

The EU created a 200 nm EEZ in 1976, but did ot thhe UNCLOS before 1988.
The Union ‘s first fisheries agreement was signétl the United States in 1977 (IFREMER,
1999), while the first southern agreement was sigmiéh Senegal in 1979. The number of
agreements increased the following decade espeai#dr the two large DWF nations Spain
and Portugal became members in 1986. The EU stoigidn agreements with countries in
the areas where they already were fishing, anceageats with coastal states in western

Africa, like Senegal, Angola, Guinea-Bissau and Nauia, became very important - in
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addition to a network of agreements that developede Indian Ocean (Walmsley et al.,
2007a).

In the late 1980s, after the UN in 1987 introduttezitermSustainable development
their reportOur common futurediscussions concerning environmental and sodestaks
were boosted. In 1992 the first United Nations @oerice on Environment and Development
(UNCED Earth Summit) was held in Rio de Janeirpr@senting a turning point in relation to
the topics of environment and development. AgeridaaZomprehensive plan for global,
national and local actions needed to attain sumdity, was adopted by world leaders and a
new awareness on global interconnectedness ancbemental vulnerability spread
internationally (UN, 1997). As part of this the ltbd Nations Organization for Food and
Agriculture (FAO) presented a Code of Conduct fesponsible Fisheries in 1995, giving a
framework of principles and possible actions neddeattain sustainability in the fisheries.
One of its main features was the principle of trecputionary approach, which urged policy
makers and practitioners to anticipate harmfula@ff@f an action before it occurs and by
doing so account for risk involved related to anffan. The same year the UN set up the
Agreement on straddling fish stock and highly mignafish stocks, with the aim of ensuring
long-term and sustainable exploitation of migrafiisy. The agreement contained provisions
on setting up Regional Fishery Management Orgaoisa{RFMOs) that were to be
responsible for managing highly migratory spearegiven geographical areas (FAO, 2011).

Through this international shift of focus, thehsies agreements increasingly were
subject to criticism both in relation to environntedrand social aspects. Accusations were
made on EU exporting overcapacity, increasing igteaf over-exploiting marine resources
and reducing development of coastal states’ owrefies sectors. The agreements were not
guided by a comprehensive policy, but negotiatedroad-hoc, case-by-case basis within the
general framework of the CFP. In relation to thegess of reforming EU’s Common
Fisheries Policy (CFP) in 2002, focusing on consiown and sustainable fisheries resource,
this concern therefore was taken in. An integrétachework for fisheries agreements with
third countries was developed, emphasising pateend sustainable fisheries development
(Walmsley et al., 2007b). According to the intenaeigovernance theory a new governance
image was thus created, and a new set of interacti@re needed to meet new demands and

expectations.
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4.2 Framework

All actions undertaken by the EU have to be withi& competence granted through two main
treaties. The Consolidated treaty on the Europeaon EU, 2008a) contains provisions on
common values, principles and institutional arrangets of the Union. Article 21 states the

following objective for the Union’s relationship thithird countries:

“The Union shall seek to develop relations anddpartnerships with third countries, and
international, regional or global organizations vehi share the principles referred to in the
first sub-paragraph. It shall promote multilatersdlutions to common problems, in
particular in the framework of the United Nations.”

The Consolidated treaty on the functioning of theedpean Union (EU, 2008b) includes more
detailed provisions related the Union’s operatidhs,most important in this context being
the establishment of a Common Fisheries Policy.fifeetime the treaty was signed, in 1970,
fisheries were part of the Common Agricultural Bpland CFP was not separated and
formally created until 1983. The CFP is based am follars, including conservation,
structural, markets and international policieshwite most important provisions including the
definition of EU as one fishing nation, the creatad common ‘Community waters’ and the
principle of relative stability basing allocatiohresources on historical percentages.

Other relevant provisions of the treaty on thecfioning of the European Union
include: a commercial policy seeking to achieverf@rious development and gradual
liberalization of world trade; a social policy proting employment, improved living and
working conditions; an environmental policy aimitogpreserve, protect and improve the
quality of the environment and promote internatlanaasures to do so; and a development
cooperation policy supporting sustainable econanit social development of the developing
countries, integration of developing countries itite world economy and the campaign
against poverty. The two treaties are regularlyraaed by other treaties. The last amendment
done, referred to as the Lisbon Treaty, came imtcefin December 2009 and focused on
more participative and efficient decision makingu( 2010).

The Cotonou agreement, signed in 2000 and amand¥ilL 0, is the more specific
framework for relations between the EU and develgACP countries. The agreement is a
partnership for cooperation in relation to politjieaconomic, trade and development matters,

and is centred around the common objective of redumoverty, consistent with the goal of
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achieving sustainable development and the gradtegriation of the ACP countries into the
world economy. Articles 23 and 53 of the agreeneentain specific principles for the
fisheries sector, including commitment to supp@rsastainable economic sector
development and negotiating sustainable and mytsatisfactory fisheries agreements
consistent with development strategies in the @€ 2006).

Shaped by the provisions of both the Cotonou agee¢s and the reformed CFP, an
integrated framework for fisheries partnership agrents with third countries was, as already
mentioned, presented in 2002. A cooperative pastigrpproach to agreements, focusing on
sustainable exploitation, mutual benefits and dgwalent of the third country’s own fisheries
sector was suggested. This framework is not legalligl, but the EC’s fisheries partnership
relations are guided by a set of procedural meshasproposed in Council Conclusions from
2004 (Witbooi, 2008). The agreements are to retfe@dJNCLOS as its most important
internationally valid legal frame; apply to decissomade by regional organizations; be aware
of the importance of the principles included in B0 Code of Conduct for responsible
fisheries; and establish the dialogue needed téemmgnt third countries fisheries policies.
The FPAs generally consist of the agreement itadkchnical protocol and a section of
annexes and is normally valid for several yeagstane. The flag state of a vessel is
responsible for reporting catch numbers to FAO,\wahdn necessary reporting data on highly
migratory catches to the RFMO responsible in thegggphical area of the catch. Specific
reporting requirements are included in the prote¢dhe agreement (COM, 2007).

The Cotonou agreement also states that fisheneemi@nded to be WTO compatible,
which include that financial contributions undee @FP need to be justified by the mutual
interests of the two parties to invest in sustdmébheries policy and not just a payment for
access (CFFA, 2005). The fisheries should subse&h; ineaning that no financial
contribution by a government or public body thatfeos benefit within the territory of a
member should be allowed. Gorez and Riordan (2@&33 consequence of this, claim that
the private sector needs to progressively takeorespility for the compensation.

An important part of the overall framework isathe Council Resolution on
Fisheries and Poverty Reduction from 2001 callorg fisheries agreements to be based on
flexible adjustments of fishing possibilities acdimig to resource assessments,
implementation of protective measures for smallestiaheries and subsistence fishing and a
functional Monitoring-System of the environmentaiproving economic and social impacts
of the agreements (Gorez and Riordan, 2003, CFBB52 An action plan for eradicating

illegal, unreported, unregulated fisheries (IUUjlam Action Plan to improve stock
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assessment outside Community Waters, are alscargle@vthe governance of the FPAs
(CFFA, 2005).

To accelerate the Union’s progress towards aamiethie Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs), the European Consensus on Policy i@abe for Development (PCD) came
into force in 2005. Twelve relevant policy areagavehosen, with the aim of building
synergies between them that can increase theinfaten relation to the MDGs, and
commitments were made on ensuring coherence betivesa policy areas and the overall
development objectives. Fisheries Partnership Agess constitute one of these policies,

and this policy is evaluated according to progessy two years (EC, 2011d).

4.3 Status

There are currently 14 FPASs in force between theaBWACP countries and one with
Greenland. These agreements are listed below.diti@ithe EU has three northern

agreements with Norway, Iceland and the Faroedslan

Table 7: Fisheries Partnership Agreementsin 2011

Type of Partner Duration Annual Financial
Agreement Contribution

Greenland 31.12.2012 14 307 244 €
Multi-species Guinea Bissau 15.06.2011 7 500 00D €
(Mixed) Mauritania 31.07.2012 From 86 000 000 £ (1. Year)
agreements to 70 000 000 € (4. Year)

Morocco 27.02.2012 36 100 000 €

Cape-Verde 31.08.2011 385000 €
Tuna agreements -+ Gabon 02.12.2011 860 000 €
West Africa Ivory Coast 30.06.2013 595 000 €

Sao Tomé and Principg  End 2013 682 500 €

Comoros 31.12.2013 615 250 €
Tuna agreements- | Madagascar 31.12.2012 1197 00D €
Indian Ocean Mozambique 31.12.2011 900 004 €

Seychelles 17.01.2014 5600 000 €

Kiribati 15.09.2012 478 400 £
Tuna agreements- | Micronesia 25.02.2010 559 000 €
Pacific (new protocol in the

ratification process)
Solomon Islands 08.10.2012 400 000 €

Source: (EC, 2011a)
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The FPAs cost the EU more than 150 million eurd09, equivalent to 16.8 percent of the
total fisheries budget (SSNC, 2009). Four mixecagrents constitute 94 percent of the FPA
budget (EBCD, 2010). According to a report comnaised by DG MARE (EC, 2009),
approximately 340 vessels with an estimated contbgness tonnage (GT) approaching

277 000 are fishing under these agreements. Tusselge(seiners, long liners and pole-and-
line vessels) represent 53 percent of the fleag lmers and pole-and-line vessels dominating
in numbers while the purse seiners in tonnage. &\eimersal fishing vessels (operating
under the mixed agreements in West Africa) repieé@ipercent of the fleet and 16 percent
of the total tonnage and pelagic trawlers (opegatinder the agreements with Morocco and
Mauritania) account for only 3 percent of the flaatl 19 percent of the total tonnage. Spain
accounts for 67 percent of the vessels and 51 peof¢he GT fishing under the FPAS,
including seiners, long liners and demersal trasvlErance accounts for 14 percent of the
total number of vessels and 15 percent of the @IF,af which are seiners and the other half
long liners. In addition Portugal, Italy, the Netlaeds, Latvia, Lithuania, the United
Kingdom, Greece, Poland and Germany also have lgdsst@ng under the FPAs.

The report further estimates that the averagé ¢atah from 2004-2007 caught under
the FPAs are 403 663 tons, and suggests thatediesfturnover averaged 443 million euro
per year in the same period. Demersal catche®aralquantities, but constitute almost half
of the turnover; while the numbers related to pekgre higher in terms of tonnage than
value. Tuna represent approximately 25 percent inaitrms of quantity and value. Based on
these estimations the FPA catches represent 8miaicthe Union’s catches and 3 percent of
its total supplies. The fleets operating underafpieeements generate an estimated average
added value of 534 million euro, of which 71 petcarcrue the EU, 13 percent is distributed
amongst third countries and 16 percent is benajittountries not involved in the agreements
but are connected with their spin off activitiesod direct value addition is concentrated in
five fisheries agreements, including Mauritaniay@elles, Guinea Bissau, Greenland and
Morocco. An average of 2250 Europeans and 4830 tountry crew members were
employed on FPA vessels form 2005-2008. It is estidh that each job at sea generate
between 0,5 and 1,5 jobs on land in fisheriesedlaectors.

The CFP states that it is prohibited to increhsectpacity of the European fleets
regardless of fishing grounds. The Union therefmeks to maintain the current agreements
through improved terms, and re-establish someefdhently declined agreements (e.g.
Senegal and Angola). The agreements have in geveraime less controversial the recent

years, probably because the number of tuna agrdermas increased and these are less in
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conflict with local fisheries than mixed agreemenisolving rights for demersal and pelagic
species closer to the coast. The existing multisgesgreements, especially with Mauritania
and Morocco, still generate a lot of debate. Thaianian agreement, the largest FPA both
in terms of access and compensation, is contraldyscause the EU fleets compete with the
local fishermen reducing the potential of the fisé® as a livelihood and a source to reduce
poverty. In addition the state has become heawpeddent on the financial compensation
linked to the FPA, making it difficult for the authties to restrict access to over-exploited
resources (CFFA, 2010). The Moroccan agreemerti®other hand is disputed because it
allows rights to fish in the waters of the contn®ially occupied West Sahara. The agreement
is by many considered to violate international mce it fails to take into account the wishes
and interests of the people of Western Sahara,hwiage been stipulated by the UN as the
legal requirement for economic activity in the itemy. Because the EU lacks information on
how the agreement affects the local Saharawi petipéebasis for the agreement is not
legitimate. The agreement recently expired, arehgbrary protocol is signed permitting
continued fishing until February 2012 while EU igemn the opportunity to provide
information about the links between the FPA and3hkarawi people. The Parliament can
however refuse this continuation, and what willp@pis unclear (FishElsewhere, 2011).

Critics claim that the EU’s handling of controvatsagreements show that when their
credibility is tried, they fail and it is claimetdt the EU is not doing what it says and not
saying what it does. They further argue that ehengh the framework has changed, the
basis for the agreements has remained the santb@féAs therefore have failed to address
any criticism. It is however also recognised thRAB have been a unique experience in
relation to trying to reconcile conflicting intetesNo other fisheries agreements offer the
same level of insight and obligations as the FR#s5 making them easy to criticise (CFFA,
2009).

EU is increasingly dependent on external fish uppth to meet its market and
fishing sector demands. This increased demandhastipositive and negative potential for
the ACP countries. High pressure can lead to oydoérd resources, but with a sustainable
management of the resources the level of benefitsiang the ACP can potentially be high.
Increased competition from other DWF nations, sagiChina, Japan, Russia and Korea, has
made the effects of these potential outcomes ereatey (Gorez and Riordan, 2003). In
countries with no FPA, private arrangements, jeerttures or reflagging of vessels are ways

to maintain access. The exclusivity clause of tRA$; requiring all vessels fishing in the
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given country to be registered under the agreenhestalso led to reflagging of EU vessels in
order to avoid the requirements of the FPA framéwor

The opinions about the FPAs are many, and as aresttithis is partly a result of the
relatively transparent nature of the agreementseaat compared to other agreements. The
fact that the FPAs seek to be more than commeaniahgements also commits the EU to
deliver more than just the access fees. While deeleéhe agreements represent a nicely
wrapped new-colonial instrument for exploiting tieheries resources in ACP countries,
others believe it is the best option for counttiaable to fully exploit their own resources.
Through the current reform process, the agreenagatence again being evaluated and
probably reformed. The 3f July 2011 the Commission published its propésathe
reform in 2012, including a communication on théeexal dimension of the CFP. The
changes proposed involve a re-labelling of thee@gent to Sustainable Fisheries Agreements
(SFAs) focusing on resource conservation and enmiemtal sustainability, improved
governance and effectiveness of sectoral suppahet levels of scientific cooperation,
separation of compensation for access and fisheujggort and closer cooperation between
the EU’s policy areas in order to maintain the e¢ehee of the agreements are some of the
actions proposed (EC, 2011a). After the Council Radiament have revised and approved

this proposal, a new framework for fisheries agreet® will likely come into place.
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4.4 The case of Mozambique

4.4.1 History

The Republic of Mozambique, colonised by Portugnuil 1975 and ravaged by a civil war
until 1992, is a poor country in monetary termstich in resources. Fisheries currently
contribute to at least 3 percent of the country3RGaround 80 000 Mozambicans are
employed within the fisheries sector and a largalmer of small fishing communities depend
of fisheries for subsistence. The artisanal fisksedre the most important in terms of number
of people employed, while the industrial fishegspecially for shallow-water shrimp
generate the most export income. Several of thstab@sources are heavily exploited, while
there is still thought to be a surplus of offshirsources. Mozambique lack the capacity to
exploit its offshore resources, and this fisherglasinated by foreign operators (MoF, 2009,
Degnbol et al., 2002).

The Republic of Mozambique and the EU have a lasting relationship, in several
sectors, and three fisheries agreements have peddetween the two parties. The first
entered into force in 1987, was renewed two timigls different protocols and was
terminated in 1993. The original protocol includeghts to fish for shallow water shrimp,
deep water shrimp and large pelagics for a findrcmpensation of 2,5 million euro per
year, while the second protocol increased accghssrior tuna vessels and the financial
compensation correspondingly rose to 3,42 millioroger year. The third protocol however
only included rights to fish for large pelagicsexchange for a financial compensation of
275 000 euro per year. The withdrawal of fishirghts to shallow water shrimp came as a
result of a new fisheries law in 1990 that restidicaccess to this highly profitable fishery for
national individuals or companies only; while thecartain state of the deep water shrimp
lead to reductions in this fishery also (KusiLinciga 2008).

A second agreement between the two parties didaroe into force before 2004. The
agreement included rights for deep water shrimptand fisheries, and a financial
contribution of 4,09 million euro per year. The @gment lasted three years, even though
none of the deep water shrimp opportunities wateed due to lack of interests from the
European fishing owners. A license fee of 100 euame paid per ton caught, of which the
vessels operators paid 25 euro and the EU 75 €hmwhole financial compensation was
linked to targeted actions, including monitoringstitutional development, research, training,
quality control and expenses for participating inégional meetings (Munyuki, 2006).
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The financial compensation of this agreement Wassubstantial size, and constituted
a major contribution to the fisheries sector buddfeboosted a lot of fisheries projects and
gave the sector an economic upturn. However, #et flid not utilize the deep water shrimp
opportunities, and they were as a result excluddtie negotiations of a new protocol at the
end of 2006. Despite of disagreements between wiwe parties, especially because the
proposition for a new financial compensation was foames lower than the previous, a new
agreement came into force the 1th of January 205 eontent will be presented in section
4.4.3 (KusiLimitada, 2008).

4.4.2 Framework

The framework of the agreement has the same gein@nawork as shown above.

In addition the FPA is a part of Mozambican fiskerpolicy and needs to be in line with the
framework covering this. The main objectives of fisberies policy in Mozambique are
guided by the Government’s Fishery Law from 1998 averall plans including: a Fisheries
Plan for the period 1994-2004, a newly issued Md3l@n for 2010-2018, a Five Year
Program, an Action Plan for Reduction of Absoluteétty (PARPA 1) and an Action Plan
for Food Production (PAPA) (MoF, 2009). Accordimgthe new master plan, the overarching
objective for the sector is to increase benefitsegated in the fisheries, such as: increased
contribution to improving food security and nuwitiin fish for the population; improve

living conditions in the small —scale fishing commities; increase the contribution of the
fisheries to achieving the country’s economic amclad development objectives, and increase
the net sector contribution to greater equilibrivnthe country’s balance of payments. This
will again contribute to the overall objective betgovernment in Mozambique, which is
poverty reduction.

In addition to the FPA, Mozambique has both dgwelent and trade cooperation with
the EU. Because of EUs policy coherence, this iesgihat the FPA needs to be in line with
the Country Strategy Paper for development andEtmmomic Partnership Agreement (EPA)
and the other way around. Mozambique is highly ddpat on international assistance, and
the EU (European Commission and Member StatesJatsdor approximately 70% of
development assistance to the country. Throughumt®p Strategy Paper, the priorities for
the cooperation between the two parties are setclilrent one is valid from 2008 to 2013
and presents the focus areas to be: governancep+@emnomic support, infrastructure and
regional integration, food security, rural devel@mnand social sectors. While the

overarching priority is to help Mozambique achi¢ve Millennium Development Goals, as
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well as the country’s action plan (Poverty ReductBirategy) to decrease the incidence of
poverty and promote fast, sustainable and broadebgowth. The Strategy Paper is
accompanied by a National Indicative Program (Nt} includes the budget and allocation
of cooperation funds. The NIP is funded throughBuropean Development Fund (EDF),
which is the Union’s main instrument for providiagl for development cooperation to ACP
countries and overseas countries and territories.HDF is funded by the member states of
the EU, and is subject to its own financial rulad & managed by a specific committee. The
current budget for cooperation in Mozambique is Bfion euro, of which about half is
allocated to general budget support and 30 petoesgctor budget support, in particular in
the areas of infrastructures, health, agriculture rairal development. The rest of the portfolio
is allocated to specific projects, in particulainfrastructures, technical assistance and non-
state actors. In addition 12,1 million euro areasetle for Mozambique’s unforeseen needs
(EC, 2011e, Goutier, 2010). The EU is also the sécenajor trade partner of Mozambique,
being its main export partner and the second impanther after South Africa. The trade
relations between the EU and Mozambique are goddraose were reinforced by the
signature of the interim EPA Agreement in 2009. irtterim EPA is already being applied

on the EU side with duty-free/quota-free accesaltgoods coming from Mozambique. On
the Mozambican side, liberalization covers 80.&get of the goods while the rest — mainly
agricultural products including dairy products, maad fish products, wood products, as well
as some chemicals and minerals — are excludedlib@nalization. The agreement still needs

to be ratified before becoming applicable (EC, 211

4.4.3 Status

A FPA, valid from 2007, is the existing framework European Union’s fishing activity in
Mozambican waters. It allows 44 freezer tuna ssia@d 45 surface long liners fishing rights
for tuna and other highly migratory species. lunetthe European Union pays a financial
compensation of 900 000 euro per year based cie@nee tonnage of 10 000, plus a license
fee of 35 € per ton caught paid by the ship owrlémperators fish more than this they have
to pay an additional fee of 65 euro per ton. Thanent shall benefit the fisheries sector and
be used with full discretion, but the specific ambaf 250 000 € per year shall be dedicated
to the support and implementation of the fishingg@epolicy drawn up by the Mozambican
Government. MoF is responsible for managing thesdd on the basis of mutual decided
objectives and in accordance with annual and mitial programming. Pre-payments of

licence fees are made according to vessel typesefeicnce tonnages (COM, 2007).
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The agreement is relatively small, at least semm £Us point of view, but it still is
an important part in a network of tuna agreementbe region (Informant 1, 2010).
According to Walmsley et al. (2007a) the EU flashfaround 70 percent of all tuna catches
in the Indian Ocean, dominating the purse seingheatwith 66 percent while the long line
catches of the EU only represent 1 percent ofdtad. tFor Mozambique the agreement
represents a major potential both as a sourceoof &md income. But very little information,
at least publicly available, exists on the realdfigs and potential of the FPA (Informant 5
and 6, 2010). To get a real understanding of thtistof the agreement, more studies and
evaluations need to be made or accessed.

During the first half of 2011 Mozambique and Eldr&td negotiations on a new
agreement, and after tough but constructive disoasshe parties agreed on the content of
the new protocol and annexes in June 2011. Befoemaagreement can be signed and
initiated, the Parliament and Council in the EUdh&eapprove it. Since the agreement from
2007 is still valid, it will remain the researchjett of this thesis. The anticipated changes
proposed do however include: a division of theriimal payment linked to access and the
contribution to fisheries support; a reduction witable licenses by 1 purse seiners and 13
long liners; a reference tonnage reduced to 800€) @ financial contribution increased by
80 000 euro per year and obligation of employméiatt éeast one Mozambican crew on each
vessel and port inspection (EU/MOF, 2011).
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5. Properties and attributes of the FPA between EU and Mozambique
Through reviewing secondaand tertiaryliterature and conducting in depth interviews v
relevant informats, the conceptual interactive governe framework will b« applied to
organize and puzzle daiagether with the aim cdrawing up a picture describing t
governance process the FPA between Mozambique and the as accuraly as possible.
First, system propertiend attribute:are presented arideir levels assess. Thereafter, the
three orders of governandmked to interactions in and between systevilsbe studied and
evaluatedin chapter 6 the results wbetranslated into levels of governability and forre
basis for a discussiaelated to the capacities and poterto increase governability and t

ability to achieve given objective

5.1 System-to-be-governed

A partly natural and partly socialstem including: ecosystenthge resources they tbour
and systems of users and sholders who form coalitions and institutions amdémgmselves

Natural system

The geographical area where the FPA fishery ocdsthe resources found th
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Figure 3: The Mozambican fishing zone (constructed by plotting FPA coor dinates into Google-maps).
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Diversity

The FPA allows EU vessels access to fish in aiotstr fishing zone outside the coast of
Mozambique, defined by coordinates given in appefalir of the agreement (COM, 2007).
The area stretches from 12 to 200 nautical milesbbcause of a dispute related to the
French EEZs of Bassas da India and Juan de Nowardlds not constructed like a normal
EEZ and is rather referred to as the Mozambicdnrfgszone (KusiLimitada, 2008). The
vessels are allowed to catch highly migratory sgeas listed in Annex 1 of the 1982 United
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (COM, 20B6éwever, as a result of
Mozambican obligations on Turtle Exclusive Devi¢EEDs) in trawl nets from 2063it is
prohibited to catch turtles, dugongs and dolphinfo(mant 1, 2010; WWF, 2003).

Table 8: Diversity of the natural system
Property SG: Natural system

Diversity Main targeted species:

- Skipjack tunaKatsuwonus pelamiis

- Yellowfin tuna Thunnus albacargs

- Bigeye tunaThunnus obesjis

- Albacore Thunnus alalunga

- Swordfish Kiphias gladiu¥

Other species:

Blue (Makaira nigrican$, black (Makaira indicg and stripedTetrapturus audax
marlin and sail fishl§tiophorus platypterus).

Neritic tuna species: Bullet tunAxis roche), frigate tuna Auxis thazardl longtail tuna
(Thunnus tonggdl narrow-barred Spanish macker8témberomorus commer3gpn
Indo-Pacific king mackereScomberomorus guttafuand KawakawaHKuthynnis
affinis).

By catch:

Blue shark Prionace glaucy, silky shark Carcharhinus falciformis oceanic whitetip
shark Carcharhinus longimangsshortfin mako sharkgurus oxyrinchug scalloped
hammerhead shar§phyrna lewiniand other species of sharks and bony fish.
Marine turtles and seabirds are also affected &yiiheries, and their status is monitored
(IOTC, 2011c).

2 Trawl nets are however rarely used for catchimglyi migratory species, only some species of metithas,
and in Mozambique they are mainly used to catchrghand prawn species. The prohibition on catchimtes,
dugongs and dolphins is however also a part oF&h regulations (Informant 21, 2011 and informan2@10).
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The coastal waters of Mozambique are part of theétSd/est Indian Ocean, which is known
to host highly productive ecosystems. But due tluced research capacity Mozambique
currently has limited information both on the corspion and state of their offshore
resources. However, because of the highly migratatyre of the targeted species, the
regional fisheries management organization, them@cean Tuna Commission (IOTC), is
responsible for collecting information and compilistatistics on tuna and tuna-like species in
the whole region. In relation to this they alsoasoeffort to understand and identify the
different parts of the ecosystem these speciea peat of, and four different working groups
are set up to focus on: Billfish, Ecosystems anddigh, Tropical tuna and Data collection
and statistics (IOTC, 2011c). Mozambique has watiently neither been a member nor
cooperating party of IOTC. Detailed country infotiroa has therefore not been made
available and official IOTC reports and recommermhet have been their only source of
biological information on their tuna resources ¢imhiant 3, 2010). However, in March 2011
Mozambique was granted status as a cooperatingamnacting party of IOTC, and will
from now on extend their capacity to participat¢hie IOTC processes (IOTC, 2011a).
Regional status’ of the main stock were preseatd®TC's last Scientific Committee
(2011c). Skipjack tuna is the most caught speocggsesenting a catch of 440 600 tons in the
Indian Ocean during 2009. There is a lack of infation on the status of the stock, but
skipjack tuna is regarded to be resilient to oveat@tation due to its high productivity. IOTC
believes the stock is in a good state, but adwtese monitoring. Yellowfin tuna is the
second most caught species, accounting for 28&adr30in 2009. In 2010 the Scientific
Committee considered the stock to be overexplotgedery close to being so. IOTC, as a
result, recommends that total catches in the In@e@an should not increase beyond 300 000
tons a year. Levels of big eye tuna are unceréaid,IOTC recommends that catches are kept
at or below 102 000 tons, in order to ensure tmaestimated MSY level is not exceeded. For
Albacore the catches were considered to be wittdeatable levels in 2008, but due to
recovery of data on historical catches in Indonéi#®3-08), new estimates indicated higher
levels than previously indicated and IOTC has neeommended revisiting the status of the
stock of albacore as soon as possible. In regarsiwdrdfish effort has declined, and catches
remain substantially below the estimated MSY 0029 tons. IOTC (2011c) does not
consider restrictive management to be necessaryighlights the importance of continuous
monitoring especially in the South-west Indian Qcedere swordfish has been heavily
targeted since the mid 1990s and may represeriipopulation or separate stock of this

species. This is especially important as the spasieharacterized by late maturity, long life
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and sexual dimorphism, making it vulnerable to asgloitation. For the other species and
components of the ecosystem there is an even glaekeof detailed information, and their
status is thus uncertain.

The number of targeted species is relatively lowt,lack of information makes it
difficult to assess the state they are in or thvermity of the ecosystem they are part of. But
from what is known the natural system relevantliier FPA is likely to have a medium degree
of diversity.

Complexity

According to Potier et al. (2004) epipelagic ectsys in the tropical open oceans generally
are oligotrophic, but large predators such as &nthtuna-like species are abundant and
ubiquitous with high metabolic rates. Survival elagic predators depends on their efficiency
to locate prey-rich areas, and since these aréas afe patchy, they need to migrate over vast
areas. There is limited detailed information on honas and tuna like species in the South
West Indian Ocean interact with their ecosystenm elzisting studies are used to indicate the

level of complexity.

Table 9: Complexity of the natural system
Property SG: Natural system

Complexity Life strateqgy:
Mono or multi species schools: free swimming or dsgociated.

- Skipjack, yellowfin, albacore and juvenile or dhiigeye tunas are often found in
association with logs/FADs

- Larger yellowfin and adult bigeye mostly are fdun the surface and sub-surface
waters (Langley et al., 2009).

- Swordfish generally found above the thermoclifist{Base, 2010b).

Prey:

Findings indicate opportunistic feeding patternssieveral species, but also signs of
some specialisation according to species and depth.

Crustaceans and small fish seem to dominate thecategory, with the mantis shrimp
(Natosquilla investigatorisand the swimming cralCharybdis edward$ibeing of key
importance. The latter is mainly preyed on in i$agic phase October to March, during

which it matures and spawns (Potier et al., 2004).

® Fish Aggregating Devices (FADs): artificial floagj objects used to attract pelagic fish which tengather
around them (Govinden, et al.,2010).
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System productivity:

Potential system productivity is unknown.
Estimated catch of large pelagics by foreign fléet¥lozambican waters in 2011
6,568 tons (MoF, 2010).

Existing studies indicate that tunas have some preferences according to species and size,
while exhibiting opportunistic feeding behavioura@reater or lesser extent. Potier et al.’s
(2004) study on yellowfin and bigeye tunas indidate considering the importance of the
biomass of the two species, it is likely that texarts a significant predation pressure on the
epi and meso pelagic communities. Findings indittzé both surface swimming bigeye and
yellowfin almost exclusively feed on crustaceansgh\the stomatopodtlatosquilla
investigatorigknown as mantis shrimp) highly dominating the gatg. In addition,
yellowfin has shown signs of feeding specializafionfish (scombrid$ and bigeye for squid
(ommastrphids For deepwater swimming fish of the two speciesyixed pattern was
observed. Bigeye seemed to have a more generéiiedohg behaviour, while the strategy of
yellowfin was more balanced between fish, crustase@amd cephalopods. These results
indicate that the difference between the two sasi¢hat bigeye is able to prey on fish at
deeper waters. The swimming cr&harybdis edwardsiis also regularly observed as a part
of the tuna diet. According to Fishbase (2010b)rsifish are opportunistic feeders, known to
forage for their food from the surface to the bottover a wide depth range. They are known
to feed mainly on fish, but also crustaceans amebsgThey use their sword to kill the prey.

Species composition of bycatch, i.e. non-targspeties, depends on the equipment
being employed and the spatial organisation ofigheries. Seabirds, turtles, sharks and
juvenile sword fish are prominent in the bycatchoofy liners, while sharks, turtles and
juvenile tuna dominate purse seine bycatch. Thé&ugwa of FAD fisheries has made the
challenge of avoiding bycatch greater (Dagorn e28108).

Since crustaceans and small-size fish seem torcgaenihe diet, it is likely that there is
a short food chain leading to tuna in the Westadian Ocean. Lack of detailed data makes it
difficult to accurately assess the complexity &f tlatural system, but on the basis of what is

known a medium level is suggested.
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Dynamics

According to FAO (2002) the east coast of Africghie site of some of the most dynamically
varying marine ecosystems in the world. The Somatient develops during the south-west
monsoon to become one of the fastest open oceemtsiknown, and the upwelling that
occurs along the coast during the intensified plofsleis current creates a major coastal
upwelling system. In Mozambique this occurs soathlout 16° S, resulting in a southward
coastal current and a north going counter curidenh(cha et al., 2003). Both the upwelling
system and the currents drive nutrient-rich waddhe surface, creating the basis for resource
productive areas. These and other components iaffegbie dynamics of the ecosystem are
summarised in the table below, followed by a maaited elaboration.

Table 10: Dynamics of the natural system
Property  SG: Natural system

Dynamics Biological and physiological changes over time:

Long term:

Monsoon and coastal upwelling, currents, climatgatians and presence of logs or
introduction of FADs.

Seasonal:

Winds, rainfall, river run-offs and occurrence admbis shrimp and swimming crab.

Affecting conditions for productivity:

Salinity and oxygen levels, chlorophyll concentratialgae bloom, thermocline depth and

temperatures.

The climate of Mozambique is according to Lichuehal. (2003) predominantly tropical
humid to sub-humid: South of the Zambezi River sspge of the depressions of the South-
Eastern Trade Wind Zone dominates, while the reganth of the river is part of the southern
end of the East African Monsoon system. The caasives rain all months of the year, with
a maximum during the southern summer. North of Siver there is a well-defined rainy
season, while the rainy season is irregular andagigtable south of the river. Rainfalls give
lower levels of salinity and oxygen, affecting tenditions of tuna and other species that are
sensitive to changes in these levels. River rus-e$pecially from the Zambezi River are also
important, draining nutritious water into the c@&nvironment every year. Further, winds
affect the dynamics in the ecosystem by mixingaefwaters and alter temperature and

thermocline depth depending on how strong and aeoh#hte winds are. In the north of
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Mozambique the winds follow the alternating monsegstem with north eastern winds
during the southern summer, and south western vdadag the southern winter; while the
central and southern parts of Mozambique receistedg prevailing winds, and especially
during the southern summer gales can affect fishotiyity (Lichucha et al., 2003).

A study conducted by Fraile et al.’s (2010) shdiwet the highest Catch per Unit
Effort* of both skipjack and yellowfin occurred in areasmcterized by high chlorophyll
concentration and reduced thermocline. Even tholgie are many biotic and abiotic factors
influencing the occurrence of tuna, depth and @mitdof thermocline together with
chlorophyll concentration seem to be the most ingmdrfactors affecting their presence. This
because tuna often prefers staying between the ddyearm and cold waters, feeding on the
trophic chain generated by high primary productibimere is also significant evidence that
years with high levels of mantis shrimp and/or smiimg crab forming pelagic swarms
invading the region will generate high recruitmehtuna (Informant 6, 2010). Cyclonic
conditions on the other hand are probably not blatéor tuna.

The introduction of FADs and development of assted fisheries affect the dynamics
in the natural system. According to Robert et20.10) releasing thousands of FADs in the
tropical oceans obviously represents a changecimalural habitat of tropical fish and argue
that some scientists consider that it could leachinges in the behaviour and biology of
tuna. There are several hypotheses on why tunasdeneloped associative behaviour with
floating objects: it could be a result of an evanary process where logs were used as
indicators on nutritious water, or it could be d&d@oural strategy for tuna in poor condition
to save energy. FAD fisheries benefit from thisdebur and now constitute nearly half of
the tuna catches worldwide (Fraile et al., 2010).

The biological and physical changes affectingdya@amics of the natural system seem
to be relatively stable over time. However, thewnoence of mantis shrimp and swimming
crab affect the levels of tuna productivity morartlother factors, as do the introduction of
FADs. Dynamics of the natural system is likely avéa a medium level.

Scale

There is a lack of detailed information on where tilma species migrate to feed and spawn.

Since nutritious waters may be patchy, they propbabgrate over large areas while feeding.

* Catch per Unit Effort is a unit applied to standzectatch data by dividing total catch with the katmount of effort
(i.e. time, area or capacity) used to harvest gtehdOECD,2001).
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Information on spawning grounds is also insuffitjgut IOTC (2011c) provides details on
two of the main species:

- Yellowfin tuna spawns from December to Marcltha equatorial area, the main
spawning grounds being west of 75° E, and the skrgrspawning grounds being off Sri
Lanka, the Mozambican channel and in the easteliarOcean off Australia.

- Skipjack tuna spawns opportunistically when ¢tods are favourable throughout
the year in the whole inter-equatorial Indian Ocean

Table 11: Scale of the natural system
Properties SG: Natural system

Scale Geographical scale:

The target species migrate over large areas ilibst Indian Ocean ecosystem, across nation
borders and coastal systems. Some species arabaledant in local coastal areas.

Temporal scale:
Average age: 8-11 years

Most targeted species minimum population doublimgtl, 4 - 4, 4 years.
Swordfish 4, 5 — 14 years (Fishbase, 2010a,b,c,d,e).

Concerning temporal scale it is relevant to stugly structure and reproduction rate of the
different species. Numbers provided by FishBaseatd that most species live around 8 to
11 years. Fishbase (2010a) estimates the minimymala@iion doubling time for skipjack tuna
to be 1,4 to 4.4 years, and the species to be mtiewvulnerable. Skipjack is highly robust
to overfishing because of its rapid growth, earBtunation and high reproductive potential.
The population doubling time of yellowfin is thensa as the previous one, but it is
moderately resilient and moderately to very vulbérgFishbase, 2010d). The minimum
population doubling time of bigeye and albacoresamalar to the two previous species. But
because of their high market value the speciegigen a high to very high vulnerability
status (Fishbase, 2010c:e). Swordfish has a minipopulation doubling time of 4, 5 - 14
years, and is because of this, less resilient tii@mentioned tuna species. In addition it has a
high market value, making it very vulnerable (FissB, 2010b).

The highly migratory nature of the targeted speaieicates that the natural system is
of a large geographical size, enclosing local,amati and regional areas. Most species, with
the exception of swordfish, reproduce over a neddyishort period of time and have a
resilient biological nature, but some species aneerwulnerable to overexploitation due to
their high market values. With all these factoketainto consideration, the scale issue is

assessed to be medium to high level.

45



Socio-economic system

Image 1. Spanish fishermen  (Tunaseiners.com, 2009).

Image 2: Fish sellers, M ozambique
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Diversity

The socio-economic system linked to the FPA inctualevide range of actors having an
interest in the agreement, directly or potentialllgese are presented in the table below,

followed by a more detailed elaboration on the mmgiortant stakeholders.

Table 12: Diversity of the socio-economic system

Property SG: Socio-economic system

Diversity FPA fleet (licensed vessels 2010):

Purse seiners (PS): 21

Surface long liners (LL): 16 + ANABAC (5), AGAC (2nd Orthongel (4)

(Informant 2 and 14, 2011).

Crew: European and ACP (Mauritania, Morocco, Seh&f#e d’'lvoire, etc.).

European DWF communities: Spain (Basque countrlicidand Asturias) and France (Brittany
and La Réunion) (EC, 2009).

Industry:

Producers (mainly canneries) in Europe: Spain,dealtaly and Portugal.

Canneries in Seychelles (Indian Ocean Tuna Ltdi)Madagascar (Péche et Froid Ocean Indien)
Consumers:

FPA-caught fish mainly supply European markets {{ggaance, Italy, UK and Germany), as
well as the North American market (Informant 241 20OceanicDeveloppement, 2005).
Mozambique:

MoF: financial compensation

Fisheries sector: funds potentially can contriiatdomestic development, employment, food
security and so on for the Mozambican people.

Mozambican Semi-industrial and artisanal vessatasionally catch some tuna.

Others:

Non-EU fleets licensed in the tuna fisheries:

12 Japanese, 2 Spanish, 3 Korean and 4 Chinege/éuiture long liners (Informant 14, 2010).
Politicians and potential investors.

Neighbouring countries in the region: managemeanpeocation and trade.

Pirates: Somali or others making profits from tiweat fisheries

Future generations.

The vessel operators make their living directlyrirthe fisheries, and naturally have a great
interest vested in the FPA. A small quantity ofaus caught by semi-industrial and artisanal
fishermen, but even though the potential for tHiesds to catch larger quantities needs to be
explored, Mozambique lack capacity to exploit tlmeim offshore resources and foreign fleets
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dominate the fisheries. The agreement allows 4k&etuna seiners and 45 surface long
liners access to the FPA fisheries. But in 201Ghesvn in the table above, only 21 seiners
and 35 long liners were licensed. The reasons whwlhlicenses are utilized is not known,
but piracy is thought to be one of them. The ldngrk are mainly Spanish and Portuguese,
while the purse seiners are Spanish and Frenobriieint 1 and 2, 2010).

In chapter five of the agreement it is stated #td¢ast 20 percent of the crew
employed shall be of ACP origin and of these aitld@ percent shall be Mozambican if
possible (COM, 2007). Detailed information abow tinew fishing onboard the FPA vessels
in Mozambique is not available, but according teport prepared by the European
Commission (2009) crew on tuna vessels are main8panish (Basque country, Galicia and
Asturias) and French (Brittany and La Réunion)iarig addition to fishermen from ACP
countries (Mauritania, Morocco, Senegal, Cote ditw@and so on). Since crew members
often are recruited from the same areas, DWF reptes important source of employment in
certain communities.

The majority of the fish caught by EU vesselshia YWest Indian Ocean is frozen
onboard and shipped off to Europe for further pssg®y. The distance and extent of the
Indian Ocean necessitate the use of local porteefaelling and other requirements
(transhipping, provisioning and maintenance), dnedviessels fishing in Mozambican waters
often use Port Victoria in the Seychelles. The gksskcensed under ANABAC, OPAGAC
and Orthongel are foreign vessels, most often warehfrom the Seychelles, owned investors
from the EU. While some of these vessels (at leste licensed under OPAGAC) are owned
by companies with their own processing plants ntiagority of fish is sold to different
producers through agreements and auctions. A litois shipped back to Europe to supply
the tuna industries especially in Spain and Framgesome is also landed in the Seychelles or
on Madagascar and supply local canneries therell 8mas (skipjack, yellowfin and
albacore) caught by purse seiners are mostly camdeie larger line caught tunas are used
to produce higher quality products, e.g. sashimgabd for direct consumption.
(OceanicDeveloppement, 2005).

Mozambique is dependent on foreign fleets to gareaany revenue from their
offshore resources, but only receives a small sbiaitge potential value from the resources as
neither EU nor the other operators bring any vaheation to Mozambique other than paying
for access. The whole financial compensation pgithb EU is to benefit the fisheries sector,
while access fees by other operators are sharedlg@etween the state budget and the

fisheries sector budget. MoF naturally has a greatest in maximizing the financial
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contribution, while optimising the benefits creafsam it. Fish is an important source for
food, employment and income, and Mozambique isa pountry in need of all three things.
The people of Mozambique thus have a great int@réle tuna resources and the potential
benefits they can give. Even though the agreenmrtams provisions encouraging landings,
production and employment in the third countrys thas not been the case so far (Informant 7
and 8, 2010; Eide, 2004).

The socio-economic system linked to the FPA inetud wide range of actors and
stakeholders both in Europe, Mozambique and othxntcies in the South West Indian

Ocean region, and a high level of diversity is ¢fi@re suggested.

Complexity

Stakeholders and interests are many and conflictioigpe being more powerful and
advocated louder than others.

Table 13: Complexity of the socio-economic system
Property SG: Socio-economic system

Complexity Main interests:
Through the FPA the DWF aims to maintain accesstlam&European Industry seeks
supplies at a minimum cost. Mozambican stakeholsiee& to maximise revenue and
other potential benefits. Sustainable exploitatfim all parties’ interest.
Fishing field:
No direct conflict between the Mozambicans andibkfleet.
Long liners and Purse seiners normally operatéfferdnt areas.
EU fleets competing with Asian DWF fleets.
Piracy involves physical attacks and creates arggcthreat.
IUU levels are unknown, leading to speculationstemxtent.

Stakeholder organisation:

Fleet and industry:

- Foreign EU owned vessels are represented by ANGBBPAGAC (Spain) and

Orthongel (France).

- Cepesca represent all Spanish ship owners

- Spanish tuna canners are organised in Anfaco{igsca, French canner in FIAC.

- The interests of all of the above are represebnyelUROTHON, based in Brussels.
In addition all national shipowners are represérity EUROPECHE.

(Informant 22 and 24, 2011).

Mozambican stakeholders:

- Fisheries sector and people’s interests voiceth®WMlinistry of Fisheries (MoF).
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Because of limited MCS capacity it is difficult koow exactly what is happening offshore
and to what extent fleets comply with regulatiofise fleets operate under the cover of
distance, speculations arise and the fleets atesadoof IUU fishing. One of the main
challenges these days is that Somali piracy hasased along the coast of East Africa in the
recent years. Vessels are high jacked, catch mglstolen and security of the crew is being
jeopardized (Informant 6, 2010).

There are clear conflicts between the intereste@ttakeholders. The EU fleet and
industry seek to maximize exploitation, while mimmg the financial compensation.
Competition with other DWFs affects their operasipand they will seek a level playing field
where all fleets have to follow the same regulaidrhe focus of Mozambican stakeholders
will be to maximize revenue at a minimal level gpmitation (CFFA, 2006).

A complex range of stakeholders constitute théoseconomic system linked to the
FPA, some of them being more organised and powstréul others. The most active and
benefiting stakeholders are found in the EU fleetustry and market, while the Mozambican
stakeholders are less visible and only receivealshare of potential benefits through
fisheries projects funded by EU money. Somali giraarrently increases the level of

complexity related to the FPA fisheries, and therall level is suggested to be high.

Dynamics

Changes in stakeholder composition, values anai@és over time are presented in the table

below, followed by a more detailed explanation logitdrivers and consequences.

Table 14: Inherent dynamics of the socio-economic system
Property  SG: Socio-economic system

Dynamics Composition of operators has been the same dummtast years:
Vessels from Spain (LL and PS), France (PS) antugalr(LL) dominate the EU fleet.
Only EU vessels in the purse seine fisheries, wthieEU and Asian fleets are equally
active in the long line fisheries. Recently a ceupl new Joint Ventures have joined
(Informant 1, 2010).

Somali piracy has lead to changed patterns ofrfgshiessels not fishing in all areas.

Boats fishing together, security guards onboardiaciased costs (Informant 3, 2010).

Mozambicans stakeholders lack resources to retllede potential share of the resources, and

even though a few joint ventures have been setetyden Mozambique and Spain, China
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and Korea, the fleet is dominated by foreignerse Bulack of financial capacity there has
neither been any development of boats nor produdéiailities in Mozambique, and the
Mozambican stakeholders only receive a part oféhe extracted. There is however
indications on increased presence of Asian opesahsrboth Japanese and Chinese investors
have shown interest in Mozambique (Informant 2,01

Somali piracy has lead to severe changes in ttterpa of fishing in the West Indian
Ocean. The Mozambican Channel has been regardetetive safe area, but attacks are
increasing. Fleets as a consequence avoid cereas and take security considerations
involving guards onboard and fishing two and tweseds together. The ability to explore
large areas and track free swimming schools haee keduced, increasing the fisheries for
log associated schools. This might affect the etqukgield per recruit as well as bycatch
levels. Some vessels have also moved to other s¢gamC, 2011c).

Dynamics of the socio-economic system generakyrsto be relatively low, seen as
financial capacity hinders Mozambican stakeholdeitsecome more involved and the
composition of active stakeholders have been veltistable over recent years. In addition to
the EU operators, Asian operators have increaseddimpetition for the offshore resource. In
addition piracy and IUU fishing bring insecuritytanthe sector, affecting fishing and
estimates on resource pressure. Taking this irdowat, dynamics are likely to be at a

medium level.

Scale

The processes of globalisation have increasedaheections between actors around the
world, increasing the size and range of the socaemic system. The FPA include
stakeholders in Mozambique, Europe and in the A€gjon. The boundaries and importance

of the FPA is presented below.

Table 15: Scale of socio-economic system
Property SG: Socio-economic system

Scale Mozambican stakeholders include state, fisherie®sand population.
Fleet, industry and market: International, regicarad local levels, in Spain, France and
Portugal as well as in ACP countries.
- Employees in the fleet: 390 (based on the refaxdéonnage) (KusiLimitada, 2008).
- Direct and indirect value of the FPA operations:
2,4 million (EU: 1,7; Mozambique: 0,3 and otherdrcountries: 0,4).
- Production and marketing: 0,5 million (EU: 0,4pk&mbique 0 and other third
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countries 0,2). Other third countries include Sejlels and Madagascar (canneries) and
crew from ACP countries (EC, 2009).

It is evident that the scale issue related to twgoseconomic system is high. The fleet
involves crew from many countries; the fish is ofshipped from one part of the world to
another for production and thereafter sent to magonal markets. The high level of
globalisation linked to the FPA fisheries involmsth a positive and negative potential for
the lower levels, communities and population. Thmbers related to direct and indirect
value of the FPA operations do however show thabtiganisation of the value chain
channels most of the value to the EU, leaving antgynall share for Mozambique and other
third countries in the region (EC, 2009). When gaugy the FPAs, it is highly important to

assess the scale issue, and what benefits aneradl are related to each of them.
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5.2 Governing system

Social, man-made system of institutions, steemsgruments and mechanisms.

Image 3: The Commission of the European Union, Brussels

Image 4: The Ministry of Fisheries, Maputo
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Diversity

The Governing system of the FPA comprises a rahdemartments, directorates and
institutes both in the EU, Mozambique and the Wiadian Ocean, some being directly
involved in the governing process while others péeg prominent parts. These units and

their main responsibilities are presented below.

Table 16: Diversity of the Governing System
Properties GS

Diversity Mozambique:

- Department of International Cooperation (DCl)lifxxal relations

- Department of administration and finances (DNEP)

- Department for Aquaculture

- National Directorate of Fisheries AdministratigkDNAP):
technical management (licensing, MCS)

- National Directorate of Fisheries Economics antides (DNEP):
responsible for budget and policy making

- National Directorate of Human Resources

- National Institute of Fisheries Research (IIR)iect resource data

- Fisheries Development Fund (FFP): accounting

- Institute for Small-scale fisheries developmdbBRPE)

- Fisheries School (EP) (Omar, 2006).

EU:
- European Commission: negotiations and governance.

DG Mare — Unit of Bilateral Agreements and Fisé® Control in International Waters
Advisory committees: Regional or by topic; indlugl NGOs, industry, scientists and
other stakeholders or experts.

Inter services Consultations: Including releva@s.

- External Action Services: secure coherence aficiafcy.
- Parliament: co-decision authority and approval
Issues prepared and presented by the Fishevimsn@itee
- Council of Ministers: legislative authority (Imimant 15, 2010; Bomberg et al., 2008).

Regional organisations:

- IOTC: Responsible for managing straddling andhlyignigratory fish stocks in the
Indian Ocean. EU a member and Mozambique a coopgnadn-contracting party.
- Other : UN (FAO), I0OC, SWIOC, SADC, OECD (EBCDQ1D)
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The Ministry of Fisheries (MoF) is through the Fasj Law from 1990 legally responsible for
management and development of marine resource®aaibique (Omar, 2006). The
structural composition of MoF, as we know it todaas however only officially created by
Presidential decree in 2000. Many of the instingiexisted in different forms before this, but
time was needed to establish a structure adjustachew and independent Mozambique.
Today, as presented in the table above, three hepats, three directorates, four semi-
autonomous institutes, a fisheries school and poo&i directorates and services constitute
the MoF (Lichucha et al., 2003, Degnbol et al.,200lot all of these are directly involved in
governing the FPA, but they are however part ofegaindiscussions and consultations in the
Ministry regarding initiation of new agreementseatiecution of funds. DNEP is responsible
for developing matrices for how funds are spentlamd this relates to overall governance
objectives. Before funds can be executed, they teebd approved both by the Parliament
and the Ministry of Finances. FFP is responsibieafitountants in relation to the actual
execution of FPA funds, securing that funds ardiegor the agreed projects and so on
(Informant 8, 2010).

As a result of the CFP from 1983, a large pathefgovernance responsibilities in the
EU is centralised, and in relation to FPAs, alnadistasks lie within the main institutions in
Brussels. The European Commission is responsibl®llowing up and negotiating
agreements, and tasks are executed by represestatithin DG MARE — generally found
working under the Unit for Bilateral Agreements dssheries Control in International
Waters. It is the responsibility of the Commissiorcollect information from stakeholders,
normally done through working groups of expertdipgoating in Advisory Committees and
Regional Advisory Councils consult, and throughdbgernance process trying to represent
and reconcile the different interests in an optimay. Through inter services consultations
other General Directorates (DGs) are consultedibst important being DG Development
and Cooperation - EuropeAid and DG TRADE. The & generally assesses and makes
comments on how agreements relate to the Uniowsldpment policy. Due to the European
Consensus on Coherence for Development from 20@@lay areas of the Union need to be
coherent with the overarching development polidis. Trade investigates how agreements
relate to trade issues. If an agreement is toés¢ ifritialled, only the Commission has the
right to propose this for the Council. The Counltdcusses the proposal at three levels:
working groups at civil servant-level, Permanenpiesentatives Committee (COREPER)

® DG MARE is short for Directorate-General for Marie Affairs and Fisheries (EC,2011b).
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and in the Council of Ministers. If agreement iadleed at the lower levels, final decisions on
proposals are made in the Council by voting. Thdidaent also needs to approve the
proposal, and after the Lisbon Treaty enteredfiotoe in 2009 their powers are extended
through the co-decision procedure, as they gaiaeehhaking powers. The fisheries
committee is responsible for elaborating and prisgfisheries issues for the Parliaments
general assembly. Another result of the Lisbon fireas the foundation of European
External Action Services (EEAS), which are to assis EU’s newly appointed high
representative for foreign affairs and securityiggolThe aim of EEAS is to increase the
impact and coherence of EU’s foreign policy (Borcha2010).

The I0OTC is an intergovernmental organizationtdi&hed in 1996 under the auspices
of FAO. The RFMO is responsible for managing thghty migratory resources in the Indian
Ocean and adjacent seas (FAO statistical areasb%7, and has its headquarters in the
Seychelles. Representatives of governments ofdhstal states in the area as well as states
fishing there take part in regional cooperatiorpogparing assessments of the resources and
formulate resolutions on how to manage them. Inteid organisations such as the Indian
Ocean Commission (I0OC) and South Western Indiara@€&gsheries Commission
(SWIOFC) are potentially important in relation &gronal cooperation on fisheries
management (WWF, 2005b). These organisations dbawet management mandates, but are
nonetheless important in guiding their members td&zaommon policy directions. In 2002
Mozambique also ratified the SADC Fisheries Protagdegal framework aiming to guide
fisheries managers in SADC countries in the samextion, especially in relation to what
concerns deeper regional integration, poverty redini@and achieving the MDGs (SADC,
2010). In addition, both the EU and Mozambiqueraeenbers of UNCLOS, FAO and the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Developn(@ECD) and are jointly committed
to follow the regulations and advice given by thesganisations.

With the number of units and responsibilities pdithe Governing System, diversity
must be assessed to be high.

Complexity
A governing system including a high number of suaidsuis likely to involve complex

positions, views and goals. The different objedigéthe GS units involved in the

governance of the FPA are elaborated on in theviatg.

56



Table 17: Complexity of the governing system
Property GS

Complexity Mozambique:
The departments and institutes constituting the eferally have the same goals
regarding the FPA: Collect as much resource repbasible, without compromising the
sustainability of the resources. Even though thsuasponsible for scientific and
technical management of the resources tend to daveater focus on biological concerns
than the units responsible for economic affairs,NMtozambican governing units

generally have the same overarching goals and etatgpon achieving these.

EU:

- Commission: aims to reconcile all stakeholdeeriests, i.e.: industry, environment, aid
and other interests advocated through the Advi€anymittee for Fisheries and
Aquaculture, the Regional Advisory Council for LoDBgstance fishing or other forms of
consultations. Secure access and supply the EUtinduvhile at the same time
promoting development in the third country. Minimisosts, maximise exploitation.

- Parliament: is the voice of the people and airisdepend upon the members’ political
positions. Decisions are made by voting.

- Council: Fisheries ministers, permanent repredes (COREPER) and working
groups aim to secure national interests, and piintethe industry is often a high priority

for socio-economic reasons.

Constant power struggle within and between goveroimits:
Commissioné& > Parliament-> the Council (Informant 18, 2011; Bomberg et al.,
2008).

Regional
The mandates and provisions of regional organisatiwze sometime unclear, and since

they mainly are based on voluntary cooperation diamge is a challenge.

In the governance process within the EU, the aita take in as many interests as possible,
making the governing units highly complex. The Cassion seeks to reflect the
complexities as best as possible. The Parliameartnigposed by political parties with
different priorities and goals, and when proposadsto be approved, these interests will
decide the outcome of voting. The Council of Miarstrepresents different countries, some
focusing on the economic importance of the industnile others emphasize environmental
conservation. Generally countries in the southwe with interests in the FPAs, like
Spain, France and Portugal, vote for the agreemehite northern countries like Sweden,
Denmark and the UK are more critical (Gorez and-d&in, 2003). Industrial interests are
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generally very strong within the EU, but the Un®nrésponsibilities in relation to the
environment, justice, development and poverty rédna@re increasingly being advocated
especially as a result of the obligations of thedgaan Consensus on Policy Coherence for
Development from 2005, the enhanced involvemetii@Parliament (where especially the
Greens follow the FPAs with critical eyes) and ititeoduction of regional advisory councils
in 2004 (giving a wider range of stakeholders tppastunity to influence policy
development). Goals and interests are often coliidhs when commitments on cooperation
and development support are confronted with comialarderests related to the FPAs. The
outcome is a result of a political process and patreiggle between units and actors (CFFA,
2006).

The objective of the IOTC is to promote coopera@gomong its members with a view
to ensure appropriate management, conservationtimdum utilization of tuna and tuna like
species and encourage sustainable developmeshefiigs based on such stocks. To achieve
this, the Commission has the following functiond aesponsibilities: gather and analyse the
situation of the stocks; encourage, recommendcandiinate research and development
activities in respect of the stock and fisheriek@ conservation and management measures,
on the basis of scientific evidence, in order teuga conservation of the stocks and promote
optimum utilization throughout the area; and keegar review the economic and social
aspects of the fisheries based on the stocksnge@rimind the interests of developing coastal
states (IOTC, 2011a). The lack of data and enfoecerof requirements challenge these
activities, and it is a complex task to make th& @function in an optimal way.

The number of governing units constituting the Mo&y also increase the level of
complexity related to the governing task, and cowtibn is vital to attain the desired level of
performance. Lack of evaluations of performance strategies may however lead to
misinterpretations related to the actual levelahplexity involved and affect the use of the
capacities of the GS. In the case of governindg-#A& between the EU and Mozambique
there is however no doubt that the complexitiediwithe GS are high.
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Dynamics

The dynamics of the GS indicate how stable theegyss, how flexible it is in its functions

and how well the system can adjust to changesrktatthe system-to-be-governed.

Table 18: Dynamics of the Governing System
Property GS

Dynamics Mozambique:

Bureaucratic structure of the GS, seeking to béqjaatory.

Political powers seem to affect technical decisions

Recent changes to the GS:

- ADNAP became autonomous in 2010, and gained & iodiependent voice within the GS

- Mozambique became a cooperating non-contractmty pf the IOTC in 2011

EU:

The large and bureaucratic size of the EU’s GS||exge its dynamic.

The Lisbon treaty altered the structure of the Giimvthe EU, affecting the procedures

related to FPAs:

- Parliament got a more prominent role throughdtecision procedure.

- Possibility to introduce Qualified Majority votjrwithin the Council (member state votes

weighed)

- European External Action Services establishezhture coherent external policies.

- DG Development and Cooperation - EuropeAid newcstire, uniting the previous DG
DEV and DG Aid.
Field research units and executing units workembosely,while geographical units
moved to new services.
Goal to work more constructive and effective ¢ghmiant 13, 2011).

10TC:

The quantities of data and coordination of membéext the dynamics of the organization.

The lack of data makes it challenging to develdpative and dynamic management

measures (Informant 23, 2011).

The table above shows how the governing structusdsin Mozambique, the EU and on
regional basis have relatively bureaucratic stmas@affecting their dynamics.

The structure of the MoF appears to have beetivela stable over the recent years,
with well established mandates and proceduressystem does however seem to be
relatively bureaucratic, and lack of capacity tdexd information and make evaluations
reduces the ability to make efficient and solidrfded decisions. Lack of qualified personnel

also seems to make the system slightly person-daednbut there are evidently
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improvements in this area with more replacemenitsgbgone in the head staff than
previously. With ADNAP becoming more autonomoug, fisheries technicians gain a more
independent voice opposed to the politicians amdducrats in the GS (Informant 2 and 7,
2010).

The EU is constantly trying to find the best comiion of GS, and the aim is to
develop a dynamic system able to respond effigreiitie dynamics of the main governing
units, the Commission, the Parliament and the Cibimaffected by how the interests within
them manage to affect decision making. Industntgdrests are strong within all three units
and the level of conflict between these and ohlgatin relation to conservation and
development affect the dynamics of the EU’s govecegrocess. The Lisbon treaty altered
some of the existing structures and proceduresngito create more efficient and dynamic
decision making processes, and many actors ardming to navigate in this new terrain
where power is distributed between the units tahdr degree than previously (Informant
15, 2011).

The dynamics of the IOTC is affected by their latkerified data in order to
implement measures for governing the natural ressuThe dependency on cooperation
from a high number of members and non-contractoaperating parties in order to
implement resolutions challenges the organisatiahibty to act efficiently (Informant 23,
2011).

The GS is governing a relatively dynamic SG, dreddynamics of the GS itself will
therefore highly affect its ability to do this. TMozambican system may seem to be a bit
slow-reacting due to reduced financial and goveraaapacities, while the bureaucratic
nature of the EU system requires time to move foawarl he level of dynamics of the IOTC
is affected by the dependency on voluntary coomeratompliance with resolutions and
reporting of data. Changes are also continuoushgb®ade within the GS, some accelerated
faster and having greater consequences than othemsnclusion, the GS is likely to have a

medium level of dynamics.
Scale

Scale of the units within the GS is essential mleoito match the boundaries of the SG.
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Table 19: Scale of the Governing System
Property GS

Scale Mozambigue:
MoF institutions centralised, while provincial diterates are involved in general

discussions. Mainly national, but also regional k@l interests advocated (Informant 8,
2010).

EU:

Commission: reflects stakeholder interests, ex@artsthe obligations set in the treaties
Council: Member states interests

Parliament: political interests. Some focusing merinal interests, while others are also pre-

occupied with third country interests.

Regional:
IOTC: involves coastal states in the Indian Ocaah@untries fishing there.

- Other regional organizations like IOC, SWIOFC ({8oWest Indian Ocean Fisheries
Commission) and SADC are not involved specificatlgoverning tuna, but cooperation on
other issues (such as IUU, trade and ecosystemd)ecanportant.

- International organizations such as UN, FAO (tiest relevant UN org.) and OECD are
important fora to discuss and decide on internatistandards related to FPA issues (EBCD,
2010)

While the Mozambican governing institutions concai@ on their national interests,
including local and provincial, as well as regionammitments, the EU institutions cover the
interests of the member countries, stakeholderd-palitical interests within different
coalitions as well as ACP interests.

IOTC covers the whole area where highly migragiocks are found, and coordinates
the management of these stocks for all countriésarindian Ocean. IOC, SWIOFC and
SADC are not directly involved in governing the tigmigratory species, but through these
organizations issues affecting the FPA fisherigslmadiscussed (Informant 23, 2011).

The UN is the main international institution respible for governing international
fisheries. Through UNCLOS and the UN Fish stocleagrent requirements and provisions
related to bilateral fisheries agreements are giaed since both Mozambique and the EU are
members, these need to be fulfilled. In additibe, tivo have signed the FAO’s Code of
Conduct and are member of IOTC, and the princigiekrecommendations advocated by
them need to be taken into account (EBCD, 2010).

The units of the GS cover national, regional andrnational levels and the scale issue
is therefore suggested to be high.
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5.3 Governing interactions

e -

Image 5: European Parliament, Brussels

Image 6: Local council in a Mozambican fishing community
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Participation
The existing forms of interactions between the G&the SG, as well as who are represented,
are presented in the following.

Table 20: Participation within Governing | nteractions
Attribute Gl

Participation Technical interactions:

EU approves vessels for the FPA fisheries, and ABNpant licences.

Fleet report VMS data, entry-exit information aradat numbers to ADNAP, 1P, flag
state and IOTC.

Catch verification by flag states’ scientific irigtions (Spain: Instituto Espafiol de
Oceanografia; France: Institut de Recherche poDékeloppement; Portugal: Instituto de
Investigacdo das Pescas e do Mar) and IIP (COM{)200

10TC:

EU is a member.

Mozambique recently became a co-operating partynahdow participate in meetings
They attended their first meeting with two repreatwes from ADNAP (IOTC, 2011a).

Joint Committee meeting:

(Forum for direct governance decisions and nedotiaj

ADNAP, DNEP, DCI, 1IP, IOTC

When in Brussels: Mozambican embassy represergative

EU Commission: DG MARE representatives (one redi@threpresentative).
Member states representatives

Scientific Meeting:

In addition to most of the same as above:
Fisheries Development Fund (FFP) (Informant 1ar20a0).

Technical interactions mainly involve, as showna)dADNAP, the Commission, the fleet
and scientific institutions. The flag state of tlessel is responsible for verifying catches
through scientific institutes. In the original te{tthe FPA, 1IP was included in this process,
but in the translated English version of the agresnit was not included and was therefore
not involved before this was noticed.

Stakeholders and governing units of the two pafirst carry out discussions and
consultations amongst themselves, before seleefgdgentatives from the two meet in
Maputo or Brussels. First a scientific meetingas® to discuss technical matters, and
directors of the most important governing unitsval as technicians are represented.
Through this meeting, as well as through e-mailagenda for the Joint Committee meeting

is developed. This is the main forum for governagiseussions, negotiations and decisions
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related to the FPA, and are according to the ageaesupposed to be held once a year. This
has not been the case during the current agreeiftetviozambican delegation normally
includes directors of the main institutions andieeconsultants, as well as embassy
representatives when in Brussels. Reduced finamz@ains can potentially reduce the number
of Mozambicans travelling to Brussels. The greadbate of the EU delegation consists of
representatives from DG MARE'’s unit for Bilateraj®®ements and Fisheries Control in
International Waters, specialised on FPA mattenerd is also one fisheries representative
from the EU Delegation in Maputo and one regionalrEpresentative. In addition, member
states are represented, seen as an extension@btimeil’'s working group. All member
states are allowed to participate, but normallyahé ones having vessels fishing under the
FPA are represented (SSNC, 2009).

Through I0OTC meetings and working parties, stalddrs collaborate on managing
highly migratory species in the Indian Ocean. Aewidnge of coastal states in the Indian
Ocean, as well as states fishing there, are membeese are not any representatives from the
IOTC Secretariat participating directly in the pees of governing the FPA, but as the IOTC
resolutions are meant to be implemented at a raltlewel, the countries governing and
negotiating FPAs should have the resolutions indnaisi they interact (Informant 21, 2011).

Not all stakeholders participate in the governimgractions, and especially the people
of Mozambique — present and future generationg-d@pendent on the voice of others to
advocate their interests. Due to the specific matfi-PAs, only specialists on the agreements
are directly involved in governing interactions dhdre is a low level of knowledge about the
governance process both within the overall goversiystems and among the general public.

The level of participation is thought to be moderat

Communication

How well representatives communicate and coopéhnabeigh governing interactions will
affect the overall governance performance. Thesdhbfit forms of communication applied

through interactions are presented below.

Table 21: Communication within Governing Interactions
Attribute Gl

Communication Technical interactions:

Data and information is communicated between thiggsaby using the internet, fax and
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post. VMS involves information being transmitteddatellite (Informant 2, 2010).
10TC:

Through working parties, scientific meetings andaanual session, the members and
cooperating parties meet for discussions (Inforn2dnt2011).

Governance interactions

Views and agendas are discussed by e-mail anchtatep before representatives from
the two parties meet.

The EU Delegation in Mozambique is of key impore&ictregards to communication
between the two parties.

Experts within the EC make ex-ante and ex-posisassents before and after initiating
agreements, in order to prepare negotiations amdrging interactions. These are not
shared. Open dialogue through the meetings (Infotrha2 and 6, 2010).

According to the FPA all fishing vessels with aremll length exceeding 15 metres operating
in the Mozambican fishing zone shall be equippetth wiVessel Monitoring System (VMS)
transmitting data on position, course and speeshbsllite to control centres on shore. This
data should ideally be complemented by observer @&DM, 2007). Communication of a
technical matter has however been challenging secaiiboth problems with internet
connections and setting up the VMS protocol in Mokegue, reducing the level of technical
communication. But according to ADNAP (Informanai2d 3, 2010) the VMS is now up and
running and they are able to receive data fronEldevessels.

Reports on entry-exit times and catch validatisimall also be communicated to
ADNAP. Catches are first validated by scientifisgarch institutes in the flag states. Since
2002 data from European fleets have been colletiiih the framework of the EU “Data
collection regulation”, followed in 2008 by the “@wonunity framework for the collection,
management and use of data in the fisheries saatbsupport for scientific advice regarding
the Common Fisheries Policy (Chassot et al., 20M3.EU Delegation in Mozambique has a
very important role in the communication betweestilio parties. All license schemes are
passed through the Delegation, and when there lbes problems with the VMS and other
reporting mechanisms the Delegation has been reggerior communicating great quantities
of data to the Mozambican GS.

The I0OTC receives data from the flag states ireggted form, including data from
purse seiners reported within 1° by 1° squaresanglliners within 5° to 5° squares. Due to
this format of reporting data, the IOTC does natehspecific data on how much is being
caught in the Mozambican Fishing zone. But ratlssesses the state of the stocks and level

of exploitations in the region (Informant 21, 2011)
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The EU has since 2003 been legally obliged tosasisepacts on sustainable
development through undertaking impact assessméatkpolicies, including FPAs, both
before (ex-ante) and after (ex-post) agreementsareluded (CFFA, 2005). These are
however not shared openly with the partner coul@gmmunication through governance
interactions is according to representatives froenttvo parties (Informant 1, 2, 9, 10 and 18)
constructive and friendly, even though conflictintgrests lead to intense discussions. The
parties do however not attain the same levelsfofamation, seen as information on actual
and potential benefits are calculated by the EUenMiozambique neither has the resources
to conduct such assessments nor the opportunégdess the ones prepared by the EU. This,
together with the fact that the EU delegation iscsglised in FPA-matters while the
Mozambican representatives only focus on the ageaemsmall portion of their time may
affect the quality of communication. Communicattmtween the parties involved in

governing the FPA is assessed to be moderate.

Adaptation

The level of adaptation within the governing intgrans will determine the governing
systems ability to interact with the system-to-loegyned in an efficient and effective

manner.

Table 22: Adaptation within Governing I nteractions
Attribute Gl

Adaptation Technical interactions:

Reduced MCS capacity reduces the ability to contisly investigate the level of
compliance and adjust technical interactions tHegeéinformant 3, 2010).

Biological interactions:

Difficult for the IOTC to develop management measuidue to the lack verified data
giving a basis for evaluating the actual statehefdtocks (Informant 21 and 23, 2011).

Governance interactions

Increasingly higher demands related to governitgyattions, e.g. partnership,
transparency, coherence and so on. Interactienfaailitated in a manner trying to adapt
to these new demands and challenges.

Lack of information, resources and capacity redidesambican ability for adaptive
interactions. In addition the bureaucratic struetof the GS in both EU and Mozambique

reduces flexibility of representatives through ratgions (Informant 6, 2010).
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Even though the structure and format of governmeractions has changed in order to adapt
to new demands over the recent years, adjustiegactions in practical terms remain a
challenge. Lack of resources and capacities itMbeambican GS reduces their ability to
respond quickly and effectively when there is & latcompliance with regulations. In
addition, the bureaucratic structures of both thezdnbican and European GS reduces their
flexibility through governance interactions, espélgias the EU represents a wide range of
interests that are difficult to reconcile.

Due to the lack of biological data and abilityitgplement instruments to govern the
offshore fisheries, governance of the resourcestivery adjustable. IOTC set a limitation on
fishing capacity in 2003, but even though thereehlaeen signs of high exploitation of some
species, no other management measures to adjusvéie of fishing effort have been
introduced (Informant 21, 2011). The scientific nieg set up for governing the FPA does
however need to take the state of the resourcesarisideration, and the FPA includes a
clause which allows the fishing opportunities tar&ased in the light of scientific evidence
(COM, 2007). The financial contribution will be m@sed or reduced proportionally,
according to Walmsley et al. (2007a) there has hewdeen few examples of reduction of
fishing opportunities.

The framework for governing the FPAs seeks tobdistamore adaptive forms for
interactions, but the practical realization is &drading and the level of adaptation is therefore

identified to be moderate.

Collaboration

Many of the interactions, of technical, biologieald political nature, involve actors at many

scales and how well these collaborate will be fakheir final outcome.

Table 23: Collaboration within Governing I nteractions
Attribute Gl

Collaboration Technical interactions:

- ADNAP is dependent on the fleet to comply witgukations and fulfil
requirements. Levels have been inadequate.

- Catch verification is in principle to be perfordhBy scientific institutes of flag state
in cooperation with IIP (Informant 2 and 4, 2010).

Biological

Itis crucial for IOTC members and cooperating igarto collaborate in order to

implement resolutions and develop sustainable resomanagement.
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Flag state reports to IOTC. If the flag states timilmplement the relevant IOTC
resolutions on data reporting the whole struct@eomes weak (Informant 21, 2011).

Governance meetings:

Representatives collaborate on preparing and ceyigiit meetings and negotiations.

How well actors at different scales collaborateesgwp to vary. The main problem is that
some actors lack the incentive to collaborate, tviespecially is the case for the fleet and
industry that potentially can benefit from not repwg catch positions and numbers.
Politicians and technicians can also be reluctacbtlaborate if interactions do not serve
their main interests. In the case of the FPA, mapyesentatives will be unwilling to commit
to interactions that inflict on socio-economic me&ts. However, there appears to be a good
dialogue between the representatives from therdiftegoverning institutions, and the EU
Delegation in Mozambique seems to be of key impagay building a bridge of
collaboration between the two parties. The fact tbpresentatives in the Delegation are
present in Mozambique and know how the system®itf parties work highly influences this

process. Collaboration attributed to the Gls i®sssd to be at a medium to low level.

5.4 Orders of governance

Interactions at the three orders of governancegpred in order to achieve a deeper
understanding of what is being done to achieve ig@aree objectives, as well as what hinders
it. The presentation that follows is based on thestjons in table 6 and the findings will
hopefully provide the researcher with the abildyriake suggestions, in chapter 6, on how

current or new forms of interactions could imprgeeernance performance.

5.4.1 First order governance

SG

What impacts decisions have on the natural sys$esrucial, since the ecosystem constitutes
the foundation for conducting the FPA fishery. Beams regarding fishing effort, practices
and MCS clearly will have an effect on the resosyteit the level of impacts and connections
are not well studied. Potier et al. (2004) howeeder to simulations conducted with a
ECOSIM model, suggesting that removal of tuna blgifig could produce substantial

structural changes in the ecosystem. Especiatigtdhes are higher than the maximum
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sustainable yieftlof the resources, consisting of high levels o&jiles and by catch or
caught using environmental destructive fishing rad#) the ecological impacts may be
severe.

Decision making further involves determining thenber of vessels allowed in the
fisheries, provisions on landings, crew, fees amatag of fish. The distant water fleet is
dependent on access through agreements to rerslingj and ship owners, crew and their
families depend on these fisheries for a livingtiker producers need supplies of fish to
maintain levels of employment and production. Priged availability of tuna products on
different markets may also be affected (EC, 2009).

There is no direct connection between the FPAefigland Mozambican stakeholders,
but through decision making they can be affectedst\ignificantly in relation to the level of
financial compensation and its application, bub algth regards to which provisions are
given in terms of landing, production and employtieriMlozambique. Such decisions can
potentially both affect generation of income anceleof food security (KusiLimitada, 2008).
In conclusion, decisions may have substantial epcéd and social impacts and these need to

be accounted for before decisions are made.

GS

Technical management decisions concerning fishiagtiges, reporting requirements and so
on are made and enforced by the government. Tipemswility of biological management of
the highly migratory resources does however fatlarnthe responsibility of the IOTC, which

is an organisation dependent on collaboration fileencountries in the region and those
fishing there in order to gather information abantl manage the resources (Informant 1,
2010; Informant 21, 2011). The level of engagenoéistakeholders will however dictate how
effective it is. There has not been developed apli@t harvest policy/management strategy,
in other words a fully specified set of rules detging management actions, such as
determining annual catch quotas or effort. Butdhsrat present a resolution addressing these
issues being discussed in IOTC forums. A managestetegy generally includes
specifications for a monitoring system, an assessp@cedure, and a decision rule. In the
Indian Ocean the involved parties have not manageévelop and agree on such a strategy.
One reason for this is the lack of data neededasia to determine which strategies are best

suited, and the different strategies also haveddaatages (Tong and Chen, 2010). The

® Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY) is the biologigatlalculated level of catch that, given a leveefibrt, can
be taken from a stock over an indefinite periotirak (Charles,2001).
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report from IOTC’s Scientific meeting (2011c) empizas that given the multi-species nature
of the fishery, management measures directed t@nasihgle stock is likely to have effects
on other stocks as well. The direction of magnitatithese effects can be difficult to
understand. Piracy further impacts research progiarthe Indian Ocean, especially the
observer program.

The governance processes both in the EU and Mdgaminvolve participative
stakeholder interactions such as consultationshaadngs. Through technical and joint
committee meetings and negotiations these inteaesteepresented and the parties
collaborate on reaching agreement of both techmaiedlpolitical character. However, even
though agreement is found at the technical lewadisions in reality often are made top-down
and political power is decisive. This was exemetifin the process of negotiating the current
agreement in 2006. Agreement was not reachedsafteral rounds of negotiations in
Brussels, as the Mozambican representatives wereontent with the terms laid out. But
when negotiations were about to close, there weengrders from the top political level to
sign the agreement. On what grounds this decisesimade is not clear for the public, but it
is said that it was because of diplomatic reas@nbtical considerations are common when
decisions are to be taken, but the lack of clanay lead to speculations on the motives. One
of these speculations is that Mozambique did nattw@jeopardize the good relationship
they have with the EU — especially in relation evelopment support (Informant 2, 6 and 9,
2010).

Co-governance procedures are in other words wigighjied making decisions related
to the FPAs, but some decisions are made using-ddenn mode of governance. This
includes decisions regarding enforcement of te@imegulations, as well as top-level
decisions of political importance. All decisiong grart of a highly political environment, and
it is claimed that political governance is the magbortant mode applied to decision making

seen as political power seem to be able to affedip@ssibly even dictate the outcome.

Gl

The parties carry out governance interactions ubhdeners of shared benefits and equal
powers. Conflicting interests are put up for distois and negotiation, with the aim of
satisfying both parties. While the Mozambican repreatives have a clear objective of
maximising revenue from a sustainable fishery Bblerepresentatives attend the meeting

with a more complex agenda involving both economivironment and development issues.
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Most major governance decisions are made durimg gmmmittee meetings, where a total of
around twenty representatives from the two papaticipate. While the EU delegation
normally consists of representatives specialiseBA matters and decision making, the
Mozambican representatives are involved in suchgs®es only once a year or more seldom.
Mozambique neither has the financial capacity t&emevaluations of the potential of their
offshore resources nor the effect of the FPA, whileon the other side makes evaluations
both before and after concluding agreements. El$ doeshare these evaluations openly, and
the representatives thus have unequal levels atletlye before making decisions. They do
however, according to members of the Committeerawat in an open and constructive
manner during meetings and there is a good rektiprbetween the two parties, - even
though they sometimes have difficulties in reactaggeement (Informant 1, 2 8, 9 and 10
2010; Informant 18, 2011).

5.4.2 Second order governance

SG

Interests are institutionalised through an opereguance process including stakeholder
participation at several levels. All stakeholdeaia participate and advocate their interests, but
it is up to the Commission in the EU and the MoMiozambique to determine their level of
importance and how they are to be representeceipribceeding steps of the process.
Industrial and commercial interests do however terae better organised and attain a higher
level of financial means than for instance thoseoadting environment, development or third
country interests. This may affect their levelmffuence, and even though both the EU and
Mozambican governing systems aim at reconcilingrge of interests, those involving
generation of economic and financial benefits gaherally be more powerful than those
representing costs (Informant 1, 2, 6 and 12). @ggaand Jentoft (2010) claim that there is a
risk that problems remain unresolved if powerfuémests get to define the agenda. Many
stakeholders are often brought to the table, kit tavel of institutional influence tends to
vary and it is a risk that some stakeholders dotaina

GS

Institutions both in Mozambique and in the EU aesigned to enable participative
interactions at all levels, with the aim of makihg outcome of decisions efficient, effective
and legitimate. Within the EU the Commission isegiva great share of the responsibility,

including practical management matters, collectiath, making proposals and conducting
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negotiations. The Council and the Parliament dosgeler hold the legislative powers.
Through this structure the Commission will makepgmgals reflecting a range of stakeholder
interests, and it is up to the legislative authesito approve it. Both within the Parliament
and the Council there is a continuous struggle betwnterests. In relation to FPAs, countries
with great economic and societal interests in tireements, like Spain, France and Italy will
most often protect these interests and vote indawbproposals supporting continued

fishing, while countries in the north like Swed@&gnmark and the UK generally will vote
more in favour of protecting the fish. This patteesently manifested itself in the process of
approving the controversial agreements with Manigand Morocco. Seen as the Parliament
recently has gained more power, the political paréire able to influence governance
decisions more than previously. Their stands rdleae=PAs will vary, but the Green parties
will generally take the most critical position (@mmant 15 and 17, 2011).

Hearings and consultations about the agreemeatsaaried out also in Mozambique,
but the specialised nature of the agreement anlhtheof stakeholder organisation reduce the
level of participants. Through different departnsgmlirectorates and institutes of the
governing system, different interest fields ardiingonalised. ADNAP is responsible for
practical management tasks, DNEP and DCI for ogarag economic and cooperation
interests, while IIP is responsible for advocatingjogical concerns (Informant 6, 2010;
Degnbol et al., 2002)

An increasing number of interests are being iatihalised, but the powers
associated with them affect how they are repredentthe decision making process.

Priorities and commitment further determine thecoote of decisions.

Gl

During recent years the framework and set-up ditut®ns both in Mozambique and in the
EU have increasingly been subject to new demamdsreforms have been carried out in
order to satisfy these. Characteristics such agcppation, transparency, responsiveness and
accountability should ideally be of high levelsoirder to gain legitimacy. According to the
theory of new institutionalism, institutions ne@dde organized in such a way that they attain
legitimacy within their institutional environmerito establish this relationship they need to
reflect and respond to their cultural, social antitigal environment. Institutions will in other
words evolve in response to the strategic actidmsfield of actors (March and Olsen, 2005).
The institutional structures of governing interans related to the FPA include all these

elements, and can be characterised as highlygad|itnulti-levelled and bureaucratic.
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Institutions seek to reflect and represent theedtalders in the environment they are part of,
and as a consequence they are of a very complextiste. Their performance will be
determined by the efficiency and effectivenessefdoverning interactions.

5.4.3 Meta order governance

SG

The operators are mainly concerned with econonafitpbility, while many of them also will
consider sustainability an important principle tmserve the resources they are exploiting.
They are also concerned with maintaining a faiyipig field on the fishing grounds, where
all operators should be required to adhere toahgesprinciples and regulations. Maintaining
economic profitability is also an important partteé foundation for institutional formation
and decision making. But the principles of respioifisy and sustainability have increasingly
become integrated into the institutions governlmgEPA. These principles have become
essential in order to legitimize and assess thétgud interactions, and problem solving has
become more comprehensive than previously. Swi#ity is a pre-requisite for maintaining
the fisheries and securing a basis for continuevgldpment of the sector. The principle of
responsibility has increased the obligations ofG&in the governance process. Previously
the EU could attain pure commercial agreements @etreloping countries, but today this is
more difficult due to increased number of interoadil obligations towards supporting the
developing countries. But even though the mentdgménciples have gained a more powerful
position the recent years, it is still challengtognake decisions that reduce economic
profitability. The interactions between stakehotdand governors are highly affected by the
dynamics between them and the power they havdltente the governance interactions.

GS

The values, norms and principles of the governmsgitutions will highly affect how

problems are defined, the agenda set and conféstdved. The institutions involved in
governing the FPAs generally represent a wide rafgdferent interests. While the focus of
the scientific institutions, i.e. IOTC and IIP, e to protect the resources and advocate
principles on sustainability and precaution. Theeotinstitutions generally compromise
economical, social and environmental interests vailiceek to have a broad focus reflecting
all these dimensions. The fact that both instingiof the EU and the Mozambique aim to

reflect a range of interests, as well as the pgpiesiof partnership, transparency, credibility,
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subsidiarity and coherence, has made problem tiefimelated to the FPA much wider and
the agenda more comprehensive than previouslyintdneased number of interests and
principles to maintain has however made conflisbhetion more challenging. There is
generally a lack of concrete indicators relatethtothe implementation of principles, and

there might be disagreement on the extent to wihieh are adhered to.
Gl

Stakeholders are increasingly focused on sustdityadimnd legitimacy of interactions, and
there is generally a good dialogue and cooperatiothese matters. Representatives from the
EU and Mozambique are besides obliged to promoteyroathe same objectives and ensure
coherence between policy areas both between ehehand at their internal arenas. These
include transparency, legitimacy, coherence, ganegance and so on. The EU has
committed to contribute towards achieving the MD&gy] the overarching objective of EUs
relations with African countries is eradicationpmiverty. Due to the Consensus on Policy
Coherence for Development policy areas, such aBRi#e with potential to contribute to
achieving these objectives need to be coherentthtloverall development policy. In

addition the FPA also needs to be coherent wittotjectives of the Mozambican fisheries
policy. The FPA is neither incoherent with the E&elopment policy nor the Mozambican
fisheries policy, but is not expected to make aggicant contribution either. The Country
strategy paper does not address fisheries explibitit there is a potential for infrastructure
and macro-economic support sectors to indirecthtrdaute if connected in a beneficial
manner. The FPAs also have a potential to cont&ituachieving MDGs related to poverty
reduction, food security and so on, if implemeritedn optimal manner. There is however
different opinions on whether the FPAs shall besadgred as development instruments or if
they merely need to ensure that they are not ineolh&ith the development policy. The

latter involves avoiding negative impacts the FPP#es/ have on development in the third
country, while the former implies a commitmentéalize a greater share of the development

potential related to the FPAs.
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6. Assessing governability and the potential of interactions

The purpose of this study is to assess the limitatand potentials of the GS, including the
EU, Mozambique and regional organizations, abibitgovern the FPA and achieve a given
objective. In order to do this, the system propsraind attributes will first be translated into
levels of governability. Assessing these leveld elp identify how different components
affect governance performance and give an overoieive main challenges facing the GS.
Matching the needs of the SG with the capacitiab®iGS is very useful as the ability to
achieve desired governance outcomes is highlyeeliat the match between the properties of
the two systems. A discussion related to the levktgovernability related to the different
systems and how they affect governance performfatiogv in section 6.1. Thereafter

interactions of the different orders of governatiwg can increase governability and enhance

the ability to attain desired outcomes are suggeastsection 6.2.

6.1 Governability assessment

Levels of system properties and attributes ideadifn chapter 5 are shown and translated into

levels of governability in the table below.

Table 24: Level of system properties, attributes and gover nability

System SG GS Gl Gl
properties Nat. syst. Social system Attributes
Diversity Medium High High Medium Participation
Governability| Moderate Low Low Moderate
Complexity | Medium High High Medium-low| Information
Governability| Moderate Low Low Moderate-
low

Dynamics Medium Medium Medium Medium Adaptation
Governability| Moderate Moderate Moderate| Moderate
Scale Medium- High High Medium— Collaboration

High low
Governability| Moderate- Low Low Moderate-

Low low
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SG

Natural system

The relatively small number of species involvedhe FPA fishery indicates a moderate level
of governability, as does the complexities and dyica within the ecosystem these species
are part of. The geographical scale of the nasystiem is however high, seen as the highly
migratory behaviour of the species makes it necg$edake local, national and regional
considerations. This challenges governance capaa@nd reduces governability. The
temporal scale is however relative short, with oepiction rates and robust biological
characteristics of most species making the systssitulnerable than in cases where the
resources need longer time and more specific dondiin order to reproduce. The overall
governability of the natural system is assessdxttmoderate.

One of the main challenges related to governiegttural system is that limited
information about the resources and interconnedtitimn the ecosystem, as well as levels of
exploitation, make governance outcomes uncertdirs donstitutes a major governability
problem, which is highly challenging for the GShtandle. Caution should be applied, but it is
important to be aware that there are limits to lvawtious a GS can be before it becomes
ungovernable itself (Jentoft, 2006b). The IOTC &spthe principle of the precautionary
approach in their recommendations, but fishingvétgtis carried out also on stocks of an
uncertain status. The regional character of theues challenges governance cooperation
across borders, especially in relation to handlitig fishing and piracy. These days piracy is
a very important component reducing governabibiyth because catch levels are uncertain
and because fishing operations and patterns arggetialue to security reasons. Walmsley et
al. (2007a) emphasize that weak management andptiom are factors that can leave the
fisheries open to IUU fishing and financial contiiilon open to misappropriation. This can
potentially limit the impact the FPA can have orproving fisheries management and
contribute to sustainable fisheries, and it is ingoat that the performance of the GS is
monitored in order to identify such problems. Tla¢unal system is the basis for fisheries
development and long term generation of benefitdfozambique, and it is therefore crucial

to increase governability and handle the existimgegnance problems in an optimal manner.
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Socio-economic system

Fish can, as mentioned, be a source of food, emm#ayand revenue, and the diversity of
stakeholders with different interests and motiveselation to the FPA is as a consequence
high - as are the complexities and dynamics betwsem. The European fleets and industry,
including crew, production workers and the commasithey are part of, put pressure on
maximising fishing effort while reducing costs. Tép@vernment and people of Mozambique
on the other hand aim for maximized benefits. Cora®n orientated actors exist at both
sides, putting pressure on long term sustainabilibe stakeholders are found at all scales;
local, national, regional and international. Them@l governability of the socio-economic
system is as a result of all these factors low.

The wide range and scale of stakeholders redbeegavernability of the SG in the
process of trying to reconcile highly conflictingérests. The organisation of and power
associated with the different stakeholders teraffect the governance process, and it is a
challenge for the GS to facilitate their involverhansuch a manner that decision making is
fair and efficient. As for the case of the FPA wéhdre objectives of the agreement are
threefold, it is decisive how stakeholders suppgrgach of the objectives are represented
and how they are linked to power that can influetheeoutcome. The fact that industrial
interests tend to be better organised and have mstrautional influence than other
stakeholders is a factor that enhances the atoliachieve objectives that favour these, while
it is a risk that the objective of promoting deystrent of sustainable development of the
fisheries sector in the third country may be redudeternal conflict and disagreement of
what commitment involves may also reduce goveritgbDifferent actors have different
views of what should and could be done, and witldistussions and coordination much of

the potential to realize the given objective mayae unrealized.

GS

The governing system is characterized by high dityeand complexity, with medium to high
levels of dynamics and scale being a highly impurissue. Both the governing systems in
Mozambique and in the EU consist of numerous ugfisesenting a wide range of different
and conflicting interests, and the task of tryiogeéconcile these both within and between
units reduce governability. Based on the high |e®felystem properties, governability related

to the GS is assessed to be low.
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GS’s ability to perform is hinged upon how wed#l dapacities are matched with the
needs of the SG. In the case of governing the EB&ams there is a relatively good match
between the two systems. The properties of thessmnomic part of the SG are identical,
while the properties of the GS generally are digher than the ones of the natural system.
This indicates that there exists more than suffiictapacities to govern the SG. This ability is
however also dependent on how well the GS managgsvern itself. The highly diverse and
complex structure of the GS both in MozambiquehaEU and in regional organisations
makes this a challenging task in itself. Accordiogentoft (2006b) there are limits to how
high system properties the GS can have beforecrhes ungovernable. As a consequence of
the reduced level of detailed information aboutrédsources and their value, the structure of
the GS is based on theories and hypotheses alwofdrth of the SG. The construction of
mechanisms and procedures to handle this in amapthanner is as mentioned one of the
most important and challenging tasks of the GS. gdréormance of the GS will further
depend on its commitment and effectiveness in tveignance process. Lack of commitment
naturally reduces the potential for achieving gieérectives. If decisions are made without
any effort to withhold them, they have no effecpmactice. The execution of power within
the GS is another component affecting governantmmes. Jentoft (2006a) emphasizes that
fisheries governance must be backed up by powerder to be effective, and decision
making, implementation and enforcement are all acpower. Fisheries governance may
also provoke power and encounter resistance. Thigcpband institutional context affects
power relations, and it is important to assess ihavexecuted and affects outcomes. Within
the GS of this case study, power seems to be &mglevant component, seen as it in
principle shall be a result of all incorporatecengists. Some interests do, as mentioned, seem
to be more influential than others and they wilatbigher degree affect how power is
executed. It is, according to Jentoft (2006a); intgod to be aware of the fact that the most
powerful may have the possibility to ensure thatghocess benefits them and block reforms
that could reduce this level. Reduced compliandk et procedures on how institutional
power shall be developed and a lack of clear masdat how power shall be executed might

reduce governability.

Gl

The governing interactions between the GS and $&mae how governability is facilitated.

The levels of participation, communication, addaptatind collaboration will affect how
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effective this process is and thus the abilitydbiave objectives. Attributes of the governing
interactions related to governing the FPA are gdheat a moderate to low level, indicating
that there lies potential for improved performantéhe governing system if the level of
attributes is increased. It is however necessabgtaware that, for instance, high levels of
participation and communication need to be propidylitated in order to increase
governability and not reduce it.

The efficiency, effectiveness, legitimacy and liaeel of justice related to the Gls will
determine the outcome. The efficiency of the Glategl to governing the FPA is moderate to
low. The selection of a narrow range of particigamaking part in the main governing
interactions, such as the Joint Committee, thenBiieMeeting and IOTC meetings makes
interactions more efficient than if a wider rande@ctors were to participate. The participants
do however represent a wide range of interestsjngakdifficult to make important
decisions before consultations are carried outthisds time consuming. The effectiveness of
interactions will depend on how coherent they are lzow well participants cooperate on
enforcing them. If interactions of the differentas are highly contradictory or if decisions
are not adhered to or enforced, the effectivendsbevreduced. This is likely to be the case
when governing the FPA, seen as the participants bantradicting objectives and their
willingness to comply or voluntary enforces deamsigdhat undermine their main interests will
be low. Legitimacy of outcomes is linked to thevél of acceptance from the stakeholders.
The level of collaboration between them througkerattions will therefore affect this level.

In the case of the FPA a wide range of stakeholalersnvolved in order to maintain a high
level of legitimacy. The risk is that the processesk to enhance legitimacy, but it is the
execution of power that will determine the outcomecording to Walmsley et al. (2007a), a
partnership indicates comparable status and povteinva relationship. Even though
cooperation between the two parties are good armhMbique are becoming a stronger
partner than previously, the EU still has more veses, more information and more
experience and remains more powerful. The outcdnmg@eractions often has a higher level
of benefits accruing the EU than Mozambique. difcult to determine how just this is, and

the wide range of opinions will be based on difféndews of what commitment involves.

6.2 Interactions of the orders of governance

As presented in chapter two of the thesis, a coatigin of interactions related to the three
orders of governance is needed to achieve desiregfigance outcomes. According to

Kooiman (2008), interactions are specific form&ctions taken by actors to remove
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obstacles or create new opportunities. In the oatige FPASs the objectives related to meta-
order governance are already set, and the foctisso$tudy will therefore concentrate on how
interactions of first and second order are caroidin order to complement this. The
institutionalisation and practical implementatiorgluding problem solving and opportunity
creation, of objectives determines the format ofegpance outcomes. Based on the
limitations identified through the governabilitysessment in section 6.1, interactions that can
improve governance performance in relation to priamgosustainable development of the
fisheries sector in Mozambique are suggested ifall@ving. In order to present these

governance interactions in a clear manner, theyirsked to the three systems.

SG

Natural system

Natural resources are the basis for fisheries dpwe¢nt, and can potentially generate wealth
for eternity if governed in a sustainable mannevéoping capacities, measures and
instruments to do so therefore needs to be a fyrialso in relation to governing the FPA
(EBCD, 2010). Doing more research on the highlyratigry species and the ecosystem they
belong to is vital if the GS’s ability to goverretlsG is to be enhanced. In terms of second
order governance this involves institutionalizirsgnauch scientific research capacity as
possible. Since the resources are of regional ctearand the management responsibility
belongs to IOTC, cooperation with them is highlypontant. EU has since the conception of
IOTC in 1996 been an active member of the orgalzawhile Mozambique on the other
only has observed some of its work. But in March2Mozambique was granted status as
cooperating non-contracting party of the IOTC, anthmit to implementing all IOTC
resolutions (IOTC, 2011b). There is as a consequehthis great potential for increased
governability, depending on how well the institukd arrangements are set up and how
actions of first order governance support this.@dmng to the IOTC secretariat (Informant
21, 2011), it is vital that the members and codjrgganon-contracting parties of the IOTC
process develop an understanding of how the I0T&ksvand what their responsibilities are
in order to address institutional and technicakhlts. As the responsibility for

implementing the decisions of the Commission am®hed to state level, it is only when
they understand and reflect on their ability to m#the required decisions that progress will
be made. How well prepared and engaged the vasiatess are before the decision making is

of key importance for the success of the IOTC psecén addition, it is of key importance
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that the members and cooperating parties not aiky pride in being part of decision making,
but also effectively implement these decisionsatiomal level. Decisions are made in a
cooperative manner within the IOTC, but it is theponsibility of the states to give effect to
them.

In order to ensure long term sustainability, tiRARShould be based on comprehensive
management plans, and there should be flexiblesadgnts of access based on yearly
resource assessments (Mwikya, 2006). The agreanadmdes provisions on reviewing the
fishing opportunities by mutual agreement afterieglfrom the scientific meeting. The
problem is however that there is a lack of datgive such advice. IOTC provides regional
data on the stocks, but these are applied witharauthere is currently no harvest limitation
related to highly migratory species, and with tkeeption of a limitation on fishing capacity
there is not any other measures to govern the reseeither. The reference tonnage of the
FPA is not a harvest limitation, but a catch ldirdted to a given financial compensation.
The vessels are allowed to fish more, if they pagdditional fee per tonne (COM, 2007).
This link between the financial compensation aralével of catch may give the
Mozambican government an incentive to allow higlaches than what is recommended. To
decouple access from funds is one way of increabimgovernability, because the incentive
mentioned above is eliminated and sustainability/be the core focus of resource managers.

It is also crucial that catch numbers and othéa daven in by vessels and research
institutes are as correct as possible. Lack ofrteygpand underreporting of catches reduce
governability. IOTC receives aggregated data frbenflag states of the fleets fishing in the
region, and it is vital that resolutions on dataorting are implemented in flag state
institutions (second order governance) and adhteradpractice (first order governance).

IUU is a huge problem in the South West Indian @¢ead it is important that MCS capacity
is improved in order to enforce governance measarpgactice. linyckyj (2007) claims that a
general lack of enforcement feeds a culture in twihigJ fishing is tolerated and indirectly
encouraged, rather than punished and stigmatirgzlementation of IOTC’s observer
programme, auto sampling (collection of data ahtd personnel) and registration of bycatch
are actions of first order governance that potéptt@n help correct the catch numbers. It is
also highly important that the level of fishingiaity of other fleets in the area, Asian and
local small — and semi-industrial fleets, are dataed and shared in a more transparent
manner in order to develop an accurate estimatioth® state of the stocks. Witbooi (2008)
emphasizes the need for enhanced regional coope@ationg coastal states to develop more

sustainable fisheries governance both domestiaaltiregionally through improved
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generation and flow of fisheries data and improVEZIS capacities. Measures to fight IlUU
and systems for data analysis need to be harmgrasddstructures and mechanisms that
enable dialogue between researchers, managersa@edgionals should be set up at a
regional basis. Interactions could include jointveillance missions and harmonization of
legislation on technical measures. Much of thietgpcooperation can be facilitated through
the IOTC and other regional organisations like IG®&/IOFC and SADC, but the mandates
of the different organisations need to be evaluatexdder to coordinate cooperation in an
effective manner. More and better support shoulgereerated to support these organisations.
Informant 1 (2010) claims that limited availahjlif marine resources, also can
hamper development of the fisheries sector in Mdxque in the long run. The government
can't project development that goes beyond thenpialeesources that are below 400 000
tons. In order to increase the fisheries producti@velopment of the aquaculture sector is
encouraged. This is highlighted both in the new tetaBlan of the fisheries sector in
Mozambique and a objective related to developingaaglture is also included as one of the
objectives related to the execution of the FPA furd addition sustainable governance of the
artisanal fisheries must be mentioned, seen awitdl to maintain its generation of benefits

to the coastal population in Mozambique.

Socio-economic system

The high level of stakeholders indicates low gowaeéility. But according to Walmsley et al.
(2007a), the multiplicity of stakeholders is a pui@ source to be tapped rather than a
problem and stakeholder participation is also ersgzlea in the governance literature.
Inclusive interactions will increase the abilitylearning and in the process make the system
more adaptive. It is however vital that involvemenorganised and institutionalised in a
proper manner while interactions need to be walicstired if participation is to increase
governability and not make interactions inefficigdtakeholders are according to Jentoft
(2006b) identified by the urgency of their concethg legitimacy of their interests or the
power they hold. The European fleets and industyngell organised and represented in
several advisory committees related to DWF andyeonal advisory council on long distance
fisheries within the EC. Conservation oriented statders are also part of such committees
and councils, but are not as many in number. Becatithe specialised nature of the FPA
there is most often little interest from the geherlic. The stakeholders that are represented

in different fora are therefore of a relative narmange and of a specialised nature. Trying to
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generate more public interest and involvement bothe EU and Mozambique would give
the discussions more voices, and if institutiomaligh a constructive manner potentially
improve the level of governability. More voices adating development of the fisheries
sector in third countries could generate moredtiite and potentially development of new
strategies on how to realise this objective in ficac

The agreement includes provisions encouraginggeip joint ventures, landing
catch and bycatch and employing Mozambican crewwldmenting these initiatives would
increase the promotion of development of the figlsesector in Mozambique. None of the
provisions are however obligatory and there has itk or no sign of implementation in
practice. The high seasonal variation and reginaaire of the fisheries makes it difficult to
set up joint ventures, as the vessels only sténpd §ime in Mozambican waters. According
to Obaidullah and Osinga (2010) it is also necgssabe aware that joint ventures can
include reflagging of EU vessels and the loss ofdebitrol over the fleets. This could
potentially undermine fisheries governance and nitakard to determine actual levels of
foreign fishing effort. CFFA (2009) points to theead for cost-benefit analyses before
investments are started and it should be an overayrinciple that these investments not
shall be at the expense of local initiatives. Latkort and production facilities further makes
landing and production of catch impossible as tthimson is today. The need for developing
an onshore infrastructure, including port facibtieold stores and production plants is high.
Investment to develop this should be generateldereihrough private investors or through
foreign development support. This should not beedeithout thorough evaluations of costs
and potential. Both the Seychelles and Madagasoaer tleveloped domestic infrastructures
for landing and producing tuna, and experience ftiogse two countries should be evaluated.
There are different opinions of the quantity anthgaf bycatch, but it is claimed that even
relatively low levels can be a significant conttibbn to food security in Mozambique. CFFA
(2006) however emphasizes that it is necessarg toNare that landings of low value non-
targeted species may disrupt local markets andromde viability of local artisanal fisheries,
and it is therefore important to develop appropriaechanisms to distribute these resources.
Lack of skilled Mozambican crew, different cultukelckground and logistical costs are
according to Mwikya (2006) reasons why there isozambicans employed aboard FPA
vessels, and further suggests that policies airhediaing local crew and staff should be
implemented. Acquiring experience from the offshitsberies would contribute to building
social capital valuable if Mozambique wishes taipgrate in this fishery themselves in the

future. In addition it would be a source of emplaym) benefitting Mozambican families. In
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order to give greater incentives for implementingrsprovisions, one could possibly give
support or reduce fees for vessel owners fulfillbegtain requirements - such as using
sustainable equipment, employing Mozambican creManding fish in Mozambique. It is
already suggested to make port inspection of vegsar to starting to fish obligatory in
order to gain more control and possibly generateesmcome from the vessels use of port
facilities and other services. It is also importemtemember that FPA operators have more
obligations than other DWF, and it is importanetesure that all fleets fishing in the
Mozambican Fishing zone need to comply with theestgnhnical requirements. If there is
not a fair playing field, the incentive of the ogenrs to comply can be reduced.

At the moment Mozambique receives 100 euro peotdish caught, of which the
vessel operators pay 35 euro for access and trenl@bi euro as financial support. In addition
the EU pays 250 000 euro specifically to suppothefdevelopment of the Mozambican
fisheries sector. Given levels are pre-paid acogrthh quantities and species, in order to
secure a certain level of payment independenshfrig activity (COM, 2007). The FPA
vessel operators pay lower license fees than ébneign operators fishing for highly
migratory species in Mozambique, but the EU finahsupport increases the total level.
Critics argue European fleets are subsidised byttien, something which is in conflict with
the framework of the EU. In addition, the fact ttis financial compensation is linked to
levels of exploitation may give incentives for Madaique to allow access to unsustainable
levels, while vessels might be motivated to ungmrecatches to reduce costs. To prevent
this, vessel operators should pay the total coatoéss for fishing and the financial support
from the Union should be completely uncoupled filewels of catch. The new reform
proposal suggests such actions (EC, 2011a). Iir tvg@event underreporting, MCS
capacity, involving interactions both of second ér&t order, needs to be increased.
Institutional capacity needs to be further devethpehile interactions of first order are
crucial for practical implementation. Mozambiques lm@d some problems setting up the VMS
protocol, but as this now is functioning, more dgttauld become available (Informant 2 and
3, 2010). In addition, the new cooperation with [OWill also provide Mozambique more
information about the EU fleets activity and thonsrease governability. Lack of reporting of
entry-exit information and catch numbers are adogrtb informants (Informant 1, 2 and 3,
2010) still insufficient and there is a need fapbager commitment and more enforcement in
order to improve these levels. Mozambique has fip@unity to withdraw licenses when

requirements are not being withheld and it is intgoarthat the Mozambican authorities
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actually use the hammer and enforce the requirenteraugh first order interactions when
this happens.

It is claimed that the dependency on EU fundsabinder development of the tuna
fisheries in Mozambique. According to Walmsley le{2007a), fisheries agreements may not
provide the right incentive to improve governanod &isheries policy. They may rather
distract the ability to achieve this due to theadiestream of guaranteed income for several
years, without the need to govern the stocks iraanar that provides sustainable resource
rent. Some tuna is already being caught by smalesand semi-industrial fleets, and the
potential to increase these levels should be eggldrhe capacities of these fleets should be
assessed and there should be greater mobilizdtjpotential investors in order to develop
joint ventures or even Mozambican offshore ves€&fi$-A (2006) emphasizes the need for
developing a favorable environment for economidvagtaround tuna in order to increase
fisheries development in the long term. The snmadl semi-industrial fisheries sectors in
Mozambique are generally fully exploited, and iviial for Mozambique to be more involved
in the offshore sector in order to maintain androwp levels of revenue from the fisheries
also in the future. While some argue that in todaybdbalised world it does not matter who
does the fishing as long as the host country madasient capture. Others claim that fishing
is much more than trade, with socio-economic bén#iat are better realized with domestic
fishing. Both arguments need to be considered. hbigue has no capacity to exploit their
offshore resources at the moment, and access agneeare currently the only source of
revenue. Given the high cost of developing an affstileet, the agreements might be the best
option at present. But thorough cost-benefit anslgisould always form the basis for entering
such agreements, enhancing Mozambique’s opporttonitiaim appropriate levels of rent. A
gradual development of a domestic offshore fleatld/thowever give the Mozambicans more
control of and a better opportunity to extract leiglevels of rent from the fisheries.
Chartering vessels or setting up joint ventureddatba the first steps in this process, reducing
the cost and risk associated to owning vesselduktrans of facilities and incentives are
needed to increase fisheries development in Mozgmebare vital, as are the development of

a strategy on how such development is envisionéxiih the short and long term.

GS

The high level of uncertainty related to the SQuiezp the GS to be correspondingly flexible,

involving interactions that continuously transfeformation between the two systems and
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efficiently feed into the GS. The capacities witttie GS are high, but in order to apply these
to solve governance challenges related to the SiGaelmeve desired outcomes, they need to
be organised in an effective manner. Borrman args82007) claim that the quality of
institutions is vital and that the real dimensidnnstitutional challenges is often not fully
recognised due to lack of empirical insight. In@rtb enhance the performance of the GS,
integrated forms of second order governance isetwadvolving building bridges between
formal and informal institutions. In relation tcetfrPAs, this is already done through advisory
committees, regional advisory councils and intewise consultations in the EU and
ministerial consultations and hearings in Mozameéiduis the responsibility of DG MARE'’s
unit for bilateral agreements and fisheries coritrahternational to coordinate these
interactions within the EU and incorporate the lestithem into the GS and represent them
in the governance process. In Mozambique, DNERes1ost important coordinator, but
other departments and institutions are also inwblaeoreparing consultations. According to
new institutionalism theory (March and Olsen, 20@B¢re is a contemporary trend to involve
stakeholders and interests in the GS in orderténaegitimacy. There is however a risk that
the lack of connection to institutional power reésitheir possibility to actually affect
governance outcomes, and stakeholder involvemerdirs more of a cosmetic fix. It is
therefore important to study the GS in its politi@ad institutional context in order to assess
power relations. According to Jentoft (2006), fisée governance is not only an instrument
for power, but also the outcome of power. The tnstinal procedures on how institutional
power is shaped and exercised therefore needagieit and transparent and indicators on
performance need to be developed. Schaik and Kg€#d08) claim the organization within
the EU has a administrative level and a politiegkel. There are signs that this is also the case
in Mozambique. If objectives are to be achievetgractions at both levels need to be
coherent. Reporting lines and responsibility fandites need to be clear and transparent in
order to secure that governance performance istaia@d.

Song and Chuenpagdee (2010) claim there is ategde overrate the capacities of
the GS, and hence increasing the risk for inapjatgdesign of institutions. Jentoft (2007)
suggests that institutional experimentation candmessary to identify what type of
interactions are needed and what potential exigtsnithe institutions. It is further vital that
the GS manages to define an appropriate balaneeéetbiological, economic and social
dimensions, and determines the importance and fofmepresentation related to each
dimension in the governance process. Clear stegegid mandates will make the process

more efficient and the outcome more predictables. dlso important to be aware that the high

86



level of scale of the SG poses a great challengeennits of the GS. When states do not
match the scale involved, regional and internationganizations need to take responsibility.
The problem with such organizations is that thegrofre too weak to fill the gap, and
governability is reduced. Commitment to improvebglbgovernance should according to the
United Kingdom’s permanent representation to the(EH)9) be a priority since an
increasingly high number of governance problemsuscon the global scale.

Institutional procedures decoupled from first orisheractions have no effect in
practice. It is hence essential that practical lemobsolving and opportunity creation are
carried out through institutional arrangementsgiv@ technical support and advice that can
support fisheries development in practice is vargartant and cooperation between actors at
all levels of the two parties need to be encouratyetitutional commitment to promote and
implement the objective is another factor of vitaportance. Commitment determines the
performance of the GS. Because of the wide rangaerfests represented within the GS,
voluntary commitment will be challenged at manyelsv The strong representation of
commercial interests within various units of the &® undermine interactions, both of first
and second order, that are reducing economic prdffits essential to develop a certain level
of voluntary commitment to make the GS functionisT$hould be motivated by moral
principles and the will to legitimize interactioasd should be collectively enforced. The high
conflict level within the GS does, however, indeeatneed for governmental enforcement to
ensure commitment. In relation to the objectivgm@moting fisheries development, concrete
indicators or terms and conditions should be degezldn order to measure the level of
implementation. Without such indicators it will ery difficult to assess what is and what
should be done, and it will be easy to claim susedsen it is not or criticize when there is no
reason to do so. As a result of the Lisbon trdatyEuropean External Action Service is set
up in order to ensure coherence between EUs ekigohey areas, and this unit could
potentially evaluate the level of commitment to elepment objectives. Synergies within the
GS that could enhance this ability to achieve tlrergobjective should also be explored. The
potential of other policy units to contribute shibble encouraged. Closer interdisciplinary
cooperation between development representativessibevelopment and Cooperation —
EuropeAid and DG MARE, for instance through workgrgups, could help identify
alternative forms of first order interactions tkhatld enhance governance performance.

In addition to ensuring EU commitment, it is jastimportant to secure that the
Mozambican authorities commit to implementing thgeotives of the FPA. Commitment is

needed at all levels in the GS. In order to pronfisteeries development they need to employ
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the financial contribution from the agreement inogtimal way, while putting pressure on the
provisions of the agreement that can give additibeaefits and added value to the country.
Through the current agreement the Mozambican aitit®have full discretion on how the
financial support is spent, but the total amounb ibenefit the fisheries sector and 250 000
euro is to be used specifically for the suppofiisiferies development. Mozambique has
developed a matrix showing their priority areasutlizing the money, linked to both specific
projects and overall objectives. The recent yeamgeat share of the money has been applied
for building new facilities for the MoF or improwgngovernance infrastructures. While some
consider top facilities essential for carrying gavernance interactions and attracting high
level personnel, others are critical of the chaiteriorities. It is nonetheless important that
all decisions and interactions are based on evahsprioritizing the needs of the sector, and
further account openly for these choices and develiog term strategies for the spending of
the EU funds. The possibility to connect FPA atiiéa with ongoing projects in Mozambique
is also an opportunity that should be explored.acaies and potential both within and
outside the GS should be assessed. Governmemtahegovernmental projects concentrated
in the same domain as the priority areas of the E®Ad improve the GS’s performance. The
Mozambican GS could also potentially benefit froemiy more open, and cooperate with
external actors on evaluations and projects thalddoprove their level of information and
capacities.

Gl

The specialized nature of the FPA leads to a naramge of participants in the main
governance interactions. In order to increase imsagd generate more involvement, both the
interactions through the Scientific meeting anchtlGiommittee meetings should be more
participatory — including representatives from ¢hal society, member states without direct
relations to the DWFs, other sector representafdegelopment, trade, etc.) and external
researchers. Information on the agreements, invglgk-ante and ex-post evaluations, should
be made publicly available both to ensure transparef the processes and make it easier for
the general public to generate knowledge and vavesit the agreements.

Uneven representation and power relations betweestakeholders may push
governance outcomes in certain directions. Theefisk industry is of great economic and
social importance in many countries and may, &salt; also has a strong political influence
both on the EC representatives and the membesstgieesentatives. It is challenging to

make decisions reducing fishing when both housebottfets and national economies
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depend on it. The European fleets and the tunastnglinvolved in the FPA are very well
organised and powerful, while stakeholders in thmdntries often are less organised and
possess less resources. Environmental and devehbacters and others defending the
principles of conservation and long term sustailitsgthave however gotten stronger and
more numerous over the years. Political power sderhe a decisive factor for the outcome
of interactions and in order to prevent that sostera dominate, it is important that mandates
are clear and restrictions are put on how powekézuted. The technical and political levels
of governance should be clearly separated andhatireels to economic and political interests
should be transparent. When signing an agreemerpaditical decision overruling technical
discussions, the reason for making such a decstionld be made clear. Lack of information
leads to speculations and reduces legitimacy dodation should therefore be shared
openly in order to avoid this. It is importantide aware that the Gls have intended and
unintended consequences, the latter being a fesoittension among objectives, interests
and purposes behind interactions.

It is important to be aware that all governanderections affect the outcome, also
those that are not planned (Kooiman et al., 20D08gre is a need to genuinely appreciate and
understand the different interests, motives andesheld by the various stakeholders. If the
industrial interests are not heard and economiaditability of the fleets is undermined,
these stakeholders may get an incentive to not owifh the regulations. In order to enable
a truly collaborative process that can reconciéedhisting differences, all stakeholders need
to be heard and understood. If stakeholders agreleeoform of first and second order
interactions, they will generally tend to have aajer will to respond to them and
governability will increase. The industrial stak&ders are neither involved in the Joint
Committee nor the Scientific Committee, but theterests are represented through the EC
and the member state representatives. Accordiagepresentative from Cepesca (Informant
24, 2011), they are not part of the meetings bey thill often travel to the place the meeting
is held and follow the development of negotiatiofisey normally get informed about the
status through the member state representativesCémmission on the other hand does not
interact with the stakeholders at this level of phecess. It is highly important that the form
of such interactions is agreed upon by all staladrsl in order to prevent that the process can
be influenced through the back door.

Furthermore, the level of information and expecenf the parties involved in the
governance interactions will affect the outcome.il/the representatives from the EU are

highly specialized on the FPA issue, the Mozambregmesentatives are less experienced.
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There is a risk that Mozambique shares a lot afrmftion, while the EU calculates what it
shares, undermining the partnership dimensioneatireement. It is therefore highly
important that the Mozambican representatives aleprepared for both first and second
order interactions. They need to develop an unaledstg of the institutional system and
capacities involved in order to enhance their pertonce. An EDCD (2010) report emphasize
the importance of cooperation between ACP counéises source to increase this ability. By
sharing information and experience in relationdagagning the FPAs, performance of the GS
can potentially be improved through new forms ofegoance interactions. The report further
focuses on the importance of enforceability: “[Véii enforceability] the outcome will be a
function of an underlying power equation, which sloet necessarily do justice to equity”
(EBCD, 2010:61).

According to representatives involved in the iatgions (Informant 1, 2, 8 and 9,
2010; Informant 18, 2011), there is a good dialdgetsveen the parties and the FPA between
the EU and Mozambique is claimed to be one of #s Agreements with regards to the will
to support. It is clear that the provisions of #ygeement generally are improving, but the
lack of implementation remains a challenge. Manthefnorms and principles related to the
FPA are relatively abstract and the lack of spedi&finitions and concrete indicators makes
it challenging to assess if and at what level tweybeing applied. Unclear definition of
objectives can also be a way of handling conflintt ancrease governability, this because
there will be room for discussions, and the lackaisensus around definition will make it
more difficult to identify winners and looser. Ugal objectives will however make it
difficult to achieve them, and in order to effeeliyy implement them, it is first of all important
to develop a common understanding of what theylirevd'hrough a cooperative process,
indicators related to their performance should &estbped. It is further important to facilitate
different instruments in order to implement thdetiént objectives. Enforcement is necessary
if commitment to achieve objectives shall be man&d. If indicators related to promoting
sustainable development in Mozambique are low,s&cceuld for instance be limited or fees
increased.

An important component related to the Gls of tRé\ks that the process of
governance cooperation provides Mozambique witbpgoortunity to learn and enhance their
governance capacities. Through cooperative interscboth at first and second order,
information and experience can be acquired. Cotiperdiscussions on governance issues,

execution of funds and how development of the figlsesector in Mozambique can be
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enhanced, can contribute to identifying new opputies and ways of solving problems.
Through this process of learning governability barincreased.

The fact that Mozambique is dependent on DWF pagixthe offshore resources,
while the EU fleet is dependent on access to reffighing, creates a mutual interdependency
of developing agreements. The FPA has the potdntia¢nefit both parties and the
agreement can be viewed as a public and commamggdtment in mutual interests of the
two parties. Collaborative interactions are vitabhsure that the agreement is maintained,
and the responsibility to do so is shared betwkerparties. It is however important that the
boundaries for interactions related to the agre¢menclear, so that not only one of the
parties benefits. In the long run the objectivemaintaining access and developing a
Mozambican fishing fleet are not compatible, amdtsgies for how this future development

shall be met needs to be developed.
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7. Conclusion
In this concluding chapter, the research objectwidide revisited in section 7.1, before a
short assessment of the research process — iterufed and results- is conducted in section

7.2. At last a review of future research needswvsrgin section 7.3.

7.1 Revisiting the research objectives

By conducting a governability assessment of the BB#veen the EU and Mozambique, the
components involved in the governance process bege studied in a systematic manner.
Needs of the system-to-be-governed have been Hed¢apacities of the governing system
assessed and the limitations and potential of gawgiinteractions have been explored.

- The first research question was focused on stigdyie match between the GS and the SG, a
determining factor for how responsive the GS i &hsessment shows that the existing
capacities of the GS generally are a bit highem tha needs of the SG, and should therefore
in principle be able to handle the challenges imedl It is however important to be aware that
the properties of the GS are at such high levelsiths challenging to govern the GS itself.
The high level of interests represented, numbgogerning units and bureaucratic
procedures involved is likely to reduce govern&p#ind the responsiveness of the GS.

- The second research question aimed to identifgwtomponents of the SG, GS and Gl
that limit the ability to achieve one of the ovetang objectives of the FPA: promoting
sustainable development of the fisheries secttrarthird country. The findings from the
assessment indicate that the lack of informatiayuathe natural system makes governance
outcomes uncertain. Even though the catch dagpmied to both Mozambique and IOTC,
and the latter prepares stock assessments andmenadations for the highly migratory
species in the Indian Ocean, the actual level pfagtation and the state of the stocks are
uncertain. The outcome of any decisions relatezkpoiting the resources will
correspondingly also be uncertain, making it diffico assess the available potential for
further fisheries development. Informant 1 (2018pdighlights that limited marine
resources can hamper development, as the govermar@mbt project development beyond
the potential of the resources (400 000 tons).

The wide range of stakeholders having an intenetste FPA further affects the

governance outcomes through their involvementrst &nd second order governance, in other
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words, through institutional arrangements and prakcproblem solving and opportunity
creation. The fact that some of the stakeholderdatter organised and more powerful than
others affects the dynamics of the process. Comai@nterests are often well-organised and
better connected with institutional powers thareotitakeholders, something that can reduce
the ability to promote development of the fishegestor in Mozambique. It is not that these
stakeholders necessarily are against this objediivetheir willingness to promote actions
that reduce economic profitability is low or nonisging.

The high level of system properties related toG&makes it challenging to govern.
Reduced efficiency and effectiveness related tgtbeesses of decision making and
distribution of responsibilities may further redube ability to achieve the given objective.
Unclear mandates related to execution of powerlgieaduce governability, as the GS
processes that are meant to dissolve power amstag&holders in reality simply become
sub-ordinate arrangements, with limited influenoedlee actual execution of power.
Disagreement of what successful implementatiomefobjective involves also makes it
challenging to assess the current state of afféive.lack of indicators related to what
promoting sustainable development of the fisheseedor involves could reduce the ability to
assess what is and what could be done to imprasealility. Mozambique has however
developed a matrix where FPA funds are linked fjedlves and projects in the Mozambican
fisheries sector, and this increases governability.

Further the lack of enforcement related to comrantmpublic or governmental, tends
to reduce the ability to implement objectives twa not economically profitable. The number
of representatives involved and the information exylerience they hold through governing
interactions will also highly affect the governarmegcome. While the EU delegation includes
experienced well-informed representatives, the Mdzaan representatives have more
limited experience with governing such agreementstheir level of knowledge is much
lower. This may reduce the ability of the Mozambg#o identify and promote components
with potential of increasing fisheries development.

- The last research question aimed to explore witetactions of first and second order
governance potentially can improve the ability torpote the objective of sustainable
development in the third country. Interactions wauggested in relation to the three systems.
First, in order to improve the governability of thatural system, making it easier to achieve
given objectives, institutionalization of scientifiesearch capacity is essential. Interactions of

first order governance include data collectionprépg and enforcement of regulations
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related to exploitation of the resources. Thenioreg cooperation on MCS, especially related
to the fight against piracy and IUU fishing is Highted. It is also emphasized that the
potential of the marine resources is not infinitdjle the potential for increasing production
from aquaculture is immense and this should beldped. In addition, the artisanal fisheries
should be governed in a sustainable manner, irr todeaintain benefits for the coastal
population.

Including stakeholders in interactions of secortkogovernance will generally
increase governability, but their organization #melprocedures connecting them to
execution of power will determine the outcome. Trdustrial stakeholders related to the
FPA are generally much better organized than attadieholders. Efforts to involve the civil
society in both the EU and Mozambique through sé@yder governance can give the
discussions more voices advocating developmenfirédorder governance any involvement
of Mozambican stakeholders in FPA operations cbuates to promoting fisheries sector
development. This could involve employing Mozamhicaew and encourage landings of
catch and bycatch creating employment. The potemtimber of jobs that could be created
should be identified, and Mozambique should devstogtegies on how to increase the
benefits from the FPA accruing the Mozambican dtalders.

The GS needs to facilitate first and second ogdeernance interactions in an
efficient and effective manner. Distribution of pessibilities and execution of power need to
be defined in a clear manner. Commitment at akleof the system should be enforced and
synergies within the system that can increaseltiigyao achieve the given objective should
be explored. Projects and initiatives related sodbvelopment both within the EU and in
Mozambique could be coupled with FPA projects. V8bdps should be institutionalized and
matrices showing all projects and links betweemtlseould be developed in order to identify
such potential. First order interactions supporthmgobjective should be rewarded, while the
lack of will to carry out such interactions couéid to limitations on access or higher fees.

The main governance forums, the Joint Committektlae Technical Committee
should be more open in order to institutionalizeider range of interests also directly into the
governing interactions. Political governance shdadctlearly separated from the technical
level in order to avoid speculations on the procesiand motives behind decisions. It is also
essential that all the involved representatives@gn the form of interactions, the
responsibilities of those represented and what cdoments actually involve. While some
consider the FPA purely as an access agreementeabds to be coherent with the EU’s

development policy and not undermine the fishgo@&y in Mozambique, others consider
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the FPA as an instrument for development. The terintise agreement should be made clear
for everyone, in order for stakeholders to know titbaexpect and avoid disagreement.
Further, interactions of first order governancedhigebe coherent with what is decided on.
Actors should not apply power to carry out intei@ts outside their mandate, but it is also
important that actors use the hammer when necesdagambican authorities for instance
need to withdraw licenses or fine vessels ownemnwigulations are not being withheld.
The FPA funds need to be employed in a manner stipgdisheries sector development and

should be coherent with long term strategies on twachieve this.

There seems to be political will to support theeghjye of promoting sustainable
development of the fisheries sector in Mozambidpug the challenge of implementing it
remains. The internal conflict between the objedief the FPA makes it challenging to
coordinate interactions in a coherent manner, hadjbvernance outcome will be a result of
the dynamic between the objectives and the stallel®tepresenting them. Boundaries for
how interactions are carried out, how power is ettt and what shall be expected from the
parties are essential. Further commitment is neatlatl levels. This should first and
foremost be seen as voluntary, based on moral megplities and the need to legitimize
actions. However, because the principle of econgmrotitability is so strong, it may be wise
to introduce regulations which will give the stakigters greater incentives to support the
objective. Alternatively, enforcement mechanismschitan ensure commitment could be

developed.

7.2 Assessment of the research process

The research process has been highly exploratonyle\&@pplying the interactive governance
framework, the process of governing the FPA betwkerEU and Mozambique has been
described and assessed. The lack of informationtabis process prior to commencing the
research made it difficult to predict how much avitht kind of data could possibly be
collected, and hence also the scope of the respaogct. Through the course of the project
it became clear that the nature of the governassteeimade it difficult to make detailed
conclusions, and the aim of the project shouldemaltie to describe the process while seeking
to identify which components challenge the govegragstem’s ability to deliver one of the
objects it commits to on paper.

Because of the complex nature of the researctcodne the mentioned lack of

existing information the need for a well-structuredearch approach prevailed. The
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interactive governance theory provided such a fraonke, and in addition the governability
assessment made it possible to measure and cohmpardifferent components of the
systems affected the governance outcome. Becauke obmprehensive nature of the
approach, time was needed in order to understath@ply it in a constructive manner. But
when this was done, it provided me with a very wgéllictured and suitable instrument to
study the comprehensive research object. It woala tbeen much more difficult to know
where to begin and what to look for, as well aorgnmportant components, without this
framework.

The project can be criticized for having too haghbitions, because there is not
enough data available for making thorough conchsielated to the levels of governability
of each component. The response to this criticlv@lthat in many cases detailed data does
not exist, and this demonstrates one of the gowditygproblems in itself. The governing
system is required to handle uncertainty and cootinteractions on the basis of theories
about the system-to-be-governed. The scope ohdmg is in any case not to analyze one
component in depth, but rather explore the whote@ss and identify where the most
decisive components are found. In this way thearedeproject will also take the form of an
academic exercise, where the aim is to learn haappdy the conceptual framework on
specific empirical case.

The wide research terrain made it challengingavgate and easy to get lost, but also
highly interesting to explore. The contemporargvehce of the subject made it especially
interesting to follow new development, and thenditiplinary character of the study gave
me insight into a wide range issues related toajlbheries governance. From a personal
point of view the experience with designing a resle@roject, performing interviews and

analyzing great quantities of data is invaluable.

7.3 Future research needs

This study has taken an exploratory form and haedito identify the most important
components challenging governance performance. &aolponent or even each cell of the
governability matrices shown in table 5 and 6 carhe basis for more detailed research. The
need for more information about the natural sysaech connections within it seems most
urgent in order to increase the existing levelmdwkledge about implications and potential of
the FPA fisheries. In addition, a cost-benefit gsial of the FPA would be highly important,

especially for Mozambique, in order to calculate teal values of the agreement.
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The interactions suggested in section 6.2 to iserg@vernability should be further explored
and research projects investigating the interastioypothetically could be useful to assess
their relevance and potential.

As a consequence of the limited scope of thisaatojt is challenging to apply the
findings of this research to generalize about tA&g$-in general. The findings can, however,
contribute to more comprehensive research progeadse applied to compare findings from
other similar projects. Seen as the governanceepsoand the level of governability related to
it continuously changes, assessments are neededeguilar basis in order to follow its
development. With the upcoming reform of the CFR0A2, an assessment of its
implications on the governance of the FPAs wilhighly relevant after a certain period of
time.

97



References

ALLEN, T. and A. THOMAS (2000)Poverty and Development into the 21st Century.
Oxford:Oxford University Press.

BLAIKIE, N. (2010): Designing Social Research (2nd e@ambridge and Malden:Polity
Press.

BOMBERG, E. and A. C. G. STUBB (2003)he European Union : how does it work?
Oxford:Oxford University Press.

BOMBERG, E. E., J. PETERSON andA. C. G. STUBB (2008e European Union : how
does it workOxford:Oxford University Press.

BORCHARDT, K.-D. (2010)The ABC of European Union lalwuxembourg:Publication
Office of the European Union.

BORRMAN, A. and M. BUSSE (2007): The institutioriddallenge of the ACP/EU Economic
Partnership AgreementSevelopment Policy Review V2B (4).

CFFA (2005)Policy study: EU-ACP Fisheries Agreemersussels: Coalition for Fair
Fisheries Agreements.

CFFA (2006):What should be the basis of a partnership in figsebetween the EU and ACP
countries Brussels: Coalition for Fair Fisheries Agreements

CFFA (2009):The future of Fisheries Partnership Agreementhiedontext of the Common
Fisheries Policy reformBrussels: Coallition for Fair Fisheries Agreensent

CFFA (2010):ACP-EU Fisheries relations: Who benefits at what@d/Nhen David meets
Goliath: EU-Mauritanian fisheries relation&oalition for fair Fisheries Agreements.

CHARLES, A. (2001)Sustainable Fishery Systen@xford:Blackwell Science.

CHASSOT, E., L. FLOCH, P. DEWALS, V. FONTENEAU andRIANET (2010):Statistics
of the French purse seine fleet targetigng troptcalas in the Indian Ocean (1991-
2009) I0TC-2010-WPTT-12.

CHUENPAGDEE, R. and S. JENTOFT (2009): Governab#issessment for Fisheries and
Coastal Systems: A Reality Che¢kuman Ecology,VaB7

COM (2002):Communication from the Commission on an integrétaahework on fisheries
partnership agreements with third countri@ussels: European Commission.

COM (2007): Fisheries Partnership Agreement betvieerizuropean Community and the
Republic of MozambiqueOfficial Journal of the European Union,Vol

DAGORN, L., P. BACH, J. ROBINSON, J. L. DENEUBOURG, MORENO, A. D.
NATALE, G. TSERPES, P. TRAVASSOS, L. DUFOSSE, M.QBET, J. J.
ROBIN, V. BRUNA, P. AFONSO andC. KOUTSIKOPOULOS (&): MADE:
Prelimenary information on a new EC Project to ppep measures to mitigate
adverse impacts of open ocean fisheries targeteiggic fish IOTC-WPEB-14.

DEGNBOL, P., A. EIDE, J. T. D. ALMEIDA andJ. R. NISEN (2002):A Study of the
Fisheries Sector in MozambiguEromsg: Norwegian College of Fisheries Science.

EBCD (2010):Access and Sustainable Fisheries: Building Conseasd Collaboration on
ACP FisheriesWorkshop Seychelles: European Bureau for Contiervand
Development.

EC (2006):Partnership Agreement ACP-EQuxembourg:Office for Official Publications of
the European Communities.

EC (2009):Overall Evaluation Study of the Fisheries PartngoshGreements Policy. Final
ReportEuropean Commission, DG MARE

EC (2011a)Communication from the Commission to the Europeatfidment, the Council,
the European Economic and Social Committee an€tmamittee of the regions on
the External Dimensions of the Common Fisheriegcip.dBrussels: European
Commission.

98



EC (2011b)Directorate-Generale for Maritime Affairs and Fistes:
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/maritimeaffairs_fisherred#x _en.htm[05.06.2011].

EC (2011c)Fisheries agreements with countries outside the EU
http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/cfp/internationakagnents/index_en.htrf01.05.2011].

EC (2011d)Policy Coherence on Development
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/what/developmentigslipolicy-
coherencel/index_en.htf07.07.2011].

EC (2011e)Political and Economic relatian
http://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/mozambique/etamizngue/political_relations/ind
ex_en.htm[22.07.2011].

EC (2011f):Trade
http://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/mozambique/elamimngue/trade_relation/index_e
n.htm [22.07.2011].

EIDE, A. (2004):An Economic Analysis of Natural Resources Sustdityaim

Mozambique Fisheriéd/orld Bank.

EU (2008a)Consolidated Version of the treaty on European dnfofficial Journal of the
European Union.

EU (2008b):Consolidated version of the treaty on the functigrof the European Union
Official Journal of the European Union

EU (2010):Your guide to the Lisbon treatyuxembourg:Publications Office of the European
Union.

EU/MOF (2011):Fisheries Partnership agreement. Agreed recordefrtegotiation of a new
protocolBrussels: European Union/Republic of Mozambique.

EVERETT, E. L. and I. FURSETH (2004\1asteroppgaven. Hvordan begynne - og fullfgre.
Universitetesforlaget.

FAO (2002):Marine resources - Western Indian Ocean, 2002
firms.fao.org/resource/10577/en. [09.02.2011].

FAO (2011):International instruments in fisheries governance
http://www.fao.org/fishery/topic/13255/e67.07].

FISHBASE (2010a)Katsuwonus pelamis, Skipjack tuna
http://fishbase.org/Summary/SpeciesSummary.phpWD&AT=skipjack+tuna
[09.02.2011].

FISHBASE (2010b)Swordfish, Xiphias gladius
http://www.fishbase.org/summary/Xiphias-gladius.htf@9.02.2011].

FISHBASE (2010c)Thunnus alalunga, Albacore tuna
http://fishbase.org/Summary/SpeciesSummary.php4R&AT=albacore+tuna
[09.02.2011].

FISHBASE (2010d)Thunnus albacares, Yellowfin tuna.
http://fishbase.org/Summary/SpeciesSummary.php4B&AT=yellowfin+tuna
[09.02.2011].

FISHELSEWHERE (2011)EU Council and Morocco sign extension illegal fisct
http://www.fishelsewhere.eu/index.php?cat=140&a8t4 [20.07.2011].

FRAILE, I., H. MURUA, N. GONI andA. CABALLERO (2010 Effects of environmental
facors on catch rates of FAD-associated yellowfihunnus albacares) and skipjack
(Katsuwonus pelamis) tunas in the western IndiaeadOTC-2010-WPTT-46.

GOREZ, B. and B. O. RIORDAN (2003phe Future of the European Union - ACP
Countries Fisheries RelationBrussels: Coalition for Fair Fisheries Agreements

GOUTIER, H. (2010): EU aid to Mozambique at a glafte Courier.

99



GOVINDEN, R., L. DAGORN, M. SORIA andJ. FILMALTER2Q10):Behaviour of Tuna
associated with Drifting Fish Aggregating Devic€a\Ds) in the Mozambique
Channel IOTC-2010-WPTT-25.

GRAY, T. (2005):Participation in Fisheries Governancietherlands:Springer.

IFREMER (1999)Evaluation of the fisheries agreements concludetheyEuropean
Community

ILNYCKYJ, M. (2007): The Legality and Sustainability of European Uniasheéries Policy
in West AfricaOxford University: International Relations.

IOTC (2011a)Report of the Fifteenth Session of the Indian Odaam Commission.
Colombo, Sri Lanka, 18-22 March 2011: IOTC-2011-RIE]

IOTC (2011b): Report of the Fifteenth Session efltidian Ocean Tuna Commission.
Colombo, Sri Lanka, 18-22 March 2011

IOTC (2011c):Report on the Thirteenth Session of the Scie@dimmitteeVictoria,
Seychelles, 6-10 December 2010: IOTC-2010-SC-R-[E].

JENTOFT, S. (2006a): Beyond Fisheries Managemdrd:Ahronetic dimensioiarine
Policy,Vol30 (6).

JENTOFT, S. (2006b): Limits of governability: Irtstional implications for fisheries and
coastal governanc®larine Policy,Vol31

JENTOFT, S. (2007): Limits of governability: Institonal implications for fisheries and
coastal governanc®larine Policy,Vol31

JENTOFT, S. and R. CHUENPAGDEE (2009): Fisheria$ @mastal governance as a wicked
problem.Marine Policy,Vol33

KOOIMAN, J. (2008): Exploring the Concept of Govahility , Vol. 10, No 2. Pages 171-
190.Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis, Vi (2).

KOOIMAN, J., M. BAVINCK, R. CHUENPAGDEE, R. MAHONm=dR. PULLIN (2008):
Interactive Governance and Governability: An Introdon. The Journal of
Trnsdisciplinary Environmental Studies,Vib(1).

KOOIMAN, J., M. BAVINCK, S. JENTOFT andR. PULLIN @D5):Fish for life. Interactive
Governance to Fisheriesimsterdam:University Press.

KUSILIMITADA (2008): Economic and social impacts of the Mozambique/Edhé&iies
AgreementsMaputo: Cougacao para a justicia ecoOmica.

KVALE, S. and S. BRINKMANN (2010)Det kvalitative forskningsintervju (2. utgave).
Oslo:Gyldendal Akademisk.

LANGLEY, A., M. HERRERA, J.-P. HALLIER andJ. MILLI® (2009):Stock assessment of
yellowfin tuna in the Indian Ocean using MULTIFAN-QOTC-2009-WPTT-10.

LICHUCHA, I., A. M. LUIS andK. A. STOBBERUP (2003profile of the Fisheries Sector
in Mozambique: with emphasis on tuna fisheri@sl C.

MARCH, J. G. and J. P. OLSEN (200&)aborating the "New InstitutionalismUniversity
of Oslo: Centre for European Studies.

MOF (2009):Document of the Programme co-financed by Norwayleeldnd Ministry of
Fisheries - Republique of Mozambique.

MOF (2010):Fisheries Master Plan 2010-201®aputo: Ministry of Fisheries Mozambique.

MUNYUKI, E. (2006): Analysis of the EU-Mozambique fisheries agreemedtimplication
of the Mozambican fisheries industry

MWIKYA, S. M. (2006): Fisheries Access Agreements: Trade and Developissregs
Geneva, Switzerland: International Centre for Trade Sustainable Development.

OBAIDULLAH, F. and Y. OSINGA (2010)How Africa is feeding Europe. EU (over)fishing
in West AfricaDttho, the Netherlands: Green Peace.

OCEANICDEVELOPPEMENT (2005)The European tuna sector. Economic situation,
prospects and analysis of the impact of the libhsation of trade. Final report

100



Oceanic Développement, Poseidon Aquatic Resourcealyament Ltd and
MegaPesca Lda.

OECD (2001)Glossary of Statistical Terms. Catch per unit figheffort
http://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?1D=296.02.2011].

OMAR, M. I. V. (2006):Overview of Fisheries Resources: Mozambiddimistry of
Fisheries, Mozambique.

ONYANGO, P. and S. JENTOFT (2010): Assessing poversmall-scale fisheries in Lake
Victoria, TanzaniaFish and Fisheries,Vadll

POTIER, M., F. MARSAC, V. LUCAS, R. SABATIE, J.-PIALLIER andF. MENARD
(2004): Feeding Partioning among Tuna Taken ingeraind Mid-water Layers: The
Case of Yellowfin (Thunnus albacares) and Bigeyeoflesus) in the Western
Tropical Indian OceanlVestern Indian Ocean Journal of Marine Sceince, MBA
Vol 3 (1).

POVFISH (2011)Poverty Alleviation and Sustainable Livelihoods$Small-scale Fisheries
(PovFish) http://povfish.maremacentre.coni®1.06.2011].

ROBERT, M., L. DAGORN andJ. L. DENEUBOURG (201Qomparing condition indicies
of skipjacktuna (Katsuwonus pelamis) associatell natural floating objects and
those from free-swimming schools in the Mozamb@@hennel IOTC-2010-WPTT-
24.

SADC (2010)Fisheries http://www.sadc.int/fanr/naturalresources/fishermegex.php
[06.07.2011].

SCHAIK, L. V. and M. KAEDING (2008)The coherence dilemma in EU development
policy: tackling fragmented structures in the Cossion and CouncilRennes: ECPR
Joint Sessions.

SCHOLTENS, J. (2009Accounting for context in fisheries managementessisig the
governability of the trawler fisheries in the P&y, South IndiaAmsterdam
University: Centre for Maritime Research.

SONG, A. M. and R. CHUENPAGDEE (2010): Operationiaky governability: a case study
of Lake Malawi fisheryFish and Fisheries,Vdl1l

SSNC (2009)To draw the line. EU fisheries agreements in Wésta Stockholm: Swedish
Society for Nature Conservation.

TAYLOR, W. W., M. G. SCHECHTER andL. G. WOLFSON (@0: Globalization: Effects
on Fisheries ResourceSambridge:Cambridge University Press.

TONG, Y. and Y. CHEN (2010Management strategy evaluation for bigeye tunandiadn
Ocean IOTC-2010-WPTT-52.

TUNASEINERS.COM (2009)Spanish fishermen wounded by shark
http://tunaseiners.com/blog/2009/09/spanish-fisteerwounded-by-shark/

UK (2009): UK response to the European Commision Reform Geegrer on the Common
Fisheries Policy (COM (2009) 163 russels: United Kingdom Permanent
Representation to the European Union.

UN (1997):UN Conference on Environment and Development
http://www.un.org/geninfo/bp/enviro.htoll 7.07.2011].

UNCLOS (1982)United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sed9ddecember 1982
http://www.un.org/Depts/los/convention_agreemeess#/unclos/closindx.htm
[08.05.2011].

WALMSLEY, S. F., C. T. BARNES, I. A. PAYNE andC. AIOWARD (2007a):
Comparative Study of the Impact of Fisheries Paging Agreements - Executive
Report MRAG, CRE and NRI.

101



WALMSLEY, S. F., C. T. BARNES, I. A. PAYNE andC. AAIOWARD (2007b):
Comparative Study of the Impact of Fisheries Padiip Agreements - Technical
Report MRAG, CRE and NRI.

WITBOOI, E. (2008): The infusion of sustainabilityto bilateral fisheries agreements with
developing countries: The European Union exaniygkzine Policy,Vol32

WWEF (2003):Turtle Excluder Devices now law in Mozambigue
http://wwl.panda.org/media_centre/?9461/Turtle-Egel-Devices-now-law-in-
Mozambique

WWE (2005a)The Eastern African Marine Ecoregion. Towards Susiiale and Equitable
Fisheries Access Agreements in the Western Inde@ai®RegionDar es Salaam:
WWEF.

WWEF (2005b):The Promotion of Sustainable and Equitable FistseeAecess Agreements in
the Western Indian OceaDar es Salaam, Tanzania: WWF Eastern African hari
Ecoregion Programme.

YIN, R. K. (2009):Case Study Research. Design and Methods (4thLed. )Angeles,
London, New Dehli, Singapore, Washington DC:SAGIBIRations.

102



Appendix I

Informant  Institution

1 Fisheries officer, EU delegation Maputp  201{0
2 ADNAP

3 MCS advisor

4 Private consultant, Mozambique
5 IDPPE

6 FAO

7 Private consultant, Mozambique
8 DNEP

9 DCI

10 [P

11 FFP

12 ADNAP

13 EuropeAid 2011
14 External Action Services

15 Fisheries Adviser, Parliament
16 CFFA

17 Norwegian Delegation to the EU
18 DG MARE

19 Fisheries Adviser, Parliament
20 I0OTC

21 I0OTC

22 EuroThon

23 CFFA

24 CEPESCA
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