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Women’s contributions in small-scale fisheries of Tonle Sap Lake are often overlooked 

due to socio-cultural expectations of roles and responsibilities. I investigated whether there are 

differences between men’s and women’s perceptions of fishing and non-fishing practices, power, 

access, and control over fishing resources, and conservation and conservation areas in the Pursat 

province of Cambodia.  I interviewed fishers and key informants and found that men more 

frequently acknowledged unequal power dynamics, access to, and control over fishing resources 

than women. Both groups had contrasting ideas of community fisheries and conservation. 

Fisherwomen believed they faced distinct challenges in conservation areas. Gender norms and 

community perspectives engrained specific roles and practices for women that limited more 

active participation. Future programs must be designed with detailed understanding of the ways 

that men and women perceive their engagement in fisheries and how norms may shape both 

opportunities that they have to actively participate in management. 
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1. Chapter 1: Introduction 

Small-scale fisheries, which can be defined as family or community-run operations that 

fish either coastally or inshore and use minimal technology and local market connections, are 

major contributors to global fish harvest (Mills et al., 2011). These operations, which typically 

use vessels under 15 meters long that operate manual fishing gear and simple machinery, catch 

fish for direct consumption at the household level and for income generation through fish trading 

(Shester and Micheli, 2011; The World Bank, 2010). While important, small-scale fisheries are 

often overlooked or misunderstood by academics, policy makers, and development and 

conservation practitioners. 

Small-scale fisheries have been described as pillars in sustaining subsistence livelihoods 

and as employment that can alleviate poverty (Béné and Macfayden, 2007). Many marginal 

communities with few financial resources and low food security rely heavily on this form of 

livelihood as it requires low financial investment and can generate both food and income for the 

household (Roshko, 2011; Eriksson et al., 2015). Estimates of the number of working in small-

scale fisheries are difficult to calculate. Andrew et al. (2007) suggests that as many as 40 million 

people are involved in small-scale fisheries worldwide; this number rises to 200 million if post-

harvest work such as trading and processing are considered. However, other scholars such as 

Koralagama et al. (2017) contradict this estimation and argue that women alone account for 56 

million people directly working in these fisheries.  

Small-scale fisheries have often been described as male-dominated spaces wherein male 

practices often overshadow the roles of women in the industry (Koralagama et al., 2017). While 

men engage in more lucrative fishing activities, women often partake in relatively poorly paid 
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tasks related to cleaning, fish processing, and trading (Koralagama et al., 2007). These activities 

are often unrecognized and overlooked as invisible aspects of fishery work, and thus fishermen 

are typically considered household breadwinners (Koralagama et al., 2007). While women are 

often less acknowledged in small-scale fisheries, they make major contributions to fish harvests, 

fishing economies, and subsequently influence fish conservation. Harper et al. (2013) estimate in 

just the Pacific, the total revenue from small-scale fish harvests by women at 110 million USD, 

with an economic impact of approximately 363 million USD. 

In addition to women’s contribution to the fishery economy, their roles in fisheries can 

also have drastic impacts on fish ecosystems and habitats. One example of this is fish gleaning, 

an activity often undertaken by women. This practice, which involves searching for shellfish in 

intertidal areas, can impact fish habitats by trampling shallow coral reefs and sea grass beds 

(Kleiber et al., 2015). Its impact was acknowledged in El Salvador, where fish gleaning in 

intertidal estuaries was previously banned for posing threats to offshore fisheries by disrupting 

fish breeding grounds (Kleiber et al., 2015). This is just one example of how women’s fishing 

activities can also have impacts on fish populations, albeit through practices that often go 

unacknowledged. However, the majority of fish management research and fishery statistics do 

not include the economic contributions and environmental impacts of fish gleaning (Fröcklin et 

al., 2013; Weeratunge et al., 2010). Community-based conservation initiatives that aim to 

address fishery challenges must understand the ways that gendered inequalities affect 

conservation practices, planning, and policies.  

Community-based management has been widely recognized as a powerful tool in 

mobilizing and engaging rural communities to sustainably manage natural resources with 
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increasing environmental threats to fisheries (Leisher et al., 2016). Support for socio-cultural 

considerations in environmental management has been recognized as a way to address the 

shortcomings of traditional top-down forms of governance (Lau and Scales, 2016). Community-

based management is particularly advantageous in alleviating development challenges facing 

rural communities while achieving environmental and conservation goals by including local 

opinions in decision making (Marschke and Nong, 2003). In fisheries literature, scholars turn to 

community engagement as a way to reduce fisher conflicts and improve local management 

practices (Nuon and Gallardob, 2011).  However, management schemes are often limited in their 

ability to address underlying gender inequalities that disproportionately affect women’s access to 

and control over resources, resource use, and participation as key stakeholders (Leisher et al., 

2006).  

Awareness is growing regarding repercussions of gender inequality on poverty, unequal 

divisions of labour, and uneven power relations across a range of topics (Hillenbrand et al., 

2014). In agriculture studies, scholars have widely recognized that women’s participation in farm 

training and agriculture extension is disproportionately low in developing regions (Ogawa, 

2004). The importance of women’s roles in farming has also been largely neglected, along with 

their values, perceptions, and concerns (Parks et al., 2015). Similarly, small-scale fisheries 

research has largely focused on men’s fishing practices and perceptions, which discounts the 

significant contributions of women from household food security to the fishing economy to the 

sustainability of small-scale fisheries (Kleiber et al., 2015). In the Pacific, women are confined to 

using certain types of fishing methods and practices, such as gleaning, and were found to more 

frequently fish invertebrates while men more frequently fished vertebrates (Kleiber et al., 2015). 
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Transportation and time constraints are major limitations that restrict fishing areas and 

livelihoods available to women, not to mention existing cultural perceptions and household 

responsibilities that create additional barriers (Kleiber et al., 2015).    

The Tonle Sap Lake of Cambodia provides a unique study area to understand interactions 

between gender dynamics and environmental protection. The lake’s hydrology sustains a 

plethora of wildlife and the livelihoods1 of 1.7 million men and women in Cambodia (Lamberts, 

2006; Sithirith, 2005). Fishing is the dominant livelihood for most residents of the lake, as large 

harvests can be sold for income while families consume fish that do not reach the market (FAO, 

2015). Subsistence fishing is often complemented with fish trade as fishers typically sell surplus 

catch as an additional form of income (The World Bank, 2010). Roshko (2011) notes that fish 

are an important capital that can be traded or sold for rice and other goods. As such, fishing can, 

in many cases, aid in poverty alleviation by being traded for other household necessities (Béné 

and Macfadyen, 2007). Particularly in vulnerable and marginal communities, fishing can 

contribute enormously to financial and food security as it requires low financial investment and a 

direct food source to households (Roshko, 2011; Eriksson et al., 2015).  

Aside from the lake’s distinct ecological properties, small-scale fisheries in the Tonle Sap 

also provide opportune environments for studying gender and environment interactions as local 

communities take active roles in managing fisheries. Fisheries are community-managed spaces, 

although villagers often face challenges in gaining decision-making power in fishery governance 

and are susceptible to social, economic, and political marginalization (Ratner et al., 2014). In 

                                                           
1 This thesis will define ‘livelihoods’ as assets, activities and access to resources that collectively 

dictate the living gained by either individuals or households (Oberhauser et al., 2004).   
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conjunction with this, national fishery governance has transformed dramatically in the last 

century. After years of political conflict and war, entire communities have been displaced from 

their lands and many now rely on shared community fishery resources to maintain their 

livelihood (Ratner, 2006).  

Tonle Sap faces increasing threats to fishing from both human influences and climatic factors 

(Nuorteva et al., 2010). Direct pressures such as overfishing and unsustainable fishing are 

dwindling fish populations while destroying fish habitats (Fitzgerald, 2013, Salayo et al., 2008, 

Allan et al., 2005). On the other hand, indirect threats like dam construction, deforestation, 

pollution, and agriculture damage environments that are key to the survival of native flora and 

fauna (MRC, 2010; Clements et al., 2010; Baran and Myschowoda, 2009; Parizeau, 2006; 

Heinonen). These changes are coupled with climatic changes that create unpredictable weather 

phenomena and change the lake ecosystem, further jeopardizing fish and other marine life 

dependent on them (IPCC, 2014; Nuorteva et al., 2010; Kummu and Sarkkula, 2008).  

Increased migration towards the lake has contributed to overfishing, fish habitat 

destruction, and environmental degradation that threaten food security and livelihoods (Salayo et 

al., 2008). Moreover, climatic changes that alter the lake’s flow and seasonal predictability affect 

fish stocks and harvest opportunities (Nuorteva et al., 2014; Kummu and Sarkkula, 2008). In 

light of these concerns, both governmental and non-governmental actions have aimed to preserve 

the Tonle Sap ecosystem and its fisheries by promoting conservation and establishing 

conservation areas (Law of Fisheries, 2007; Conservation International, 2016). However, these 

initiatives do not necessarily address the persisting gender roles and cultural expectations that 

can serve as barriers to their participation and willingness to participate.  
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Political conflicts, poverty, and longstanding cultural traditions have contributed to 

Cambodia’s reputation as one of the lower-ranking countries in terms of gender equality in 

Southeast Asia (Chhoeun et al., 2008). Deep-rooted perceptions of gendered roles and 

stereotypes have constructed social boundaries that restrict men and women to preconceived 

responsibilities and practices. Moreover, fishery governance structures, such as community 

fisheries, often recreate these gendered spaces as women are seldom elected onto decision-

making committees. As a result, most community fishery committees remain male-dominated 

(Resurreccion, 2006). Research on the perceptions of interactions between gender, fisheries, and 

conservation in the Tonle Sap Lake can reveal the concerns, challenges and responsibilities 

associated with each gender. In turn, this can lead to increased understanding of how gender 

dynamics intersect with small-scale fisheries and conservation management.  

1.1. Research aims and objectives 

While programmers and policy makers approach development challenges with good 

intentions, attention to the local norms and conditions that influence the roles and experiences of 

men and women is often lacking. Programs that seek to transform dialogues and culture around 

gender stereotypes must first understand the needs and perceptions of men and women from 

different stakeholder perspectives. Therefore, the overarching aim of this thesis is to explore 

perceptions of social factors relating to gender in small-scale fisheries and their impacts on 

men’s and women’s participation in Tonle Sap fisheries and conservation areas. In turn, this 

research aims to help guide programs and policies to better account for men’s and women’s 

needs and perspectives while transforming relations to address gender inequality. 
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The research presented in this thesis was partly inspired by previous research conducted in 

our research group that found results that contradicted literature findings. A previous research 

study, conducted between February and August 2015 by PhD Student Ratha Seng who is a 

collaborator on our major research initiative, explored livelihood adaptations to climate change 

in Cambodia. This household analysis, conducted in the Battambang and Kampong Thom 

provinces of Cambodia, found few differences between male-headed households and female 

headed households in fish catches during both wet and dry seasons. Similarly, Ratha Seng’s 

work revealed no significant differences between male-headed households versus female-headed 

households in their time spent on other types of work such as agriculture, off-farm jobs, and 

aquaculture. Ownership of resources such as boats and fishing gears were also similar between 

the two groups. These findings were contrary to my literature review, which suggested that 

women faced physical and social barriers that created different roles and practices between men 

and women. Participants from this study also reported high levels of participation of women in 

community fisheries, and that community fisheries actively engaged women in fisheries and 

decision making. Contrary to this, work by Resurreccion (2006) highlighted problems with 

assuming women’s unwavering willingness to participate in community fisheries and 

conservation without consideration of their perceptions, roles, and practices in the household and 

community. Moreover, participation does not necessitate power in decision making, and women 

participating in these spaces may face challenges that are not addressed in typical household 

level analyses. 

Thus, due to conflict between the literature that led us to expect major gender-based 

differences and Ratha Seng’s data that did not show such differences, I sought to take a deeper 
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investigation of gender dynamics in villages associated with community fisheries and 

conservation. My research aim was to investigate perceptions of gender dynamics in small-scale 

fisheries and their impacts on male and female participation in fisheries and conservation. To do 

this my research objective sought to: 

Explore whether there are differences and/or similarities between men’s and women’s 

perceptions with respect to 1) fishing and non-fishing practices, 2) power, access, and control 

over fishing resources, and 3) conservation and conservation areas in the Pursat Province of 

Cambodia. 

 Through understanding perceptions, I aimed to uncover whether there were differences 

between men and women in the way each gender perceived their own, and each other’s, fishing 

practices and behaviours. This research was conducted through two structured surveys in July of 

2016 in four villages in the Pursat Province of Cambodia and focused on two specific types of 

fish conservation areas: government-managed and community-managed conservation areas. 

Details regarding methods will be covered in chapter three. This research was not intended to be 

a detailed gender analysis that observed actual behaviours and roles, but instead to offer insight 

into percceived gender norms and inequalities that future gender analyses and research can draw 

on. In turn, this work can contribute to preliminary understandings of the gender norms and 

inequalities existing in small-scale fisheries in the Tonle Sap, and be a backbone for further 

research that unpack the true needs, perspectives, and concerns facing fishermen and 

fisherwomen in these spaces. My hope was to apply this knowledge to improve current 

governance structures in managing conservation areas in the lake while addressing the concerns 

and needs of both men and women.  
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1.2. Thesis structure 

This thesis is presented in a manuscript structure, and is separated into five chapters. The first 

chapter was a brief introduction and overview of aims and objectives and thesis structure. The 

second chapter provides extended literature on the three bodies of literature: (1) global 

contributions of small-scale fisheries and threats to freshwater fish; (2) gender dynamics in 

small-scale fisheries and barriers restricting women’s roles and capacity in fisheries; and (3) an 

overview of Cambodia’s changing fishery governance structure, Tonle Sap Lake’s unique 

ecology, and threats to fish decline. Chapter three is an extended methods section that includes 

in-depth explanations of methods and procedures used in my case study. It describes the two 

types of conservation areas that my case study focuses on, and two structured surveys conducted 

on fishers and key informants detailing: 1) fishing and non-fishing practices, 2) power, access 

and control of fishing resources, and 3) perceptions of community fisheries and conservation. 

Chapter four presents the manuscript “Perceptions of gender in small-scale fisheries and 

conservation: A Case Study in the Tonle Sap Lake, Cambodia”. This manuscript is designed as a 

stand-alone manuscript to be submitted to the journal Fish and Fisheries. The study’s main 

objective aimed to explore whether there were differences and/or similarities between men’s and 

women’s perceptions with respect to 1) fishing and non-fishing practices, 2) power, access, and 

control over fishing resources, and 3) towards conservation and conservation areas in the Pursat 

Province of Cambodia. Findings in this chapter contribute to preliminary understandings of 

perceptions of gender dynamics in small-scale fisheries, and create a backbone for future gender 

analyses to further explore underlying gender norms and roles that contribute to these differing 

perceptions. Chapter five covers research and practical implications, future research 

opportunities and an overarching conclusion. A bibliography and appendices section follows this 
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section. Appendix A is an extended literature review of gender-environment understandings that 

can help to explain academic understandings of women’s relations to nature. Appendix B 

describes research findings from previous research done by Ratha Sen that inspired this research 

on gender dynamics in small-scale fisheries. A copy of the individual fisher survey can be found 

in Appendix C. Finally, Appendix B is a copy of the key informant survey that was used in the 

case study.  
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2. Chapter 2: Extended literature review 

This literature review is structured around three bodies of literature. The first is a 

discussion on small-scale fisheries at the global scale, decline in freshwater fish, and direct 

impacts of overfishing and unsustainable fishing on small-scale fisheries. The second body of 

knowledge distinguishes between ‘sex’ and ‘gender’ in the context of small-scale fisheries, and 

discuss women’s relation to fisheries, and societal expectations that present overlook and present 

barriers to performing these roles. The third body of literature reviews Cambodia’s past and 

current fishery governance structures, Tonle Sap Lake’s ecology and current conservation 

challenges that threaten fish populations, and conservation initiatives in place. These three bodies 

of literature serve as the scholarly backbone that aids in understanding gender dynamics in the 

Tonle Sap fisheries.   

2.1. Global small-scale fisheries and threats to freshwater fisheries 

This section will start by describing the significance of small-scale fisheries globally and 

move on to discuss its contributions to the fishery economy, food security and poverty 

alleviation. I then describe observations of global freshwater fish decline, and potential factors 

leading to this decline.  

Although the precise statistics are difficult to obtain, it is thought that small-scale fisheries 

directly sustain the livelihoods of approximately 37 million people globally, and are sources of 

livelihood for approximately 90% of Asia’s population (FAO, 2017a). A Small-scale fishery can 

be defined as any fishing operation that uses a vessel under fifteen meters long, uses either 

manual fishing gear or simple fishing machinery, or is a family or community-run unit that fishes 

coastally or inshore and uses minimal technology and local market connections (Shester and 
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Micheli, 2011; Mills et al., 2011). These operations are particularly prevalent in freshwater 

fisheries, which hold more than 13,000 freshwater species and account for 45% of fish globally 

(Ling, 2010). Freshwater fish harvest is substantial; the Food and Agriculture Organization of the 

United Nations estimates that 10 million metric tons of fish are caught per year not including 

unreported and unregulated fishing, with a large portion derived from small-scale fisheries 

(Taylor et al., 2016; Alves and Minte-Vera, 2013). However, other scholars argue that this 

number is substantially higher, as fish harvests from inland fisheries in Africa and Asia alone 

amount to 11 million tons (Cooke et al., 2016). In the Asia and Pacific region alone, fish harvests 

have risen by 1.6 million tons since 2004 (FAO, 2008). 

Small-scale fisheries hold significance in alleviating poverty, generating income, and 

supporting food security (Barnes-Mauthe et al., 2013). While the Food and Agriculture 

Organization of the United Nations estimate that 37 million people are directly involved in 

small-scale fisheries, Andrew et al. (2007) suggest that as many as 200 million people are 

involved in some way. These tasks can include post-harvest work, fish trading, and fish 

processing (Andrew et al., 2007). Nonetheless, food security and the wellbeing of more than 500 

million people are dependent on the state of small-scale fisheries around the world (Barnes-

Mauthe et al., 2013). Of the estimated 36 million capture fisheries that exist, 97% are located in 

developing countries that face the greatest threats of food insecurity and poverty (Pomeroy and 

Andrew, 2011). Globally, fish account for 17% of the world population’s animal protein intake. 

This number rises to approximately 75% for the Cambodian population, making it a fundamental 

nutritional component of people in the nation (Ratner, 2006). However, limitations to governing 

small-scale fisheries lie in their fragmented roles in the fisheries sector, from fish harvest to 
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processing and market trade (Pomeroy and Andrew, 2011). As small-scale fishery associations 

and cooperatives are seldom in place to govern sustainable use of fish resources, the livelihoods 

of these fishers are easily threatened when fish are depleted (Pomeroy and Andrew, 2011).  

The debate surrounding impacts of small-scale fisheries on fish stocks is controversial. Allan 

et al. (2005) state that the number of inland fishery landings have quadrupled, with a 3% increase 

annually since the 1950s. In Southeast Asia, fish stocks operate at between 5% and 30% of their 

normal levels (Salayo et al., 2008). In Cambodia, some argue that small-scale fisheries contribute 

little to ecosystem damage due to their low by-catch, minimal fish discard, and species-specific 

fish targets despite accounting for 60% of the nation’s harvests (Jacquet and Pauly, 2008). On 

the other hand, other scholars posit that the level of destruction from by-catch is variable and, in 

some cases, can eradicate entire populations of megafauna (Shester and Micheli, 2011). 

Freshwater fisheries are particularly fragile as freshwater biodiversity experience declines much 

faster than those of most terrestrial or saltwater systems (Reidy Lierman et al., 2012). Scholars 

postulate that this is due to the significant impacts of land use, nutrient inputs, sediment changes, 

and disposal of sewage waste on freshwater systems (Sala et al., 2000, Ricciardi and Rasmussen, 

2001).  

Overfishing has direct impacts on small-scale fisheries by depleting stocks and preventing 

stocks from replenishing. As the global population continues to rise, fisheries face ongoing 

pressures to intensify and keep up with growing food demands (Alliston et al., 2012). Mahon et 

al. (2008) note that overfishing occurs in both commercial and small-scale fisheries. Fishing 

down the food web – the fishing of large species down to small species – can eliminate large, 

slow-reproducing fish and leave remaining smaller species with rapid growth and quick mortality 
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to flourish (Allan et al., 2005). This phenomenon can be attributed to fisher preference for larger 

fish due to their higher market prices, which results in targeted fishing towards larger species 

(Roos et al., 2007). As the consequences of fishing down the food web take time to become 

visible, the effects of overfishing may not be immediately noticed due to the ability of catchers to 

change their target species and fishing methods before the absence of a species is noticed (Allan 

et al., 2005). Lack of monitoring may further exacerbate this situation as the true impacts of 

fishing down may not be accurately portrayed. In these ways, small-scale fishing can reduce 

biodiversity within the lake and reduce the abundance of certain fish species.  

The use of certain fishing gears in small-scale fisheries also pose threats to fish populations. 

Bottom trawls, which are nets that are towed across the sea or lake floor to harvest fish and 

invertebrates, have been criticized for their destruction to the benthic habitat (Fitzgerald, 2013; 

Salayo et al., 2008). While gill nets have a better reputation for targeting smaller fish species 

through their small mesh size, multi-gear fisheries can catch a wide variety of species at different 

life stages, which can impact fish reproduction and stock density in the following season (Allan 

et al., 2005). Electric gear fishing, which uses electric currents to shock fish, are particularly 

damaging because they can exterminate entire stocks that would normally breed to replenish the 

stock in the next year (Ratner, 2006). Lost or broken fishing gears released into the water can 

trap organisms, a process known as ‘ghost fishing’ (Fitzgerald, 2013). The use of Samras (a form 

of fishing gear that holds sediment) can also increase erosion and sedimentation in the lake, 

resulting in decreased water depth and harm to fish habitats (Heinonen, 2006). In Cambodia 

alone, more than 150 types of fishing gears have been recorded, which all have their own 

impacts on the environment (Béné and Friend, 2011). While these inland fisheries are vital for 

food security and livelihoods and interact with a range of ecosystem services, their significance 
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on the sustainability of global fisheries and livelihoods are often absent from international policy 

making or government priorities (Cooke et al., 2016). 

Aside from direct pressures like overfishing and unsustainable fishing, indirect impacts such 

as land pollution, changes in water flow, habitat destruction, and the introduction of invasive 

species also threaten fragile freshwater fisheries (Dudgeon et al., 2006). Improperly treated 

agricultural waste can also leach into soils and water, increasing nutrient levels and leading to 

algal blooms (Bonheur and Lane, 2002). This is particularly common in areas where cattle 

grazing and crop production are prominent, which increases the likelihood of chemical leaching 

into soils and water channels (Bonheur and Lane, 2002). In a broader sense, climate change can 

indirectly impact small-scale fisheries by changing annual temperature, humidity, and water 

levels, which can change water conditions in freshwater bodies (Badjeck et al., 2010). Changes 

in climatic conditions may also be more advantageous for some species over others, altering fish 

harvests by small-scale fishers (Badjeck et al., 2010). Climatic changes have been observed to 

even affect freshwater fisheries as far as the Arctic, which demonstrates the magnitude of change 

experienced by freshwater fisheries globally (Reist et al., 2006). These changes inevitably impact 

the countless small-scale fisheries directly dependent on freshwater fisheries.  

2.2. Gender and small-scale fisheries: women’s roles and practices, and barriers to female 

participation 

This second body of literature pertains to gender and small-scale fisheries with specific 

examples from Cambodia, and will be separated into four distinct themes. The first theme 

gender-related theme will provide a brief discussion distinguishing between the terms ‘sex’ and 

‘gender’. This will be used to explain how gender binaries have established deep-rooted roles 
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and practices associated with men and women. Second, this review of literature on gender and 

small-scale fisheries will explore literature that attempts to understand women’s relation to 

nature, and how these ideas function in the context of small-scale fisheries. The third theme is 

regarding cultural expectations and societal perceptions of women’s roles in fisheries. Finally, 

these ideas will be applied to Cambodia and in this final section, I will discuss the influences of 

gender disparity on female participation in fisheries and fish conservation in Tonle Sap Lake. 

The first theme I discuss is the distinction between ‘sex’ and ‘gender’, Arenas and Lentisco 

(2011) define sex as the biological and genetic characteristics that correspond an individual as 

being male or female. The use of sex as a parameter for determining gender narrowly discusses 

the implications of physiological differences between men and women impact their roles in 

fisheries (Branch and Kleiber, 2015). However, Nightingale (2006) argues that using gender 

instead can be helpful in understanding how differences between presupposed sexes are created. 

From this understanding, gender can be used as a parameter to understand differences in the 

power, knowledge, and relations between different subjects. Arenas and Lentisco (2011) further 

argue that gender can explore the societal understandings of men and women, which are subject 

to change depending on changing societal views. 

The definition of gender remains contested and is debated by feminist theorists. Post-

structuralist scholar Judith Butler describes gender as “the repeated stylization of the body, a set 

of repeated acts within a highly rigid regulatory frame that congeal overtime to produce the 

appearance of substance, of a natural sort of being” (Butler, 1999, p. 43). Harding (1986) 

suggests that gender can be viewed as an analytical category that society uses to group social 

activities versus being viewed as a result of merely reproductive sex. Understanding this 
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perspective can help to comprehend its effects on the outward expression of gendered work 

(Harding, 1986). While authors such as Fausto-Sterling (2005) describe an intricate connection 

between sex and gender, authors such as Lorber (1994) argue that people are constantly “doing 

gender” through repeatedly performing certain interactions that reaffirms society’s gender binary 

system. Moreover, some scholars in the gender-environment relations field have commented on 

the importance of re-conceptualizing gender itself, and moving beyond the essentialist gender 

binary, and being inclusive of its intersectionality with other forms of social difference such as 

class and ethnicity (Hawkins and Ojeda, 2011). Others have argued that these relationships 

transcend scale, and are visible in different situations and spaces (Hawkins and Ojeda, 2011).    

Lorber (2004) describes gender as a performative process, where gendered identities are 

created through expressions of acts that society categorizes as characteristic of men or women. 

This interpretation of gender and the environment is helpful in understanding Cambodia’s 

context as it considers the importance of power relations in shaping human-environment 

relations, and allows for the exploration of social challenges at different scales of fisheries 

governance. While various understandings of gender and environment exist, I argue that the 

unique historical and cultural context of Cambodia requires an understanding of Cambodian 

society’s prevailing essentialist view of sexed bodies leading to a binary gender system. Through 

this lens, gender is often perceived as a linear expression of an individual’s biological sex, which 

is outwardly expressed as their gender (Smiler and Gelman, 2008). Subsequently, societal roles 

and characteristics of men and women are stagnant, unchanging, and fixed in relation to 

biological differences between sexes (Smiler and Gelman, 2008).  
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With these considerations in mind, my research asked participants to identify as men or 

women. I acknowledge that other gender identities exist in Cambodia and that using and men and 

women as categories can risk ignoring these identities, and possibly alienate participants by 

enforcing gender dualisms. However, with the constraints of the rural context we worked in, 

where traditional taboos and cultural stigmas regarding non-binary genders were likely 

prominent, I felt it necessary to limit my definition of gender to men and women in order to 

explore possible differences and dynamics between these two groups.   

The second theme of this body of literature pertains to contemporary understandings of 

women’s relation to nature particularly regarding perceptions of women as being inherently 

“closer” to nature, material practices that contribute to gender inequality, and how these ideas 

connect to women in small-scale fisheries. Debates regarding women’s relation to the 

environment have been longstanding, and are big drivers for development programs to enlist 

women in work with natural resource management. One popular ecofeminist argument is the 

idea of the intrinsic “closeness” of women to the environment (Resurreccion, 2006). Some 

ecofeminist scholars argue that women’s biology leads them to be more vulnerable to 

environmental destruction and have greater desire to preserve and conserve nature (Meinzen-

Dick et al., 2014). Women have also been described as taking on nurturing maternal roles as 

“caretakers of nature”, which attributes their reproductive tasks like child care and housework to 

their connection with natural resources around them (Resurreccion, 2006). Based on these ideas, 

it is reasonable to assume that women in small-scale fisheries would inherently want to 

participate in fish conservation and sustainable fishing as it benefits both small-scale fisher 

families and the environment. However, critics of ecofeminism argue that the conceptualization 
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of gender and the environment essentializes women as one homogenous group with the same 

backgrounds, knowledge, and experiences of the environment (Meinzen-Dick et al., 2014; 

Nightingale, 2006). These perceptions of women also exclusively examine women’s relationship 

with nature and ignore the ways that men interact with their environment (Meinzen-Dick et al., 

2014; Agarwal 1992).  As such, the willingness of men to participate in fish conservation and 

sustainable fishing is effectively left out of the conversation when approached through 

ecofeminism.  

Advocates of feminist environmentalism focus on the idea that gender and nature relations 

are sourced from the material practices and interactions (Meinzen-Dick et al., 2014; Agarwal, 

1992). For example, daily tasks such as collecting firewood or water allows women to attain 

certain ecological knowledges that connect them to their environment (Resurreccion, 2006). In 

relation to small-scale fisheries, women become familiar with fish and their habitats through 

their diverse work in fish processing different fish species, gleaning fish near the shores, and 

trading fish worth different prices. However, the assumption that women’s participation in 

natural resource management is straightforward and unwavering is met with criticism 

(Resurreccion, 2006). This assumption does not account for uneven power relations within 

fisheries, community perceptions, and additional work that take up women’s time and restrict 

them from participating in activities such as fish conservation (Resurreccion, 2005).   

Feminist political ecology critiques this idea by opposing the essentialist view of women’s 

inherent connection to the environment. Instead, scholars writing about feminist political ecology 

often posit that culture shapes gender roles, spaces, resources, power relations, and socio-

political undertakings (e.g. see Meinzen-Dick et al., 2014; Nightingale, 2006). In this line of 
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thought, the centrality of power is determined by social factors that are influenced by gender 

biases, which in the case of fisheries, places male fishers at positions of power that allow them to 

decide how women can participate in fishery activities (Fröcklin et al., 2013). This is magnified 

by women’s restrictions to the least lucrative fishing activities that places them low on financial 

contribution to the household. Feminist political ecology is particularly critical in addressing the 

critique that gender-environment studies focus more on the environment than gender issues 

(Nightingale, 2006). Nightingale (2006) argues that while environmental issues produce 

inequalities between men and women, gender inequalities also lead to environmental impacts. 

These processes, being inseparable, manifest through gendered divisions of work, discourse, and 

performance (Nightingale, 2006). In the fisheries context, men and women relate to fishing and 

fish conservation differently based on the roles they perform, their experiences with power in 

fishery management, and their encounters with access and control over resources.  Within the 

fisheries and aquaculture literature, little research is focused on social, cultural, health, and 

educational disparities between men and women (Weeratunge et al., 2010). Small-scale fisheries 

researchers can improve their understandings of gender disparities by being attentive to feminist 

political ecology ideas on how socio-cultural factors shape power relations, access, and control. 

Thus, my research attempts to bridge some concepts from feminist political ecology with my 

data on perceptions of fishing and conservation practices. These findings may in turn speak to 

underlying gender norms that contribute to the production of gendered roles that further gender 

analyses can investigate.  

The final theme of this body of literature pertains to community perceptions and cultural 

expectations that may pose barriers to female participation in fisheries and environmental efforts. 
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Small-scale fisheries have complex cultures and traditions unique from other livelihoods that 

require intersectional approaches to understand (Deb et al., 2015). However, the importance of 

culture and tradition to fish catch and small-scale fisheries management is often overlooked 

despite their impacts on the way it shapes men’s and women’s roles in fisheries (Kleiber et al., 

2015). Lasting cultural perspectives often disregard the importance of women in the fisheries and 

have been found in some cases to affect the participation of women in conservation (Milne and 

Mahanty, 2015; Fröcklin et al., 2013). For example, gleaning shellfish and intertidal fish near the 

shorelines is not often considered ‘real fishing’ by fishing communities and instead considered 

part of food gathering (Harper et al., 2013).  Participation in fisheries or fish programs are also 

influenced by financial situations, household dynamics, or persisting gender stereotypes in the 

community (Weeratunge et al., 2010). Societal considerations of women’s specific needs in 

fisheries is largely lacking. In Europe, only some European Union members have legislations in 

place that offer social benefits, maternity leave, and health care to women in fisheries, which 

disregards the needs of women working in fishery operations (Harper et al., 2013). Similarly, in 

Africa, women’s role in the distribution of fish through fish trading is critical to African fisheries 

and international trade (Harper et al., 2013). However, recognition of fish trading as an important 

component of the fisheries economy is traditionally non-existent. 

Gender disparity is pervasive in Cambodia, as the nation ranks 109th out of 148 nations in the 

Gender Inequality Index (Maxwell et al., 2015). Reasons for this have been attributed to political 

conflicts, marginalization of impoverished groups, and traditional cultural perceptions of women 

as lower in rank than men (Chhoeun et al., 2008). Lilja (2013) explains that while women once 

held important political roles in Cambodia, this was changed during the late 19th century when 
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the upper class began describing women as occupying a subaltern role, and changed literature to 

emphasizes these ideas (Lilja, 2013). This has persisted in contemporary teachings, where 

“chhab srey” or “rules for girls” are still taught in school curriculums, which encourage girls to 

be submissive, patient, and ‘good wives’ by obeying their husbands (Eng et al., 2010; Eng et al., 

2014).  

Many scholars acknowledge that prevailing societal ideas of men and women affect the way 

Cambodians interact with the environment and engage with ideas such as conservation. For 

example, one study by Weeratunge et al. (2010) found that women were willing to participate in 

community-based management programs focused on savings, credits and self-help programs, but 

were indifferent towards taking leadership in decision-making committees. Factors such as 

gender stereotypes, position in the household and financial status influenced their position on 

program participation (Weeratunge et al., 2010).  Additionally, participants listed gender 

disparity, unequal access to education, social norms and difficulty balancing productive 

workloads with reproductive workloads as factors affecting their participation in community-

based management programs (Weeratunge et al., 2010). Other scholars argue that society’s 

perceptions of gendered roles affect the engagement of men and women in environmental efforts. 

According to Chhoeun et al. (2008), Cambodian women are expected to stay at home and care 

for the family once married. A 2005 Cambodia Demographic and Health Survey revealed that 

42% of household survey respondents believed that married women should not be permitted to 

work outside the household (Eng et al., 2010). As a result, these prevailing social norms can 

reduce opportunities for women to engage with environmental initiatives such as fish 

conservation. Thus, natural resource management programs that seek to mobilize women can 
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instead recreate gender inequalities if the needs and perceptions of women are not addressed 

mindfully.  

2.3. Cambodia’s fishery regime and the Tonle Sap Lake 

This body of literature covers three overarching themes. The first is a description of 

Cambodia’s continually changing fishery governance structure, including the nation’s previous 

fishery regimes and its current arrangement of community-managed community fisheries and its 

work with the government fisheries division. Second, I discuss the ecological significance of the 

Tonle Sap lake and threats to the system’s sustainability. A final theme is a discussion on current 

conservation initiatives and conservation areas in the lake. 

Cambodia’s fishery regime has changed dramatically in recent decades, from the creation 

and abolishment of their century-old fishing lot system, to the establishment of formalized co-

management (sometimes used interchangeably with community-based management) programs 

across the region (Sithirith, 2015; Sok et al., 2012). Each management system impacted the lake 

differently by altering the relationship between the state and local communities, and created its 

own set of challenges in fish conservation. These changes created a natural setting to understand 

the interplay between gender and environment by exploring community management of 

fisheries.   

Before fisheries co-management was in place in Cambodia, a “fishing lot” system was used 

which dated back to the early 1900s (Sithirith, 2014). The fishing lot system functioned through 

the auctioning of exclusive fishing rights of certain plots of fishing areas to buyers 

(Resurreccion, 2008). Fishing lot sizes were variable and were marked using anchors or formal 
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sectioning of water (Sok, 2014). This form of governance was used pervasively in Cambodia for 

over a century before being abandoned during the Khmer Rouge regime between 1975 and 1981 

(Resurreccion, 2008). Fishing lots were briefly re-introduced during the establishment of the 

People’s Republic of Kampuchea (Resurreccion, 2008). However, re-introduction was met with 

resistance and conflict were frequent between local fishers, private lot owners, and local 

authorities who fought over rights to fishing areas and floodplains (Resurreccion, 2008). Fishing 

lots also created unstable conditions for fishers, as lots were regularly auctioned off every couple 

years, and lack of concrete lease agreements encouraged many lot owners to intensify their catch 

through the use of illegal fishing gear (Sokhem and Sunada, 2006; Resurreccion, 2008). This 

added to mounting pressures on the nation’s fish supply and conservation challenges, particularly 

around the Tonle Sap Lake (Resurreccion, 2008). The lot system also created challenges for 

marginal fishers that were unable to buy lots and had to fish in less fish-abundant areas.  Fishers 

who had no access to lots became frustrated with decreased catches and unfair distribution, 

which further contributed to disputes (Sok, 2014).   

As tensions with lot owners and local fishers grew, the government issued the first of two 

fishery reforms in year 2000, where 56% of private fishing lots were reallocated to local people 

as ‘community fisheries’ and communities were given the power to manage fishery stocks 

(Resurreccion, 2008; Sok, 2014). This reform aimed to reduce the number and size of privately 

owned fishing lots and promote conservation efforts around Cambodia’s fisheries through 

community based management (Nuon and Gallardo, 2011; Dina and Sato, 2014). Consequently, 

Cambodia’s fishing areas were split into privately owned fishing lots, community-shared fishing 

lots, and open access fishing areas (Resurreccion, 2008). In the same year, the Community 
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Fisheries Development Office (CFDO) was created to supply scientific knowledge to the 

government and support, monitor, and govern community fisheries (CFDO, 2004). However, the 

reform did not dispel allegations of corruption within the fishery, as fishers accused fishery 

operators of restricting local access to fish abundant sites and allowing the use of illegal fishing 

methods (Dina and Sato, 2014). A second reform was enforced in 2012 which redistributed 77% 

of former fishing lots to communities, while 23% were set aside for conservation purposes (Dina 

and Sato, 2014). This arrangement acknowledged the agreement made between the state and 

local communities to co-manage the now formalized ‘community fisheries’.  

Several terms have been used to describe the community-based management of Cambodia’s 

fisheries, including ‘community fisheries’, ‘community based fisheries’, and fisheries co-

management’ (Fennell et al., 2008). Community fisheries were designed to include local people 

into conservation and sustainable fishing management schemes (MRC, 2010). In 2005, 284 

community fisheries were established in the Tonle Sap lake alone, while a total of 440 

community fisheries were dispersed throughout the Mekong Basin (Sok et al., 2012). In my 

study of the Pursat Province, a total of 57 community fisheries exist, consisting of 22 rice-patty 

community fisheries and 35 regular community fisheries. It was assumed that joint management 

of fisheries between local communities and the government would encourage conflict resolution 

between groups and reduce friction between fishers (Resurreccion, 2006). Policy makers, 

however, did not consider that converting private fishing lots to community fisheries could lead 

to increase illegal fishing and overfishing due to poor regulation enforcement and governance 

(Dina and Sato, 2014). Most community fisheries today face inadequate funding and are 

depending on financial support from non-governmental organizations or independent donors 
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(Dina and Sato, 2014). Moreover, questions still linger as to how community-based fisheries 

management can be improved to effectively manage fish populations while providing adequate 

support to fishers (Ratner, 2006). Each community fishery ideally sets aside a small area as a 

“conservation area”, to conserve particular fish species and stocks (Sokrith Heng, personal 

communication March 23, 2016). However, state funding of these spaces is often limited and 

these conservation areas often poorly maintained (Dina and Sato, 2014).  Its impacts on 

conservation are also contested. For example, Dina and Sato (2014) argue that challenges such as 

illegal fishing and overfishing remain due to weak enforcement of conservation regulations. 

Government staff from Cambodia’s Fisheries Administration also work on the ground in the 

floating lake to oversee day to day operations in the Lake, and monitor Fisheries 

Administration’s designated conservation areas.  

The second theme in this body of literature relevant to Cambodian fishery governance is the 

ecological significance of this system and threats to its sustainability. The Mekong River is one 

of the largest rivers in the world, spanning five countries in Southeast Asia (MRC, 2004). The 

Upper Mekong runs through China and Myanmar, and connects to the Lower Mekong, which 

includes Laos, Vietnam, Thailand, and Cambodia. The Mekong Basin generates an average of 

2.5 million tons of fish annually and is home to many endemic species (Kingston et al., 2011; 

Sneddon and Fox, 2012). Within the basin lies the Tonle Sap Lake, often considered Southeast 

Asia’s largest freshwater lake and fourth most productive inland fishery in the world (Bonheur 

and Lane, 2002). While approximately 149 fish species have been identified in the Tonle Sap 

Lake, some scholars estimate up to 1,200 fish species living in the Mekong River migrate 

through this lake at any one point in their life cycle (Allan et al., 2005; Campbell et al., 2006).  



27 
 

The system experiences two distinct seasons – the wet season that usually lasts from May to 

November, and the dry season that persists for the rest of the year (Varis and Keskinen, 2006). 

The lake spans approximately 250,000 hectares during the dry season but can increase up to 1.25 

million hectares in the wet season (Bonheur and Lane, 2002). Fluctuations in rainfall between 

dry and wet seasons leads to seasonal contraction of the lake system during flooding seasons. 

During the wet season, the body of the lake increases by five-fold and disperses fish throughout 

the water column (Bonheur and Lane, 2002; MRC, 2004). As water levels recede, fish are forced 

into channels, streams, and rivers where they are harvested in large quantities (MRC, 2004). The 

system also reverses in flow during the wet seasons, which is an important time for fish 

harvesting, as the majority of fish migrate through the lake (Bonheur and Lane 2002). The 

annual “Water Festival” celebrates this yearly resurgence of fish to communities (MRC, 2004). 

Thus, the seasonal flood pulse in the Tonle Sap system plays a critical role in fish abundance and 

ecosystem health by providing nutrients and spawning habitats, and filtering impurities in the 

water (Mensher, 2006). Entire floating villages move in and out of flooded forests between 

seasons to account for fish migrations and fluctuations in fish stocks.  

In recent years, climate change and anthropogenic activities have become a growing threat 

to the Tonle Sap ecosystem and to the fishing communities dependent on it (Nuorteva et al., 

2010). Salmivaara et al. (2016) explain that communities living in the Tonle Sap Lake, like many 

flood plain inhabitants, face considerable challenges when their physical environment changes 

due to the strong community dependence on the local ecosystem to sustain their society. 

Cambodia is a particularly unique environment to study the impacts of environmental protection 
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initiatives as the nation is largely aid-dependent and has relatively low adaptive capacity to 

climatic and environmental changes in fish stocks (Marschke et al., 2014).  

A growing body of literature suggests that climate change will have severe impacts on the 

Mekong Basin and its ability to sustain the food and livelihood necessities of lake inhabitants 

(Kingston et al., 2011). These climatic changes increase the unpredictability of wet and dry 

seasons and alter water levels and water flow (Kummu and Sarkkula, 2008). Unusual flooding 

patterns, changes in flooded areas and pulses can pose threats to fishing opportunities and reduce 

land available for agriculture (IPCC, 2014; Nuorteva et al., 2010). In other cases, increased 

rainfall can cause flooding and change the flow of water impacting floodplain vegetation, fish 

habitats and human infrastructure (Kummu and Sarkkula, 2008; Nuorteva, 2010).   

Aside from climatic factors, human activities have significant impacts on the structure and 

functionality of the lake. Firstly, increasing human migration towards the Tonle Sap creates 

growing demands on food, infrastructure and resources that affect the lake’s productivity 

(Salmivaara et al., 2016). Overfishing is a concern, particularly with the increasing number of 

people migrating towards the lake from 360,000 to over 1.2 million people between the 1940s 

and the 1990s (Allan et al., 2005). In Cambodia, many are worried about fish depletion as more 

people migrate to the Tonle Sap fisheries for better fish access, which affects fish supply and 

threatens food security, local livelihoods, and sustainability (Salayo et al., 2008). However, 

unsustainable extraction of fish species can have detrimental impacts on both fish and people 

dependent on them. In the case of Tonle Sap, some large, migratory species were heavily fished 

to extirpation while only small species of fish were left to grow (Allan et al., 2005). The 

Cambodian government has also been concerned about the types of gears used in these fisheries, 
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such as bottom trawls and electric shock gears, and have established laws that prohibit the use of 

gears and techniques that destroy fish habitats or reduce water quality (Fisheries Administration, 

2007). Other methods like pumping, draining, or adding toxic substances to in order to acquire 

fish have also been deemed illegal (Fisheries Administration, 2007).  

Activities such as dam construction, deforestation, and pollution drastically impact lake 

characteristics by altering wildlife habitat, water quality and flow, and fish abundance (Varis and 

Keskinen, 2006; Seak et al., 2012). Silt can accumulate upstream when dams are built, 

strengthening water currents and destroying fish habitats and human infrastructure (Cronin, 

2011). Dams can also block fish migration roots and reduce water flow, which can have 

detrimental impacts on the 87% of migratory fish that live in the region (Baran and 

Myschowoda, 2009). Several dams are being constructed in the Upper Mekong, with another 

half dozen dams proposed for the Lower Mekong in Laos, Cambodia, and Thailand, which 

threatens the Tonle Sap Lake by storing large volumes of water and altering seasonal inflows 

(Cronin, 2011). Deforestation is another anthropogenic factor that is expanding largely due to 

demand for land expansion for infrastructure development, roads, and agriculture (Clements et 

al., 2010). However, this process can increase lake siltation and reduce water depth as flooded 

forests are vital in retaining sediment (Heinonen, 2006). Improper waste disposal by factories 

and settlements can further reduce the quality of the ecosystem and jeopardize plant and animal 

populations (Heinonen, 2006; MRC, 2010). Non-recyclable waste is typically burned, buried, or 

discarded into the lake, which pollutes the water and fish habitats (Parizeau, 2006). In light of 

these concerns, Cambodia has undertaken various attempts at conservation to preserve fishing 

practices and environmental sustainability. 
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The third theme in this exploration of the literature on fisheries in Cambodia relates to 

scholarship on the effect of current conservation initiatives. While the term ‘conservation’ can 

have multiple definitions, this study will follow the definition offered by International Union for 

Conservation of Nature (2016), which defines the term as “the protection, care, management and 

maintenance of ecosystems, habitats, wildlife species and populations, within or outside of their 

natural environments, in order to safeguard the natural conditions for their long-term 

permanence”. As such, for the purposes of this study, conservation follows this definition and is 

considered processes that aim to address challenges facing the ecosystem and wildlife in these 

regions. Kleiman et al. (2000) suggest that conservation programs should be evaluated by 

assessing both the objectives achieved and the processes used to achieve these objectives. 

However, success in meeting conservation goals does not necessitate achieving community goals 

or garnering local support and thus conservation should also involve community level 

engagement (Kleiman et al., 2000).  

In an effort to recognize the ecological, political, and social significance of the Tonle Sap 

Lake, the Cambodian government established the system as a “multiple use area” in 1993 under 

the Royal Decree on Protected Areas (Campbell et al., 2006). In 1997, the United Nations’ 

Educational Scientific and Cultural Organization established the Tonle Sap as a biosphere 

reserve, while three core areas of the lake were designated as long-term protection and 

ecosystem conservation areas (Campbell et al., 2006). In addition, eight fish sanctuaries operate 

within the Tonle Sap Lake (Sithirith, 2015). As of 1993, several protected areas were also 

established, although the success of these areas in addressing conservation objectives with 

regards to local livelihoods is controversial due to lack of research and consideration of local 
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ecology (Clements et al., 2010). Other conservation initiatives include the establishment of a 

‘payments for ecosystem services’ program jointly by the Ministry of Environment, Ministry of 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries and an international NGO in 2002 (Clements et al., 2010).  

In addition to top-down established fish protection areas, two types of conservation areas 

have been established in Cambodia (Table 1). Firstly, a series of formal conservation areas were 

established around the Tonle Sap Lake by the Cambodian government, with the overarching 

objective of recovering and sustaining fish stocks (Milne, 2014; Chadder, 2015). These 

Government-managed conservation areas (termed ‘Loh Bamrong’ in Khmer, which translates to 

reserved fishing lot or fish sanctuary zone) are defined by Cambodia’s Fisheries Administration 

as “habitats for flora and fauna” (Fisheries Administration, 2007). These areas are jointly 

governed by the Ministry of Environment and Fisheries Administration, and are patrolled by 

government staff, police, guards, and soldiers to monitor for illegal fishing activities (Brunner, 

2014). However, financial support for managing these areas is lacking, and the challenge of 

funding full time patrollers and overall maintenance of these areas persists (Brunner, 2014). 

Moreover, the respective roles of the Ministry of Environment and Fisheries Administration 

overlap and conflict, which makes management of these areas complicated (Milne, 2014). 

Although the Fisheries Action Coalition Team report the existence of more than fifty 

government-managed conservation areas, Brunner (2014) argues that very few are sufficiently 

maintained. Despite this, government-managed conservation areas have been established in all 

five provinces the Tonle Sap (Brunner, 2014).   

 Aside from government-managed conservation areas, the government also established 

community-managed conservation areas in villages, which are managed by village community 
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fisheries, often with the help of NGOs (Table 1). These community-managed areas are 

considerably smaller than the government-managed conservation areas, and tend to be attached 

or close to the village it is managed by. During the dry season, fishers are prohibited from fishing 

in these areas as fish are given time to spawn and grow. When water levels rise in the wet season 

and flood these conservation areas, fish are able to move from conservation areas out to the lake, 

where fishers are able to harvest them. Community-managed conservation areas hold importance 

for both floating villages and in land villages as it represents a huge source of nutrients for 

nearby rice patties, and even fishers that don’t exclusively live on the lake can reap the spillover 

effects of the conservation areas during flooding seasons.  

Although the creation of both types of conservation areas involves the participation of the 

state, there are a few key differences between community-managed conservation areas and 

government-managed conservation areas (Table 1). Firstly, government-managed conservation 

areas are much bigger in size than community-managed conservation areas. These areas are 

typically marked by a long post in the water and are patrolled by government staff at their 

floating station. On the other hand, community-managed conservation areas are patrolled by 

volunteer community fishery members and villagers. One major difference in the way these areas 

are patrolled is that only government-staff patrollers are legally allowed to arrest illegal fishers, 

while patrollers from the community do not hold this power. This easily creates conflicts 

between illegal fishers and community members that aim to protect the conservation area but 

have no legal power to enforce fishing rules. Through personal communication with villagers, I 

learned that a new legislation is being created to charge fees for fishers fishing outside of their 

respective villages to monitor cross-community fishing.  
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There is growing popularity among conservationists, scholars, state, and non-governmental 

actors to incorporate local communities in monitoring and managing conservation (Seak et al., 

2012; Agarwal, 2001). Central to this notion is the idea that decision making should involve 

those that are most affected by proposed management schemes (Agarwal, 2001). In Cambodia, 

community fisheries represent an opportunity to engage local communities in sustainable 

fisheries management. However, a common assumption is that the inclusion of local peoples into 

conservation programs will promote greater public support for conservation and increase the 

success of conservation activities (Goodwin, 1998). As such, local participation can be viewed as 

a tool to both validate community support for conservation and provide opportunities for locals 

to participate in decision making (Goodwin, 1998). However, ignoring social issues like gender 

inequality can lead to interventions that do not fully address the needs of all those who are 

affected.   
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Table 1 Description of government-managed and community-managed fish conservation areas. 
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3. Chapter 3: Extended methods 

To understand gender relations with respect to small-scale fisheries and conservation, I 

conducted a case study exploring men’s and women’s perceptions of fishing behaviours in 

fisheries and conservation areas in the Pursat province of the Tonle Sap Lake, Cambodia. Figure 

1 shows the location of the Pursat Province in relation to other provinces surrounding the Tonle 

Sap Lake. This section will start by describing the two types of conservation areas that were 

explored in this study. I then discuss the study areas where interviews took place. I then move on 

to discuss the design of the two surveys, followed by participation selection, and how I selected 

and trained research assistants. Finally, I discuss how survey results were analyzed.  

3.1 Government-managed vs community-managed conservation areas 

Two types of conservation areas – government-managed and community-managed – were 

explored in this study. To interview government staff in the key informant surveys, interviews 

were conducted in the Kandieng and Krakor District where two government-managed 

conservation areas were located. These two areas were within boating distance to the four 

villages I conducted the remainder of the interviews. Government-managed conservation areas 

are managed and patrolled by a combination of state police, soldiers, government staff, and lake 

rangers. These areas differed from community-managed conservation areas particularly in size, 

as government-managed conservation areas span several hundred square kilometers.   

The other type of conservation area I explored pertained to those managed by community 

fisheries. These conservation areas were located in the four villages mentioned above. A total of 

57 community fisheries exist in the Pursat province, of which I investigated four. These four 

were selected as they were the only community fisheries with women in their committees, or had 
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existing partnerships with our research NGO partner Conservation International, which allowed 

us to enter the villages and conduct interviews. While both the villages and the community-

managed conservation areas of Anlung Reang and Srey Cheok existed exclusively in the lake all 

year round, the community fishery of Kampong Prak was located on land while its conservation 

areas and associated village resided in the lake. This phenomenon is due to the fact that some 

villagers resided on land but still depend on the lake’s resources, and villagers could still be 

elected as committee members even if they resided on land near the floating village. Similarly, 

O’taprok’s floating village was located on the water while its community fishery was located on 

land. Kampong Prak had two conservation areas with one residing on land and one in the lake. 

The O’taprok community fishery managed two conservation areas, one on land in a rice field and 

the other in the lake. During the rainy season, floods allowed juvenile fish that had been 

spawning in the rice field conservation area to be flushed into the lake. This allowed fish to be 

protected during dry seasons and repopulate the fish during the rainy season.    

We created two structured surveys to investigate whether there were gendered differences 

in: 1) fishing and non-fishing practices, 2) power, access, and control over fishing resources, and 

3) perceptions of conservation and conservation areas. Structured surveys were useful in 

conducting face-to-face interviews as it allowed for specific question and themes to be discussed 

in a concise manner (Weller, 2015). These surveys were geared towards the exploration of 

fishers and their relation to community-managed conservation areas and government 

conservation areas. Firstly, a key informant survey was used to interview: 1) government staff 

managing government-managed conservation areas, and 2) community fishery committee 

members managing community conservation areas.  The second survey was an individual fisher 
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survey intended for village fishers. All participants from both surveys were involved in fisheries 

in some way. Both surveys consisted of short answer and multiple-choice questions and were 

conducted through face-to-face interviews (see Figure 3).  

Figure 1 Map of Pursat province in relation to other provinces surrounding Tonle Sap Lake, 

Cambodia. 
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3.2 Study area  

Data collection took place between July 6th and July 30th, 2016 in four main villages the 

Pursat Province of Cambodia (Figure 2). Pursat has been previously described by Bond (2015) as 

as containing one of the longest coastline in the Tonle Sap Lake. Villagers in these areas are 

highly dependent on fishing as a livelihood (Bond, 2015). Scholars such as Yen et al. (2009) 

reported an increase in fishing gears used but a decline in fish catch, which made this a 

particularly interesting study area. As will be discussed in the next section, these villages were 

selected based on the presence of women in their community fishery committees and their 

partnerships with our partnering NGO Conservation International. Key informant surveys took 

place in the Kandieng and Krakor Districts of Cambodia (Figure 2). Individual fisher surveys 

took place in four main villages in the Krakor district: Kampong Prak, O’taprok, Anlung Reang, 

and Srey Cheok (Figure 2). A total of 230 households resided in these four villages: 63 

households in Kampong Prak, 50 in O’taprok, 68 in Anlung Reang, and 49 in Srey Cheok. 

Interviews took place in various areas including participant’s homes, boats, floating government 

offices, and on land. The four community fisheries existed in these four villages and were 

managed by their respective community fishery committee members.  
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Figure 2 Map showing locations of 1) government stations in Kandieng and Krakor Districts, 2) 

community fisheries surveyed and 3) villages surveyed in Pursat Province. 

 

3.3 Survey design 

Our two surveys were designed to investigate the perceptions of men’s and women’s 

behaviour in the fisheries and conservation areas. Both surveys asked participants to identify as 

either men or women. The key informant survey was directed towards knowledgeable informants 

including government staff and community fishery committee members (See Appendix C for key 

informant survey). This survey began by identifying the participant’s role in the conservation 

area (either government-managed or community-managed) and his or her knowledge of the 
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conservation area. Questions included whether organizations supported the creation of 

conservation areas, gender-specific projects that organizations held in these villages, and their 

impacts on men and women. It also asked about the role of the government in supporting 

conservation areas, the presence of illegal fishing, and duties involved in managing and 

patrolling conservation areas. One important question I asked was the number of male and 

female staff in the participant’s community fishery conservation area. The survey then moved on 

to ask about differences in men’s and women’s fishing practices, activities performed, and 

perceptions of training needed for men and women. A final section asked about challenges that 

men and women faced in conservation areas, and whether opinions by men and women were 

heard. 

The fisher survey was catered towards village fishers, in attempts to understand their 

perspectives on gender dynamics in fisheries and conservation areas (See Appendix D for fisher 

survey). This survey with questions about the participant’s education, past participation in 

development programs, perceptions of the purpose of conservation areas, and observations of 

illegal fishing. It then presented questions about the frequency of patrolling conservation areas, 

and whether participants felt there had been a decline in fish in the past half decade. The survey 

moved on to investigate fishing practices, whether the participant fished alone, reasons for not 

fishing alone, other activities that took up time, and activities that men and women engaged in, 

respectively. Another section asked whether participants believed men and women had equal 

access to fish, how access has changed, and if power and control of fisheries were equal between 

genders. The survey then asked about fishers’ attitudes towards fish conservation, whether they 

believed it was important, past participation in conservation projects, and whether they believed 
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conservation could be an alternative livelihood. Finally, participants were asked about the 

greatest challenges they faced in conservation areas, possible reasons for not wanting to 

participate in conservation, and whether their opinions about fish conservation were heard.   

Certain fishing-related variables were important in designing survey questions. Previous 

scholars have identified certain fishing-related variables to be different between men and 

women, which I used in considering the types of variables to analyze in both surveys. One 

example of this was found in Kawarazuka and Béné’s (2010) study, where they found that men 

were involved in the majority of fishing activities, while women more often engaged in 

background work such as fish processing and fish trading. This inspired us to ask about men’s 

and women’s perceptions of each group’s fishing practices. Other important variables were 

related to the types of activities that men and women performed such as fish processing, other 

household work, and managing finances.  

3.4 Participant selection  

I selected villages for this study based on criteria that they were the only villages with 

women in their community fishery committees, or had prior relationships with our partnering 

NGO, Conservation International. In the Pursat province, only four villages (mentioned above) 

had women committee members in community fisheries. Moreover, all villages had pre-existing 

relations with Conservation International, which allowed my team the opportunity to enter these 

villages and get village chief approval to conduct my interviews. It was important to have 

existing relationships with these villages through Conservation International, as it allowed us 

access to enter the villages and speak with village heads for permission to conduct my study. 
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Since there were very few women in community fisheries, we interviewed all community 

fisheries that had women in their committees, which in the Pursat province were five women.  

Key informant participants were chosen through purposive sampling (Figure 3). A total 

of 30 participants were selected to answer the key informant survey. Participants were grouped 

as government staff that managed government-managed conservation areas and community 

fishery committee members that managed community-managed conservation areas. Two clusters 

of government staff existed in Pursat, one in the Kandieng district and one in the Krakor district. 

Twenty-one staff worked in the Kandieng district while 22 staff worked in the Krakor district. 

None of these staff were women; thus, none of the government staff I interviewed were women. 

In each district, I randomly selected 5 government staff to be interviewed using the key-

informant survey, leading to a total of 10 government staff. With regards to community fishery 

committee members in the Pursat province, 15 men and 5 women from community fishery 

committees from the four main villages mentioned above were asked to participate in this 

survey. Only 5 women were selected as they were the only women who worked in these 

community fisheries. Thus, the number of men and women committee members interviewed was 

different in each village. These women had been elected onto the community fishery committee. 

A total of 15 male community fishery committee members were chosen in these villages. I chose 

to interview 3 male community fishery committee members in each village due to time 

constraints (Figure 3). The reason that 6 men were interviewed in O’taprok were because there 

were two divisions in this community fishery and thus I interviewed three male participants from 

each division. Only three men and no women were interviewed in Kampong Prak due to lack of 

women in its community fishery. Although Kampong Prak did not have any community fishery 
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committee members that were women, I selected this community fishery due to their ease of 

access and proximity to nearby villages that my research assistants interviewed. 

Village fishers were selected for the fisher survey through a two-stage sampling approach 

(Figure 3). First, lists of all men and women fishers in each village were acquired from 

Conservation International. Then, seven men and seven women were randomly selected from 

each village list to participate in the survey, which leading to total of 56 participants (Figure 3).  

This number was selected due to the time constraint I had on data collection, as my team was 

restricted to 24 days of data collection. Moreover, I decided to interview an equal number of men 

and women as the key informant survey did not allow for an equal sampling of both men and 

women. An equal sampling may reflective in representing men and women’s perspectives and 

more accurately portray key differences between these two groups.  
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Figure 3 Participant selection for 1) the key informant survey and 2) the fisher survey. 
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3.5 Research assistants 

Two research (one man and one woman) assistants were recruited from Battambang 

University to assist in a range of tasks from conducting face-to-face interviews and translations 

to speaking with locals and navigating around the local villages.These assistants had previously 

conducted the 2015 household analysis research (see Appendix B for details) and were familiar 

with the scope of our research group’s interests in food security and livelihoods in the Tonle Sap 

Lake. As the gender of my assistants could have created interviewer-induced biases or affected 

the level of comfort of my participants (Clifford et al., 2010), one woman and one man were 

selected as assistants. During interviews, assistants conducted interviews on participants of their 

respective gender. For this same reason, it was also important that I recorded the age and 

ethnicities of my assistants (Clifford et al., 2010). My research assistants translated both surveys 

from English to Khmer, Cambodia’s official language. To minimize errors in translation and 

ensure that translated questions conveyed the same meanings as the original English questions, 

both surveys were “back translated” from Khmer to English again by my research assistants 

(Clifford et al., 2010). English questions that did not translate coherently in Khmer were adjusted 

to maximize the likelihood of responses corresponding with questions. My assistants also 

translated all participant surveys from Khmer back to English to make interview data 

understandable to the rest of the research group.  

Four pilot surveys were undertaken to allow research assistants to familiarize themselves 

with the surveys and clarify questions with the researchers. Pre-testing using pilot surveys was 

important to allow my research assistants to familiarize themselves with the questions in the 

survey, clarify questions with the researchers, and provide a space to prepare interviews for 
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actual interviews in the field (Clifford et al., 2010). Pre-testing studies also offered the 

opportunity to check the straightforwardness of survey questions, the delivery of responses, and 

ensure that responses were understandable, easy to follow and coherent (Clifford et al., 2010). 

Additionally, pre-testing helped to catch errors in the survey and led to more streamlined 

questions that properly reflected research intentions (Bowden et al., 2002).  

3.6 Data collection and analysis 

Surveys were conducted through face-to-face interviews, which allowed a broad range of 

questions on several topics to be covered in one interview (Clifford et al., 2010). I chose to 

conduct face-to-face interviews as it allowed participants to clarify complex questions with 

research assistants, which Clifford et al. (2010) argues leads to more meaningful and relevant 

responses. Having face-to-face conversations can also offer researchers a more grounded 

perspective that encourages better representation of underrepresented people (Gailey, 2015). 

Face-to-face interviews took place in several settings, including peoples floating homes, on 

boats, when fishers were sorting and fixing fishing gears, and when villagers were processing 

fish. In one instance, data collection occurred on top of a hand drawn tractor. As weather 

conditions were unpredictable, I conducted surveys in the mornings and early afternoons when 

storms were less likely to occur. Pre-testing of the survey was done in the first four days of 

fieldwork. During these interviews, I trained my assistants on how to begin the interview 

process, clarified survey questions, and how to engage with participants. 

 Most data collected in this survey were quantitative. IBM’s Statistical Package for the 

Social Sciences (SPSS) software was used to analyze data from both surveys. Pearson’s chi 

squared test was used to analyze most of the categorical variables in the individual and key 



47 
 

informant surveys. This test was used to determine if observed patterns matched expected values. 

Likelihood ratio tests were used to test variables with more than two cells that had an expected 

count of less than five. For some descriptive results, statistical tests were not used and results 

were simply reported.  
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4. Chapter 4: Manuscript: Conservative Gender Roles in Fish Conservation? A Case 

Study in the Tonle Sap Lake, Cambodia 

PREAMBLE: The following is a standalone manuscript, in accordance with University of 

Guelph Department of Geography’s standards, designed to be submitted to the “Fish and 

Fisheries Journal”. This manuscript summarizes key results and presents the substantive 

contribution of this body of work. The structure of this manuscript begins with an introduction 

into gender and fish conservation in Cambodia that leads into the research aims and objectives 

of this work. It then discusses methods used to conduct two structured surveys. The section that 

follows presents the results from these surveys. A discussion section further examines my 

research findings. This manuscript ends with a section on the limitations of this research and a 

conclusion.  

4.1. Introduction  

Small-scale inland fisheries are important generators of food and income. The United 

Nations estimates that these freshwater inland fisheries generate approximately 10 million metric 

tons of fish per year and sustain the livelihoods of 37 million people around the world (Alves and 

Minte-Vera, 2013; Taylor et al., 2016; FAO, 2017a). Fish not only represent an important protein 

for nutrient intake, but also serve as a way to generate income and alleviate poverty in marginal 

communities (Barnes-Mauthe et al., 2013; Ratner, 2006). Several factors threaten freshwater 

fisheries. Overexploitation, pollution, disruption of water flow, habitat destruction, and the 

release of invasive species are just a few causes of fish depletion (Dudgeon et al., 2016). Using 

unsustainable fishing gears like bottom trawls and electric fishing gear have also been criticized 

for destroying fish habitats (Salayo et al., 2008; Fisheries Administration, 2007). Environmental 
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change can impact fish stocks negatively, and, in turn, can jeopardize fisher livelihoods and food 

security. 

In response to the numerous threats to fisheries and livelihoods, many conservation 

programs attempted to incorporate local communities into conservation projects, with the 

assumption that their participation is straightforward (Ressurreccion, 2006; Allison et al., 2012). 

However, while some conservation programs work to engage women in conservation practices, 

knowledge of the repercussions of gender inequality and potential barriers to participation in 

conservation is lacking. Although fish conservation impacts both men and women in small-scale 

fisheries, the way that men and women are integrated into conservation initiatives often does not 

acknowledge underlying gender inequalities which can impact the outcome of conservation 

initiatives (Resurreccion, 2006). The Tonle Sap Lake of Cambodia is a particularly unique study 

area to understand gender perceptions because the lake’s unique hydrology and ecosystem have 

major influences on men’s and women’s fishing practices and roles.  

To understand gender dynamics in Cambodia’s small-scale fisheries and conservation 

initiatives, I aimed to investigate perceptions of gender dynamics in small-scale fisheries and 

their impacts on male and female participation in fisheries and conservation. To address this 

research aim, my research objective sought to eexplore whether there are differences and/or 

similarities between men’s and women’s perceptions with respect to: 1) fishing and non-fishing 

practices, 2) power, access, and control over fishing resources, and 3) perceptions of 

conservation and conservation areas in the Pursat Province of Cambodia. In my discussion, I 

draw on particular ideas on power, access, and control from feminist political ecology literature 
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to make connections between my data on perceptions of fishing and conservation practices and 

possible underlying gender norms that may contribute to the production of gendered roles.  

4.1.1 Global small-scale fisheries 

Although statistics regarding small-scale fisheries is difficult to assess, the Food and 

Agriculture Organization of the United Nations estimates that these freshwater inland fisheries 

generate 10 million metric tons of fish annually which excludes unreported and unregulated 

fishing (Taylor et al., 2016). However, this contradicts other scholars like Cooke et al. (2016) 

who argue that small-scale fisheries in Africa and Asia alone harvest 11 million tons of fish. 

Nonetheless, at least 37 million fishers are directly involved small-scale fisheries, and as many as 

200 million people are involved in some way (FAO, 2017; Andrew et al., 2007). Fish are 

particularly important as they account for 17% of the world population’s animal protein 

consumption (Ratner, 2006). In Cambodia, fish account for 75% of the nation’s protein intake, 

and is a fundamental nutritional component in sustaining health and food security (Ratner, 2006). 

Aside from this, fish can serve as capital that can be sold for income or traded for rice and other 

goods (Béné and Macfadyen, 2007). 

Concerns regarding the impacts of small-scale fisheries on fish depletion are growing. 

Although some argue that small-scale fisheries have little impact on ecosystems and have 

relatively low by-catch levels and fish discard, others argue that by-catch is variable and has, in 

some cases, been found to extirpate entire populations (Jacquet and Pauly, 2008, Shester and 

Micheli, 2011). Freshwater fisheries are especially sensitive and susceptible to more rapid fish 

depletion than most other salt water ecosystems (Reidy Lierman et al., 2012). This susceptibility 

is likely due to the greater influences of land use, nutrient and sediment changes, and pollution 
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on fish survival (Sala et al., 2000, Ricciardi and Rasmussen, 2001). According to Salayo et al., 

(2008), fish stocks in Southeast Asia function at 5%-30% of their historically recorded normal 

levels. Overfishing is a serious concern as global population increase and rising food demands 

intensifies fishing pressures (Alliston et al., 2012). Selective fishing of large fish can also alter 

biodiversity through fishing down, a process where large, slow reproducing species are depleting 

and only small species with short life spans are left (Allan et al., 2005).  

Other unsustainable practices such as using harmful gears can also disrupt ecosystems 

and influence the future sustainability of fisheries. Bottom trawls have been widely criticized for 

their destruction of water beds by towing across the sea and lake floors, which is particularly 

harmful compared to trawls that work at higher levels of the water column (Fitzgerald, 2013; 

Salayo et al., 2008). Electric gear, which involves electric currents that shock fish, has been 

characterized as particularly damaging as it can eradicate entire stocks and decimate fish 

populations that normally replenish the stock in the next year (Ratner, 2006). In Cambodia, both 

bottom trawling and electric fishing are prohibited under the Fisheries Administration due to 

their destructive capabilities (Fisheries Administration, 2007). Other fishing gears can catch fish 

at different life stages, which can interrupt fish reproductive cycles and reduce fish stock density 

(Allan et al., 2005).  These concerns are compounded when combined with other indirect 

impacts like land pollution, altering water flow, habitat destruction, and invasive species 

(Dudgeon et al., 2006). For example, agricultural waste from crops and livestock can leach into 

water ways and cause increased nutrients and algal blooms that decimate fish stocks (Bonheur 

and Lane, 2002). Broader concerns like climate change can wreak havoc on fisheries by altering 

climatic conditions to suit certain species over others, or alter water conditions (Badjeck et al., 
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2010). These climatic changes have been observed as far as Arctic fisheries, which illustrates the 

severity of changing climate conditions on freshwater fisheries (Reist et al., 2006). 

4.1.2 Women in small-scale fisheries 

Considerations of women’s roles in environmental management, including small-scale 

fisheries, is often lacking. Harper et al. (2013) estimate that approximately 130 million women 

participate in global marine fisheries. Despite women’s major contributions to small-scale 

fisheries through nearshore fishing, shellfish gleaning in intertidal zones, and post-harvest fish 

processing work, their efforts are seldom recognized or valued (Kleiber et al., 2015; Kawarazuka 

and Béné, 2010). Although women have been observed to perform different fishing practices 

compared to men, these practices still impact fisheries and fish stock in their own ways and 

should not be overlooked. An example of this can be found in El Salvador where women’s fish 

gleaning, or the retrieval of shellfish from intertidal areas, was prohibited due to concerns that 

gleaning led to the trampling and destruction of fish breeding grounds (Kleiber et al., 2015). 

Indirect domestic roles, which are often ascribed to women, can also have impacts on the local 

ecosystem and native fauna. For example, some work attributed to women such as crop farming 

and livestock rearing have been argued to contribute to reduced water quality and fish habitat 

destruction (Resurreccion, 2008; Bonheur and Lane, 2002).  

Although women contribute enormously to fishing, culture and tradition are powerful 

factors in shaping men’s and women’s roles in fisheries as well as women’s recognition in these 

spaces (Kleiber et al., 2015). For instance, some practices such as gleaning shellfish and 

intertidal fish from shorelines are often dismissed as food gathering practices and not ‘real 

fishing’, which undermines women’s contributions to fish harvests (Harper et al., 2013). Fish 
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trading is a critical component of fish distribution in Africa, and yet women’s contributions to 

the fisheries economy are largely unrecognized (Harper et al., 2013). In more developed regions 

like the European Union, considerations of women’s needs such as maternity leave, social 

benefits, and health care are only just beginning to emerge for women in these fisheries (Harper 

et al., 2013).   

According to Maxwell et al. (2015), Cambodia places 109th out of 148 countries on the 

Gender Inequality Index, making it one of the higher ranked nations in terms of greatest gender 

disparity. Cultural expectations in Cambodia assert that women should stay at home and not 

engage with outside work and activities, which affects the ways that women participate in 

activities outside of the household (Eng et al., 2010). Some school curriculums still teach “chhab 

srey” or “rules for girls” to school girls, which encourage women to be submissive and obey 

their husbands (Eng et al., 2010; Eng et al., 2014). These biases can influence the way that men 

and women engage with community-based programs that seek to manage fisheries. In 

Weeratunge et al.’s (2010) study, women were interested in some development programs but 

indifferent towards participating in positions of leadership or decision-making.  In this case, 

gender stereotypes were compounded with women’s positions in the household and their 

family’s financial situation, which affected women’s willingness to participate (Weeratunge et 

al., 2010). Other challenges they faced included limited access to education and trouble 

balancing their participation in programs with their reproductive tasks in the household 

(Weeratunge et al., 2010). Moreover, a Cambodia Demographic and Health Survey done in 2005 

found that 42% of participants believed that married women should not work outside the home, 

which can be particularly challenging for community-based programs that seek to mobilize 
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women. Left unaddressed, these inequalities can lead to vastly different outcomes in 

conservation and resource management if women’s participation are anticipated but not achieved 

(Milne and Mahanty, 2015). Although state and non-governmental initiatives encourage the 

mobilization of women in community-based resource management, ignoring the social needs and 

gendered perceptions of women can create extra burdens and unknowingly recreate gender 

inequalities in these spaces (Resurreccion, 2006).  

4.1.3 Feminist political ecology and gender dynamics in fisheries 

My discussion section draws on some concepts from feminist political ecology in 

attempts to explain how my findings on perceptions of gender dynamics in fisheries may be 

connected to underlying gender norms and roles that are rooted in Cambodia’s socio-cultural 

context. Feminist political ecology is a useful theory in understanding gender dynamics in 

fishery management as it focuses on gender divisions of power, and its impacts on the agency for 

people to protect, change, and restore the environment (Kerr, 2014). According to Hawkins 

(2011), feminist political ecology allows for “a multi-scalar analysis of gendered rights and 

responsibilities, knowledge production and politics”, which is particularly important in 

understanding how gendered fishing practices and roles evolved in small-scale fisheries. This 

theory critiques ecofeminist ideas of an inherent connection between women and nature as it 

argues that gender inequalities are instead created through societal interpretations and 

constructions of characteristics associated with biology, which are different depending on class, 

race, geography, and culture (Rocheleau 1995). As such, the socio-cultural interpretations of 

gender roles create different capacities for men and women to participate and be recognized in 

fisheries.  
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In feminist political ecology, scholars argue that gender is central to resource access and 

control, and intersects with other identities such as race, class, ethnicity, and culture (Mollet and 

Faria, 2013). The ability to access fish and fishing resources, then, is shaped by the context and 

circumstances placed upon men and women in small-scale fisheries. Unlike other theories, 

feminist political ecology pays attention to the gendered practices and power dynamics that both 

affect and are affected by the environment (Nightingale, 2006). According to this, fish decline 

not only impacts women in fisheries, but the livelihoods and wellbeing of men as well. 

Subsequently, Nightingale (2006) argues that while environmental challenges affect both 

genders, gender inequalities impact and are impacted by environmental destruction (Nightingale, 

2006). As most literature in fisheries and aquaculture lack data on socio-cultural disparities 

between men and women (Weeratunge et al., 2010), research that accounts for feminist political 

ecology’s ideas on how socio-cultural factors shape power relations, access, and control in my 

research can help to understand men’s and women’s perceptions of fishery and conservation 

practices to underlying gender norms and expectations.  

With increasing environmental changes and threats to human livelihoods, state and non-

governmental organizations are focusing their attention on generating local management of 

natural resources, particularly in countries in the Global South (Lau and Scales, 2016). However, 

programmers and policy makers often overlook the diverse groups and identities within 

communities, which homogenizes the varying needs and interests of these groups (Lau and 

Scales, 2016). Understanding perceptions of gender dynamics in fisheries and conservation is a 

critical first step in understanding the challenges, needs, and concerns of fishermen and 

fisherwomen in these situations. Community-based management programs and policies that 
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address these issues can improve local support for conservation efforts without overlooking or 

recreating gender inequalities.  

4.1.4 Regional context: Tonle Sap Lake and Cambodian fisheries 

Fisheries are vital to both commercial and subsistence livelihoods, and contribute majorly 

to Cambodia’s economy. The Tonle Sap Lake is an integral player in Cambodia’s fisheries as it 

possesses unique hydrology and complex human-environment interactions that sustain its rich 

biodiversity (Keskinen, 2006; Sithirith, 2015).  However, both climatic and anthropogenic 

factors are impacting the sustainability of the Tonle Sap Fisheries. Scholars predict that climate 

change will have serious consequences on the Mekong Basin and, subsequently, the Tonle Sap 

lake’s ability to sustain communities that are directly dependent on it (Kingston et al., 2011; 

Keskinen et al., 2006). Climate change can increase the unpredictability of water flow and flood 

patterns, changes in rainfall, and unusual seasons (Nuorteva et al., 2010; Kummu and Sarkkula, 

2008). These changes can disrupt fish habitats, flood plain vegetation and wreak havoc on human 

infrastructures (Nuorteva, 2010; Kummu and Sarkkula, 2008). Direct anthropogenic impacts 

such as overfishing, using unsustainable fishing gears, and “fishing down” by targeting specific 

species can devastate fish populations (Salayo et al., 2008; Allan et al., 2005). Invasive fishing 

gears such as bottom trawls can lift sea beds and destroy habitats, while floating broken gears 

can ‘ghost fish’ by unintentionally capturing organisms (Fitzgerald, 2013; Salayo et al., 2008). 

Indirect impacts vary widely, including dams that block water flow, agricultural runoff, and 

deforestation that leads to sedimentation in the lake (Clements et al., 2010; Baran and 

Myschowoda, 2009). Factory and household waste discarded in the lake can also damage the 

quality of habitats and affect fish populations (Heinonen, 2006; MRC, 2010). As these impacts 
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are likely occurring in the same areas, their effects are compounded, which jeopardizes the 

sustainability of these fisheries.   

In light of these challenges, Cambodia established fish conservation areas. In the Tonle 

Sap Lake, two distinct types of conservation areas have been in operation: government-managed 

conservation areas and community-managed conservation areas. The Cambodian government 

formally established government-managed conservation areas in efforts to recover and sustain 

fish stocks in the lake (Milne, 2014; Chadder, 2015). Today, these areas have been established in 

all five provinces surrounding the lake (Brunner, 2014). These areas, which are jointly managed 

between the Ministry of Environment and the Fisheries Administration, are patrolled by a 

combination of government staff, police, guards, and soldiers (Brunner, 2014). Fishing is strictly 

prohibited in all government-managed conservation areas, and illegal fishers can be arrested for 

violating this rule. Although more than 50 government-managed conservation areas have been 

established, few are adequately managed due to limited funding (Brunner, 2014).  

Within community villages, the government also established community-managed 

conservation areas, which are managed by village community fisheries. These community-

managed areas are considerably smaller than the government-managed conservation areas and 

tend to be attached or close to the village it is managed by. Community fishery committee 

members, which are elected from the village, are responsible for planning and decision making 

in community fisheries and maintaining conservation areas. Fishers are prohibited from fishing 

in both government-managed and community-managed conservation areas. However, they reap 

the benefits from these areas in the wet season, when rising water levels flood these areas and 

allowing fish to be harvested as they populate other parts of the lake.  



58 
 

4.2. Method 

This section will begin by describing two separate surveys that were conducted to explore 

my research objective. I employed 1) a key informant survey and 2) an individual fisher survey 

to understand fishing and non-fishing practices, access and control over fishing resources, and 

perceptions of conservation and conservation areas from the views of local fishers, community 

fishery committee members, and government staff. 

4.2.1 Study area 

Data collection took place between July 6th and July 30th, 2016 in the Pursat province. As 

will be discussed below, key informant surveys were conducted in the Kandieng and Krakor 

districts of the Pursat Province The fisher surveys were conducted in four villages in this 

province: O’taprok, Srey Cheok, Kampong Prak, and Anlung Reang in the Krakor district of the 

Pursat province in Cambodia. These villages were selected because they were the only villages 

with female community fishery committee members and had existing partnerships with our NGO 

research partner, Conservation International. 

4.2.2 Survey design 

A key informant survey was established that asked community fishery committee members 

and government staff about their knowledge and perception of gender dynamics in these spaces. 

A fisher survey was created for fishers to ask about their fishing practices and perceptions of 

gender dynamics in community fisheries and conservation areas. These surveys were tailored 

towards exploring gender dynamics in government-managed conservation areas and community-

fisheries conservation areas as they presented a space where persisting gender roles, practices, 



59 
 

and stereotypes had been described. Both surveys were written in English and translated into 

Khmer, Cambodia’s official language, by two research assistants. The same research assistants 

also translated completed surveys from Khmer to English so results could be coded and analyzed 

in English. Pilot studies were held during both field seasons to teach research assistants how to 

speak with participants during interviews, familiarize assistants with the organization of the 

survey, and refine survey questions.  

In both surveys, participants were asked to identify as men or women. While this can pose 

risks of ignoring other gender identities and enforcing gender dualisms, I felt it necessary to limit 

my definition of gender in this case study to men and women due to the constraints of the rural 

context we worked in, where traditional taboos and cultural stigmas were prominent. In this way, 

this research could more attentively explore perceptions of gender differences and dynamics 

between the categories of men and women.   

4.2.3 Participant selection 

Purposive sampling was used to select participants for the key informant survey. This 

survey was conducted on 1) government staff in government-managed conservation areas and 2) 

community fishery committee members in community-managed conservation areas. Ten male 

government staff from the Kandieng and Krakor district were interviewed. No female 

government staff were interviewed in this study as none worked in the Kandieng or Krakor 

districts. Additionally, 15 men and 5 women from 4 village community fisheries were selected to 

participate in the key informant survey. This resulted in a total of 35 key informants. Community 

fisheries were selected based on the presence of female community fishery committee members 
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employed, as only 4 community fisheries had women on their committees. These villages 

consisted of: O’taprok, Srey Cheok, Kampong Prak, and Anlung Reang and were chosen because 

they were the only villages with community fisheries that had women in their committees or had 

previous partnerships with our partnering NGO Conservation International, which allowed us to 

access and conduct surveys in a timely manner. 

A two-staged sampling approach was used to select village fishers for the fisher survey. 

We acquired lists of all men and women fishers in each village from Conservation International. 

From each village list, we randomly selected seven men and seven women to participate in the 

survey. These villages had pre-existing partnerships with our research group’s partner, 

Conservation International, which allowed my team to receive village chief approval to conduct 

interviews. This sample size was chosen partly to compensate for equal numbers of men and 

women participants in my key informant survey and also due to the limited time I had to collect 

data. A total of 56 fishers were interviewed; of these, 28 identified as men and 28 identified as 

women.  

 

4.2.4 Research assistants 

Two research assistants (one man and one woman) who were fluent in Khmer were 

employed to conduct face-to-face interviews using the two structured surveys. Both were 

research assistants that had participated in previous research associated with our research group 

and were familiar with conducting interviews. I trained research assistants by familiarizing them 

with surveys, running pilot studies, and clarifying their concerns. Prior to conducting these 
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surveys, I trained both research assistants by conducting pilot studies to familiarize them with the 

questions in both surveys, teach them how to approach participants, and practice conducting 

interviews on participants. Face-to-face interviews were conducted in Khmer by research 

assistants in peoples’ homes and in public spaces. As the gender of the research assistant may 

have influenced the levels of comfort and willingness of participants to answer survey questions, 

research assistants of the corresponding gender interviewed participants. After interviews, 

assistants translated survey results from Khmer to English, which allowed data to be coded. 

4.2.5 Data analysis 

Results were analyzed through IBM SPSS for statistical significance. In both surveys, I 

employed Pearson’s chi squared test to check for significance in categorical variables. For 

variables with more than two cells with expected counts of less than five, I used likelihood ratio 

tests. For other descriptive results, statistical tests were not used and results were simply 

reported. It was not feasible to use direct quotations as research assistants translated comments 

from Khmer to English and phrasings may have been altered to be understandable in English. 

Hence, translated comments were grouped into themes, which helped to further explain my 

results. These themes were grouped based on common terms that translated comments shared. 

As all comments were translated by my two research assistants, similar key terms were used in 

translation and thus helped me group these translated comments in into themes. 

4.3 Results 

This section first describes the sampled populations in terms of their demographics in the 

fisher survey and key informant survey. This section then proceeds to present findings on 
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variables relating to gender dynamics and fishing and non-fishing practices from the two 

surveys. Following this, I discuss findings related to gender differences regarding perceptions of 

power, access to and control of fishing resources between men and women. Finally, I describe 

results pertaining to gendered perceptions of conservation and conservation areas  

4.3.1 Demographics 

Our individual fisher survey revealed that the average age of fishers was 36.27±11.27 

(Mean±SD) years old (Table 2). The average ages of fishermen and fisherwomen were similar, 

with men averaging 36.32±10.96 years old and women averaging 36.21±11.77 years old. Almost 

all fisher participants were of Khmer descent, with only two out of 56 participants identifying as 

ethnically Vietnamese. Of the participants, 92.90% were married and the rest were single. Most 

participants (83.90%) did not migrate from other regions and were long time residents of their 

villages.  

Most fisher participants in the fisher survey had limited education; 33.90% of all 

participants had no education, 53.60% had primary level education, 8.90% had secondary level 

education, while 3.60% reached college level education. Significantly more men (p=0.004) were 

associated with some form of education, while significantly more women were associated with 

no education. Fewer fisherwomen had primary education (35.71%) compared to men (71.43%); 

53.57% of female participants had no education compared to 14.29% of male participants who 

had no education. None of the female participants had reached college level education, and 

10.70% of them had secondary level education, which is higher than the percentage of men that 

reached any form of secondary education (Table 2).  
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On average, key informants were older than fisher participants, with a mean age of 

43.30±9.74 years old. Average ages of male and female key informants were similar (Table 2). 

Participants reported working an average of 5.12±6.65 years in their respective conservation 

areas. Participants reported an average of 11.07±6.12 general staff that worked in each 

conservation area, with 2.00±4.84 being women staff and 9.03±4.69 being men staff. Heng 

(personal communication, March 23, 2016) noted that typical community fisheries consisted of 

approximately eleven elected managers, while government-managed conservation areas were 

typically run by six managers. The actual number of men and women staff in conservation areas 

varied depending on location and the community fishery.  

 

Table 2 Demographics from the fisher survey and key informant survey. 
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4.3.2 Gender differences in fishing and non-fishing practices  

 This section reports findings from the fisher survey and key informant survey regarding 

fish catch, fishing activities, and access and control of fish resources. In particular, data from the 

fisher survey revealed notable differences perceptions of time spent on fishing-related practices 

between men and women fishers. When asked about the percentage of time fishers spent fishing 

in a day, fisherwomen reported spending more time fishing than men did, as they reported 

spending an average of 58.21±17.65% of their day fishing, while fishermen spent on average 

46.07±10.40% of their day fishing. When asked about fishing-related work performed by men 

and women, all men and almost all women reported that fishing was an activity performed by 

men (Figure 4). However, when asked if women fished, 89.29% of women reported that women 

fished, but only 21.43% of men acknowledged that women fished. When asked if men and 

women managed finances in the household, no men or women reported men managing finances, 

while 78.57% of men and 89.29% of women informed us that women performed this task 

(Figure 4).  This data also revealed differences in women’s and men’s role in fish processing. 

Fewer men (57.14%) and women (46.31%) reported men performing fish processing compared 

almost all men (96.43%) and all women (100.00%) acknowledged that women processed fish. In 

regards to fish processing and fishing gear management, more men and women reported their 

respective genders performing the task than the opposite gender did (Figure 4).   
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Figure 4 Fisher perceptions of fishing-related work performed by men and women. 

 

*Fishermen n=28, Fisherwomen n=28  

 

We found differences between fishermen and fisherwomen regarding non-fishing and 

domestic activities. When asked about other non-fishing related work that fishers performed, 

significantly more (p=0.04) women reported that they were responsible for household chores 

compared to men’s reports of performing household work (Figure 5). Similarly, a significantly 

greater percentage (p<0.0005) of women reported that childcare was part of their work compared 

to men’s responses (Figure 5). I learned through personal communication that farming on the 

lake involved gardening on boats and floating house attachments; however, differences between 

men and women in regards to farming were not significant.  
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Figure 5 Fisher perceptions of non-fishing related work performed by men and women. 

 

*Fishermen n=28, Fisherwomen n=28  

 

4.3.3 Gender differences in power, access and control over resources 

The following results include findings from the fisher survey and key informant survey 

on perceptions on the recognition of opinions between men and women, as well as perceptions of 

access and control of fishing resources. Comments were grouped into themes.  

The following results were grouped according to perceptions of women’s participation in 

community fisheries, perceptions on recognition of opinions in community fisheries, and 

perceptions of conservation and its associated challenges. In particular, data from both surveys 

suggested that participation in community fisheries did not necessarily reflect equality in the 
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recognition of women’s opinions or ideas regarding fishing and conservation. In both the 

individual and key informant survey, fisher and key informant participants were asked if they 

believed that men’s and women’s opinions were recognized differently. Chi squared test 

revealed that significantly more men (p<0.01) reported that opinions were recognized differently 

across genders than we expected (Figure 6). Key informant women were the least likely to report 

that opinions across genders were recognized differently. Themes that emerged from comments 

suggested that fishers believed this inequality was associated with women’s opinions not being 

considered important, women not having time to provide opinions, men having better ideas than 

women, and a contrasting theme that women had more or better ideas than men (Table 3).  

Figure 6 Percentage of fishermen, fisherwomen, key informant men, and key informant women 

that believed men's and women's opinions were recognized differently, LR test, P < 0.001. 
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Table 3 Themes from comments on why recognitions of opinions differed between genders 

 

Findings from the fisher survey revealed significant differences in men’s and women’s 

perceptions of inequality regarding access and control over fish and fishing resources. For 

instance, when participants were asked about their perception of equal access to fishing and 

equal power in controlling fishing in the lake, significantly more women (p<0.0005) than men 

reported that both genders had equal access to fishing. This suggests more men acknowledged 

inequality in access between genders (Figure 7). Key themes emerged from directly translated 

comments, and centered on the importance of women’s opinions, women’s time availability, and 

perceptions of one group’s ideas as better than the other group’s ideas. One theme that 

participants reported regarding why there was unequal access was that men were able to fish 

farther from home while women stayed at home (Table 4). Other themes included that men 

caught more fish than women, and that men were more capable of using larger and more diverse 

fishing gears. Participants also indicated that men were more powerful, while women were not 

able to fish in certain spaces or at certain times due to safety reasons. One theme reported that 

women without husbands had equal access, while those with husbands had unequal access due to 

the extra duties involved in caring for a family (Table 4).  
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Figure 7 Fishers that believed there was equal access between men and women vs. fishers that 

believed there was equal power in controlling fishing. 

 

*Fishermen n=28, Fisherwomen n=28  
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Table 4 Themes from comments on why there is/is not equal access in fishing between men and 

women 

 

Findings were similar when participants were asked if men and women had equal power 

in controlling fishing, although differences were less prominent (Figure 7). While 25% of 

women reported that both genders had equal power in controlling fishing, significantly less men 

(p=0.01) reported this to be true. Themes from comments suggested that this was because 

women were occupied with other duties such as managing finances and attending fishery 

meetings, or that women were inherently more afraid than men, or that they were less powerful 

or capable of protecting themselves than men particularly at night. Other themes included that 

men did not listen to women, and that women were not able to do heavy labour like men could. 

4.3.4 Gender differences in perceptions of community fisheries and conservation 

The surveys revealed further differences between men’s and women’s perceptions of 

conservation-related activities, eagerness to embrace conservation as an alternative livelihood, 

and challenges fishers faced in conservation areas.  
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Almost all fisher participants (98.2%) reported noticing fish declines in the past five 

years, and listed several factors for this decline (Table 5). All (100%) fisher participants and all 

(100%) key informant participants identified illegal fishing to be a problem in conservation 

areas. When asked about conservation-related work between genders, there were differences in 

women’s perception of men’s patrolling frequency and men’s reports of patrolling (Figure 8). 

While 89.29% of women reported that men patrolled conservation areas, only 21.43% of men 

reported that they patrolled. Few men and women acknowledged that women patrolled 

conservation areas (Figure 8). In a follow-up question that asked how often participants thought 

conservation areas were patrolled, 60.70% of men reported that conservation areas were 

patrolled weekly as opposed to daily or monthly, while 46.40% of women reported that 

conservation areas were patrolled daily. Both men and women reported that both genders 

participated in community fishery meetings. However, while 92.86% of women that reported 

men attending fishery meetings, only 35.71% men reported that men participated in these 

meetings (Figure 8).  
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Table 5 Themes from fisher comments on why fish has declined in last five years 

 

 

Figure 8 Fisher perceptions of men’s and women’s participation in patrolling conservation areas 

and attending community fishery meetings. 

*Fishermen n=28, Fisherwomen n=28 



73 
 

Through personal communication as well as answers to the survey questions summarized 

in Table 5, I learned that a system was in place to regulate fishing. Outsiders could come to the 

village area and fish, but were subject to pay an informal fee that the government was attempting 

to formalize. Fishers were not allowed to fish in the government-managed conservation areas at 

any time of the year, and were restricted from fishing in the community-managed conservation 

areas during the dry season when fish spawn. I also learned that patrolling these waters was 

dangerous as patrollers sometimes clashed with fishers attempting to illegally fish in these 

waters.   

My findings revealed similar trends between participant reports of their past participation 

in conservation projects and their perception of conservation as an alternative livelihood (Figure 

9). Significantly more men (p<0.01) than women reported participating in conservation projects 

in the past (Figure 9). Similarly, likelihood ratio test revealed that significantly more men 

(p<0.0005) believed conservation could be an alternative livelihood compared to women who 

believed this (Figure 9). In a follow-up question that asked how fishers participated in 

conservation projects, 89.30% of men reported that they told others about conservation projects, 

while only 35.70% of women reported doing this. Those who believed conservation could be an 

alternative livelihood listed increased income, fish catch, and jobs as reasons (Table 6). When 

asked why conservation was not a possible alternative livelihood, men did not provide any 

comments while women listed several reasons (Table 6). One theme from participant comments 

suggested that conservation did not change current livelihood situations. Another theme that 

emerged was that conservation made it difficult to catch fish, as conservation areas became no-

fish zones, even though these were previously areas that could be accessed by villagers. Other 
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themes suggested that participants believed conservation did not increase income levels, and that 

their situations were the same as before conservation areas were implemented. Participants who 

did believe that conservation could be an alternative livelihood mentioned that conservation 

could create other livelihoods and jobs for them. Other themes that emerged included 

participants believing that conservation could increase their fish catch either in the present or in 

the future, and that income was increased through conservation initiatives.  

Figure 9 Past fisher participation in conservation projects vs. fisher perception of conservation as 

livelihood option 
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Table 6 Themes from comments on why conservation is/is not a possible alternative livelihood 

 

To understand whether challenges faced by men and women were perceived differently 

between fishers and key informants, my two surveys asked fisher and key informant participants 

about what they considered to be the greatest challenges in conservation areas. Overcoming 

storms was a popular answer by fishers. I found that 67.86% of women reported that this was a 

great challenge for men, and 71.43% of women reported this to be so for women. However, this 

was less recognized by key informants, as only 8.00% of male key informants indicated this to 

be one of the greatest challenges for men, and none believed this so for women. Key informant 

women did not consider this as the greatest challenge for men or women.  

 A key finding was that mostly only fisherwomen acknowledged health and safety 

concerns as the greatest challenges in conservation areas. More than half of fisherwomen 

acknowledged that health was a challenge for both men and 82.14% of them believed this to be 

the case for women as well. However, fishermen and key informants did not mention this. I 

found similar findings regarding mentions of safety. Perceptions of safety as one of the greatest 

challenges for men and women were mostly mentioned by fisherwomen. More than three quarter 

(78.57%) of fisherwomen believed this to be a key challenge for men, and 85.71% of them felt 

this was one of the greatest challenges for women.  Few fishermen (3.57%) reported that this was 
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a challenge for men and women, respectively. Twelve percent of key informant men indicated 

safety as a concern for men, and only 4.00% of them believed women faced this challenge.  

 Many key informant participants believed that men and women did not face any 

particular challenges in the lake. Female key informants were most supportive of this idea, as 

80% of them believed that men and women faced no challenges. Twenty percent of key 

informant men reported that men faced no challenges, and 8% reported that women faced no 

challenges. However, no fishermen believed that men and women faced no challenges in the 

lake. Results revealed that 14.29% of fisherwomen reported men faced no challenges, while 

3.57% reported that women faced no challenges.  

4.4 Discussion 

This section discusses contrasting findings between men’s and women’s perceptions 

revealed in the data, and the three broad themes of this paper: 1) fishing and non-fishing 

practices, 2) power, access and control over fishing resources, and 3) perceptions of conservation 

and conservation areas. Overall, results revealed several differences between men’s and 

women’s perceptions in all three categories. Results also suggested that inequalities regarding 

access and control over fisheries and the recognitions of women`s opinions existed in these 

communities, which may stem from deeper underlying socio-cultural ideas of men’s and 

women’s roles. My findings suggest differences in perceptions of impacts of conservation areas 

on livelihoods, and perceived challenges faced in these spaces. These observations question the 

efficacy of conservation areas in adequately addressing gendered livelihoods. Programmers and 

policy makers aiming to include men and women in protecting fish conservation areas need more 
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in depth analyses on gender dynamics in order to paint a realistic image of the current gender 

issues facing fishers in fish conservation areas, and challenges that need to be addressed. 

4.4.1 Gender dynamics in fishing and non-fishing practices 

The fisher and key informant surveys revealed differences in intra-household division of 

labour, which was contrary to the previous household research that prompted this study (see 

Appendix B). In this way, the present study builds on scholarly work on the gendered division of 

labour that suggest gender may in part determine many societal roles, responsibilities and 

activities assigned to men and women (e.g. see March et al., 1999). Fisher reports associated 

some fishing practices with one gender, but reported other practices as being performed by both 

men and women. For example, men and women fishers agreed that women more often 

performed fish processing than men, which is consistent with previous scholars that observed 

women to more often engage in fish processing than men in Southeast Asia (Harper et al., 2013; 

Arenas and Lentisco, 2011). However, whether other types of work, such as fishing gear 

management, were associated with a particular gender was less obvious between genders in the 

fisher survey. Both men and women engaged in fishing gear management. From personal 

communication, I learned that a range of tasks including untangling nets, cleaning fishing gears, 

and preparing fishing instruments were performed by working together. This was contrary to 

previous scholars who described fishing gear management to be generally only performed by 

women in capture fisheries (Fröcklin et al., 2013). My findings suggested that not all fishing-

related activities were associated with a particular gender. Instead, certain practices may have 

been ascribed to men or women based on societal ideas of roles that men and women were 

expected to perform in these fisheries.  
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One question brought conflicting views about women’s contributions to fishing. In my fisher 

survey, many women associated with fishing as part of their work, while few men acknowledged 

that women fished. This may be due to differences in perceptions of what ‘real’ fishing is, as 

men often engage in open lake fishing, while women perform other types of fishing like gleaning 

or inshore fishing (Harper et al., 2013). In this way, the results presented here confirm trends 

noted by Harper et al. (2013). Similarly, Ahmed et al. (1998) argue that while men and women 

participate in fishing, fish selling and fishing gear management, predominant societal attitudes 

offer little recognition of women fishing. Moreover, past scholars have identified that men 

tended to focus on more lucrative off-shore fisheries while women engage in near-shore fishing 

and fish processing (Leisher et al., 2016). This may explain why fewer men acknowledged that 

women fish as they may not consider gleaning or inshore fishing as actual forms of “real 

fishing”. Fishing activities that take men outside of the home may also prompt men to overlook 

fishing activities that women perform near the household even though they contribute 

considerably to the formal economy (Harper et al., 2013). Nonetheless, women’s contributions to 

family income, food security, and the fisheries sector are still considerable. For example, female-

headed households in Cambodia have been found to rely heavily on lakeshore fishing as an 

income source (Resurreccion, 2006).  

Women’s contribution to the informal economy is often underrepresented in the formal 

economy due to the monetary-based nature of value chains (Matthews et al., 2012). While 

fisherwomen in my surveys reported that they engaged in fishing activities, acknowledgement by 

fishermen was disproportionately low compared to that of women. In Cambodia, women’s 

economic activity rate has been found to be close to that of men’s (Brickell, 2011). However, 
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Harper et al. (2013) argues that traditional societal gender roles often lead to the idea that women 

contribute little to fishery economies. While men have been characterized as the breadwinner of 

the family being hunters and fishers, women are tasked with the role of tending to their families 

and managing the household (Harper et al., 2013). However, women’s engagement in the 

workforce has changed dramatically, and pre-existing perceptions of women as exclusively 

caretakers of the household are dated (Harper et al., 2013). Thus, lack of recognition of women’s 

contributions in the fishery workforce paints an unrealistic picture of the fisheries sector and 

further strengthens inequalities in fisheries.  

In my two surveys, some types of non-fishing activities seemed to be associated with one 

gender, although both groups engaged in some form of productive and reproductive work. 

Childcare was an activity that both genders described as women-associated work. Participants 

reported both genders engaging in household chores. I also observed women mending fishing 

nets and tending to floating gardens. Similarly, Hart’s (2008) study investigating South Africa’s 

agricultural policies found that social structures in communities established different roles for 

men and women. While men were more often involved in resource extraction and managing 

livestock, women were more engaged with organizing social activities and preparing food for 

events (Hart, 2008). 

 Cambodia’s economy is changing dramatically, particularly through increased engagement 

of women in both the formal and informal economy (Brickell, 2011). Yet, women’s household 

workload has remained largely the same (Brickell, 2011). Cambodia’s Ministry of Women’s 

Affairs reports that women’s contribution to household work are twice that of men (Brickell, 

2011). Although both men and women reported that they engaged in household chores, women 
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also had the responsibility for caring for children in the household. Challenges arise for women 

trying to balance raising their families and household responsibilities while engaging in the same 

level of income-generation as men (Arenas and Lentisco, 2011; Asian Development Bank, 

2002). Brickell describes this as a “double burden”, where women must balance household and 

family expectations with new forms of employment to further provide for the family. This 

unequal distribution of roles and responsibilities affects women’s access to resources, not to 

mention both women’s livelihoods and household security (Fröcklin, 2013). Furthermore, 

Resurreccion (2006) cautions that development programs that seek to engage women in 

environmental projects may instead create extra burdens for women if their household chores 

and other responsibilities are not accounted for. 

4.4.2 Gender dynamics in power, access, and control of resources 

Participation in community fishery discussions reflected tension in power dynamics. In 

the fisher survey, both fishermen and fisherwomen reported that women participated in 

community fishery meetings. However, the number of women formally elected as committee 

members in community fisheries was considerably lower that of men. Similarly, in the 

government divisions, no women worked in managing conservation areas in either the Kandieng 

or Krakor districts. More importantly, men in both the fisher survey and key informant survey 

reported that women’s opinions were less recognized than that of men. This suggested that while 

participation by women in fishery meetings may have been high, their voice and power to 

influence decisions in these meetings were limited. In other words, women’s presence and 

participation in these meetings did not necessarily reflect power in influencing fish resource 

management. In this way, these results also confirm points made in a wide body of literature (e.g. 
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see Resurreccion, 2006). For instance, community fisheries have been described as inherently 

gendered spaces as they operate under male-dominated electoral systems that often lead to 

unequal power relations, distribution of work and resource access between men and women 

(Resurreccion, 2006). My findings strengthened this argument, as low employment and lack of 

power to voice opinions was duly noted by both fishermen and key informant men. These factors 

can impede the extent to which women can meaningfully participate, and their power in 

changing fisheries management. In another view, women may not wish to participate in the same 

roles as men. This was observed in Weeratunge et al.’s (2010) findings, where women were 

willing to participate in community-based management programs but reluctant to take on 

leadership or decision-making roles. Weeratunge et al. (2010) suggested that gender stereotypes, 

financial status, and women’s positions in the community impeded their willingness to 

participate. As such, Resurreccion (2006) calls for a more “holistic” understanding of women in 

these spaces instead of excluding women from community fisheries so that planning and 

governance schemes can more properly address inequalities while being mindful of the needs of 

women.   

Another substantial finding was that more fishermen were aware of unequal access to and 

control of fishing resources between genders compared to fisherwomen.  Definitions of resource 

access and control of resources vary. This observation builds on one definition offered by March 

et al. (1999) that broadly describes access as “an opportunity to use a resource” (pp. 19). Control, 

however, involves the ability to decide how this resource is used (March et al., 1999). In many 

instances, women have access to a resource, but are unable to control how this resource is used 

or managed (March et al., 1999), which is concurrent with my findings in this research. Feminist 
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political ecology is useful in explaining these findings as it brings attention to the unevenness of 

access and control over resources between men and women (Hovorka, 2006). Through this lens, 

it can be argued that gender disparities stem from women’s unequal access to the same benefits, 

training, and tools in managing resources that men do, which restricts women’s capacity to 

control these resources (Nightingale, 2006). Changes, then, must seek to transform gender 

relations by increasing the capacity for women to control the use and management of fishing 

resources through increasing their recognition and decision making power in both state and 

community management groups.  

While more fisherwomen in my survey believed that they had equal access, fewer women 

felt they had equal control over fishing.  One reason behind this could be linked to the unequal 

education opportunities between men and women, as both surveys revealed disproportionately 

higher levels of primary and college education in men compared to women. Education may 

affect understandings of power, inequality and demolish traditional gendered roles, which in turn 

influences the way men and women recognize inequality in daily interactions. Jayaweera (1997) 

further argues that education is an important tool in empowering individuals to widen their 

knowledge and skills. Thus, unequal education opportunities may lead to different 

understandings of gender equality, power and rights to resource acquisition, which is evident in 

Cambodia where a previous survey on demographics and health in 2005 found that half of 

Cambodian households prioritized education sons over daughters (Eng et al., 2010). Another 

possible reasoning behind a greater proportion of women reporting equal access and control to 

fishing resources than men’s reports could be because women were afraid of negative cultural or 

community attitudes towards them. This concurs with Gubrium et al.’s (2012) point that cultural 
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norms and social stigmas, particularly in potentially marginalized groups, may affect how 

participants engage with the study and affect the outcome of survey results (Gubrium et al., 

2012). While this may have been a possible finding in my research, it still suggests that gender 

inequalities are existent in these spaces and potentially commandeer men’s and women’s 

discussions on resource access and control.  

4.4.3 Gender dynamics in perception of conservation and conservation areas 

 Our surveys revealed gendered differences in perceptions of conservation and its 

associated challenges, which were not identified in previous household research (Appendix B). 

Participant understandings of the importance of fisheries conservation were evident in this data. 

Most participants were aware of the potential that conservation initiatives had in protecting 

spawning areas, increasing fish stocks and sustaining these populations for future generations. 

However, fewer women were involved in conservation projects or acknowledged conservation as 

an alternative livelihood compared to men. As more men attended conservation projects and 

learned about the importance and impacts of fish conservation on fishery sustainability, their 

opinions concerning conservation may have increased their support for conservation as an 

alternative livelihood. This is consistent with Goodwin’s (1998) argument that engaging local 

community members in conservation initiatives can engender understanding of and support for 

conservation. Women who were not exposed to the same types of conservation projects may 

have had different understandings and views of conservation, which may have explained their 

decreased support for conservation.  

There were discrepancies regarding the frequency of patrolling of conservation areas and 

participation in community fishery meetings described by men and women. More fisherwomen 
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believed that men engaged in these activities than what was reported by men. Similarly, almost 

half of women believed that conservation areas were patrolled daily, whereas more than half of 

male participants believed these areas were patrolled weekly. This calls into question the true 

efficacy of community-based management, as there seemed to be differences in what men and 

women fishers thought was occurring in conservation areas, versus the level of conservation 

activities that was taking place. Another possible explanation for this could be pressure for 

women to present their families and communities in good light and supportive of conservation so 

that development programs and government groups view their communities positively.  

Fishers also discussed difficulties of living near conservation areas as the majority of 

them were expected to patrol and monitor these spaces without compensation while risking their 

own safety. Although government staff assisted villagers in apprehending illegal fishers, 

community members were still responsible for managing community-managed conservation 

areas without the authority to arrest violators. Personal communication revealed that patrolling 

conservation areas was indeed a great challenge for fishers, as conflict with illegal fishers could 

quickly become violent. Moreover, enforcing laws that prohibit or restrict fishers from fishing 

may not be the most plausible solution as this may affect local livelihoods, reduce food and 

income, and create even greater burdens for already marginalized groups (Gillespie, 2016).   

 Primarily fisherwomen reported health and safety concerns when fishing or patrolling 

conservation areas. The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (2017) argues 

that when women are provided equal access to resources, health is placed at high financial 

priority aside from providing food, clothing, and education for the family. This may explain my 

finding of women’s concerns for health and safety, as the ability for these factors to shift the 
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family dynamic and contribute to household stability puts them at high priorities for women 

(FAO, 2017b). Moreover, unpredictable storms and precipitation can turn patrolling into a 

perilous activity. As men are often considered the breadwinners of the family (Harper et al., 

2013), women may perceive health and safety risks to be extremely high. Losing the 

breadwinner of the family can jeopardize family stability, food security, and livelihood 

sustainability.  

4.4.4 Limitations 

Each of my surveys each presented their own set of limitations. As I sampled participants 

that had previous relations with conservation and/or Conservation International, their 

understandings of conservation may be higher than those who have not been exposed. I also 

chose to interview community fishery committees with women so that I could gain an 

understanding of women’s perceptions in committees. However, this may have influenced 

findings as committees without women may have different perceptions of gender dynamics. 

Moreover, I only sampled 4 villages in the Pursat province, and may have missed more 

marginalized groups of men and women if they were not in villages that had partnerships with 

Conservation International. 

Questions regarding fisher opinions of government policy were not easily understood by 

participants as they had difficulties understanding the intricacies of government level policies 

related to conservation areas. Moreover, translation of the survey question answers posed some 

difficulties. As some Khmer phrases were unique to the language, it was difficult for my research 

assistants to provide direct translations in English, particularly regarding complex questions on 

roles in community fisheries and conservation areas. Direct annotations were also not possible 
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because of this barrier. Instead, I could only group my comments into themes and use these 

themes to explain participant response choices. Moreover, it was difficult to incorporate other 

identities such as ethnicity and class into my studies as the majority of the participants were of 

the same ethnicity and were in similar financial and economic situations.  

Another predominant limitation was that storms easily affected interview times, as 

villagers typically turned off communication devices during bad weather that made 

communication and arranging interviews difficult. I also had to accommodate for the villagers’ 

working schedules, and ‘moving days’ when entire floating villages moved to a new location for 

the wet season. Thus, times for interviews were limited and restricted the number of people my 

research assistants and I could speak with. Interviews were conducted near the wet season when 

daily storms were frequent, making it dangerous for my research assistants and I to access 

floating villages. This further restricted interview opportunities. Some fishers were cautious that 

my research assistants and I were related to the government and were cautious to speak with us 

in the beginning of the data collection period. To gain their trust, my research assistants and I 

spent part of the pilot study days introducing ourselves to the villages to ensure them that we 

were separate from Cambodia’s Fisheries Administration so they could freely discuss their 

concerns. It was difficult to conduct interviews in one of the villages as many of them had 

extremely negative feelings towards the conservation areas and did not want us to ask about 

details of their involvement with conservation. Many were upset about the extent to which the 

conservation areas intruded on their fishing practices.  
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4.4.5 Conclusion 

While gender inequalities were found to persist in small-scale fisheries in the Tonle Sap 

Lake, recognition of and interest in addressing these inequalities is growing. My findings suggest 

that although women’s activities in small-scale fisheries are vital in sustaining village fishery 

businesses, prevailing ideals of gender roles perhaps still obscure the true significance of women 

in the fishing sector and overlook their concerns. My findings also suggest that more work needs 

to be done in addressing women’s power in fisheries management, ability to access fishing 

resources, and control fisheries management. Understanding men’s and women’s contrasting 

perspectives towards conservation also revealed the challenges of working in conservation areas, 

and differing views of conservation’s efficacy. This research exposed a plethora of perceptions 

regarding gendered roles, inequalities and norms that still need to be addressed in these fishing 

households, community fisheries, and fish conservation areas. Understanding the ways that 

conservation initiatives can affect these gendered spaces can lead to profoundly different 

environmental and social outcomes. In doing so, state and non-governmental initiatives can 

create projects that address fish conservation concerns while broadening the social acceptance of 

gender equality in traditionally male-dominated fisheries.  
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5 Chapter 5: Final Wrap-up 

5.1 Challenging women’s roles in fisheries: empowerment 

The World Bank argues that women empowerment can bring about critical consciousness, or 

awareness of one’s circumstances (Cornwall, 2016), through “…enhancing an individual's or 

group's capacity to make choices and transform those into desired actions and outcomes” (Alsop 

et al., 2005 pp. 120). One definition of empowerment describes the ability for people at the 

individual, community, and organizational level to gain control of their current situations 

(Sharaunga et al., 2016; Kar et al., 1999). Women’s empowerment is also pivotal in community-

level understanding of gender roles and its impacts on the transformation of power relations over 

time (Dineen and Le, 2015). Others describe women’s empowerment as capable of increasing 

their capacity “to participate in, negotiate with, influence, control and hold accountable the 

institutions that affect their lives”, which is applicable to my findings of lack of female 

representation in this case study (Sharaunga et al., 2016). According to Sharaunga et al. (2016), 

empowerment focuses on the relationship between women and men, and how this affects 

women’s access to, and control over, resources.  However, empowerment in one area does not 

necessarily transfer into other aspects of work or family life (Cornwall, 2016). Thus, an inclusive 

long-term scheme that promotes gender equality both at work and in the household is important 

to address gender issues at play. 

While women empowerment is a dominant theme in development goals, it is important to be 

cautious about how women empowerment is brought about. Gender mainstreaming, for example, 

was first conceived to acknowledge the disadvantaged position of women and the need for 

governments to focus on gender equality and women empowerment in policy and governance 
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(Alston, 2014). This concept has been used previously in Conservation International’s other 

action plans in Cambodia. Key to gender mainstreaming projects is their ideal inclusion of 

gender at every level of work (Baachi and Eveline, 2014). However, Alston (2014) argues that 

ways of empowering women is context-dependent and culturally sensitive, thus policies to 

mainstream gender must account for cultural gender biases and practices. While rural women are 

often targeted in development projects in hopes of encouraging gender mainstreaming, true 

gender mainstreaming is sometimes misunderstood and projects do not often consider the true 

constraints of rural women (Hart, 2008). Paradoxes exist in gender mainstreaming due to 

controversy over project goals, the risk of projects reinforcing gender biases, and its applicability 

at local institutions that are inherently highly gendered spaces (Alston, 2014; Wittman, 2010; 

Baachi and Eveline, 2010; Walby, 2005). Cambodian community fisheries are examples of this, 

where disproportionately more men are employed over women, and women’s influence at the 

decision-making levels remains sparse despite gender mainstreaming projects.  Thus, the way 

that programs and policies attempt to address prevailing gender inequalities must be sensitive to 

cultural context, clear on project goals, and concise about the way that success is measured.  

5.2 Research and practical implications 

This research contributes academically and practically to understandings of gender and 

fisheries. Through my two surveys, I found that men and women had different perceptions of the 

types of fishing and non-fishing work performed by each gender. Thus, this research was able to 

show that women’s roles in fisheries are indeed often overlooked and neglected in fisheries 

management. This research also contributed practically to understandings of power dynamics 

and resource access and control, which is important in refining fishery management groups like 
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community fisheries. My research suggests that current arrangements of community fisheries do 

not fully accommodate the voices of women or give women the capacity to control resources. 

Aside from these, my research uncovered important findings regarding fisher perceptions of 

conservation, and uncovered key questions regarding the efficacy of community-based 

conservation. Understanding both men’s and women’s attitudes towards conservation in critical 

for state and non-governmental programs and seek to mobilize local communities in the diverse 

conservation initiatives in the Tonle Sap. Without fully considering the needs, challenges, and 

ideas of both genders, support from local communities may lead to vastly different outcomes.  

With regards to the research implications of this thesis, this research offers a preliminary 

understanding of gender forces at play in Cambodia’s small-scale fisheries. While some 

literature attempt to consider gender in fisheries (Harper et al., 2013), relatively little fisheries 

research in the global south pay attention to gender roles and its socio-economic impacts on men 

and women (Weeratunge et al., 2010). This research can foreground future gender analyses to 

explore deep-rooted socio-cultural factors in Cambodia that contribute to differences in men’s 

and women’s perceptions of their roles and practices in fish and conservation. This research also 

bridges the fields of small-scale fisheries research with feminist political ecology research by 

showcasing how survey questions informed by feminist political ecology ideas can expose 

contrasting perspectives on power, access, and control of fisheries. With regards to Cambodia, 

this research also contributes to scholarly understanding of the relationships between gender and 

fish conservation, which may probe further research that investigates different methods of 

transforming relations to bring about gender equality and meet sustainability goals.  
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5.3 Future research opportunities 

There are many areas for future research opportunities. As this research was not a full 

gender analysis that explored underlying cultural, historical, social implications leading to 

gender dynamics in Cambodia’s small-scale fisheries, future work can further this area of 

research. As my research only explored perceptions, focus groups, semi-structured surveys, and 

ethnographic approaches like participant observation can be done to present the actual 

differences in practices and behaviours between men and women. This information can then be 

compared with my data on perceptions of behaviour to understand whether perceived behaviours 

and actual behaviours are the same. Further gender analysis work can also help to make 

connections between observed gendered differences in small-scale fisheries and prevailing 

gender roles and cultural norms in Cambodia. Future conservation programs and community-

based management schemes can turn to my preliminary work and other gender analyses to make 

programs more attentive to gender-specific needs and concerns.  

Other research possibilities include exploring the types of goals set forth in gender-

specific fishery conservation programs, and its impacts on broader gender narratives can be an 

important area of research. As non-governmental organizations often create tailored conservation 

programs aimed at a particular gender, it will be helpful to understand whether these program 

goals contribute to actual changes in gender perspectives and practices. Research in natural 

resource management should more deeply explore the ways that women contribute to the formal 

and informal fishing economies. This allows for discussions on the true significance of women in 

the economy, and how these dynamics are changing with change in societal attitudes of gender. 

More broadly, this research can be coupled with studies on whether these gender roles in the 
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fishing economy impact fish conservation differently, and if so, to what extent. Finally, Lau and 

Scales (2016) have mentioned that gender is only one identity of an individual, and other 

identities should be explored to fully understand how intersectionality relates to human-

environment interactions. Other gender identities also exist and should not be ignored in the 

context of small-scale fisheries research. Thus, my final recommendation is to encourage future 

investigation the intersection of other gender identities, ethnicity, class, with other identities, and 

how these intersections impact perceptions and practices in fisheries governance and 

sustainability.   

5.4 Final conclusion 

Taking a gender lens to approach small-scale fisheries offers a unique platform to explore 

the pathways in which equality, power, access, and attitudes intersect with fishery and 

development goals. More importantly, it can reveal the impacts of considering socio-cultural 

factors in on human livelihoods in environmental initiatives. In order to address the needs of both 

men and women while serving environmental protection goals, programmers and policy makers 

need to consider gender discourse and the social, economic, and cultural consequences 

associated with these discourses. Although incorporating local participation in environmental 

protection is vital in accounting for community needs and goals, there also needs to be 

consideration of the diverse gender and other identities and factors that affect the participation of 

both men and women in these spaces. In turn, these considerations can more mindfully and 

sensitively address conservation and gender goals.  
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7 Appendix 

 

7.1 Appendix A – Extended literature review on gender-environment understandings 

 

Growing concerns regarding gender issues and its connection to environmental challenges 

has contributed to the expanding field of gender-environment studies (Hawkins and Ojeda, 

2011). While many scholars acknowledge the implications of gender on environmental issues, 

debate on how the two interact has been ongoing (Nightingale, 2006). Several theories have 

shaped the way gender-environment relations are analyzed and applied. These theories are 

constantly transformed and reconceptualised; this in turn affects how we understand nature, 

material practices, and environmental management. (Hawkins and Ojeda, 2011).  

One longstanding argument of women’s relation to nature, particularly evident through 

ecofeminist lines of thought, is the idea of the intrinsic “closeness” of women to the environment 

(Resurreccion, 2006). Ecofeminist scholars such as Shiva (1989) argue that the oppression of 

women and nature are linked, and that human’s oppression of nature is synonymous to men’s 

oppression of women. Based on this theoretical approach, women are viewed as producers of life 

through their child-bearing abilities. Some ecofeminist scholars argued that women’s biology 

leads them to be more vulnerable to environmental destruction and have greater desire to 

preserve and conserve nature (Meinzen-Dick et al., 2014). Women have also been described to 

take on nurturing maternal roles as “caretakers of nature”, which attributes their reproductive 

tasks like child care and housework to their connection with natural resources around them 
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(Resurreccion, 2006). Ecofeminism was important in acknowledging the value of informal and 

traditional knowledge that women possessed which gave them a unique connection to the 

environment (Nightingale, 2006). However, critics argue that the conceptualization of gender 

and the environment essentializes women as one homogenous group with the same backgrounds, 

knowledge and experiences of the environment (Meinzen-Dick et al., 2014; Nightingale, 2006). 

These perceptions of women also exclusively examine women’s relationship with nature and 

ignored the ways that men interacted with their environment (Agarwal 1992). As such, these 

theories ignore the effects of class, race, and other identities on interactions between gender and 

the environment.  

Agarwal’s (1992) description of feminist environmentalism critiques this notion, by 

including the importance of class differences in her argument for this philosophy. Feminist 

environmentalist scholars focus on the idea that gender and nature relations are sourced from 

material practices and interactions (Meinzen-Dick et al., 2014; Agarwal, 1992). For example, 

daily tasks such as collecting firewood or water allows women to attain certain ecological 

knowledges that connect them to their environment (Resurreccion, 2006). In doing so, this theory 

emphasizes the relation between material realities of women that shapes their division of labour 

and access to resources (Agarwal, 1992). Additionally, class and race identities also structure the 

ways in which people interact with their environment, resulting in gendered differences in 

power, access, and types of labour performed (Agarwal, 1992).  

Feminist political ecology builds on ecofeminism and feminist environmentalism, but offers 

a direct critique of the essentialist view of women’s inherent connection to the environment. 

Rocheleau et al. (1996) argue that intersectionality of gender with race, culture and class is 
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important in the lived experiences of people and their environment. Culture then defines gender 

roles, spaces, resources, power relations and socio-political undertakings (Meinzen-Dick et al., 

2014; Nightingale, 2006). In this line of thought, gender is a process and human-environment 

interactions traverse scales (Nightingale, 2006).  Feminist political ecology is particularly critical 

in addressing the critique of gender-environment studies focusing more on the environment than 

gender issues (Nightingale, 2006). Nightingale (2006) argues that while environmental issues 

produce inequalities between men and women, gendered inequalities also lead to environmental 

impacts. These processes, being inseparable, manifest through gendered division of work, 

discourse, and performance (Nightingale, 2006). These inequalities are created through the 

“social interpretation of biology and social constructions of gender that vary by culture, class, 

race, and place” (Rocheleau 1995). Thus, intersectionality and divisions holds great power in 

influencing the outcomes of social interactions between humans and the environment. In some 

cases, women have been observed to break gender inequalities in order to improve natural 

resource management practices, but are met with societal resistance to preserve existing cultural 

and patriarchal attitudes (Hart, 2008).  

Criticisms by Nightingale (2006) center on the argument that feminist political ecology 

assumes an essentialist definition of gender, and disproportionately more attention is paid to 

women over men, which can lead to the restoration of essentialist views of gender. Post-

structural feminism speaks to this argument as its conceptualizes gender-environment relations 

as a product of performance of subjectivities and gender discourse, and not from material 

practices (Nightingale, 2006). While post-structuralist feminism is another possible approach to 

examine gender in this study, it presents limitations when applied to a developing world context, 
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particularly in the case of Cambodia. For instance, taking a post-structuralist approach to gender 

through describing subjectivities (an individual’s interpretation of gender) instead of identities 

may be difficult in these contexts due to the prevailing societal views of a binary gender system 

and dualisms. Moreover, ignoring societal interpretations may leave out important gender-based 

differences in livelihoods, decision-making power, and interactions with the environment.  

7.2 Appendix B – Research findings from previous research in 2015 

 

Research rationale: 

A household analysis consisted of a household survey and a community fishery survey 

was developed and conducted by PhD Student Ratha Seng, a collaborator on our major research 

initiative exploring livelihood adaptations to climate change in Cambodia between February and 

August 2015. These two structured surveys consisted of short answer questions and multiple 

choice questions. Both surveys were conducted in the Battambang and Kampong Thom 

provinces. These two provinces were selected based on their relatively high fish dependency 

scores, based on data from the World Fish Center in 2015 (Nasielski et al., 2012). Fish 

dependency scores ranks the extent to which households are dependent on fish in sustaining their 

(World Fish Center, 2011). In these provinces, 113 villages ranked medium, high, to very high 

on in fish dependency. Of these villages, 45 villages were randomly selected. These villages 

were a mixture of water-based (floating in the lake the whole year), water and land based 

(floating for at least three months a year), and land based (on land but dependent on fish). In each 

village, 5% of households were randomly selected. The preliminary objective of this household 

analysis was to target communities that were dependent on fish to some extent; hence, 

households were sourced from both areas near the lake and those further in land.  
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Findings: 

The household analysis revealed only a small difference in ownership of fishing resources 

between male-headed and female-headed households. Data suggested that both household groups 

owned similar values in fishing equipment. 

Average values (in Cambodian Riel) of fishing equipment owned by male-headed 

households vs. female-headed households 
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The household analysis found few differences in fishing practices between male-headed 

households and female-headed households. Changes in seasons had similar impacts fish catch for 

both types of households (Figure 5). On average, wet season catches were larger than dry season 

catches but no significant differences were found between the catches obtained by male or 

female-headed households in either seasons (Figure 5). Likewise, both groups of households 

spent similar amounts of time spent fishing; male-headed households spent 41.53% of their day 

fishing while female-headed households spent 40.92% of their day fishing.  

Average catch (kg) per day during wet vs. dry season between male-headed and female-headed 

households. 

5  
6 *Male-headed households n=558, female-headed households n=49 

7  

8 Our household analysis revealed only a small difference in ownership of fishing resources 

between male-headed and female-headed households. Data suggested that both household 

groups owned similar values in fishing equipment (see Appendix A). However, we found a 
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small difference between male-headed households and female-headed households in 

ownership of boats. More female-headed households owned a non-motor (typically wooden) 

boat compared to male-headed households while a slightly greater percentage of male-

headed households owned a motor boat, although these were not significant (Figure 7). In 

both cases, few households owned more than one boat and the most number of boats owned 

by a household was four. 

Percentage of households that own a non-motor boat vs. motor boat. 

  

*Male-headed households n=558, female-headed households n=49 

 

The household analysis found similar trends between male-headed households and 

female-headed households regarding time spent on work. Concurrent with our findings on 

fish catch, we found no significant difference between male-headed and female headed 
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households on their respective time spent on agriculture, off-farm jobs or aquaculture (Figure 

9). Both male-headed and female-headed households spent the most time on fishing 

compared to other types of work. Households spent the least time working in aquaculture 

compared to agriculture and off-farm jobs. 

Average percentage of time in a day spent on non-fishing work. 

 

*Male-headed households n=558, female-headed households n=49 

Our household analysis reported that the majority of participants believed women took an 

active participatory role in community fisheries and fisheries management. Of the 

participants who took part in the community fishery survey, participants reported high levels 

of interaction between community fisheries and women, and that community fisheries 

actively engaged women in their activities and decision making. The survey revealed that 
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90.69% of participants felt that community fisheries engaged with women in their respective 

communities. Similarly, 93.32% (n=565) of them felt that women participated in community 

fisheries in some way, and 87.17% (n=568) reported that women actively participated in 

community fishery activities in some form.  
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7.3 Appendix C – Individual Fisher Survey 

 

ការចូលរមួរវាងសមភាពបុរសស្រសត ី និងអ្នកននសាទកន ុងការអ្ភិរកសជាលកខណៈអ្នតរជាតិ ព្ពមទាំង

គនព្ោង អ្ភិរកសសហគមន៍ជលផលនៅកន ុងតាំបន់អ្ភិរកសបឹងទននេសាទ 

Gender and fisher participation in Conservation International and community fishery 

conservation programs in the Tonle Sap Fishery: 

Individual Fisher Survey Survey 

សមព ័នធកព្មងសាំណួរព្សាវព្ជាវននេះនឹងព្តវូនព្បើព្ាសន់ ើមបីសាំភាសន៍ជាបុគគលជាមួយអ្នក

ននសាទទាំងឡាយណាដ លជាប់ទក់ទងតាំបន់សហគមន៍អ្ភិរកសជលផលនិងព្គប់ព្គងនោយ

តាំបន់អ្ភិរកសព្ត(ីFCA) នៅចន េ្ េះដែមិថុ្ និងដែសីហា ឆ្ន ាំ២០១៦។ កព្មងសាំណួរននេះបញ្ជា ក់ពី

កត្តត នផសងៗដ លបង្ហា ញពីមូលនហតុនិងរនបៀបដ លអ្នកននសាទពាក់ព័នធជាមួយកព្មិតអ្ភិរកស

ព្តីនៅកន ុងតាំបន់អ្ភិរកស។ 

This structured survey questionnaire will be used to conduct individual interviews with fishers 

engaging in Community Fishery conservation areas and state-led Fish Conservation Areas (FCA) 

between June and August of 2016. This questionnaire examines variables that affect why and 

how fishers engage with fish conservation measures in conservation areas.   

អ្នកចាំណូលរមួយល់ពីតួ្ទីនិងព្តវូានផតល់នូវការព្ពមនព្ពៀងនោយផ្ទា ល់ោត់ 

Participant understands role and has given verbal consent (please check) 

ដផនកទីមួយៈ អ្តតសញ្ជា ណអ្នកសាំភាសន៍ Part 1: Interviewer identification 

1.1.0 កាលបរនិចេទសាំភាសន៍ 

(ដែ/ថ្ថៃ/ឆ្ន ាំ) 

Date of Interview 

(month/day/year) 

 

1.2.0 ន ម្ េះអ្នកសាំភាសន៍ 

Name of interviewer 

 

 

Part 2: Participant identification  
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2.1.0 នភទ /Gender  

2.2.0 អាយ/ុ Age  

2.3.0 សាា នភាព

អាពាហ៍ពពិាហ៍/ Marital 

status 

 

2.4.0 ជាតិសាសន ៍/ Ethnicity  

2.5.0 កព្មិតសិកា /Level of 

education 

a. បឋមសិកា Primary  

b.  អ្នុវទិាល័យ Secondary 

c. សាកលវទិាល័យ College/university  

d. សញ្ជា ប័ព្ត Diploma/ Certificate 

នផសងៗ សូមបញ្ជា ក់ Other,  please specify: ______________  

2.6.0 នតើអ្នកធ្លេ ប់ន វ្ ើចាំណាក

ព្សកុមកពីកដនេងនផសង

នទ? 

Did you migrate from 

another place? 

ាទ/ច៎ា _____________នទ_______________ 

ព្បសិននបើធ្លេ ប់ នតើអ្នកអ្នករស់នៅឯណាពីមុន

មក?___________________________ 

ន ម្ េះភូមិ_____________________________ 

ឃុាំ___________________________________ 

 

2.7.0 នតើអ្នកចូលរមួ

សកមមភាពជាមួយអ្ងគ

ការនព្ៅរោា ភិាល នឹង

កមម វ ិ្ ីរបស់ រោា ភិាល

ដ រឬនទ? 

Do you participate in 

any related NGO or 

government funded 

programs? 

ាទ/ច៎ា _______នទ_______មិន ឹងនទ_______ 

YES__________NO_________DON’T KNOW__________ 

ព្បសិននបើចូលរមួ នតើគនព្ោងន្េះោនន ម្ េះអ្វ ើនៅ? 

___________________________________ 

If yes, what is the name of the program? : 

នតើវាជាមូលនិ្ិរបស់រោា ភិាល ឬក៏អ្ងគការណ៍? 

___________________________________ 

Is it government funded or NGO-funded? 
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នតើអ្នកអាចពិព័ណ៌្សនងខបពីកមម វ ិ្ ីននេះាននទ?  

Can you briefly describe this program?  

__________________________________________________

__________________________________________________

_______________________________________________ 

 

ដផនកទីបីៈ ននសាទនិងតាំបន់អ្ភិរកស Part 3: Fishing and conservation areas  

3.1.0 ភូម ិ  

3.1.1 ឃុាំ  

3.1.2 ព្សកុ  

3.1.3 នែតត  

3.2.0 នតើតាំបន់អ្ភិរកសននេះជា

របស់សហគមន៏ ឬ ជា

តាំបន់អ្ភិរកសជលផល? 

Is this a community 

fishery conservation 

area or a government 

Fish Conservation area? 

a. តាំបន់អ្ភិរកសននេះជារបស់សហគមន៏/Community 

fishery conservation area 

b. តាំបន់អ្ភិរកសជលផល /Government Fish 

Conservation Area 

 

3.3.0 នតើតាំបន់អ្ភិរកសននេះ

ានបនងក ើតន ើងនៅឆ្ន ាំ

ណា? 

When was this 

conservation area 

established (year)? 

 

3.4.0 នតើអ្នកគិតយ៉ា ងណា

ចាំនពាេះនោលបាំណងថ្ន

តាំបន់អ្ភិរកសននេះ? 
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What do you think is the 

purpose of this 

conservation area? 

3.5.0 នតើអ្នកគិតថាការ

ននសាទែុសចាស់គឺជា

បញ្ជា នៅកន ុងតាំបន់អ្ភិ

រកសដ រឬនទ? 

Do you think illegal 

fishing is a problem in 

this conservation area?  

 

ាទ/ច៎ា ________នទ_______មិន ឹងនទ_____________ 

YES__________NO_________DON’T KNOW_________ 

3.6.0 នតើោនការព្តួតពិនិតយ

ការននសាទែុសចាស់

នៅកន ុងតាំបន់អ្ភិរកស

ននេះដ រឬនទ? 

Is illegal fishing 

monitored in this 

conservation area? 

ោន_______មិនោន_____មិន ឹងនទ________________ 

YES__________NO_________ DON’T KNOW_________ 

3.6.1 ព្បសិននបើោន នតើ

នរណាជាអ្នកព្តួតពិនិ

តយការននសាទែុសចាប់

ននេះ? 

If yes, who monitors 

illegal fishing? 

 

 

3.7.0 នតើោនសកមមភាពអ្វ ើែេ េះ 

ដ លជាប់ពាកព់័នា  កន ុង 

ការង្ហរព្គប់ព្គង តាំបន់ 

អ្ភិរកស? 
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What activities are 

involved in managing a 

conservation area? 

3.8.0 នតើតាំបន់អ្ភិរកសព្តវូ

ានព្តួតលាតញឹក

ញាប់ប៉ាុណាា ? 

How often are 

conservation areas 

patrolled? 

a. មិនោន/None 

b. រាល់ថ្ថៃ /Daily 

c. រាល់សាត ហ៍/Weekly 

d. រាល់ដែ/Monthly 

e. នផសងៗ សូមបញ្ជា ក/់ Other, please specify: 

_______________________ 

3.8.1 នតើោនអ្នកណាែេេះដ ល

ចូលរមួលាត?  

Who is involved in 

patrolling? 

 

3.9.0 ត្តមការយល់នឃើញរបសអ់្នក កន ុងកាំ ុងនពលព្ាាំឆ្ន ាំចុងនព្កាយ ផលព្តីដ លចប់ាន 

ោនការថយចុេះឬអ្ត់? 

In your opinion, has the quantity of your fish catch decreased in the last five years? 

ោន______មិនោន_____មិន ឹងនទ________  

YES__________NO_________ DON’T KNOW_________ 

 

 

3.9.1 ព្បសិននបើោន នហតុអ្វ ើ? 

ព្បសិននបើអ្ត់ នហតុអ្វ ើ? 

Why or why not? 

 

 

 

 

Part 4: Participant fishing 

4.1.0 ជាទូនៅនតើអ្នកននសាទ 

ប៉ាុ ម្ នដែកន ុងមួយឆ្ន ាំ? 

a. ០-៣  ដែកន ុងមួយឆ្ន ាំ/0-3 months of the year 

b. ៣-៦ ដែកន ុងមួយឆ្ន ាំ/ 3-6 months of the year 

c. ៦-៩ដែកន ុងមួយ/ 6-9 months of the year 
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How many month do 

you fish in one year? 

d. ៩-១២ ដែកន ុងមួយ/9-12 months of the year 

4.2.0 នតើអ្នកព្តវូាន

អ្នុញ្ជា ត នអាយននសាទ

ព្គប់ទីកដនេង? 

Are you allowed to fish 

everywhere? 

ាទ/ច៎ា _______នទ______មិន ឹង____________ 

YES__________NO_________ DON’T KNOW_________ 

4.3.0 ព្បសិននបើអ្ត់ កដនេងណាែេេះដ លព្តវូហាមមិននអាយន វ្ ើននសាទ? 

If not, where are you NOT allowed to fish? 

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 នហតុអ្វ ើ? / Why? 

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________ 

4.4.0 នហតុអ្វ ើ ានជាអ្នក

នព្ជើសនរ ើសយកការន វ្ ើ

ននសាទ? 

Why do you choose to 

fish? (circle ONE) 

a. មុែរបរ នផសងមិនានផតល់ព្ាក់ព្គប់ព្ោន/ Other 

livelihoods do not make enough money 

b. វាជាជនព្មើស ព៍្បនសើរ នបើនព្បៀបន្ៀបនិងការចាំការ 
/Better livelihood compared to farming 

c. វាង្ហយព្សួលកន ុងការចប់ព្តី /Easy to catch fish  

d. ោនទីផារលអ  / Good fish market 

e. នផសងៗ សូមបញ្ជា ក/់ Other, please specify: 

_______________________ 

 

4.5.0 នតើអ្នកនៅននសាទ ដត

ោន ក់ឯង? Do you fish 

alone? 

ាទ/ច៎ា _____នទ_______មិន ឹង___________ 

YES__________NO_________ DON’T KNOW_________ 
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4.6.0 ព្បសិននបើអ្ត់ នតើោន

នហតុផលអ្វ ើដ លអ្នក

មិនន វ្ ើននសាទ ដតឯង? 

If not, is there a reason 

why you do not fish 

alone? 

a. ែុ្ាំមិនចូលចិតតននសាទដតឯង I do not prefer to fish 

alone 

b. វាមិនោនសុវតាភាព នពលននសាទដតឯង 

 It is not safe to fish alone 

c. ព្គសូាររបស់ែុ្ាំ មិនចងនអាយែុ្ាំននសាទដតឯង  

My family does not want me to fish alone 

d. សហគមន៍របស់ែុ្ាំនឹងនមើលមកែុ្ាំកន ុងផល វូអ្វជិាោន

ព្បសិននបើែុ្ាំននសាទោន ក់ឯង 

My community perceives me negatively if I fish alone 

e. ែុ្ាំចប់ព្តីាននព្ចើនព្បសិននបើែុ្ាំចប់ជាមួយអ្នកនផសង

នទៀត 

I catch more fish if I fish with others 

f. នផសងៗ សូមបញ្ជា ក ់/ Other, please specify: 

_______________________ 

4.7.0 ព្បសិននបើអ្នកមិនាន

ននសាទោន ក់ឯង នតើ

នរណាដ លនៅជាមួយ

អ្នក? 

If you do not fish alone, 

who do you go with? 

(circle all that apply)  

a. ឪពុកោត យ/ Parent 

b. បងបអ នូបនងក ើត/ Sibling 

c. សាច់ញាតត ិ/ Relative 

d. បត ីឬព្បពនធ / Spouse 

e. មិតតភ័កត ិ/ Friend 

f. អ្នកនផសងនទៀត/ Other, please specify: 

_______________________ 

g.  

4.8.0 នតើអ្នកចាំណាយនពលនវលាប៉ាុ ម្ នភាគរយកន ុងមួយថ្ថៃន ើមបី ន វ្ ើការននសាទ

ព្ត?ី_______________% 

What percentage of time in one day do you spend fishing (%)?  :____ % 

4.9.0 នតើសកមមភាពអ្វ ើនផសង

នទៀតដ លអ្នកចាំណាយ

កន ុងរយេះមួយថ្ថៃ? 

What other activities 

take up your time in a 

day? 

a. ការង្ហរផាេះ/ Household chores 

b. ដថររកានកមងៗ/ Child care 

c. ដព្សចាំការ/ Farming 

d. ការដកថ្ចនផលននសាទ/  Fish processing  

e. លក់ព្តី/ Fish trading 

f. នផសងៗនទៀត/ Other businesses ______________ 

g. នផសងៗ សូមបញ្ជា ក/់ Other, please specify: 

_______________________ 
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ឥរយិបទបុរសនិងស្រសត ីចាំនពាេះការននសាទ Part 5: Attitudes towards gender in fishing 

5.1.0 នតើការង្ហរចាំបងអ្វ ើែេ េះ

ដ លបុរសន វ្ ើ? 

What activities do men 

perform?  

(circle all that apply) 

a. ននសាទ/Fishing 

b. ការដកថ្ចនផលននសាទ/Fish processing 

c. ព្គប់ព្គងនិងជួសជុលសាំភារៈននសាទ/ Fishing gear 

management 

d. ព្គប់ព្គងលុយកាក់/Finances 

e. ព្តួតពិនិតយនិងន ើរលាត/ Monitoring/patrolling 

f. រ ាាល/ Administration 

g. ចូលរមួព្បជុាំសហគមន៍ននសាទ/Community fishery 

meetings 

h. នផសងៗ សូមបញ្ជា ក/់ Other, please specify: 

_______________________ 

 នតើការង្ហរចាំបងអ្វ ើែេ េះ

ដ លស្រសត ីន វ្ ើ? 

What activities do 

women perform?  

i. ននសាទ/Fishing 

j. ការដកថ្ចនផលននសាទ/Fish processing 

k. ព្គប់ព្គងនិងជួសជុលសាំភារៈននសាទ/ Fishing gear 

management 

l. ព្គប់ព្គងលុយកាក់/Finances 

m. ព្តួតពិនិតយនិងន ើរលាត/ Monitoring/patrolling 

n. រ ាាល/ Administration 

o. ចូលរមួព្បជុាំសហគមន៍ននសាទ/Community fishery 

meetings 

a. នផសងៗ សូមបញ្ជា ក/់ Other, please specify: 

_______________________ 

5.2.0 ត្តមគាំណិតរបស់អ្នក 

នតើអ្នកគិតថាបុរសនិង

ស្រសត ីោនភាពនសម ើោន ដ រ

នទកន ុងការននសាទព្តី? 

In your opinion, do you 

think men and women 

ាទ/ច៎ា _______នទ_______មិន ឹង_________ 

YES__________NO_________ DON’T KNOW_________ 
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have equal access to 

fish? 

5.2.1 ព្បសិននបើោនភាពនសម ើ

ោន  នហតុអ្វ ើ នហើយ

ព្បសិននបើោម នភាពនសម ើ

ោន នហតុអ្វ ើ? 

Why or why not? 

 

 

 

5.3.0 ត្តមគាំណិតរបស់អ្នក

កន ុង     រយៈនពលព្ាាំឆ្ន ាំ

ចុងនព្កាយននេះ ននសាទ

ព្តីនៅកន ុងតាំបន់ នតើវា

ោនការផ្ទេ ស់ បត រូអ្វ ើែេ េះ

ចាំនពាេះបុរស?(if answer 

DK go through to 5.4.0) 

In your opinion, how 

has fish access changed 

for men in the last five 

years? 

a. ការននសាទព្តីនៅ ដ ល/ 

Fish access has remained the same 

b. ការននសាទនកើនន ើង ព្សប់នពលដ លចាំនួនបុរស រក

ព្តីនកើនន ើង នៅកន ុងនពលបចច ុបបនន  

Fish access has increased, men have greater access to 

fish now 

c. ការននសាទព្តីថយចុេះ ព្សបនពលដ លចាំនួនបុរសរកសត ី

ថយចុេះនៅនពលបចច ុបបនន  
Fish access has decreased, men have less access to fish 

now 

d. អ្ត់ ឹង/Don’t know 

5.3.1 នហតុអ្វ ើានជាអ្នកគិត

 ូចនចនេះ? 

Why do you think this 

is? 

 

5.4.0 ត្តមគាំណិតរបស់អ្នក

កន ុង     រយៈនពលព្ាាំឆ្ន ាំ

ចុងនព្កាយននេះ ននសាទ

ព្តីនៅកន ុងតាំបន់ នតើវា

ោនការផ្ទេ ស់ បត រូអ្វ ើែេ េះ

ចាំនពាេះស្រសត ?ី(if answer 

DK go through to 5.4.0) 

In your opinion, how 

has fish access changed 

a. ការននសាទព្តីនៅ ដ ល/ 

Fish access has remained the same 

b. ការននសាទនកើនន ើង ព្សប់នពលដ លចាំនួនស្រសត ី រកព្តី

នកើនន ើង នៅកន ុងនពលបចច ុបបនន  

Fish access has increased, women have greater access 

to fish now 

c. ការននសាទព្តីថយចុេះ ព្សបនពលដ លចាំនួនស្រសត ីរកព្តី

ថយចុេះនៅនពលបចច ុបបនន  
Fish access has decreased,  women have less access to 

fish now 
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for women in the last 

five years? 

d. អ្ត់ ឹង/Don’t know 

5.4.1 នហតុអ្វ ើានជាអ្នកគិត

 ូចនចនេះ? 

Why do you think this 

is? 

 

 

 

5.5.0 នតើអ្នកគិតថាបុរសនិង

ស្រសត ីោនឥទធិពលនសម ើោន

កន ុងការព្តួតពិនិតយការ

ននសាទនៅកន ុងតាំបន់

អ្ភិរកសននេះដ រឬនទ? 

Do you think men and 

women have equal 

power over controlling 

fishing?    

ាទ/ច៎ា _______នទ________មិន ឹង________ 

YES__________NO_________ DON’T KNOW_________ 

5.5.1 ព្បសិននបើោនភាពនសម ើ

ោន  នហតុអ្វ ើ នហើយព្បសិន 

នបើ មិនោននហតុអ្វ ើ? 

Why or why not? 
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Part 6: Attitudes towards conservation areas 

6.1.0 នតើអ្នកយល់ព្សបដ លនទថា ព្តីនៅកន ុង

តាំបន់អ្ភិរកសោនសារសាំខាន់? 

Do you agree that fish conservation is 

important? 

មិ

ន

 ឹ

ង 

Do

n’t 

kn

ow 

មិន

យល់

ព្សប

ោច់

ខាត 

Highl

y 

disagr

ee 

មិន

យល់

ព្សប 

Disag

ree 

្

មម

ត្ត 

Neu

tral 

យល់

ព្ពម

Agree 

យ

ល់

ព្ព

ម

ទាំ

ង

ព្ស ុ

ង 

Hig

hly 

agre

e 

6.1.1 ព្បសិននបើព្សបនហតុអ្វ ើ ? 

មិនព្សបនហតុអ្វ ើ? 

Why or why not? 

 

 

 

 

 

6.2.0 នតើអ្នកធ្លេ ប់ចូលរមួនៅកន ុងគនព្ោងអ្ភិ

រកស ឬក៍ព្កមុអ្វ ើនផសងនទៀតនទពីមុនមកនទ? 

Have you participated in fish conservation 

projects/groups in the past? 

ធ្លេ ប់______មិនធ្លេ ប់_____មិន

 ឹង________ 

YES__________NO_________ DON’T 

KNOW_________ 

6.2.1 ព្បសិននបើព្សបនហតុអ្វ ើ ? 

មិនព្សបនហតុអ្វ ើ? 

Why or why not? 
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6.3.0 ព្បសិននបើធ្លេ ប់  នតើអ្នកគិតថាោនភាព

ែុសោន យ៉ា ងណារវាងបុរសនិងស្រសត ីកន ុងចូល

រមួគនព្ោងអ្ភិរកសននេះ?(If answer DK/ND 

go through to 6.4.0) 

If yes, do you think there are differences 

between how men and women participated 

in this conservation project? 

មិន

 ឹង 

Don’t 

know 

ោម ន

ភាព

ែុស

ោន  

No 

differ

ence 

ោនភាព

ែុសោន ែេេះៗ 

Some 

differences 

ោន

ភាព

ែុសោន

នព្ចើន 

Many 

differenc

es 

6.3.1 ព្បសិននបើោន នតើអ្វ ើជាភាពែុសោន ? 

If there are differences, what differences? :  

 

 

6.4.0 ព្បសិននបើោន នតើគនព្ោងននេះាន ា្ំ

អ្នកនអាយផ្ទេ ស់បត រូអ្វ ើែេ េះកន ុងសកមមភាព

ននសាទ? 

If yes, has this project led to changes in 

your fishing practices?  

 

មិន

 ឹង 

Don’t 

know 

ោម ន

ការ

ផ្ទេ ស់

បត ូ 

No 

chang

e 

ផ្ទេ ស់បត រូ 

ែេេះៗ 

Some 

changes 

ផ្ទេ ស់បត រូ 

នព្ចើន 

Many 

changes 

6.4.1 ព្បសិននបើោន នតើផ្ទេ សប់ត រូ អ្វ ើែេ េះ? 

If yes, what changes? : 
 

6.5.0 នតើអ្នកចូលរមួអ្ភិរកសព្តីនោយរនបៀបណា? 

How do you participate in fish 

conservation? 

a. ែុ្ាំននសាទតិចតួច/ I fish less 

b. ែុ្ាំននសាទព្តីដតមួយព្បនភទ/ 

 I fish only specific species 

c. ែុ្ាំនព្បើព្ាស់ឧបករណ៍ននសាទដត

មួយព្បនភទ 

I only use specific fishing gears 

d. ែុ្ាំព្ាប់អ្នក ថ្ទអ្ាំពីកដនេងដ ល

អ្ភិរកសព្ត ី
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I tell others about fish conservation 

measures 

e. ែុ្ាំចូលរមួកន ុងគនព្ោងអ្ភិរកសI 

participate in conservation projects 

f. ែុ្ាំមិនានចូលរមួកន ុងការអ្ភិរកស

ព្តីនទ/ 

 I do not participate in fish 

conservation 

g. នផសងៗ សូមបញ្ជា ក់នអា

យចាស់/Other, please specify: 

____________________________

_______ 

h.  

6.6.0 នតើអ្នកោនអារមមណ៍ថា ការអ្ភិរកសព្តីោន

ផលប៉ាេះពាល់អ្វជិាោន ល់អ្នក ត្តមរនបៀប

ណាមួយដ រឬនទ។ 

Do you feel that fish conservation 

negatively impacts you in any way?   

ាទ/ច៎ា _____នទ________មិន

 ឹង_________ 

YES________NO________ DON’T 

KNOW________ 

 

 

 

6.6.1 នបើោននហតុអី្ នបើអ្ត់ោននហតុអ្វ ើ? 

Why or why not?   

 

 

 

 

 

6.7.0 នតើអ្នកោនអារមមណ៍សបាយដ រឬនទនពល

ដ លអ្នកចូលរមួព្បជុាំជលផលនៅកន ុង

តាំបន់អ្ភិរកស? 

ាទ/ច៎ា _____នទ________មិន

 ឹង_________ 

YES________NO________ DON’T 

KNOW_______ 
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Do you feel comfortable attending fishery 

meetings in conservation areas? 

 

6.7.1 នបើោននហតុអី្ នបើអ្ត់ោននហតុអ្វ ើ? 

Why or why not? 

 

 

 

គាំនិតរបស់អ្នកននសាទ ចាំនពាេះសមភាពបុរសនិងស្រសត ី និងបញ្ជា ព្បឈម Part 7 Fisher opinion on 

gender and challenges 

7.1.0 ត្តមនយបល់របស់អ្នក នតើឧបសគគ ៏ចមបងអ្វ ើែេ េះ ដ លបុរសជួបព្បទេះនៅនពល

ន វ្ ើននសាទ? 

In your opinion, what are the greatest challenges that men face when fishing?  

 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

________________________________________ 

   

7.2.0 ត្តមនយបល់របស់អ្នក នតើឧបសគគ ៏ចមបងអ្វ ើែេ េះ ដ លស្រសត ីជួបព្បទេះនៅនពលន វ្ ើ

ននសាទ? 

In your opinion, what are the greatest challenges that women face when 

fishing?    

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

________________________________________ 

7.3.0 ត្តមនយបល់របស់អ្នក នហតុអ្វ ើានជាបុរសចង់ចូលរមួកន ុងការអ្ភិរកសព្តី? 

In your opinion, why might men want to participate in fish conservation?   

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________
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_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________ 

7.4.0 ត្តមនយបល់របស់អ្នក នហតុអ្វ ើានជាបុរសមិនចង់ចូលរមួកន ុងការអ្ភិរកសព្តី? 

In your opinion, why might men not want to participate in fish conservation?   

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

________________________________________ 

7.5.0 ត្តមនយបល់របស់អ្នក នហតុអ្វ ើានជាស្រសត ីចង់ចូលរមួកន ុងការអ្ភិរកសព្តី? 

In your opinion, why might women want to participate in fish conservation?   

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

________________________________________ 

7.6.0 ត្តមនយបល់របស់អ្នក នហតុអ្វ ើានជាស្រសត ីមិនចង់ចូលរមួកន ុងការអ្ភិរកសព្តី? 

In your opinion, why might women not want to participate in fish 

conservation?   

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

________________________________________ 

7.7.0 នតើនសវាកមមអ្វ ើែេ េះដ ល

អ្នកគិតថាអាចជួយ

a. វគគបណត ុ េះបណាត ល ចាប់ជលផល/Fishery 

training 



129 
 

នោេះព្សាយបញ្ជា ដ ល

អ្នកជួបព្បទេះនៅកន ុង

តាំបន់អ្ភិរកស? 

What services do you 

think can help to 

address the challenges 

you face in conservation 

areas? 

b.  វគគអ្ប់រំមនុសសនពញវយ័/Adult education 

courses 

c. ការព្គប់ព្គងជាំនួញ/Business management 

d. ព្កមុសនស ាំព្ាក់/Savings group 

e. ការដថរកសកុោរ/Child care  

f. ដផនការព្គួសារ/Family planning 

7.8.0 នតើអ្នកគិតថាន វ្ ើការ

អ្ភិរកសព្តីអាចន វ្ ើនអា

យជីវភាពរបស់អ្នក

ព្បនសើដ រឬនទ? 

Do you think working 

in fish conservation can 

be an alternative 

livelihood for you? 

ាទ/ច៎ា _____នទ_______មិន ឹង_________ 

YES__________NO_________ DON’T 

KNOW_________ 

 

 

7.8.1 នបើព្បនសើរនហតុអ្វ ើ ? 

នបើអ្ត់ព្បនសើរនហតុអ្វ ើ? 

Why or why not? 

 

7.9.0 ត្តមគាំនិតរបស់អ្នក នតើ

អ្នកយល់ នឃើញថាវាលអ នទ 

ចាំនពាេះនោលននយាយ 

របស់រោា ភិាលនៅនលើ

ការង្ហរ អ្ភិរកសព្តី ? 

(Positive and suggestion 

answer) 

Do you think your 

opinion about fish 

conservation has any 

impact to government 

policy decision? 

ាទ/ច៎ា ____________នទ______________មិន

 ឹង_________ 

YES__________NO_________ DON’T 

KNOW_________ 
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7.9.1 ព្បសិនោន កដនេងណា

ដ លអ្នកានឮ ពី

គាំនិតពួកនគ? 

If yes, where are your 

opinions heard? 

 

7.9.2 នតើោនភាពែុសដបេក

ោន អ្វ ើែេ េះរវាង បរុសនិង

ស្រសត ីដ លជាអ្នកននសាទ? 

Do you think this differs 

between men fishers 

and women fishers? 
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7.4 Appendix D – Key Informant Survey 

ការចូលរមួរវាងសមភាពបុរសស្រសត ី និងអ្នកននសាទកន ុងការអ្ភិរកសជាលកខណៈអ្នតរជាតិ ព្ពមទាំងគនព្ោង អ្ភិរកស

សហគមន៍ជលផលនៅកន ុងតាំបន់អ្ភិរកសបឹងទននេសាទៈ 

Gender and fisher participation in Conservation International and community fishery 

conservation programs in the Tonle Sap Fishery: 

ព័ត៌ោនគនេ ឹេះថ្នការសាំភាសន៍ព្សាវព្ជាវ 

Key Informant Survey 

សមព ័នធកព្មងសាំណួរព្សាវព្ជាវននេះនឹងព្តូវនព្បើព្ាស់ន ើមបីសាំភាសន៍ជាបុគគលជាមួយអ្នកននសាទទាំងឡាយណា

ដ លជាប់ទក់ទងតាំបន់សហគមន៍អ្ភិរកសជលផលនិងព្គប់ព្គងនោយតាំបន់អ្ភិរកសព្តី(FCA) នៅចន េ្ េះដែមិថុ្ 

និងដែសីហា ឆ្ន ាំ២០១៦។ កព្មងសាំណួរននេះនឹងនព្បើចាំនពាេះការព្គប់ព្គង អ្នកននសាទដ លជាប់ពាក់ព័នធ  និងការយល់

នឃើញរបស់អ្នកព្គប់ព្គងចាំនពាេះទាំ្ក់ទាំនងរវាងសមភាពបុរស និងស្រសត ី ព្ពមទាំងការចូលរមួនៅកន ុងការអ្ភិរកស។ 

This structured survey questionnaire will be used to conduct key informant interviews with 

managers in Community Fishery conservation area managers and state-led Fish Conservation 

Areas (FCA) between June and August of 2016. This questionnaire will identify on management, 

fisher engagement, and manager perceptions of relations between gender and participation in 

conservation.  

Participant understands role and has given verbal consent (please check) 

Part 1: Interviewer identification ដផនកទីមួយៈ អ្តតសញ្ជា ណអ្នកសាំភាសន៍ 

 

1.1.0 កាលបរនិចេទសាំភាសន៍ 

(ដែ/ថ្ថៃ/ឆ្ន ាំ) 

 

1.2.0 ន ម្ េះអ្នកសាំភាសន៍  

 

Part 2: Participant identification  

2.1.0 នភទ  

2.2.0 អាយុ  

2.3.0 សាា នភាពអាពាហ៍ពិពាហ៍  
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2.4.0 ជាតិសាសន៍  

2.5.0 កព្មិតសិកា a. បឋមសិកា 

b. អ្នុវទិាល័យ 

c. សាកលវទិាល័យ 

d. សញ្ជា ប័ព្ត 

e. នផសងៗ សូមបញ្ជា ក់________________ 

 

 

Part 3: participant role in conservation area 

3.0.0 នតើននេះជាតាំបន់អ្ភិរកសសហ

គមន ៏ឬ តាំបន់អ្ភិរកសជល

ផល? 

a. ននេះជាតាំបន់អ្ភិរកសសហគមន៏  

b. តាំបន់អ្ភិរកសជលផល 

 

3.1.0 តួ្ទីជា អ្វ ើ/តាំ ដណងកន ុង

តាំបន់អ្ភិរកស? 

 

3.2.0 នតើអ្វ ើែេ េះជាការទទួលែុសព្តូវ

ចមបងរបស់អ្នកនៅកន ុង

តាំបនអ្ភិរកស? 

 

3.3.0 នតើននេះជាការទទួលែុសព្តវូ

ចមបងរបស់អ្នកឬ? 

Is this your main 

occupation?  

ាទ/ច៎ា ______________នទ___________________ 

3.4.0 ព្បសិននបើមិនដមន នតើអ្វ ើជា

មុែរបស់ចមបងរបស់អ្នក? 

If not, what is your 

main occupation?  

 

3.5.0 ចាំនួនឆ្ន ាំដ លអ្នកន វ្ ើការកន ុង

តាំបន់អ្ភិរកស 

Number of years 

working in conservation 

area 
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3.6.0 នតើអ្នកធ្លេ ប់ានចូលរមួកន ុង

ការបនងក ើតតាំបន់អ្ភិរកសននេះ

ដ រឬនទ? 

Did you participate in 

the creation of this 

conservation area?  

 

ាទ/ច៎ា ______________នទ___________________ 

YES__________NO_________ 

 

Part 4: Conservation area ដផនកទីបួនៈ តាំបន់អ្ភិរកស 

4.1.0 ភូមិ  

4.1.1 ឃុាំ  

4.1.2 ព្សកុ  

4.1.3 នែតត   

4.2.0 នតើអ្នកោនតាំបន់អ្ភិរកស

ចាំនួនប៉ាុ ម្ ន? 

How many conservation 

areas do you have? 

(number)  

 

4.3.0 នតើតាំបន់អ្ភិរកសននេះោន

ទាំហាំប៉ាុ ម្ ន? 

What is the size of this 

conservation area 

(km2) ? 

 

4.4.0 នតើតាំបន់អ្ភិរកសននេះោន

ន ម្ េះអ្វ ើ? 

What is the name of this 

conservation area? 
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4.5.0 នតើោនអ្ងគការោាំព្ទកន ុងកា

បនងក ើតតាំបន់ 

អ្ភិរកសដ ររនឺទ? 

Has an organization 

supported the 

establishment of the 

conservation area?  

 

ាទ/ច៎ា ______________នទ______________អ្ត់ ឹង_________ 

YES__________NO_________ DON’T KNOW__________ 

 

4.5.1 ព្បសិននបើោន នតើអ្ងគការ

ន្េះោនន ម្ េះអ្វ ើ? 

If yes, what is the name 

of this organization?  

 

4.6.0 នតើអ្ងគការននេះផដល់គនព្ោង

ជាក់លាក់សព្ោប់ស្រសដ ី ឬ បុរស

នទ? 

Does this organization 

offer projects 

specifically for women 

or men?  

ាទ/ច៎ា ___________នទ__________ អ្ត់ ឹង_________ 

YES__________NO_________ DON’T KNOW__________ 

 

 

 

4.6.1 ព្បសិននបើោន នតើកមម វ ិ្ ី

ន្េះន ម្ េះអ្វ ើ? 

If yes, what is the name 

of the program?: 

 

 

 

 

4.6.2 ព្បសិននបើោន នតើអ្នកគិត

ថាគនព្ោងាន ឹក្ាំ

បុរសនអាយការផ្ទេ ស់បត រូ 

ដ លឬនទកន ុងការននសាទ?

(if no/dk go through to 4.6.4) 

If yes, do you think this 

project has led to 

អ្ត់ ឹង មិនោនកា

ផ្ទេ ស់បដ រូ 

ោនកាផ្ទេ ស់បដ រូ 

ែេេះៗ 

ផ្ទេ ស់បដ រូនព្ចើន 
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changes in fishing 

practices in men?  

 

4.6.3 ព្បសិននបើោន ត្តមរយេះ

គនព្ោង នតើផ្ទេ ស់បដ រូអ្វ ើែេ េះ 

ចាំនពាេះបុស? 

If yes, what changes 

have been made to men 

through this project? 

 

 

4.6.4 ព្បសិននបើោន នតើអ្នកគិត

ថាគនព្ោងាន ឹក្ាំស្រសត ី

នអាយការផ្ទេ ស់បត រូ ដ លឬ

នទកន ុងការននសាទ?( if no/dk 

go through to 4.7.0) 

If yes, do you think this 

project has led to 

changes in fishing 

practices in women?  

 

អ្ត់ ឹង មិនោនកា

ផ្ទេ ស់បដ រូ 

ោនកាផ្ទេ ស់បដ រូ 

ែេេះៗ 

ផ្ទេ  

ស់បដ រូនព្ចើន 

4.6.5 ព្បសិននបើោន ត្តមរយេះ

គនព្ោងនតើផ្ទេ ស់បដ រូអ្វ ើែេ េះ 

ចាំនពាេះស្រសត ី? 

If yes, what changes 

have been made to 

women through this 

project? 

 

 

4.7.0 នតើរោា ភិាលផដល់ថវកិា ឬក៏

អ្វ ើនផសង ន ើមបីោាំព្ទតាំបន់

អ្ភិរកសននេះនទ? 

ោនទ/ច៎ា ______________នទ_________________ 
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Does the government 

offer any financial  or 

any supports to this 

conservation area? 

4.7.1 ព្បសិននបើផដល់ ឬ ោាំព្ទោន 

អ្វ ើែេ េះ ? 

If yes, what type of 

support does the 

government offer? 

 

4.7.2 ព្បសិននបើផតល់ ថវកិា នតើ

ចាំនួនប៉ាុ ម្ ន?(នរៀល) 

If the government offers 

direct financial support, 

approximately how 

much funding does it 

receive annually (riel)? 

 

4.8.0 នតើអ្នកគិតថាអ្វ ើជានោល

បាំណងថ្នតាំបន់អ្ភិរកសននេះ? 

What do you think is the 

purpose of this 

conservation area? 

 

4.9.0 នតើអ្នកគិតថាឧបករណ៍

ននសាទព្តីែុសចាប់ជាបញ្ជា

កន ុងតាំបន់អ្ភិរកសនទ? 

Do you think illegal 

fishing is a problem in 

this conservation area?  

 

ាទ/ច៎ា ______________នទ_____________ ឹង_________ 

YES__________NO_________ DON’T KNOW__________ 

 

4.9.1 នតើោនកាព្តួតពិនិតយនលើ

ឧបករណ៍ននសាទែុសចាប់

កន ុងតាំបន់ននេះដ ររនឺទ? 

ាទ/ច៎ា ______________នទ____________អ្ត់ ឹង_________ 

YES__________NO_________ DON’T KNOW__________ 



137 
 

Is illegal fishing 

monitored in this 

conservation area? 

 

4.9.2 នតើអ្នកណាអ្នកព្តួតពិនិតយ

នលើឧបករណ៍ននសាទែុស

ចាប់ននេះ? 

Who monitors illegal 

fishing? 

 

 

4.9.3 នតើសកមមភាពអ្វ ើែេ េះដ លព្តូវ

ោនកន ុងការព្គប់ព្គងតាំបន់

អ្ភិរកសននេះ? 

What duties are 

involved in managing a 

conservation area? 

 

4.9.4 នតើតាំបន់អ្ភិរកសព្តូវាន

លាតញឹកញាប់ប៉ាុណាា ? 

How often is this 

conservation area

patrolled? 

 

4.9.5 នតើនរណាែេេះចូលរមួយម

លាត? 

Who is involved in 

patrolling?  

 

5.0.0  ជាទូនៅនតើោនមនុសស

ប៉ាុ ម្ ន្ក់ដ លចូលន វ្ ើ

ការនៅកន ុងតាំបន់អ្ភិ

រកស?  

How many people in 

total are general staff in 

each conservation area? 

 

5.1.0 ោនស្រសត ីចាំនួនប៉ាុ ម្ ន? 5.1.2 ោនបរុសចាំនួនប៉ាុ ម្ ន? 
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How many staff are 

women? 

___________ 

How many staff are men? ___________ 

 

Part 6: Gender in conservation areas សមភាពបុរសនិងស្រសត ីនៅកន ុងតាំបន់អ្ភិរកស 

6.1.0 នតើអ្នកគិតថា វាោន

សកមមភាពែុសោន រវាង បុរស 

និងស្រសត ីកន ុងការន វ្ ើននសាទ

(វវ ិ្ ីសាស្រសត កន ុងការន វ្ ើ

ននសាទ)? ( if no/dk go through to 

6.2.0)  

Do you think there are 

differences between 

men and women in 

fishing practices? 

អ្ត់ ឹង មិនោនកា

ផ្ទេ ស់បដ រូ 

ោនកាផ្ទេ ស់បដ រូ 

ែេេះៗ 

ផ្ទេ ស់បដ រូនព្ចើន 

6.1.1 ព្បសិននបើែុសោន  នតើ

សកមមភាពអ្វ ើ (វវ ិ្ ីសាស្រសត កន ុង

ការន វ្ ើននសាទ)? 

If there are differences, 

what are they? :  

 

 

6.1.2 នហតុអ្វ ើានជាអ្នកគិតថា 

ទាំងអ្ស់ន្េះវាោនភាព

ែុសោន ? 

Why do you think there 

are these differences? 

 

6.2.0 នតើអ្វ ើែេ េះជាសកមមភាព

សាំខាន់របស់បុរស ? (circle all 

that apply) 

What activities do men 

perform?  

p. ននសាទព្តី Fishing 

q. ការដកថ្ចន ព្តី Fish processinង 

r. ជួសជុល និងព្គប់ព្គងឧបករណ៍ននសាទ Fishing gear 

management 

s. ហិរញ្ា វតថ ុ Finances 
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(circle all that apply) t. ព្តួតពិនិតយសកមមភាព ឬ ចូលរមួលាត 

Monitoring/patrolling 

u. រ ាាល Administration 

v. ចូលរមួព្បជុាំជាមួយ Community fishery meetings 

w. នផសងៗ បញ្ជា ក់_________________Other, please specify 

6.3.0 នតើអ្វ ើែេ េះជាសកមមភាព

សាំខាន់របស់ស្រសត ី ? (circle all that 

apply) 

What activities do 

women perform?  

(circle all that apply) 

a. ននសាទព្តី Fishing 

b. ការដកថ្ចន ព្តី Fish processinង 

c. ជួសជុល និងព្គប់ព្គងឧបករណ៍ននសាទ Fishing gear 

management 

d. ហិរញ្ា វតថ ុ Finances 

e. ព្តួតពិនិតយសកមមភាព ឬ ចូលរមួលាត 

Monitoring/patrolling 

f. រ ាាល Administration 

g. ចូលរមួព្បជុាំជាមួយ Community fishery meetings 

h. នផសងៗ បញ្ជា ក់_________________Other, please specify 

6.4.0 នតើអ្នកព្តវូការ វគគបណត ុ េះបណាត

លដ ឬុនទ? 

Do you need any fishing 

training? 

ាទ/ច៎ា ________នទ_________មិន ឹង_________ 

YES__________NO_________ DON’T KNOW__________ 

 

6.4.1 ព្បសិននបើព្តវូការ នហតុអ្វ ើ? 

មិនព្តវូការនហតុអ្វ ើ? 

Why or why not? 

 

6.4.2 ព្បសិននបើព្តវូការ នតើវគគប

ណត ុ េះបណាត លអ្វ ើ? 

If yes, what kind of 

fishing training? 

 

6.5.0 នតើអ្នកគិតថា ស្រសត ីព្តវូការ

វគគបណត ុ េះដ លឬនទ? 

Do you think women 

also need fishing 

training? 

ាទ/ច៎ា ________នទ_________មិន ឹង_________ 

YES__________NO_________ DON’T KNOW__________ 
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6.5.1 ព្បសិននបើព្តវូការ នហតុអ្វ ើ? 

មិនព្តវូការនហតុអ្វ ើ? 

Why or why not?  

 

 

 

 ព្បសិននបើព្តវូការ នតើវគគប

ណត ុ េះបណាត លអ្វ ើ? 

If yes, what types of 

fishing training? 

 

 

 

 

Part 7: Opinions on gender and challenges in conservation areas 

7.1.0  នតើោនសកមមភាពអ្វ ើែេ េះ

ដ របុរស ន វ្ ើនព្ៅពកីា

ននសាទ? 

 

What other activities do 

you think men 

participate in other than 

their activities? (circle 

all that apply) 

a. ន វ្ ើការង្ហរផាេះ Household chores 

b. នមើលដថរកូន Child rearing 

c. ដថទាំ ឪពុក ោត យ Senior caretaking 

d. ចិញ្ច ឹមសតវ Livestock rearing 

e. ោាំ ាំណាាំ Crop production 

f. ចិញ្ច ឹមព្តី Aquaculture 

g. លក់ ូរ Managing businesses 

h. នផសងៗ សូមបញ្ជា ក់_________________ Other, please 

specify 

7.2.0 នតើោនសកមមភាពអ្វ ើែេ េះ

ដ រស្រសត ី ន វ្ ើនព្ៅពកីា

ននសាទ?  

What other activities do 

you think women 

participate in other than 

their activities? (circle 

all that apply) 

a. ន វ្ ើការង្ហរផាេះ Household chores 

b. នមើលដថរកូន Child rearing 

c. ដថទាំ ឪពុក ោត យ Senior caretaking 

d. ចិញ្ច ឹមសតវ Livestock rearing 

e. ោាំ ាំណាាំ Crop production 

f. ចិញ្ច ឹមព្តី Aquaculture 

g. លក់ ូរ Managing businesses 

នផសងៗ សូមបញ្ជា ក់_________________ Other, please specify 
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7.3.0 នតើោនឧបសគគអ្វ ើែេ េះដ ល

អ្នកគិតថាបុរសជួបព្បទេះ

នៅកន ុងតាំបន់អ្ភិរកស? 

What do you think is the 

greatest challenges that 

men face in 

conservation areas?  

a. ោននពលតិចតួច ឬោម ននពលចូលរមួកន ុងការអ្ភិរកស 

b. មតិអ្វជិាោនរបស់សហគមន៏នៅនលើបរុសចាំនពាេះការននសាទព្តី 

c. បញ្ជា មន្ាាយន វ្ ើតាំនណើរនៅតាំបន់អ្ភិរកស 

d. ព្កមុព្គួសារមិនយល់ព្ពមនអាយពួកនគចូលរមូកន ុងតាំបន់អ្ភិរកស 

e. បុរសមិនោនបញ្ជា នៅកន ុងតាំបន់អ្ភិរកស 

f. នផសងៗ សូមបញ្ជា ក់______________________ 

 

a. Little/no time to participate in conservation areas 

b. Negative community perceptions towards men fishing 

c. Transportation challenges to conservation areas 

d. Family does not allow them to participate in 

conservation areas 

e. Men do not face challenges in conservation areas  

f. Other, please specify: _______________________ 

7.4.0 នតើោនឧបសគគអ្វ ើែេ េះដ ល

អ្នកគិតថាស្រសត ីជួបព្បទេះនៅ

កន ុងតាំបន់អ្ភិរកស?  

 

What do you think is the 

greatest challenges that 

women face in 

conservation areas?  

a. ោននពលតិចតួច ឬោម ននពលចូលរមួកន ុងការអ្ភិរកស 

b. មតិអ្វជិាោនរបស់សហគមន៏នៅនលើស្រសត ីចាំនពាេះការននសាទព្តី 

c. បញ្ជា មន្ាាយន វ្ ើតាំនណើរនៅតាំបន់អ្ភិរកស 

d. ព្កមុព្គួសារមិនយល់ព្ពមនអាយពួកនគចូលរមូកន ុងតាំបន់អ្ភិរកស 

e. ស្រសត ីមិនោនបញ្ជា នៅកន ុងតាំបន់អ្ភិរកស 

f. នផសងៗ សូមបញ្ជា ក់______________________ 

 

a. Little/no time to participate in conservation areas 

b. Negative community perceptions towards women 

fishing 

c. Transportation challenges to conservation areas 

d. Family does not allow them to participate in 

conservation areas 

e. Women do not face challenges in conservation areas  

f. Other, please specify: _______________________ 

7.5.0 នតើអ្នកគិតថាការន វ្ ើការអ្ភិ

រកសព្តីអាចបនងក ើតការផ្ទេ ស់

បដ រូជីវភាពអ្នកននសាទដ រ

ឬនទ? 

ាទ/ច៎ា ________នទ_________មិន ឹង_________ 

YES__________NO_________ DON’T KNOW__________ 
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Do you think working 

in fish conservation can 

create an alternative 

livelihood for fishers? 

7.5.1 ោនការផ្ទេ ស់បត រូនហតុអ្វ ើ 

មិនផ្ទេ ស់បត រូនហតុអ្វ ើ? 

Why or why not? 

 

7.6.0 នតើអ្នកគិតថា អ្នកធ្លេ ប់ាន

លឺអ្ាំពីគាំនិតអ្នកននសាទ 

អ្ាំពីសកមមភាពអ្ភិរកសព្តី

ដ រឬនទ? ? 

Do you think the 

opinions fishers about 

fish conservation 

activities are heard? 

ាទ/ច៎ា ________នទ_________មិន ឹង_________ 

YES__________NO_________ DON’T KNOW__________ 

 

7.6.1 ព្បសិនានឮ នពលណា? 

កដនេងណាដ លអ្នកានឮ 

ពីគាំនិតពួកនគ? 

If yes, when and where 

are their opinions 

heard? 

 

7.6.2 នតើោនភាពែុសដបេកោន អ្វ ើ

ែេ េះរវាង បរុសនិងស្រសត ីដ លជា

អ្នកននសាទ? 

Does this differ between 

men and women 

fishers? 

 

 

 


