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ABSTRACT 

FROM THE BRINK: JAMAICA’S ORACABESSA BAY FISH SANCTUARY 

DEVELOPMENT PROCESSES 

  

Ezekiel Martin 

University of Guelph, 2020

Advisor: 

Dr. Ataharul Chowdhury

Over exploitation of coastal fisheries has led to the collapse or near collapse of numerous fish 

stocks, including Oracabessa Bay fisheries in Jamaica. Attempts are being made to utilize coastal 

fisheries management and conservation efforts aimed at reversing fish stock decline. The study is 

aimed at proposing an adaptable policy model, inclusive of alternative livelihood options that 

will guide coastal marine management and conservation. Based on the experience of Jamaica’s 

Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary, the research seeks to answer the question; What processes 

explain the revival of the Oracabessa Bay Fisheries? Data were collected from secondary 

documentation and key informant interviews. The findings highlighted several processes that 

were critical in the success of the OBFS, including community engagement and legislative 

processes as well as alternative livelihood options. The results provide strong evidence for the 

inclusion, as policy, of a programme that offers alternative livelihood opportunities in 

establishing Marine Protected Areas. 
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Chapter One  

Introduction 

 It hits you before you step out of the car. The deep azure blue of the sea, the bright blue sky with 

cotton-puffs of clouds drifting by, the smell of the sea and the sound of seagulls battling for 

entrails for fish being cleaned on the dock by the seashore. Fishing pots here and there, some in 

various states of repair. Boats pulled up, as if awaiting the next round of fishing, some never to 

kiss the ocean again. This is Oracabessa Bay, Jamaica. I stepped tentatively towards the dock, 

feeling a bit, strangely, like an intruder, yet feeling at home. I’m here to see, smell, and hear for 

myself what makes this place thrive. I soak in the aura that is unique to fishing villages; the 

sound of the waves gently caressing the seashore, the wind brushing my cheeks, the sound of 

birds chirping, people talking and dogs barking, all mingled to create the symphony of the 

beach. Then something caught my attention. I removed my shoes and stepped to the docks, and 

my mouth fell open in shock and wonder. I grew up approximately fifteen kilometers from this 

location, so a beach is not a strange place for me. What I beheld now was beyond my wildest 

imagination. Swimming at my feet were hundreds, and I would dare say thousands of fry (baby 

fish), fingerlings (young fish) and adult fish, moving leisurely among the waves. You instinctively 

know this is what success looks like. I am witnessing something that numerous ocean-based 

communities would love to see. A little over a decade before, these very waters were overfished 

and, in some respect, the local fisheries had collapsed. The evidence at my feet point to a 

remarkable effort to mitigate and reverse this decline. This is that title I want to use for my 

thesis, “From the Brink, Jamaica’s Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary Experience.” (Research 

Journal Entry, July 17, 2019).  

1.1 Background 

Statistics continue to show that the major fishing areas worldwide have been in a state of 

decline for many decades (FAO, 2018). This often results in many negative socioeconomic 

consequences for the countries who have experienced the collapse of their native fisheries 

(Pollack, 1995; Lam & Pitcher, 2012; Brown, 2007; FAO, 2018). Many efforts have been made, 

via marine conservation efforts, to tackle this problem. Marine conservation is not a new 

phenomenon, and as far back as the decade of the 1950s, there have been efforts made to address 

this issue (Southward, 1956). This was evident in a conference held in Rome in 1955, under the 

auspices of the United Nations Organization to address the issue of fisheries conservation. The 
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aim of the conference was to help the International Law Commission formulate sections of the 

international law on fisheries (Southward, 1956).  

One of the main concepts that has been adopted by many jurisdictions, under different 

names, is that of Marine Protected Area, hereafter referred to as MPAs (Cote & Finney, 2006; 

Mayr, 2010, & NOAA, 2018). They are also known as marine or fish sanctuaries, reserves, parks 

and refuges (NOAA, 2018). Common to all MPAs is some sort of restriction on specific 

activities (Cote & Finney, 2006 & Mayr, 2010). Central to NOAA’s (2018) definition of MPAs 

is the idea of protection, management and conservation, conservation being the central theme. 

Zero resource extraction is one of its main features of facilitating the conservation element of 

MPAs, (NOAA, 2018).  

Jamaica is in the Caribbean Sea to the south of Miami and just east of the Central 

American countries of Guatemala, Honduras and Nicaragua. As an island, it has a coastline of 

over 1000km (Jamaica in the Caribbean, 2018) and a land area of approximately 1100 km2. 

Jamaica experienced a precipitous decline in its fish stock for several decades. This has been 

attributed to numerous factors, including overfishing, destruction of coral reefs, pollution and 

climate change (Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary, 2014).  

Cote and Finney, (2006), Hilborn and Ovando, (2014) and Mitchel et al, (2018) observed 

that protected areas are considered successful measures to restore marine/coastal biodiversity.   

In 2010, Jamaica established a fish sanctuary in the northeastern section of the island in a 

community called Oracabessa Bay. This was done to halt the decline of the fish stock and 

mitigate its collapse in that area, ameliorating the negative consequences of such an event. Since 



From The brink: The Oracabessa Processes 

 

3 

 

the establishment of the sanctuary, there has been a marked increase in both the fish population 

and health of the reefs in the protected areas (Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary, 2014; NEPA, 

2019). Although the efforts to mitigate the decline of the fisheries was successful, there were no 

studies available that examined the processes that explained the fisheries revival (Alexander, 

Bodin & Barnes, 2018).  

 This study seeks to understand what processes explain the revival of the Oracabessa 

Fisheries, focusing on what role, if any, was played by alternate livelihood options among those 

individuals affected by the establishment of the sanctuary. The research examined the following 

research questions:  

1. What community engagement methods and principles were utilized in sanctuary 

planning, design and implementation? 

2. What role, if any, did the fishers play in the implementation and management of the 

sanctuary? 

3. What were alternative livelihood options available to persons affected by the 

implementation of fish sanctuary? 

4. What legislative changes were enacted to facilitate the implementation of the sanctuary?  

5. What were the challenges faced in design and implementing the fish sanctuary, and how 

were they dealt with? 
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1.2 Research Goals and Objectives  

 The goal of this study is to suggest an adaptable policy model inclusive of alternative 

livelihoods that can be applied to the establishment of MPA in Jamaica and elsewhere. The 

objectives are as follows. 

1.  To understand what processes, explain the revival of the Oracabessa Fisheries 

2. To explore what roles, if any, alternative livelihood options played in the success of fish 

conservation efforts. 

3. To develop an adaptable policy model, inclusive of alternative livelihoods for fisheries 

management practices. 

4. To identify any innovative community engagement practices that were utilized in the 

Oracabessa Fisheries conservation activities. 

5. To explore the legislative framework that enabled the establishment of the OBFS. 

1.3 Significance of the Study 

Much emphasis has been placed on the sustainability of the marine environment through 

optimization of fish harvesting practices. MPAs have become a prominent feature of sustainable 

fisheries management (Cote & Finney, 2006 & Mayr, 2010). The implementation of no-take 

MPAs has the effect of displacing fisherfolks from the designated areas. One approach to 

mitigate this displacement has been the utilization of alternative livelihood options which have 

traditionally been  based on livestock and crop production (Rahman et al, 2012), and more 

recently,  eco-tourism options (Takele, 2019), for individuals affected by the sanctuary 

establishment, however the role of these programs has not been fully explored by researchers. 

This research addresses this gap in the literature. 
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 The research also provides some insight into the process of establishment of MPAs. The 

findings enhance fisheries conservation studies in Jamaica, as well as serve as a possible guide to 

informing policy for supporting fisheries conservation practices in OBFS. 

1.4 Limitations of the Study 

There are some limitations to this research. One these was time constraints in conducting the 

interviews on-site. Most of the fishers go out before daybreak and return to shore midmorning. 

After disposing of their catch, most go on to other occupations for the reminder of the day. This 

made it challenging for the researcher to contact a larger sample size of fishers and to follow up 

with respondents to explore some ideas that came up during the interview sessions. Another 

limitation was the adverse impact of COVID-19 on international travel and the interview 

schedule. A second research trip that was planned for March 2020 had to be cancelled. This 

necessitated a change from in-person interviews to telephone interviews with constraints in terms 

of attrition. As a result, the sample size was reduced from fifteen to eleven participants.  

1.5 Thesis Overview 

This thesis is divided into six chapters. Chapter Two is the literature review and conceptual 

approach to the study. It is divided into six sections. Section One gives a broad overview of the 

world fisheries, zeroing on the phenomenon of overfishing as well as looking at two examples of 

fish stock collapse and their respondent effects. Section Two reviews the state of Jamaica’s 

fisheries in the context of world fisheries over the past two decades. It will demonstrate that, like 

the rest of the world, Jamaica has also been subject to the phenomenon of the fish stock decline. 

Section Three will examine several marine conservation strategies that have been utilized by 
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different countries, explain their results while elucidating the role played by alternative 

livelihoods in the programs implemented.  

 Section Four of Chapter Two takes an in-depth look at the Oracabessa Bay Fish 

Sanctuary, focusing on the factors that drove the establishment of the sanctuary, the operational 

structure adopted as well as the community consultation methods that were utilized. The key 

stakeholders were identified and the roles that each played in the development of the sanctuary 

was examined. Alternative livelihood options for OBFS were recognized and the role of 

programs to support their success was highlighted.  Section Five explores community 

engagement principles and their role in community change processes. Finally, Section Six of 

Chapter Two presents the concept of Group Decision Making Principles. This conceptual 

construct is important as one of the findings of the research was the emphasis that was placed on 

a collaborative approach to implementing the fish sanctuary in Oracabessa. 

 Chapter Three gives an over of the methodology of the research that was undertaken. The 

first section of the chapter looks at the rationale for selecting a qualitative case study approach 

within a constructivist framework.  The second and final section explores the methods used to 

gather data. This includes a brief description of the setting, participant selection, contextual field 

visit and primary data collection phases of the exercise. It explains rationale for changing from 

in-person interviews to telephone interviews for data collection.  

 Chapter Four presents the findings of the research. It is organized in three sections, the 

first outlines the various processes identified by respondents as at play in the OBFS, the second 

section states the challenges encountered, while the third section outlines the recommendations 



From The brink: The Oracabessa Processes 

 

7 

 

of participants for successful implementation of  marine protected areas. Chapter Five presents 

the final discussion, guided by the research question as well as the goals and objectives of the 

study, as outlined previously. The study offers an outline of a possible adaptable policy 

framework to guide the establishment of MPAs with alternative livelihoods as an integral part of 

any such program. Chapter Six concludes the study and offers final recommendations for 

programs, policy and further research.  
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Chapter Two  

Literature Review and Conceptual Framework 

2.1 Overview  

 To achieve the objectives of the research as discussed in the preceding chapter, the 

literature review will focus on the following areas. The first section of the chapter will examine 

the state of world fisheries and the phenomenon of overfishing. Three examples of fisheries 

collapse and the resulting impact on the socio-economic fabric of the affected communities will 

also be explored. The proceeding sections will then discuss the state of Jamaica’s fisheries, 

followed by an exploration of several marine conservation strategies that have been adopted by 

various countries and elucidate their results.  Next will be an examination of the literature on the 

role of alternative livelihoods programs in relation to managing marine resources. The fifth and 

sixth sections will focus on the conceptual approach to the study by highlighting community 

engagement principles and group decision-making theories, particularly those in the area of 

constructivist approaches, respectively.  

2.2 Overfishing in World Fisheries 

Lam and Pitcher (2012), posited that the impact on the marine environment by the early 

fishing industry was not significant because of the low level of technologies that were employed. 

Most of the fishing done then was for basic sustenance (Lam & Pitcher, 2012). Further, it was 

only as technology developed, and the population increased, that fishing went from being a 

means of providing one’s own dietary needs to be an economic activity for trade (Lam & Pitcher, 

2012). Lam and Pitcher, (2012),  estimate the value of trade in fish commodities, including but 

not limited to fresh and frozen fish, was greater than US $100 Billion It is this increase in the 
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value of fish commodity trade that has led to overfishing (Lam & Pitcher, 2012; FAO, 2020).  

This view is supported by Thiao et al, (2012) and Ndiaye, (2003).  

Brown (2007) opined that, according to researchers, there had been a dramatic reduction 

in edible marine species, and a continuation of this trend will lead to no harvestable ocean fish by 

mid-century. She observed that while not everyone has taken this position, there is general 

agreement that the marine environment is under stress (Brown, 2007). Consequently, many 

countries enacted various laws to protect specific marine zones, as well as banned or heavily 

regulated the catching of specific species (Cannon et al, 2018; Banks & Skilleter, 2009; Côté & 

Finney, 2006) 

 Barkin & DeSombre (2013), citing the State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture (FAO, 

2009), stated that “…80 % of the commercial fisheries are exploited, significantly depleted, or 

fully exploited” (p.1). There does appear to be a consensus that the fish stocks are being depleted 

(McClean & Forrester, 2018; Yunanto et al, 2018). Whether this means a general collapse of 

world fisheries is a point of controversy among experts (Barkin & DeSombre, 2013). The 2018 

FAO report, State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture, classified 33.1% fish stocks as 

overfished. The report warns of dire consequences if this situation is not reversed (FAO, 2018). 

Barkin & DeSombre (2013), further posits that not only are there too many fishers going after 

fewer fish, the use of larger fishing vessels that can go farther, faster, and deeper has exacerbated 

the problems. When all these factors are combined with the practice of governments and 

development banks promoting economic development via investment in bigger fishing fleets, 

fish resources are further depleted (Barkin & DeSombre, 2013). 
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Figure 1: Global Trends in The State of The World’s Marine Fish Stocks, 1974–2015  

Source: FAO, 2018 

As Figure 1 indicates, the percentage of fish stock considered overfished has been 

gradually increasing from 1975 to the present (FAO, 2018). From as early as 2003, the alarm 

which has been sounding grew much louder with a report stating that there has been an 80 % 

reduction in the population of predatory fish species within a 15-year period, caused by 

commercial fishing from industrialized counties (Myers & Worm, 2003). Other researchers see 

this as an indication of wider problems. For instance, Jackson et al (2001), state that “…. 

ecological extinction caused by overfishing precedes all other pervasive human disturbance to 

coastal ecosystems, including pollution, degradation of water quality and anthropogenic climate 

change” (p. 629). 
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2.2.1 Collapse of Newfoundland Cod Fisheries  

The collapse of fisheries has precipitated dire socio-economic consequences. An 

outstanding example is that of cod fishing in Newfoundland. This case has been widely cited in 

the global literature. Cod was an important part of the Newfoundland economy, but fishing was 

banned in 1992 after the collapse of the fishery( Pollack, 1995). The result was the loss of 40,000 

jobs (Pollack, 1995). Bavington (2005) confirmed that at the time of the collapse, cod had been 

depleted to 1 percent of spawning mass biomass.  This devastated several local communities that 

depended on cod for their livelihoods. The genesis of the problem is believed to have begun 

when European factory-trawlers began harvesting in the Grand Banks (Pollack, 1995). Whereas 

previously, fishing in the Grand Banks would begin in early spring and end at the first snow of 

winter, these trawlers harvested year-round, 365 days of the year. There was no opportunity for 

the cod stocks to replenish (Pollack, 1995). A temporary halt occurred when Canada enforced its 

200 miles economic zone, preventing foreign trawlers from entering (Pollack, 1995).  

The void that resulted from banning foreign trawlers was then filled by factory trawlers 

registered to Canadian fishing companies, and year-round fishing resumed. Government policy 

that led to this situation was implicated by public sector interests in some private fishing 

corporations, to support sector jobs and very small fishing communities or outpost employment 

(Pollack, 1995). There was also an over-reliance on quota setting as well as annual assessment to 

assure the recovery of the fish stock.  By the time the direness of the decimated cod stocks 

situation became apparent to the provincial and federal governments, the collapse had already 

occurred (Byron, 2003). Hamilton and Butler (2001), citing a 1986 study by House, Hanrahan, 

and Simms (1986), stated that of total employment, the fishing industry accounted for 60 percent 
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with 40 percent of that being fulltime and 20 percent part-time. They described the collapse as a 

“symbolic end to a way of life that had sustained Newfoundland outposts for hundreds of years” 

(Hamilton & Butler, 2001, p. 1). The economy and way of life of the affected communities had 

been disrupted by what was an avoidable situation worsened by poor government policy. There 

have been similar experiences reported in other studies such as the collapse of “false cod” 

fisheries of Senegal (Thiao, et al, 2012) and the collapse of the oyster fisheries along the eastern  

and western North America, and Australia continental shelf margin (Kirby, 2004). 

2.2.2 Collapse of “False Cod” Epinephelus aenus in Senegal 

The late 20th century collapse of the fish species Epinephelus aenus or “false cod” as it is 

colloquially known, came about as a result of the following factors: the unlimited access to 

marine resources, improved fishing technology, a doubling of the fishing fleet, and the high price 

obtained on the international markets (Thiao et al, 2012; Ndiaye, 2003).  False cod abundance, 

measured as kg per fishing trip, went from a little over 15 kg per trip in 1974 to less than 1 kg in 

1998, and since 2006, achieved only five percent of pre-1974 levels (Thiao et al, 2012). Two 

reports from the FAO Fisheries Committee (Eastern & Central Atlantic) in 2004, and again in 

2007, advised that “false cod” faced the possibility of extinction,   and recommended a 

temporary halt in harvesting of the species (Thiao et al, 2012). The literature on this case 

suggests that the devaluation of the national currency drove the price pressure on the species as a 

result of structural adjustment programs, and a reorienting of the fishing industry towards export 

markets for increased foreign currency earnings (Badiane, 2007;  Ndiaye, 2003; Thiao et al, 

2012). Like the case of the Canadian cod fish stocks collapse, this case from Senegal also 

highlights the absence of programs or initiatives that would develop alternative livelihood 
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options for fishers and fishing communities. The collapse of these two fisheries are illustrative of 

the negative outcomes if efforts to halt and reverse the effect of overfishing are not addressed 

with urgency.     

2.3 Over-fishing Jamaica’s Fisheries 

Jamaica has a land area of approximately 1100 km sq., a coastline of just over 1000 km 

and a population (2013) of 2.784 million people (FAO, 2018). This West Indies nation is 

surrounded by the Caribbean Sea which it shares with its neighbor Cuba, to the north, Cayman 

Islands to the west and Hispaniola to the north east (see figure 2 below). Fish has always played 

an important role in the economy and diet of the country. 

 

Figure 2: Google Earth Image of Jamaica, West Indies 

Source: https://earth.google.com/web 
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At 27.1 kg/yr./person, Jamaica has one of the highest fish consumptions in the Americas. 

The fishing industry impacts the lives of 40,000 households directly or indirectly, whether as 

fisherfolks, vendors or service providers to the industry (FAO, 2018). There were 6700 

motorized fishing vessels in 2014 with a production rate of 19,000 – 25,000 tonnes between 

1992 -1997. This had declined to about 15,000 by 2014 (FAO, 2018). Several factors have been 

cited as the reasons for the decline in fish capture: pollution of the coast, environmental 

degradation, and unmaintainable fishing behaviours. Another factor that has also been mentioned 

is the condition of the reefs, which in many areas of the coast, have been in decline. Many of the 

popular fish species within the island fisheries have also been in decline (FAO,2018).  

 

 

Figure 3: FAO Fisheries Statistics, Jamaica  

Source: FAO, 2018 

Aquaculture gained significance after 1985 and still only accounts for a small percentage 

of Jamaica’s total fish production, 2006 being the year with the highest tonnage (FAO, 2018). 

From the peak of 1995 the chart also illustrates that there has been a decline in total production, 
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moving from a little less than thirty thousand tons in 1995 to just under twenty thousand tonnes 

in 2015. 

Reef fishing and fisheries play an important socio-economic role in Jamaica, with 

approximately 20,000 artisan fishermen supported by the industry. Almost 5 percent of the 

population (100,000 people) island-wide benefit from the fisheries, whether directly or indirectly 

(FAO, 2018). In addition to the coastal fisheries, Jamaica had a thriving aquaculture industry 

which, at its height, produced 8,000 tonnes in 2006 but declined to 786 tonnes in 2013. This was 

largely attributed to the high cost of production, competition from imports, as well as high 

incidences of praedial larceny ie. theft of  agricultural products  (FAO, 2018).  

2.3.1 Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary 

Oracabessa Bay is in the northeastern section of Jamaica and in the parish of St. Mary. It 

is approximately 20 km to the east of Ocho Rios (Figure 4). At the time of the height of the 

banana industry, it was one of the main shipping ports, from 1920’s to 1960’s (Oracabessa Bay 

Fish Sanctuary Management Plan (n.d.). For most families in the community, fishing was the 

main livelihood. Even with the advent of tourism as the main means of employment, fishing 

remains an important part of the economy of that area. 
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Figure 4: Oracabessa Bay, Jamaica 

Source: https://earth.google.com/web 

Oracabessa Bay has not escaped the degradation of its fish stock, a phenomenon that was 

experienced in other parts of the island. In fact, as early as in the previous 25 years, it was 

possible to catch 8 to 15-pound snappers just off the beach (Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary 

Management Plan, n.d.). That is a rarity today, with a smaller volume of catch as well as smaller 

sizes of fish with the resultant depletion of the breeding stock. If this rapid decline was not 

addressed, the fish stock would have eventually collapsed. A secondary effect of over-fishing 

was that the fishers went out further to sea and began to catch reef-grazing fish, thereby 

degrading the reefs. Since the reef is also the breeding ground of many of the preferred fish 

species, precipitation of a brutal downward spiraling cycle had begun (Oracabessa Bay Fish 

Sanctuary Management Plan, n.d.). 
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Two organizations, the St. Mary Fisherman’s Cooperative (Oracabessa Branch) and the 

Oracabessa Foundation, in collaboration with Golden Eye, cooperated in 2009 to form the 

Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary, which was gazetted (became a legal entity) in 2010. The aim 

was to create a fishing exclusion zone to protect fish breeding and habitat areas. The overall 

objective in the long term was to increase biodiversity and the socio-economic conditions of the 

local community. Other outcomes of the effort were to ensure proper fishing practices, as well as 

environmental education for community members (Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary Management 

Plan, n.d.). 

A management plan, known as the Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary Management Plan 

(OBFSMP) was designed by the fishers and stakeholders  as the vehicle to enact the changes, 

making use of local and scientific knowledge to achieve the desired objectives. More than just 

another community organization, the Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary has enforcement powers 

assigned under a Memorandum of Agreement with the Government of Jamaica’s Ministry of 

Agriculture and Fisheries, Natural Resource Conservation Authority (NRCA) and the Fishing 

Industry Act (FIA) (Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary Management Plan, n.d.). It should be noted 

that a new law, entitled the Fisheries Act, was to have been enacted to replace the Fishing 

Industry Act (Burrell & Taylor, 2011). 

Part of the legislative framework that underpins the work of the Oracabessa Bay Fish 

Sanctuary is the Wildlife Protection Act (WPA), passed in 1945. It created the enforcement 

position of the Fisheries Inspector. Another legislation of significance is the Fishing Industry Act 

(FIA), which empowers the Minister of Agriculture to declare any area a fish sanctuary (Burrell 

and Taylor, 2011). These, along with the other acts and regulations, provide the “teeth” that is 
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needed to enforce the regulations that govern conduct within the Fish sanctuaries. The law also 

gave the Fishery Inspector jurisdiction over “…any body of water containing fish, fishing boats, 

vessels in the economic exclusion zone…” (Burrell and Taylor, 2011 p. 5).  

Several areas in Jamaica have been designated as fish sanctuaries: Montego Bay Marine 

Park (2009); Bowden Inner Harbour (1986); Bluefield’s Bay Westmoreland (2009); Discovery 

Bay Lagoon, St. Ann (2009); Three Bays St. Catharines (2009); Orange Bay Hanover (2009); 

Salt Harbour, St Catharine (2009); Galleon Harbour, St. Catharines (2009); Galleon, St 

Elizabeth, (2009) and Oracabessa, St. Mary (2010), (Burrell & Taylor, 2011). The establishment 

of these sanctuaries illustrates the seriousness that the Jamaican government has attached to the 

issue of protecting the marine environment, as well as halting the decline of the local fishing 

industry and attendant livelihoods.  

 

 Figure 5: Oracabessa Bay Designated Fish Sanctuary 

Source: Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary Management Plan (n.d.) 
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Oracabessa Bay (illustrated in Figure 5) has been described as having one of the best 

habitats and breeding areas on the island for various fish and marine life. The bay itself is 

composed of 75 percent coral reefs (Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary Management Plan (n.d.). A 

land reclamation project makes up half of the beach area. This created shallow water areas that 

serve as a fish nursery. The two main beaches in the area, Fisherman’s Beach and Gibraltar 

beach, are separated by the Jacks River. Gibraltar Beach is significant as a nesting site for three 

different turtle species (Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary Management Plan (n.d.). Another specie 

that habits the area is Endangered West Indian Manatee (Trichechus manatus) (Oracabessa Bay 

Fish Sanctuary Management Plan, n.d.). 

2.3.2 Sanctuary Performance 

As illustrated in Figure 6, there has been a steady increase in both the size of fish as well 

as the density of fish present in the sanctuary. Average fish Biomass, for instance, which can be 

used as an indicator of the population, grew significantly from 75.7 grams/100sqm in 2012,  to 

279.5 grams/100sqm in 2014,  in four years since the sanctuary was established in 2010 (NEPA, 

2019). A similar result was seen concerning fish sizes. There was an increase in the average fish 

size from 8.58 cm in 2012 to 14.9 cm in 2014 (NEPA, 2019) 
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      Figure 6: Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary Performance 

Source: Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary Management Plan, (n.d.) 

 

2.3.3 Coral Reef Health 

Jamaica’s National Environmental Planning Agency (NEPA) uses the Coral Reef Health 

Index (Table 1) as an indicator of the health and performance of coral reefs of the island. The 

Coral Reef Health Index is a combination “…of four key indicators: coral cover, macro-algal 

cover, herbivorous fish abundance and commercially important fish abundance” (NEPA, 2019 

pp.1). It measures the coral coverage and the fish population within a specific site. A rating at the 

critical level (1 – 1.8) indicates a low population of herbivorous and commercially important fish 

species, low coral cover (<5 %) and a high macroalgal cover (> 60%). Conversely, a particularly 

good rating (> 4.2 - 5) is indicative of high population of herbivorous and commercially 

important fish species, high coral coverage (> 40 %) and low macroalgal cover (< 10%), 

according to NEPA (2019). 
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Table 1: Health Index Values 

Rating 
Score  

Very Good >4.2 -5  

Good >3.4 – 4.2 

Fair >2.6 – 3.4 

Poor >1.8 – 2.6 

Critical 1 – 1.8 

Source: NEPA, 2019 

As shown in Table 1, the reefs are ranked on a scale of one to five, with one being critical 

and five being very good. It should be noted that the data from NEPA captures areas outside the 

OBFS, but they are useful as an indicator of overall reef health. Based on the NEPA profiles, the 

Oracabessa Special Fisheries Conservation area has seen marginal improvement from a mean 

index of 1.7 (critical) in 2011 to 2.4 (poor) in 2018, the last available records, NEPA (2019). If 

this trend continues, it would be indicative of some improvement of the health of the reef 

ecosystem within the area under study.  
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Figure 7: Oracabessa Bay SFCA Coral Health Index 

Source: NEPA (2019) 

 

2.4 Marine Protected Areas (MPA) 

The concept of MPA varies in its definition from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. Cote & 

Finney (2006), and Mayr (2010), define MPAs as geographic areas with restrictions on specified 

activities. Mitchel et al (2018) expanded on this definition and noted that “A protected area is a 

clearly defined geographical space, recognized, dedicated and managed, through legal or other 

effective means, to achieve the long-term conservation of nature with associated ecosystem 

services and cultural values” (p.2). NOAA (2018), in their widely accepted classification of 

MPAs posited that MPAs comprise three basic functions: protection, management and 

conservation. Other terms used include marine sanctuaries, reserves, parks, and refuges (NOAA, 

2018.  
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 Advantages of MPAs include species protection, reduction in the incidence of species 

decline, prevention of habitat destruction and protection of endangered species (Mayr, 2010). He 

further opined that some opposition to MPAs is based on perceived costs to the local economy, 

and fishing interests which outweigh the benefits. It can be argued that these costs are short term 

and would be greatly outweighed by the benefits to be accrued in the long term. Mayr (2010) 

further posited that MPAs might simply transplant the problem of overfishing from one area to 

another. This can be overcome by using fisheries management tools that go beyond just 

declaring no-take zones to managing all fish resources in a sustainable manner in adjacent 

fisheries.  

It has been noted that the implementation of MPAs is not an automatic success: 

The success or failure of MPA designations is far more likely to reflect 

socioeconomic, cultural, and political factors than to reflect biological 

considerations. Perceptions are likely to be positive for stakeholders (including 

resource users), if designations are viewed as based on a fair, equitable, and 

transparent process for establishing and managing sites; clearly stated goals for 

the site; and expanding benefits while containing costs. (Mayr, 2010 pp.11). 

Therefore, the fish sanctuary, as defined and practiced in Oracabessa, Jamaica, would fall within 

the definition of a protected area as there is zero extraction allowed within the boundaries of the 

sanctuary.  

 

 

2.4.1 Effectiveness of Marine Protected Areas in Marine/Coastal Conservation 

There is little debate that within designated MPAs, fish stocks and marine life in general 

experience rejuvenation (Hilborn & Ovando, 2014; Mitchel et al, 2018; Cote & Finney 2006; 
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NOAA, 2018). Further, Cote and Finney suggested that MPAs should be used in conjunction 

with other elements. MPAs is just one tool in a toolbox aimed at both conservation and 

sustainability. NOAA was at pains to point out that conservation is key in defining an MPA 

(NOAA, 2018).  

 Fish stock health is not just affected by activities of fishers but is also influenced by other 

human activities that often lead to pollution and transformation of the landscape that can result in 

negative consequences (Mayr, 2010). Therefore, in the opinion of this researcher, perhaps one of 

the best testaments to the effectiveness of MPAs is that it is included as part of;  “Goal 14: 

Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine reserves” (United Nations, 2020). 

To make this goal achievable, it has been shown that in practice, there must be limitations 

or outright cessation of fishing activities within MPAs (Cannon et al, 2018, Cote & Finney, 2006 

and Edgar, Barret and Stuart-Smith, 2009). Since the affected communities generally derive the 

bulk of their livelihood from the sea (FAO, 2018), it, therefore, begs the question; What 

alternative livelihood options are going to available to mitigate the loss of fishing privileges in 

the designated areas? Efforts to establish workable alternative livelihood options necessitates a 

participatory approach involving the stakeholders, primarily the fisher, and group decision 

making processes will become an integral part of the process. It now becomes important to 

examine the role of alternative livelihoods and the role it plays in the context of marine 

conservation and sustainability. 
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2.5 Alternative Livelihoods 

Livelihood can be defined as skills, possessions, abilities, and actions required as a means 

of living and meeting the basic life necessities (proper nutrition, water, clothing and shelter)  

(Haan & Zoomers, 2003; Hettiarachchi, 2011; Hati Boruah, Mohan Pant, & Choudhury, 2020). 

Conversely, alternative livelihoods can be simply defined as substituting one means of living for 

another that has a less deleterious effect on the environment (Wright et al, 2016), and “…not 

exclusively based on fishing or aquaculture”  (Han & Boonstra, 2019, p. 1). Wright et al (2019) 

described alternate livelihoods schemes as having three overlapping groups: substitutes, 

compensations, and incentives. Substitutes refer to partial or complete benefit replacement by 

getting involved with alternative activity or occupation. Compensation refers to payment for 

losses arising from foregoing the damaging activity or occupation. Finally, an incentive is here 

referred to as an enticement for changed behaviour (Wright et al., 2019).      

 Studies have indicated that several challenges mitigate the adaptation of alternative 

livelihoods in small scale fisheries (Han & Boonstra, 2019). These challenges include 

unavailability and limited access to alternative occupations, as well as the lack of desirability for 

these alternates (Barbier, 2010). In contrast, research by Salayo et al (2008) found that most 

fishers, in general, supported alternative or supplemented livelihoods as a measure for reducing 

overfishing. They defined alternative livelihood as one where more than fifty percent of income 

was derived from non-fish sources (Salayo et al 2008).  

 Alternative livelihoods (utilizing eco-tourism and semi-arid aquaculture) as part of 

strategies for poverty alleviation and resource protection have been demonstrated in several 

jurisdictions, including Israel, Pakistan, Tanzania, and Botswana (Adhikari, 2013). Alternative 
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livelihoods have been shown to be effective as a means of poverty alleviation and reduced 

pressure on natural resources. They can also serve to increase community resilience. The choice 

of alternative is most effective when done through a consultative process involving affected 

community members (Adeel, Safarel & Adeel, 2008).   

Adeel and Safrael (2008) identified several challenges inherent in implementing 

Alternative livelihood programs. They posited the following:  

Successful deployment of these alternative livelihoods also introduces a number 

of new challenges for the communities that require attention, as shown by the case 

studies. First and foremost, amongst these is the societal inertia to abandon a 

“trade” practiced by communities and individuals for many generations and to 

explore a totally new avenue. (np.) 

 In recent years, securing alternative livelihoods have been viewed as integral to any 

conservation effort enabling capacity development of the local community considering available 

skills, resources, education and skills training access are all important facets of alternative 

livelihood programs, (Wright et al, 2016; Asiedu, 2013; Blythe, Murray & Flaherty, 2014). 

2.6 Community Engagement Principles 

For any community change process, community engagement results in better outcomes 

(William, 2018 & Joosten et al., 2015). Further, Mitchener et al , (2008) expand that community 

engagement is built on the principles of diversity (agencies and people), safe environment 

(freedom to express without fear of stigmatization or violence), and inclusivity at all stages from 

project inception to the final report.  
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 Community engagement is often observed through the lens of the participatory processes. 

The conceptual construct known as the “participation ladder” can be useful for explaining what 

participation is and how there are different levels of participation in processes used to engage 

communities and individuals within communities. It is also viewed as a means to swaying 

decisions at the political level, moving from informing to enablement (Chouguill, 1996 and 

Stout, n.d.). It has  the potential to be a reciprocal education process between those in authority 

and its citizens, with an added benefit of trust-building (Irvin, n.d.). Irvin opined further that the 

process is not without its disadvantages, such as, time consuming, costly, and subject to undue 

influence of special interest groups (Irvin, n.d.), and can lead to decisions that do not produce 

expected results (Cupps, 1977).  

 Coghlan & Brydon-Miller (2015), referencing Arnstein (1969) expanded that the ladder 

illustrated power relationships inherent in a participatory process. This enables a movement from 

non-participation (an undesirable state) to partnership and citizen control or empowerment (a 

more desired state). They conclude by alluding the following: 

Arnstein's ladder of participation made qualitative rather than quantitative distinctions 

between the sections of rungs on the ladder. Such qualitative distinctions lead us to think 

not about what power holders should do more of or less of to involve people but what 

they should do differently. (Coghlan & Brydon-Miller, 2015 np.). 

One iteration of a participation ladder is illustrated in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Participation Ladder 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Wiedemann & Femers (1993) 

It is the evolution from a state of just being informed (the public right to know) about a 

concern, issue or problem, to a full public partnership where an ordinary person has a seat and a 

voice at the final decision-making table that often produces lasting results (Wiedemann & 

Femers, 1993). This was evidenced in the experience of the management of North East Kent 

European Marine site. Community engagement enabled the identification of shared interest and 

the creation of an outline for a network of stakeholders to come together bridging the gap 

between economic and conservation agendas (Roberts and Jones, 2013). Similar experiences 

have been evidenced by Jones, Qui & De Santos (2013), Berkes, (2004), and Walter & Hamilton 

(2014).  

2.7 Group Decision Making Principles 

The literature on Group Decision Making (GDM) is relevant to this study because it 

allows for an assessment of decision-making processes within the OBFS. It will also be relevant 

in contextualizing the alternative livelihood options explored through community engagement 
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activities, that would be available to fishers and the fishing community. Over past decades, GDM 

literature has moved from decisions based on consensus by experts to decisions being more 

influenced by the social network process (Urena et al., 2019). GDM has been facilitated by 

advances in communication technologies, which can facilitate anyone with access, having a 

voice in the decision-making process (Urena et al., 2019). Further, Scott Poole & Dobosh (2010) 

highlighted that; “decision making is the epitome of group communication, an activity in which 

reasoning, argument, influence, collaboration, representation, and other communicative practices 

are enacted” (para. 1) 

Group decision making has several benefits, including enfranchisement, credibility, 

shared responsibility, and the effect of the whole nullifying the negative influence of the few or 

the one (Poshler, 2013).  Group decision making is, therefore, a complex process. Other 

influences on GMD have been demonstrated by Alexander et al (2018) and Guerrero et al 

(2013), who asserted that involvement and social networks influence the decision-making 

process in the context of conservation areas, with Guerrero et al. (2013) describing social 

network influence as democratizing influence. On this point, the opposite can also be achieved. 

When a group decision is a wrong decision, dissenters may refrain from speaking out because of 

what is referred to as social comparison processes (Poshler, 2013).   

Another concept that can be applied here is referred to as “group think”. Hart, (1991), 

citing Janis, (1972), described the basic premise of “group think” as one in  which individuals in 

a group, who place a high worth on group connectedness, are often unwilling to take any action 

that to disrupt connectedness, example articulating disapproval against views of individuals in 
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the group or the majority. This impacts the group decision-making process as well as how and 

when dissent is expressed (Hart, 1991). 

Another dynamic at work in GDM is referred to as motivational effects. Motivation may 

run in either direction. For instance, individuals within a group may be encouraged to better 

performance, or their optimum performance may become impaired (Poshler, 2013), perhaps akin 

to the phrase, “iron sharpens iron.”  

It can, therefore, be summarized that group decision-making principles involve 

relationships and interactions that shape how individuals understand their realities and participate 

in processes of community engagement. An understanding of these processes is optimally 

pursued using a qualitative approach to research and fits within a constructivist paradigm that 

emphasizes individual and group meaning creation (Creswell and Creswell, 2018). 

Constructivism is a body of theoretical knowledge, which will now be briefly examined. 

2.8 The Conceptual Framework for the Study 

Taken altogether, the conceptual approach to this study evolved out of an initial review of 

the literature, including FAO’s country report on Jamaica’s fisheries, and done within the context 

of socio-ecological approach to marine conservation (Aswani, 2010; Aswani & Allen, 2009; 

Gaines et al, 2010). Fisherfolk impacts (overfishing, use of destructive techniques etc.), and to a 

lesser extent climate change impacts, were highlighted predominantly in literature. The possible 

role of adjacent community impacts on overall fisheries collapse experienced in Oracabessa 

emerged during the fieldwork.  
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I developed an iterative process impacting coastal fisheries, beginning with factors 

influencing fisheries collapse, followed by  mitigation efforts leading to fisheries recovery. 

Numerous factors influencing fisheries collapse were identified with the main factors being 

fisher folk impacts, adjacent community impacts, and climate change impacts (Lam & Pitcher, 

2012, Barkin & DeSombre, 2013; Thiao et al, 2012).  

Addressing the issues of fisheries collapse is a complex process. It often involves starting 

community and stakeholder consultations, and the planning and implementation of mitigation 

processes to address the decline (Agardy, 1997; Alexander et al., 2018; Banks & Skilleter, 2010). 

Due to the possible complexity of each step, and the inherent likelihood of conflict, community 

engagement processes are critical to ensure acceptable outcomes. Community engagement 

processes within the OBFS was evaluated against the participation ladder (Table 2), and group 

decision-making principles. I also looked for evidence of   alternative livelihood options and how 

these were implemented within OBFS.  

The research explores the participants' viewpoint of the Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary 

experience through the lens of the constructivist framework, allowing for the exploration of the 

participatory nature of community engagement, processes.  The constructivist framework also 

allows for the exploration of the dynamics that impacted group decision making processes that 

enabled the declaration of a sanctuary zone in Oracabessa.  

Answering the research question of what processes explain the success of the OBFS, 

involved examining the procedures in initiating, planning, and implementing, as constructed by 

the respondents during semi-structured interviews (figure 8). Processes highlighted include 



From The brink: The Oracabessa Processes 

 

32 

 

community engagement, public education, legislation, and alternative livelihood. Also, the 

qualitative approach allowed for an exploration of group decision making processes within the 

OBFS. The results were used to guide the proposed adaptable policy on marine conservation 

with alternative livelihood options. 
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Figure 8: Conceptual Framework 
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Chapter Three   

Methodology 

3.1 Introduction 

Having reviewed the literature and outlined the conceptual framework underpinning this 

case study in the preceding chapter, I will now describe the methodology that was used to 

explore the processes to explain the revival of Jamaica’s Oracabessa Bay Fisheries. A qualitative 

case study approach was utilized within a constructivist framework. After a brief overview of the 

rationale for choosing a case study approach, this chapter will outline stages in the project: 

description, exploration, interview, analysis, findings, and conclusion 

3.1.1 Constructivism and Its Relevance to the Research 

Knowledge acquisition can be viewed as an active process (Brandon et al, 2010). In 

constructivism, it is theorized that the process of learning entails persons seeking an 

understanding of the lived environment (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). It can also be viewed as 

being biased since personal understanding or assigning meaning is a factor of “historical and 

cultural norms” (p.8), in the milieu in which people exist and operate. In conducting qualitative 

research, the researchers are concerned with intricacy of opinions rather than distilling to a few 

narrowly focused ideas. Research questions in this context tend to be more open-ended (Creswell 

& Creswell, 2018).  

Creswell & Creswell (2018) citing Crotty (1998), describe three assumptions:  

1. Meaning is derived as people interact with their world. This favours open-ended 

questions in qualitative research. 
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2. Sense making for people is a function of their socio-cultural environment. It, therefore, 

becomes necessary for researchers to immerse in the context being studied to facilitate 

the obtainment of meaning. 

3. Meaning is derived as individuals in community interrelate with each other, hence 

“meaning is always social” (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p.8; Li 2012). This facilitates the 

inductive nature in the analysis of field data. 

This view of constructivism is supported by Ramchandran (2004), who pointed out that we learn 

as we reflect and create an understanding of personal experiences.  

This highlights another aspect of constructivism. In a constructivist framework, as 

researchers interact with participant, the researcher also must consider their own socio-cultural 

history (positionality), as it influences how they interpret the data collected. The conclusions 

being more inductive than deductive (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).  

3.1.2 Case Study Method 

Case studies have seen widespread use in qualitative research (Creswell & Creswell, 

2018; David, 2009; Aaltio & Heilmann, 2010, Kvale & Brinksmann, 2009). A case study can be 

defined as a detailed investigation of an event, which may be a “program, event, activity, 

process, or one or more individual” (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 14). Creswell & Creswell 

(2018) also pointed out that the defining parameters of a case are “time and space”, p.14). David 

(2009) citing Stake (1995, p.5) supported this agreeing that a case is a “bounded system.”  
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 Arthur et al (2013), posited that the “purpose of a case study might be to explore a 

phenomenon about which not much is known, or described something in detail” (p. 102). 

Further, the authors, citing Yin & Campbell, (2018) stated that “Case studies have the particular 

ability to answer the why and how research questions” (p. 102). These extended definitions 

illustrate the cogency of utilizing the case study approach to the main research questions posed 

by this thesis.  

 Aaltio, & Heilmann (2010) reasoned that case studies evolved from focusing on simple 

organizations (e.g. one person) to more complex organizations or systems. Further, they 

highlight one of the key tools utilized in case studies to collect data, the personal interview 

(Aaltio, & Heilmann, 2010). Triangulation (data from different sources e.g. interviews, personal 

observation and review of the literature), allows for increased validity of data collected via this 

method (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Aaltio, & Heilmann, 2010). 

 

Figure 9:  Case Study Foundations.  

Adopted from Aaltio, & Heilmann, (2010). 
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Case studies can be perceived as resting on the following four pillars: selecting the case 

study objects, site access, theoretical framework, and data processes. This is illustrated in Figure 

9 above (Aaltio, & Heilmann, 2010). This theoretical framework forms the basis on which this 

study of the Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary is founded.   

3.2 The Case of Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary (OBFS) 

3.2.1 Setting 

The case selected for this research (Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary), is located in the 

northeastern section of the Island of Jamaica in the Caribbean (see chapter two). It is one of 

several coastal areas that over the past fifteen years have been designated as no-catch Marine 

Protected Areas or fish sanctuaries (Oracabessa Fish Sanctuaries, 2014). It is adjacent to the 

tourism hot spot of Ocho Rios to the west and three hours by car from Montego Bay. Oracabessa 

Bay was one of the major Banana ports in the sixties and seventies but lost prominence when 

tourism replaced the banana industry as the main earner of foreign exchange. With this decline, 

fishing took a more prominent role within the local economy, and when that went into decline, a 

process was initiated to mitigate the decline of the local fisheries, the formation of the OBFS, 

which is being examined by this research. 

3.2.2 Secondary Data Collection Phase 

The relevant literature and available policy and program documents on the subject of 

MPAs, fish sanctuaries in Jamaica and the Caribbean and  processes for community engagement 

in fisheries collapse, conservation and recovery were reviewed, initially over a duration of three 

months through information search and online documentation retrieval through the University of 
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Guelph library and other websites. This assessment informed the project proposal and REB 

applications that were submitted and approved before engaging participants in this research. It 

was then continued after the project approval.  

3.2.3 Site Visit 

The initial visit to the Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary (OBFS) was undertaken in June 

2019 and lasted for three weeks. The purpose of the visit was to explore the context of the case 

site by making personal observations of the OBFS site, boundaries and activities taking place 

within the sanctuary without engaging members of the OBFS. I observed firsthand what 

“success” looks like in a marine protected area. These observations are included in the research 

project sample field notes (see Appendix 3). 

3.3 Primary Data Collection Phase 

This involved travelling to Jamaica over six months to conduct the fieldwork part of the 

research. Due to limitations imposed by personal obligations in Canada, it was decided to do 

three field visits within a twelve-month period. 

3.3.1 Participants 

Purposive sampling was done from among the members of the OBFS (past or present) 

using the criteria of age (18 years older) and membership or familiarity with the OBFS. Initial 

permission was sought via email and telephone contact with the head of the Fisheries Division of 

Jamaica’s Ministry of Industry, Commerce, Agriculture and Fisheries. Contact was then made 

via the same means with the OBFS, who agreed to assist. An initial sample size of ten was 
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selected out of possible fifteen participants. During the timeframe of this visit, six interviews 

were completed.  

 A second field visit was planned to be completed by March 2020. However, the advent of 

the COVID-19 and the attendant states of emergencies that were declared both in Canada and 

Jamaica precipitated cancelling that visit. As a result, after consultations, using telephone 

interviews became the tool to continue data collection.  It was determined at this point to 

additional interviews with participants from other sanctuaries who were familiar with OBFS. 

They had been introduced to the researcher by an OBFS participant. Hence, an additional six 

interviews were completed, bringing the total interviews to eleven.  

3.3.2 Instrument 

A semi-structured interview guide question was developed (see Appendix 1) as the main 

tool to gather data. This allowed for an in-depth exploration of participants' experience and their 

understanding of the research theme (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). Clandinin & Connelly (2000), 

described the experience as an interplay between the social and the personal. They observed that 

it is a story being told. The interaction allows for the co-creation of knowledge (Kvale & 

Brinkmann, 2009). However, one of the disadvantages of this method is that of bias, both in the 

researcher and the researched (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). For validity in qualitative research, 

bias needs to be acknowledged and accounted for in reflections of the researcher via field diaries 

or notebooks where the researcher reflects and reflexes on the interview (Creswell & Creswell, 

2018). To account for self-awareness in my research, I kept field notes during the activity stages 

of the research.  
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 The interviews were done in-person as well as over the phone. All interviews were also 

recorded using an iPad for secured encryption. Participants gave consent prior to recording. A 

notebook was also utilized to capture personal observations before and after the interview 

sessions to aid in reflection. 

3.4 Data Analysis 

Data from the interviews were transcribed by utilizing the dictation interface in MS 

Word. Open coding was done throughout the data collection process. Following each interview, 

any phrase or word  that was frequently used and reflected thematic elements of conceptual 

framework, was coded for analysis. Then, as each interview was transcribed, additional codes 

were based on emergent themes.  In addition, codes were also generated by the exploration of 

word/phrase frequency in NVivo. Forty-four additional codes were generated. In the second 

phase, using NVivo, emergent codes were categorized into twenty categories, using axial coding 

to develop subcategories (see Appendix 2).  These were then subjected to further analysis within 

NVivo. The results generated form the basis of discussions in Chapter 4: Findings. 

3.5 Bias and Positionality 

We all have biases that we express in a variety of ways and on any range of subjects, 

hence the need to maintain objectivity.  Objectivity is a critical component of research and 

“researchers must examine methods and conclusion for bias”, (Creswell & Creswell, 2018. p7).  

It is, therefore essential to be aware of such biases and understand how they may colour the lens 

through which we view data as well as the analyses and conclusions we draw from such data 

(Delgado-Rodriquez & Lorca, 2004). As a safeguard against response bias, in addition to data 

collection from participants of OBFS, interviews with participants from three other sanctuaries 
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who are familiar with Oracabessa will also be done. Further, fishers who oppose restrictions 

within the OBFS will be recruited as participants. 

I believe bias awareness is crucial to understanding positionality regarding interacting 

with those in the field. Regarding my research, there is a duality as I interact with respondents. 

Being a Jamaican allows me the advantage of developing trust and fitting in  among my fellow 

countrymen on the one hand, but at the same time, I may be viewed as an outsider due to subtle 

differences in appearance and an “accent” which, even though I am fluent in Jamaican dialect 

will no doubt be expressed in my speech. I remember as a child growing up, I could always tell 

that someone has lived outside the island for a while, even if they never opened their mouth to 

say anything! 

Recognizing this as a possible barrier to effective communication with those I will 

interact with as a researcher, I have positioned myself to win the trust of respondents and not 

assume that my Jamaican origin will grant me automatic acceptance/admittance to their “world.” 

I have accepted my “otherness” and communicate that our interactions will be underlined by an 

atmosphere of mutual respect, and not a “better than you are” because I have had the benefit of 

living in Canada. 
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3.6 Summary  

Outlined in Chapter 3 were the procedures used to get data for this case study. The 

research was guided by a constructivist conceptual framework. It utilized a qualitative 

approach featuring in-person interviews, which was later modified to include telephone 

interviews due to the Covid19 pandemic. 
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Chapter Four  

Findings 

4.1 Introduction 

This section will illustrate the results obtained from administering the semi-structured 

interviews (see Appendix 1) , as well as personal observations,  notes, and memos taken during 

the fieldwork exercise. It will be guided by the research questions and objectives as stated in the 

introductory chapter of this paper. 

4.1.1 Processes that explain the revival of the Oracabessa Bay Fisheries (OBFS) 

From the data collected, community engagement, public education, funding, legislative 

among others, (see figure 10), were identified as crucial to the success of the OBFS and will be 

further discussed in subsequent sections. 

 

Figure 10: Processes that explain the success of the OBFS 

 Source: Field Data 2020 
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4.1.2 Community Engagement Processes 

The following excerpts from semi-structured interviews illustrate the resulted impact and 

awareness: 

 So what we try to do is encourage the teachers to [take their students] down on a 

small trip. We also have a primary school and a high school. Even though they 

are out of the zone, they are still in the area. So, we try to educate them let them 

come down, do a boat tour in the area, do workshop with the teachers and the 

community members (Participant 10-01).  

Continuing, the fisherfolks explained the effort that was undertaken to engage with the 

community.  

 ……what we first try to do is educate. We have workshops set up, both for the 

fishermen and the community. (Participant 10-01) 

 They explained at the meeting [about the sanctuary] and what is to be done. 

 I used to pass by, drop in and drop out, when they were having the meetings. 

[This is where] they had the meetings. (Participant 10-03) 

  Yeah, Yeah, I was involved in those meetings. They call that meeting and they 

talked to us and say that they're going to build a fish sanctuary and we should 

join it and everything and it has worked out wonderful. (Participant 10-05) 

Although the Ministry of Agriculture Mining and Fisheries, was involved, they did not lead the 

engagement effort. The engagement process was mainly led by the fisherfolks and other key 

stakeholders.  
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 Another is engaging the community, because without the community behind (us), 

we are doomed for failure. So, we try to engage the community as best as we can. 

(Participant 10-07) 

 Community based and with fisherfolk. It won't work unless you're working with 

the fisherfolks. First you let the fishermen identify the areas that they want to 

protect. You don't just go in as scientist and set the boundary ten miles to sea and 

forty miles down the road and lock out the fisher. That's not going to work. 

(Participant 10-08)  

A word frequency analysis in Nvivo 12 at the Community Engagement Processes Node 

presented the following word cloud results illustrated in Figure 11 

   

Figure 11: Word Cloud 

Source: NVivo 12 

“Community” was the most frequently used word in transcript texts queried at this node, 

captured in the following phrases: 
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 …. engaging the community, because without the community behind…. we try to 

engage the community as best as we can. …..education and outreach in the 

community to let them know that…. Participant 10-07) 

 Community based and with fisherfolk…. (10-08) 

  It was anybody in the community and then we did get…. (10-09) 

It can be concluded that the community was central to the entire engagement process, and this 

provides a model to guide future attempts at community-based natural resource conservation 

efforts. 

             Community education was identified as a key plank in the engagement process. This 

took on a variety of forms including public meetings and consultations, movie nights and 

workshops as demonstrated in the following transcript excerpts: 

 Of course, some public education and outreach in the community to let them know 

that this was coming. What it was going to mean for them, what are some of the 

benefits? Of course, there were some of it disadvantages, some disadvantages as 

well. We had to let them know. 

 …. there were movie nights, we would go out and show videos, like video clips 

about protected areas in other regions just to hear feedback and generate 

feedback and we would work from there. (Participant 10-07) 

The awareness of the necessity of education is illustrated in the following quotes from the 

transcripts. 

  outreach and public education; awareness of what we do (Participant 10-07) 

 The focus is always on education first and enforcement after 
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 So we try to educate as much as possible before…..we try to encourage and 

educate people…..(Participant 10-01) 

 …. continue to educate persons because education is the key (Participant 10-10) 

Again, community engagement appeared to be central to the efforts in Oracabessa Bay, and it 

appears to apply to at least three other MPAs as gleaned from participants who were interviewed 

from these sanctuary areas as part of the validation of the data that was obtained from OBFS.  

             These processes of engagement (workshops, movie nights, one on one conversations 

with fishers and stake holders),   that were undertaken within the Oracabessa Bay Fish 

Conservation Area (OBFSCA) illustrated the benefits of enfranchisement and shared 

responsibility in group decision making (Poshler, 2013). All respondents indicated in their 

responses that they were, in some form or another, involved in both the design and the 

implementation of the fish sanctuaries. This involved consensus building and signing off on 

sanctuary boundaries as examples.  A snapshot of the process of determination of the final 

boundaries in the OBFS is illustrated in the following excerpt: 

  ….. I marked the area. We had meetings with the fisher[s], we had meeting with 

the partners, [name omitted] and the fishers. [Name omitted] …., we gathered 

lineman, net men, and we went out. Two boatloads of us, and we dropped 

temporary boundaries, so the fisher[s] can see it. Some men said that it was too 

far (out), some men said that it took up their space. It stayed there for a while, 

until we adjusted it and then we did a mapping. Then we brought in the Fisheries 

Division and then (inaudible) (Participant 10-08) 
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Before the final boundaries were decided, there had to be consensus, as shown above. This was 

also a prerequisite for the Government Authorities to Gazette or make the MPA into the law to 

allow for enforcement of the no-take zone. A respondent sheds further light on this topic. 

 So in doing the boundaries, we had to have some consultation with the fishers in 

the area to agree upon the boundaries before we could go ahead. Without the 

fishers agreeing to the boundary in the area, the Ministry of Agriculture and 

Fisheries would not have signed off on the gazette for that area.  Because it has to 

be something that the fishers wanted as well. They are the ones who are being 

impacted. It is affecting their livelihoods, so they have to be involved. It has to be 

something they want so there were a lot of consultations that took place over a 

period of time, and over a period of years, between three to four years. 

(Participant 10-07) 

The above excerpt is an example of group decision making processes at work, highlighting the 

benefit of enfranchisement, credibility, and shared responsibility (Poshler, 2013). The expressed 

sentiments “……It has to be something the fishers wanted…. they have to be involved in it…” 

(Transcript 10-07), illustrates that the process was inclusive.  

4.1.3 Conservation Processes 

            OBFS was modelled after a no-take conservation model. There is zero fishing activity 

within the sanctuary, and as the fish densities increase, there would be an overflow into the non-

sanctuary areas, where fishers can catch (Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary Management Plan, 

n.d.). The conservation effort consisted of three major efforts as illustrated in Figure 12. 
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Figure 12: OBFS Conservation Processes 

Source (Oracabessa bay Fish Sanctuary Management Plan, n.d.) 

This consisted primarily of the efforts undertaken to stop a further decline of the reefs by 

establishing coral gardens to enable the replanting of coral that had died. Education processes 

involved several activities identified by respondents inclusive non-formal education activities 

such as training, workshops, films, excursion and printed literature. There were also informal 

activities, mainly in the form of one on one conversations with fisherfolks and community 

members aimed at building awareness. 

 Finally, there was an enforcement of no-catch regulations which allowed for the 

replenishment of fish resource within the sanctuary boundaries. Respondents identified the 

following roles, as illustrated in Table 3 that they were involved in as part of the conservation 

process. Participants were involved in a variety of responsibilities within the sanctuaries, with 

several respondents performing two or more responsibilities. 
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Table 3: Responsibilities within the Sanctuaries 

Role No. of persons involved 

Manager 4 

Supervisor 2 

Coordinator 1 

Fisheries Inspector 2 

Warden 6 

Founder 1 

Boat Captain 2 

Coral Gardner 3 

Other 3 

(Source: Fieldwork 2019 & 2020) 

Within the Jamaican context, managers, supervisors and coordinators are responsible for 

the daily operations of the sanctuaries including budgeting, human resource allocation, planning, 

liaising with the central and local government authorities and as some indicated in interviews, 

fundraising. Monitoring and enforcement are the responsibilities of the fisheries inspectors, 

wardens and boat captains. Coral Gardeners work primarily at coral reef restoration. Other roles 

would entail acting as tour guides as required. 

4.1.2.1 Key Persons for Sanctuary Success 

Respondents were asked to identify, based on their experience, the key person essential for 

sanctuaries to be successful. The results are summarized best by respondent 10-04: 

 You need all the people that are earning from the sea and also people who enjoy 

the sea. But not as much as the people who are earning from the sea. 

 

Among the groups, the fishers were listed as the most important, as illustrated in the response   
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by respondent 10-09 and 10-03. 

 The fisherman. First thing you have to get the fisherman. Several people have 

asked me this down the road and there is no point to even having the conversation 

with me unless you've had the conversation with the fisherman. 

 The most important ones are the fisher folks 

Other persons and groups listed include NGO’s, youth and community leaders and groups, 

government agencies, and funders.  

4.1.3 Education and Enforcement Processes 

            The importance of education to the entire sanctuary effort cannot be overemphasized. 

The findings indicate that not only did education seem to build awareness of the problem of 

decline of the fisheries, but it was also played an integral part of the enforcement process. One of 

the repeated phrases was,  

“…we try to educate first, before we enforce…., We educate as much as 

possible…,  educate before you enforce….You try to talk to them, educate them, 

and if they continue to be a repeating violator, you start to enforce the law” 

(Respondent 10-01) 

In addition to community meetings, movie nights, workshops, and sanctuary tours were initiated 

as part of the engagement and education processes. Education was also done in informal settings 

involving one on one conversations with fisherfolks at the beach as well as in bars. Here are two 

examples. 

 …. unless you've had the conversation with the fisherman. And when I say 

conversation with the fisherman is not to go and wag your finger and tell them 
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what you're doing is wrong, is to sit down and talk about conservation. You know 

I go down to the beach and I see a fisherman pull out a fish four inches long and I 

say to him how long did it take you to get this fish? How long you spent 

spearfishing, did you spend the entire day? You know back in the day you could 

go out and spend a few hours catch fish and now you have to go and spend all day 

long and just get this. (Respondent 10-09) 

 Well one of the challenges that we face was getting buy-in from persons that the 

sanctuary is important. How we did it was through constant education. Even 

when we were in the rum bar, having a drink, which is the best time to share 

information…. we constantly share, constantly share through every medium 

through every method. Fishermen most times don't do a lot of reading.  Use every 

method you can to get the message across. (Respondent 10-10) 

            It noteworthy that the education effort centered around the convenience of the targeted 

recipient. In the two examples above, one took place at the shoreline where the fisherfolks were 

and the other took place in a bar or drinking establishment. These are places where the 

respondents would feel at home and unthreatened, hence more amenable to conversation and 

education. These settings provided opportunities to exchange ideas about the reason for the fish 

stock decline, elicit ideas about what could be done about it, educate about conservation in 

general, and explain what it means to have a fish sanctuary. 

4.1.4. Demographic Highlights  

Of the total respondents, four identified as females and seven as males (Figure13). Six, of 

the eleven respondents, identified fishing as their main livelihood before their involvement with 

fish sanctuary activities. All six have more than ten years of experience as fishermen, with four 

of the six accounting for an aggregate of more than one hundred years fishing experience. None 
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of the four females described fishing as their main livelihood prior to their involvement with the 

fish sanctuaries. 

 

Figure 13: Participants by Gender and Years of Experience [n = 11] 

(Source: Fieldwork 2019 & 2020) 

4.1.5 Legislative Processes 

             The legislative processes that undergird the operation of the OBFSA are known as the 

Fisheries Act, 2018, which was passed into law on October 12, 2018 (The Fisheries Act, 2018). 

Before being promulgated, enforcement action was governed by the Fishing Industry Act (1976) 

as well as the Wildlife Protection Act (1945), (Burrell & Taylor, 2011).  The Fisheries Act 

(2018) allowed for the creation of the National Fisheries Authority that has been charged with 

the administration and progress of fisheries and aquaculture. It also allowed for the designation 

of Fisheries Management Areas as well as Fish Sanctuaries.  

             Wardens who operated within the OBFS, prior to the Fisheries Act coming into force, 

were appointed as game wardens under the Wildlife Protection Act (1945) or Fisheries Inspector 
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under the same. The Fisheries Act (2018), allowed for the seizure of vessels, equipment, catch 

and documents of anyone found acting in contravention of the Act. In actual practice, 

respondents have indicated that seizure and issuing of summons to appear before an Officer of 

the courts is often the last resort. They will attempt to educate and warn violators, and if breaches 

continue, then they will issue summons where necessary, and if required, get assistance from the 

Marine Police who had opened a base adjacent to the OBFS offices.  

 We also do education. You can’t just go and bring someone to the court for their 

first offence. So, what we do, we try to educate first, before we enforce. We 

educate as much as possible. (Participant 10-01) 

The legislation also allows for personnel from other agencies to enforce the provisions of the 

legislation, as illustrated in the following excerpt. 

 Yes, we do have a few Senior Fisheries Inspectors from the Ministry of 

Agriculture and Fisheries on board, as well there was great support from the 

office of the DPP (Director of Public Prosecutions). There was also support from 

National Environmental Planning Agency (NEPA), (Participant 10-07) 

  As fisheries inspectors, we enforce the laws under the Ministry of 

Fisheries.  We also enforce the laws covered by the areas of the sanctuaries, and 

under the Fisheries Act.  

 ……. you can’t enforce if you’re not doing any education. The focus is always on 

education first and enforcement after. (Participant 10-01) 

Legislative processes are only as good as the enforcement that can be sustained on the ground 

and tied to this is the deterrence effect of the penalties outline in the legislation. One respondent 
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in giving their experience outlined the fact that sometimes the penalties handed down are not 

enough of a deterrence to violators of the sanctuary. 

 I know they held someone, and they went to court. But that person got off for the 

first offence the judge was being a like lenient. They warned him and told him not 

to let it happen again. (Participant 10-02) 

 So when they pay the hundred dollars they are coming back again.  So we [the 

warders] have to reason with them (Participant 10-03).  

At today’s rate, the fine would be equivalent to approximately one Canadian dollar (Google.ca). 

There is extraordinarily little deterrence at that fine level. With regards to fines, Jamaica’s 

current Minster of Industry, Commerce, Agriculture and Fisheries, opined that the new Fisheries 

Act needed to be modified to address the inadequacy of the penalty structures to enable greater 

deterrence and to protect Jamaica’s fishing industry (Serju, 2019). The process is on-going 

(Serju, 2019). 

4.1.6 Funding Processes 

Funding is the lifeline of initiatives such as the OBFS. An analysis of the responses from 

the interview subjects elicited three main sources of funding for fish sanctuaries in Jamaica 

(Figure 14).  In the case of Oracabessa, the bulk of the funding is from public sources (the 

Government) with additional funding coming from grants received from other NGOs, special 

projects from International Grant Agencies, and recently, from the operation of a Dive Shop. 

 



From The brink: The Oracabessa Processes 

 

56 

 

 

Figure 14: Funding Sources 

(Source: Fieldwork 2019 & 2020) 

The funding sources were outlined by respondents as follows,  

 Our funding in Oracabessa is done by public funding. 

 “……the move towards generating income. I would have been involved with the 

setup of that, mainly the Dive Shop, and we did some consultations, which 

brought in funds. 

 We subsidized that through projects, especially coral restoration, where you can 

get fuel to support that and that help to subsidize fuel for the enforcement 

activities. (Participant 10-04) 

             One of the areas of funding that has not been adequately analyzed but is beyond the 

scope of this research is the monetary value of the volunteer effort by the stakeholders in the 
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OBFS. The results indicate that the inadequacy of the funds provided was offset by the 

volunteerism of the stakeholders in general, and especially the wardens. This is highlighted in the 

following excerpt. 

 The government said that they had a subvention for four people and they only can 

provide us with just fuel, no boats 

 

 “…..we got started in 2010 and  the government said they only had money to pay 

four [persons]. We started with six persons with the same dollars, and up until 

now, for the ten years is the same dollar. It has not moved, and we extended the 

fleet to about twelve persons. Some migrated, some died, and we still have ten 

persons, ten wardens. (Participant 10-08) 

             It is evident that at the onset of the OBFS, the monetary support provided was 

insufficient to fund and equip the wardens. While one cannot fault the Government for the level 

of funding, after all, there are competing interests for Government funds, and the view shared 

was that higher priority would be given to sanctuaries if the full economic benefit of the MPAs’ 

to the Jamaican society was known. One respondent shared the views in the following excerpt: 

 But we had a funding crisis for a long time. The government has only been 

funding us to about 30% of the budget that we would need to operate properly. 

Maybe it was higher back in the day, but as fuel prices increased and the value of 

the dollar changed, we're still getting the same amount of money. Our operational 

expenses are going up, but their funding has remained the same, and as a 

percentage, it is now at 25%. (Participant 10-04) 

There was a suggested solution to deal with the funding challenge: 
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 I do believe some should be coming out of the government's Consolidated Funds. 

The sanctuary should receive some funding from that as well as funding from the 

tourism revenues and then from other taxes related to fisheries, as well so more 

diversified and more logically aligned. (Participant 10-04) 

            The issue of funding has been a constant challenge with sanctuary operations, not just 

within Oracabessa but with other sanctuaries. What has become evident is that many of the 

fishers involved with the sanctuary, especially the wardens, were determined to address the issue 

of the decline in marine resources regardless of the lack or shortfall in funding.  

  …. the fishers are the mainly impacted ones. Those are the ones who will put the 

effort out…. (Participant 10-07) 

In other words, because they were the ones feeling the greatest impact of the collapse of the 

fisheries, they were willing to do whatever it took to see the fish stocks recover. They were also 

at the point where they knew something had to be done to address the situation and were ready to 

take action to do so as outline below.  

 I was very interested to do something because finally the fisherman, …. they 

wanted to get on board and do something so. 

 the fishermen were ready to do something. I guess that was the main thing and so 

everybody was ready to say great, right, let's move ahead. 

 You see the fisherman in Oracabessa are vested in having a sanctuary. 

(Participant 10-09)  

 We get a lot of disrespect, a lot of disrespect and everything, but we try our best 

to see that it work, our best to see that it work… 
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 We put our mind and heart towards it. We're going to make this thing work…  

 I Love it. I love doing it. I enjoy doing it. Even when I am not at work, I still 

patrolled the sanctuary, even though I am not working, I still patrol the 

sanctuary…(Participant 10-05) 

Their motivation was such, that even when they felt disrespected by fellow fisherfolks who 

breached the sanctuary boundaries, they were motivated to continue working at making the 

sanctuary a success. This points to one of the key processes that explains the success of OBFS, 

fisher motivation.  

4.1.7 Fisher Motivation 

One of the terms that highlight this motivation is “vested interest.”  

 …the fisherman in Oracabessa are vested in having a sanctuary. (Participant 10-

09) 

            In defining vested interest, Donaldson, Siegel and Crano, (2020) theorized that personal 

value and importance of an object affect behavior and can impact the success rates of an 

enterprise. It also affects success rates (Donaldson, Siegel & Crano, 2016). Further, the level of 

vested interest is a function of an individual’s personal stake in an outcome (Miller, Adame, & 

Moore, 2013). They further observed that personal stake is influenced by  (a) the importance an 

attitude or feeling (b) the perceived inevitability of probable outcomes of interventions based on 

that attitude or feeling (c) immediacy or remoteness of consequences of interventions and (d) 

one’s belief in their capacity to impact the outcome. 
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          The responses below confirm that fishers are vested in the fish sanctuaries. From their 

professed ‘love’ for what they do, their willingness to become involved and continued 

participation in the conservation effort, even when funds are inadequate.  

 … fishers love the sea… (Participant 10-04) 

 Seeing I grew up by the sea, my first interest was by the sea. It was always the 

sea. Even if I leave the sea and do other work, I always come back to the sea. 

(Participant 10-01) 

 I Love it, I love doing it, I enjoy doing it. Even when I am not at work, I still 

patrolled the sanctuary, even though I am not working, I still patrol the sanctuary  

 I still make a living fishing. I love it. Fishing is part of my life. Fishing is my life, 

so I always want to be a fisherman. I will always be a fisherman. No matter where 

I go, I always want to be a fisherman. (Participant 10-05) 

 Well, I would still be interested because I love the plans that they had. It's a long 

time I have been saying that they need to do something and hear what really 

inspired me. (Participant 10-06) 

         Vested interest and willingness to be involved notwithstanding, there has been opposition 

to the conservation efforts. This has ranged from open hostility towards the imposition of 

sanctuary boundaries to simple apathy regarding the idea of marine conservation as outlined 

below. 

 Many of them had something negative to say in the whole thing like “(name 

omitted), want to take away the beach”, and so they don't want to be a part of it, 

so there was some resistance at first. A lot of them that were part of it, drew away 

[withdrew] and some stayed.  
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 You're going to have a lot of enemies until after a time, they get to understand 

what is going on, and then they …. will want to come on board because they see 

the [positive] results. (Participant 10-06) 

Initial resistance was not specific to OBFS area only; other respondents pointed to similar 

experiences in other locations as reported below. 

 OK.  Right now, so when we just started of course there was a huge resistance. 

We were seen as impeding on people’s culture and practices. For generations 

people have been fishing in their backyard, and so here we come at this point 

telling them that they you can't do this anymore. And so, we were met with great 

resistance. There were many threats hurled at us; however, through slow and 

steady engagement, outreach and public education, awareness of what we do and 

why is it we do it, our relationship has improved greatly. (Participant 10-07) 

  I’m not going to say that you're not going to have that small percentage that will 

resist, but in the end, that percentage is going to buy-in. (Participant 10-11) 

         Some of the resistance was fueled by the belief that the sanctuary boundaries should be 

reduced. As they had no other employment opportunities, so they continued to push against the 

sanctuary (Coral gardeners bring back Jamaica’s reefs, piece by piece, Jamaica Observer, 2019). 

The same article noted that personnel involved in monitoring sanctuaries had been injured in the 

course of carrying out their duties. However, continuous engagement over the years since the 

establishment of the sanctuaries appears to have reduced the initial resistance, and many 

community members who were previously against a sanctuary are now vocal supporters. The 

‘conversion’ of those who formerly opposed the sanctuaries, serves to illustrate the motivational 

effect of Group Decision Making process as observed by Alexander et al. (2018) and Poshler, 
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(2013). This conversion is another tribute to the dedication of stakeholders of the OBFS and 

other sanctuaries who continue to spearhead and fund these endeavors.  

            Motivation can run in either direction (Poshler, 2013). While the respondents interviewed 

expressed support for OBFS, one respondent noted a duality in support from fishers in another 

setting. In response to a question posed about community support, the response was as follows. 

 99% of the people you talk to about the sanctuary would say it's a good thing. It's 

a little bit confusing. As a group, you would hear the sanctuary is just about the 

wardens and the wardens have their own little private club, but then you talk to 

people individually they don't say that. So it can be a bit confusing. You know the 

politics can be a bit confusing, particularly so when you've walked out and you 

talk to people and have tried to get them involved. You try to offer them 

opportunity, but you can't force people to take up the opportunities. (Participant 

10-09) 

This motivation duality is a possible illustration of what is referred to as social comparison 

processes (Poshler, 2013). As observed in the excerpt above, individually, on a one on one basis, 

some fishers expressed support for sanctuaries, yet in a group setting, their support was not as 

vocal as would be anticipated. This dichotomy often aligns with the view expressed by the 

influencers and is demonstrated in the following excerpt from the same respondent. 

 The spearfishermen tend to hang out under the bridge. And initially they did not 

come to the meeting. Then this one guy came his name was (name deleted) …. He 

has been spearfishing since he was a child, and he was seen as a staunch 

spearfisherman. So once he came to the meeting, then other spearfishermen came 

to the meeting. And getting back to that literacy class, he was the second person. 

Remember when I said a person came that was very literate, but he was the 
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second person and he was setting the example? I don't believe he was setting an 

example for setting an example sake, but I believe he realized there was an 

opportunity there, and he wanted to take advantage of it. I can show you 

interviews that he's done, and he really said the sanctuary is a great thing that 

should have been done a long time ago. (Participant 10-09) 

          In contrast, the fishers of Oracabessa appeared to be more vested in the success of the 

OBFS: “…you see, the fisherman in Oracabessa are vested in having a sanctuary (10-09 

transcript). Like elsewhere, however, there was initial suspicion by some community members as 

to the motive behind the push for a sanctuary:  

 You have mixed views among the fishing community. One of the biggest 

challenges you face is fear of the unknown and suspicion. What are you coming to 

do? What is your real agenda? You're saying this is what you want, but what do 

you really want? 

 . … fishers know better than anybody the crisis, you don't have to go and convince 

a fisher that the stock is depleting and it's a problem. They know that better than 

anybody. They know what the repercussions are, so it's not really a hard sell to 

say that we need to put something in place.  Everybody agrees with that. What 

they come with is, are you trying to capture the land from us because there are 

tenure issues…? (Participant 10-04) 

Because the effort to have a sanctuary was driven by opinion formers and key stakeholders, 

motivation duality was not observed during the time in the field for this research… 

 Fortunately, in Oracabessa, the Foundation and the fishers had a good 

relationship from before the sanctuary…….  the key guys, on [the] fishing 

beaches you have key guys, persons or leaders, opinion leaders in the fishing 
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community, and once those guys are on board, you can push ahead. (Participant 

10-04) 

One of these key persons described the situation as follows: 

 Yes, I was there at the creation. The government said that they had a subvention 

for four people and they only can provide us with just fuel, no boats. We didn't 

have any office because initially ten, fifteen years before that, you wanted was to 

put something like that in place. So, the government came in. I saw that they 

wanted to do that island-wide but at the time they didn't have any space for us. 

But we said that we are going to push through….. 

So as fishermen, we saw that the fish stock was going down so we have to put 

something in place, the reason being, as fishermen at the time we were the Saint 

Mary's fisherman's cooperative at the time and we used seven boats  [Our] own 

boats and that's what we started the patrol [with]. Not getting paid for the boats 

or anything. (Participant 10-08) 

           The demonstration of commitment by the OBFS stakeholders resulted in the 

improvements, regardless of the challenges that they faced, is illustrated in Figure 7 Coral Health 

index, measured over a seven-year period. As described earlier, there is a sense of pride the 

fishers expressed regarding the various roles they have played in the OBFS. The roles are 

alternative livelihoods that were made available to the fishers when the sanctuary was 

implemented.  

4.1.8 Alternative Livelihoods 

Alternative livelihood opportunities were provided in one of three ways by the sanctuaries, 

illustrated in the following table. 
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Table 4: Alternative Livelihood Opportunities 

Alternative Employment Opportunity Description 

Within the sanctuary Wardens, Coral Gardeners, Dive Masters, 

Dive shop operator, research guides 

Collaboration between sanctuary and 

stakeholder groups/funders 

Tour guides, Certified scuba diver guides, 

construction. 

Opportunities external to the sanctuary Farming, small business operations, 

consulting/training. 

(Source: Fieldwork 2019 & 2020) 

Respondent 10-07 describes their effort to provide alternate livelihoods in the following excerpt: 

 We tried to provide alternate livelihoods which is one of the topics you have. 

Providing alternative livelihoods in terms of, if there is something outside of the 

sanctuary, we have coral restoration program, we had a coral monitoring 

program which we also do. So, we will take persons, especially fishers from 

within the community, we pay them a stipend to carry out these activities for us. 

So that was something we actually learned from Oracabessa. (Respondent 10-07) 

 …. it’s something we're still exploring. We are trying to see how best we can 

provide some type of alternative livelihood for the person that are most severely 

impacted. So, we do as much as we can in terms …. I did mention the coral 

restoration. So far, we have had three persons, three community persons trained 

as scuba divers and coral restoration practitioners. If there is something that 

needs to be done when it comes to public education, and of course we do engage 

the community by paying persons to do stuff around, [for] example, if I need 

somebody to cook for an event,  [I]  go to the community and engage someone 

from the community and especially fisherfolk in this way (Respondent 10-07) 



From The brink: The Oracabessa Processes 

 

66 

 

 

          A review of the structure of the OBFS evidenced that alternative livelihoods were 

designed into the project. Two of the main positions that were created were wardens and coral 

gardeners. There were also positions for boat captains, divers, and supervisors. In OBFS, all 

these positions were filled by fishers who were impacted by the implementation of the sanctuary. 

To ensure everyone had an opportunity to earn during the growth phase of the sanctuary, because 

funds were not adequate to support all the fishers, employment was offered either on a part-time 

basis or workers were rotated.  

The need for alternatives was dependent on which groups of fishers would be most affected. One 

respondent described the different groups of fishers as follows:  

There are so many different levels of fishing: line fishing, net fishing, trap fishing, 

trawling fishing, deep line fishing, falling anchor fishing…. The main group really 

would be the spear fisherman. With sanctuary closing off the reef to him, he 

would be most affected. The men who [are] setting their traps can go deeper, 

because they can get longer ropes for their traps and go deeper. (10-01, interview 

transcript). 

The approach to alternative livelihoods was described as follows: 

 I think our boundaries have not put anybody out of work, but it has impacted 

certain person’s income.  We take on fishers. We have 10 fishers working with us 

as wardens and coral gardeners and then there's other work related to the 

sanctuary [example] culling lionfish, cleaning buoys, cleaning and repairing the 

sanctuary boat, certain skills that fishing community would already have. There 

are opportunities there. (Participant 10-04) 
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 You have the opportunity of a warden. When the coral garden started, you can be 

a coral gardener. Now that we have a dive shop that is set up top help the 

sanctuary toward funding, you can also be a captain (a dive boat) or you can 

move up to be a dive master or dive instructor.(Participant 10-01) 

 Basically, one of the main things is getting fishers to work within our protected 

areas. So currently I do have fishers on board.  

 We tried to provide alternate livelihoods which is one of the topics you have. 

Providing alternative livelihoods in terms of, if there is something outside of the 

sanctuary, we have coral restoration program, we had a coral monitoring 

program which we also do. So, we will take persons, especially fishers from 

within the community. We pay them a stipend to carry out these activities for us. 

So that was something we actually learned from Oracabessa. (Participant 10-07) 

            Further, the fishers in the OBFS had additional skills which are being utilized to 

compensate for not being able to fish within the exclusion zone. Other skills mentioned include 

carpentry, masonry, farming, and entrepreneurship. Also, while working with one of the 

stakeholders, some of the fishers were able to source employment in construction during the 

early stages of the sanctuary.  

            The pattern of creating employment for the fishers who would have been impacted by the 

declaration of a sanctuary zone was not exclusive to Oracabessa Fish Sanctuary but was done in 

other coastal fisheries in Jamaica as well. The following excerpts highlights this trend: 

 It's something we're still exploring. We are trying to see how best we can provide 

some type of alternative livelihood for the person that are most severly impacted. 

So, we do as much as we can in terms …. I did mention the coral restoration, so 

far, we have had three persons, three community persons trained as scuba divers 
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and coral restoration practitioners. If there is something that needs to be done 

when it comes to public education, and of course we do engage the community by 

paying persons to do stuff around. [For] example, if I need somebody to cook for 

an event, [I] go to the community and engage someone from the community, and 

especially fisherfolk, in this way. (Participant 10-07) 

 OK, so all of the work that has been done in the sanctuary we have engaged the 

community mostly fishermen. A couple of the other chaps around, have also been 

involved in the community but not directly fishermen, but earning their money 

directly through fishing. So we engage them to build buoy[s]. We engage them to 

put out the markers. We engaged [them] to clean the buoys once the markers are 

out. We have employed initially thirteen wardens, some part-time some full-time, 

so [those] who want to continue fishing, can continue fishing. (Participant 10-09) 

 Yes, all [the wardens] are fishers. There are some who still fish. As a matter of 

fact, at least 90% [are] still fishing. 

 ….. of how low the salary is, we talk about ways of generating income even up to 

three or four ways. So, one, the sanctuary, two, some still going to sea. Some of 

them are farmers. Some have some form of skills, [for] example, masonry or 

carpentry. If it was only the sanctuary salary, it would be very hard.  

 It is vital within the whole Bluefield’s area. As a matter of fact, even with the 

COVID-19 situation now, it is showing that it is helpful for persons to have 

multiple skills or multiple ways of generating income. And from here, all the way 

around tourist areas, right now the hospitality belt, [there is] no hospitality. It is 

in hibernation right now. Some persons don't have another source of income. 

Participant 10-10) 

The above responses can be viewed as making a case for alternative livelihood schemes to be 

incorporated into the design of MPAs as policy as OBFS has demonstrated the benefits of doing 

so.  



From The brink: The Oracabessa Processes 

 

69 

 

4. 2 Challenges 

Several challenges were identified by respondents as impacting the success of the OFBS. Their 

impact varied from minimal to severe and one has proven to be an existential challenge.  

4.2.1 Community Suspicion, Resistance, and Indifference  

         Respondents identified several ways in which suspicion and resistance in the community 

manifested itself.  

One of the biggest challenges you face is fear of the unknown and suspicion. What are 

you coming to do, what is your real agenda? What they come with is, are you trying to 

capture the land from us because there are tenure issues. Are you trying to? Is it going to 

be set up in such a way that you're trying to [achieve] conservation objectives and not 

fisheries objectives? These are their fears. (10-04 transcript).  

These were mitigated by the prolonged engagement processes in the form of community 

meetings, consultations and training workshops that were done. Respondents indicated that this 

lasted from two to four years. As the sanctuary progressed and there was greater buy-in from the 

community, suspicion and resistance declined.  

4.2.2 Poaching 

            Another way that resistance manifested itself was in the form of poaching. Respondents 

observed that there was the need to remain vigilant as there are always those who will try to 

breach the sanctuary borders. This was mitigated by the continuous process of education, 

“education before enforcement” being the mantra of the number of wardens. Attendant to this 

are threats that are made against the warders, as seen in this excerpt: As a warden some of the big 
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challenges [are] sometimes you get threats from people (10-06 Transcript). A newspaper article 

referenced earlier detailed the response of an individual who stated that his reason for breaching 

the sanctuary was his disagreement with the location of the border (it is too far out) as well as he 

opined that there were no other employment options. One respondent noted that a former 

poacher was later made a warder after agreeing to stop breaching the sanctuary as a sign of good 

faith, for six months. His compliance opened the door for his employment. There have also been 

instances of prosecutions and fines being imposed for breaching the sanctuary. A two-pronged 

approach of education through engagement and enforcement, are how this challenge is being 

addressed. 

4.2.3 Lack of support from judiciary/police  

           The lack of adequate support from the judiciary/police was identified as a major 

challenge, evidenced by the following excerpts. 

 [Fisheries] inspectors have power of arrest under that act. Most of the times the 

patrols that go out to monitor the area and what that entail, is that they are 

basically instructed to try to get the person out of that area (sanctuary) and if 

needs be of course, arrest, or prepare summons for that person. So basically, 

we’ve been doing it on our own with very little assistance from the police. And 

what we find most of the time, where wardens are being threatened, things are 

being thrown at the wardens, there was an instance where a warden had a spear 

gun pointed at him. There are little ways that we have tried to deal with the 

issues, but it has its challenges. (10-07 transcript). 
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 If … marine police was doing their job anyway, they [illegal fishers/poachers] 

would not be out there spearfishing without a license and certainly not at night. 

(Transcript: 10-09) 

 We have challenges like getting assistance from the police. That is a challenge, 

and then the justice system is another challenge, because the Fisheries Division, 

they normally deal with the judiciary to let them know that laws changed, the law 

is amended and other things so sometimes when persons are taken to court they 

have to be the ones instructing the judge and telling the judge what the rules are 

and the judge has to call recess to review and to go and read up what the new 

laws are and read on his computer what the new regulations are about. 

(Transcript 10-08). 

The lack of support from the police and judiciary, as expressed, could reflect the absence of 

seriousness that is attached to these breaches. Somewhat like how the police may react to a cap 

being stolen versus someone being killed. Additionally, in response to a question regarding the 

role of the marine police in OBFS, one respondent stated; They say that they are protecting the 

borders, the entrance and exit of the seashore, customs and immigration [enforcement] (10-02, 

interview transcript).  

This is a lack of support from the police/judiciary was being addressed through continued 

engagement and consultations with the relevant bodies.  

 

4.2.4 Literacy 

All respondents had some exposure to education, with only three progressing to post-

secondary level. Figure 14 does not consider courses that respondents may have completed prior 
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to and as part of their involvement with fish sanctuaries. It should also be noted that primary 

education in Jamaica is compulsory. 

 

Figure 15: Education Level of Participants  

(Source: Fieldwork 2019 & 2020) 

Based on their responses, all participants were educated to at least the primary level. It 

was beyond the scope of this paper to examine the proficiency obtained at the level of education 

indicated. What is clear, however, is that there are challenges being experienced with literacy, 

the ability to read proficiently, by some members of the fishing community. Respondents who 

identified this as a challenge indicated that they initiated literacy classes in the guise of “Report 

Writing Workshops” and created warden teams where they paired a warden who is literate with 

another who has literacy challenges. This effort is on-going and represents an area for additional 

research. 

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

4

4.5

Primary Secondary Post-Secondary

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
re

sp
o

n
d

en
ts

Education Level

Education



From The brink: The Oracabessa Processes 

 

73 

 

4.2.5 Inadequate Funding 

             Funding is by far the main challenge identified during the research by several 

respondents as illustrated in the following excerpts. 

Getting funding is a challenge; that is a huge challenge. I've changed from being 

an outdoor person just spending so much time indoors reaching out for grants, 

reaching out for funding. We currently get no direct funding from the government. 

The Fisheries [Division], I don't want to get into the politics……. but speaking 

out of the two sides of their mouth, government talks about conservation. In the 

last few years, we’ve got to do this for the country, and yet the money for the 

sanctuaries come from the Fisheries, which has the least amount of money to put 

towards something like this. There isn't a budget there, a direct budget there to 

make the sanctuaries run.  So, to get funding was challenging and it's a full-time 

job trying to get funds. ( Respondent 10-09) 

 The main challenge is funding because basically it's like it's voluntary work. Ten 

years ago, the same dollar that they said [was] for four men we use it for six men, 

so that is a major challenge. 

 The seriousness of inadequate funding is exemplified by a recent newspaper article which stated 

that OBFS is being threatened by a shortage of funds (Clarke, 2020). Jamaica’s Government, 

through a cess on conch exports, is the main funder for OBFS. Sometime in 2019, the conch 

industry was ordered closed due to overfishing, resulting in the depletion of the available funds. 
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No budgetary allocations were made for OBFS for the 2020/2021 financial year (Clarke, 2020). 

This situation has been exacerbated by the COVID-19 pandemic.   

           OBFS has attempted to mitigate the funding shortfall, by instituting revenue-generating 

activities, such as the dive shop, offering consultancy services, as well as securing project 

funding via a variety of NGO’s and international donor agencies. While they have had some 

successes, it will not make up for the expected shortfall in revenue if the Government is unable 

or unwilling provide the necessary subventions.  

             Recognizing the challenge of lack of funding, the FAO, in consultation with several 

regional and international bodies, recommended: “the establishment and management of a 

dedicated financing mechanism or trust fund for the SSF Guidelines implementation that can 

also support fisherfolk organizations” (Anonymous, 2013).  Small island states are limited in 

their ability to adequately fund marine conservation programs, so a fund would greatly assist 

these marine conservation efforts.  

4.3 Recommendations from Participants 

            The respondents provided several recommendations as to how to improve the fish 

sanctuaries, one of the key ones being the need for a continuous process of consultation with 

communities to ensure the goals of MPA/sanctuaries continue to be met. There is an 

acknowledgement that while no effort will receive one hundred support from communities, 

continuous engagement facilitates transparency and forward planning. Another recommendation 

is to develop a funding mechanism that is not dependent on any one source, for example, a cess, 
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which in times of economic challenges may be exhausted as has happened with the Conch Cess 

that was used to help fund OBFS. Respondent 10-08 made the following observation: 

 Well, for the sanctuary to be successful, you have to work with the fishers first 

because they are the main stakeholders. You have to have a good partner also to 

work with, NGO partners because the Government doesn’t have any money. 

[Toward] the end of March, the Government [financed] sanctuaries, we usually 

get money by the Conch Cess, but they have stopped reaping conch. There’s a ban 

on it, [so that source will be exhausted]. 

A manager indicated that: 

 Shorter term, its related to the conch industry, which is not the ideal mechanism 

but that's where the money was. The government, in about 2009 had made a push 

to set of these new sanctuaries. And cabinet had come to the decision that they 

were going to establish and fund these new sanctuaries under a co-management 

situation where NGO’s and community groups would manage these Via an MOU 

and the government would provide funding for it.  

4.4 Summary 

             The findings illustrate a path charted by OBFS that enabled them to achieve a level of 

success in mitigating the collapse of the Oracabessa fisheries. Teamwork across gender, socio-

economic and educational barriers, combined with clear goals in mind, championed by key 

players all played a part in this effort. 

              Despite several challenges encountered, efforts were made to successfully mitigate the 

challenges and formed part of the recommendations that were outlined briefly. The 

recommendation will be further discussed in the next chapter. The findings indicate several 
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processes, for instance, community engagement,  enforcement, and alternative that were 

impactful on the results observed.  
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Chapter Five   

Discussion 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter will discuss the findings of the study. It is guided by the goal of seeking to 

understand the processes that explain the revival of the Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary (OBFS). 

It will include discussion of the contribution of the findings of this study for understanding the 

role played by alternative livelihoods for establishing OBFS and making them successful from 

the perspective of fishers and fishing communities. It will discuss the results of the study related 

to community engagement, participation and group decision making, identifying areas where a 

contribution has been made to the relevant knowledge about fisheries collapse, conservation, and 

recovery. In the final section, this chapter will present an adaptable policy model that can 

possibly be applied to similar situations of fisheries resource decline, in Jamaica 

5.2 Community Engagement in OBFS 

To determine solution(s), there needs to be an acknowledgement of a problem(s). 

Consequently, the solutions to address the problem(s) depend on how the problem is defined, by 

whom, for which beneficiaries, and the costs of the solution (cost/benefits analysis). In the case 

of OBFS, fisherfolks, and primarily the stakeholders, recognized that there was indeed a serious 

problem. There were not enough fish, and only small fishes, inadequate in size and quantity were 

usually caught. Furthermore, the divers had to go further offshore and dive deeper to catch fish. 

Also, in addition to the decline in earnings, there were negative health consequences for some 

fisherfolks. There was the recognition of the problems by the government authorities evidenced 

by the implementation of fish sanctuaries elsewhere on the island as well as by respondents who 
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referenced a minister of government’s statement regarding fish stock decline. While the idea of a 

fish sanctuary did not originate with the fisherfolks, for it to be the preferred solution, fisherfolks 

and other stakeholders would have to be on-board.  

                The data indicated that the decision-making process was based on achieving wide 

public participation as possible in the process, thereby encouraging public partnership. When the 

community engagement process is evaluated against Wiedemann & Femers’ 1993 participation 

model (Table 2 ), it appears to include not just the public’s right to know but also about the 

public partnership in the final decision processes. 

Table 5: Participation Ladder 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Wiedemann & Femers (1993) 

With further reference to Wiedemann & Femers’ 1993 Participation Model (see Table 2 

above), analysis of the transcripts evidenced sustained public education. It was aimed at building 
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stakeholders, landowners within the proposed sanctuary boundaries, and in particular, the 
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final decision making, which is found at the apex of the participation ladder, is one of the desired 

outcomes in the community engagement process (Wiedemann & Femers, 1993). 

This is the desired outcome for inclusivity as outlined in the participation ladder espoused 

by Wiedemann & Femers (1993). While the available data does not allow for a thorough 

elucidation of the public engagement effort, for example, the exact number and frequency of the 

type of media used, respondents indicated that the public engagement efforts lasted over two 

years. Furthermore, the fact that several respondents stated that they had “heard of” the 

conservation effort, it is therefore credible to conclude that attempts were made to inform and 

involve as many stakeholders as possible in an attempt to ensure “full participation, mutual 

understanding, inclusive solutions and shared responsibility” in the decision-making process 

(Kaner et al, 2014, p. 24).  

As one respondent opined, ‘until the fishers were on board, the conversation [about 

conservation] could not even get started.”  When communities are engaged in an effort to effect 

change, they improve results (Williams, 2018 & Joosten et al., 2015). These findings indicate 

that a systematic effort was undertaken, not only to build awareness of the issues surrounding the 

collapse of the Oracabessa Bay Fish stocks but also to involve the community, in particular the 

stakeholders who were impacted by the state of the fisheries.  

It became evident during the course of the research that the existence of an institution, 

championed by a sponsor, and supported by the fishers, and around which the fisherfolks shared 

a common interest,  called the Oracabessa Foundation, aided the engagement process in the 

Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary (OBFS). This served as a focal point through which the fishers 
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could raise their voice, have their interest safeguarded, have a channel through which 

communication and facilitation were managed. It could be argued that the lack of membership in 

the Oracabessa Foundation by some fisherfolks could act as a barrier, undermining the case for 

inclusivity and full participation (Kaner et al, 2014). However, none of the respondents gave any 

indications of alienation, including those who were not members of the foundation prior to their 

involvement with the OBFS. In addition to the institutional framework of the foundation as a 

medium for community engagement activities, social networks, evidenced in Jamaica’s small-

scale fisheries, could have helped to facilitate engagement with stakeholders outside the prevue 

of the Oracabessa Foundation (Alexander, Bodin & Barns, 2018 and Alexander & Armitage, 

2014). This is supported by Bodin and Crona (2009) who assert the importance of social 

networks in conservation activities. 

5.3 Role of Fisherfolks in Sanctuary Design and Implementation 

It was readily acknowledged that all the technical skills and knowledge required for 

designing and implementing a fish sanctuary to fit the local socio-ecological context in 

Oracabessa would be limited. This was mitigated by bringing in a variety of human and technical 

resources under a variety of national and international projects, and government to government 

corporative funding agreements (see Appendix 4).  This had the benefit of developing local 

capacities to implement and manage the OBFS. At the time of field research, all the foreign 

consultants had already exited the project, and the indicators of sanctuary performance continue 

to trend upward (Figure 7: Coral Health Index, NEPA).  

 It should be noted that another limitation to the fisherfolks’ capacity for technical 

contribution to the design of OBFS, was the level of education attained, as illustrated in Figure 
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14. This, however, should not be used as indicative of the ability of the fisherfolks to contribute 

to the success of the sanctuary. What the fishers may have lacked in formal education, was 

compensated for, in part, by tacit knowledge gained through years of experience fishing 

(Gascoigne & Thornton, n.d.; Sternberg, & Horvath, J. n.d.; Yang, & Farn , 2009; Taylor, 2007). 

Their lived experience is as important as formal knowledge gained through post-secondary 

education activities. As one respondent noted, “you cannot find persons with more knowledge of 

the sea than these fishermen”.   

 The findings also illustrated that, beyond the decision to implement a Marine Protected 

Area (MPA) within a specific locale, one area in which the input of the fishers was vital for the 

project to proceed was the boundary limits or borders of the sanctuary. As described in Chapter 

4, the Jamaican Government would not have approved the delineated boundaries until the 

affected fishers were consulted and had signed off on indicated borders.  

 The fisherfolk were key players in the implementation of the sanctuaries as they would be 

tasked with monitoring and enforcing the no-take directive of the designated fish sanctuary area. 

As illustrated in Table 3, responsibilities within the sanctuary area, they played multiple roles in 

the day to day operations of the fish sanctuary. 

5.4 Alternative Livelihoods 

Fisherfolk within the OBFS derives their primary livelihood from fishing. However, 

many of the respondents have additional skills that supplement their fishing activities, for 

example, carpentry, masonry, farming, and entrepreneurship. Within Marine protected Areas 

(MPA), the greatest impact is felt by those who normally fish in the areas now designated as no-
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take zones. Those who have the means to go beyond the designated boundaries (e.g. those who 

own boats), often do so, as was the case in Oracabessa. Those fisherfolk with additional skills 

were in construction were able to find employment at nearby construction sites. It is important to 

note that some of the construction sites were on properties located within the sanctuary area; 

hence, these property owners were also considered stakeholders, and in one case, also a member 

of the Oracabessa Foundation. There was, therefore, a collaborative effort made to absorb the 

fishers who would otherwise have been displaced into alternative work arrangements.  

These types of opportunities fell under one of three alternative livelihood schemes, 

outline by Wright et al (2019): substitutes, compensation, and incentives, of which the alternative 

livelihood schemes used in OBFS was substitution. The fishers were asked to stop fishing within 

the sanctuary zone and were offered employment as wardens and coral gardeners. The 

spearfishers were the main group impacted by the sanctuary. Other fishers who had boats were 

able to go beyond the sanctuary boundaries and continued to fish. It was also advantageous that 

the sanctuaries were located close to resort areas, as studies by Kadfak (2019), Hoorweg, Degen, 

& Wangila (n.d.)  posit that locations close to cities and labour requirements are other influences 

impacting availability of alternative livelihood options.    

 In addition, efforts were undertaken within the OBFS to absorb the displaced fishers, as 

well as other fishers who had expressed interest in working in OBFS, by offering several paid 

positions as wardens, coral divers and dive masters (Table 4). Exploratory work was also done to 

involve the fishers in the tourist industry as tour guides. These efforts served to mitigate the 

challenges (unavailability, limited access to alternative occupations, and lack of desirability for 
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these alternates) identified by Han and Boonstra (2019) and Barbier (2010), to the adaptation of 

alternative livelihood schemes in small scale fisheries. 

 A common sentiment expressed by fishers of OBFS and other sanctuaries was their “love 

of the sea”. When evaluating any program for offering alternative livelihood options, planners 

should be guided by this fact. All fishers interviewed expressed this sentiment. One respondent 

noted that two alternatives that were attempted within their sanctuary were, beekeeping and an 

aquaponics venture. Both failed to win the support of the fishers because they were not “sea-

based” activities. As noted by the respondent, any activity that was based on the sea was 

embraced with enthusiasm. This again highlights the importance of stakeholder involvement in 

the consultative process for alternative livelihoods (Adeel, Safare & Adeel, 2008).  

5.5 Towards a Framework for Coming out of Fisheries Collapse to Conservation and 

Recovery 

              The type of framework to be used whether substitution, compensation or incentives 

(Wright et al, 2019), would be determined by several factors: 

1. The capacity of the local fishers to be engaged in such endeavors.  

2. The willingness of the fishers to be involved in the livelihood on offer, in other words 

something that they are interested in.  

3. The available alternatives commiserate with the capacity of the fishers. For instance, the 

level of literacy among the fishers would be a limiting factor, and 

4. Availability of funds to implement alternative livelihood options.  
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Capacity building of fishers and stakeholders is essential for such a framework to be 

successful. Capacity building among fishers would be influenced by factors such as non-fishing 

skills e.g. masonry and carpentry skills that was evidenced among OBFS fishers (Fieldwork, 

2019-2020). Multiskilled fishers (those with additional skills such as carpentry and masonry), 

within the OBFS were able to adapt to the imposition of sanctuary boundaries by diversifying 

their livelihood into construction and farming. Another key factors to be considered in the 

development of such a framework is the capacity of local fishers to take advantage of 

opportunities for alternate livelihood options. This includes the learning capacity of fishers 

influenced by not only level of education received, but their learning capacity (Peterson & Stead, 

2011; Kalikoski, Neto & Almudi, 2010).  

It has been evidenced that with adequate contextualized training, fishers can contribute 

significantly in conservation and recovery efforts within coastal fisheries that are under threat or 

have collapsed (Aldon, Fermin & Agbayani, 2011).  As the research indicated, factors such as 

the education level attained does impact uptake of available livelihood alternatives. An emphasis 

should therefore be placed on building capacity of fishers and stakeholders through making 

available appropriate training and education opportunities. 

Secondly, it is also important to evaluate and enhance, where appropriate, their financial 

capacity as it relates to their ability to upgrade equipment, their mobility (ability to relocate or 

access transportation). Funding was described by respondents as being a major challenge 

(Wright et al., 2016; Peterson & Stead, 2011; Asiedu & Nunoo, 2013). The adoption of 

appropriate funding mechanisms such as taking of advantage of various bilateral funding 

program offered by variety of external funders, combined with continued public private 
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partnerships such as the with the Sandals Foundation and Oracabessa Foundations do offer a way 

forward. The OBFS stakeholders have been forging ahead by operating a dive shop as well as 

offering experimenting with eco-tourism and consultancy services as means of supplementing 

their budget (Fieldwork, 2019 -2020).  

             While these are important considerations when considering a policy of alternative 

livelihoods, as a respondent noted, an alternative livelihood option may not be necessary if the 

displaced fishers are able to continue to make a living outside the MPA. This thought could be 

countered by pointing to the fact that the displaced fishers would just be transplanted to another 

area that would, in time, be degraded, as opined by Charles and Wilson, (2009). 

           One of the criticisms of alternative livelihood programs in MPAs has been that the 

alternative does not adequately replace the loss of income from fishing activities (Katikiro, 

2016). Some projects fail because once project funding ends, the revenue from alternative 

activities is inadequate to sustain the effort (Katikiro, 2016). However, Torell, et al (2010), 

countered that alternative livelihoods are important for success due to the awareness, backing, 

and confidence that is engendered in affected communities. Moreover, one of the success factors 

is the type of initiative supported. The experience of OBFS supports this theory as the 

alternatives offered to the fishers aligned with their skill set. Therefore, they were able to adapt 

to their new roles. The four factors outlined above by Katikiro, 2016 and Torell, et al (2010), can 

serve as a guide when designing alternative livelihood programs. They were supported by an 

observation from one respondent who opined that additional skills of the fishers, their literacy 

levels, and their capacity for further training are all important factors.  
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Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary (OBFS) is illustrative of the case to be made for the 

importance of fishers to be the leaders of fisheries conservation and recovery. Success begins 

with an awareness and acceptance of the problem of fisheries collapse. As OBFS demonstrated, 

once this is achieved, the will to find and implement solutions becomes attainable. 

To begin, fishers within the OBFS were part of formal and informal networks (Alexander 

et al., 2018). These facilitated group decisions making (GDM) examples in the setting of 

sanctuary boundaries, and the enforcement of no fishing rules within the sanctuary zones thereby 

democratized the decision-making processes. In addition, the initiative demonstrated by the 

fishers who were willing to undertake warden duties when government funding was not initially 

available highlights the motivational effects of GDM as espoused by Scott, Poole, & Dobosh, 

(2010).  

Secondly, being part of a network made it easier to achieve compliance with restrictions 

placed on fishing activities within the sanctuary, illustrating principles of group think at work 

(Hart, 1991). It should be noted that there was not a hundred percent compliance as there were 

those fishers who violated sanctuary boundaries, necessitating enforcement action. However, 

from the interview transcripts, it was evident the fishers of the OBFS were highly motivated, 

which had a positive impact on group dynamics (Scott, Poole & Dobosh, 2010). 

Success in mobilizing local community organizations and setting guidelines for 

management of resources within developing fisheries does not always result in marked 

improvement in ecosystem health (McClanahan et al., 2009). They opined that to achieve better 

socio-ecological outcomes, adaptation of rules at the local level should be guided by the 
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following principles: (1) have local community organizations set the rules that will guide the 

actions of members in regard to achieving management and conservation objectives, (2) create a 

round-table for airing of, opinions, and facilitating discussion about problems and solutions 

among stakeholders to facilitate community engagement, (3) encourage social guidelines 

influenced by socio-economic factors of the local context (example, income and education 

levels), and (4) develop agreed upon solutions to the  problems (McClanahan et al., 2009).  

In examining the operations of the OBFS through the lens of the four principles outlined 

by McClanahan, (2009) the principles were evident in varying degrees. For instance,  the local 

organization of the Fishers Cooperative and the Oracabessa Foundation provided the local 

institutional framework for facilitation of community engagement activities, giving a voice to 

those who were inclined to be a part of the solution of the problem of the collapse of the 

Oracabessa fisheries. Where technical knowledge was limited, expert knowledge was brought in 

to assist and guide the process of determining suitability and utilizing MPA framework to 

achieve management and conservation objectives. In addition, fishers who would have been 

displaced were brought on board as wardens to assist in implementation and management. 

The processes, evident within the OBFS, allowed for three areas of impact that led to 

success in mitigating the collapse of fisheries. These were, OBFS enforcement effort, coral reef 

restoration efforts, and climate change mitigation efforts. To further enhance the positive 

outcome realized to date, it is necessary to subject the agreed upon solutions to a continuous 

process of research, monitoring, evaluation, review and adaptation as the local context changes 

(Kelleher, 1999).  
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The conservation approach undertaken within the OBFS appear to have been guided by 

socio-ecological method to fisheries management. The socio-ecological approach attempts to 

balance social imperatives and ecological imperatives (McClanahan et al., 2009). Industrial 

large-scale fisheries management, on the other hand, is based more on an ecosystems approach, 

which for example, favours the use of MPAs on a very large scales (Castilla & Defeo, 2005; 

Aswani & Allen, 2009; Aswani, 2010).  One of the criticisms of the use of MPAs in small scale 

coastal fisheries is the high cost of enforcement, which acts as a deterrence to the long term 

viability of MPAs as the main tool for fisheries management and conservation (Castilla & Defeo, 

2005; Doyen, n.d.;  Thiele & Gerber, 2017). The research into the OBFS processes confirms this 

because one of the challenges identified by respondents, was the lack of or inadequate funding. 

The limitation in funding has impacted the number of wardens hired and the regularity of patrols 

within the designated no-take sanctuary zones. As a result, there were more frequent breaches of 

the sanctuary zone.  

To address the issue of funding limitation, there was a high degree of volunteerism within 

the OBFS, driven in part, by the motivation of the stakeholders and their vested interest in the 

success of the fish sanctuary. The motivation within the OBFS was driven in part by both 

internal motivators (fisherfolk and stakeholders within the community) and external motivators 

(non-fisherfolk entities) outside the community. Within the OBFS, the research evidenced the 

role of both internal and external motivators. Souto et al. (2014), confirm that when both types of 

motivators are engaged in the conservation processes, there tends to be high opportunity for long 

term sustenance as well as positive socio-ecological outcomes. Further, the research of the OBFS 

suggests that other funding processes that were helpful in sustaining the work of the OBFS 
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included public private partnerships, as well as project and grant funding. Notwithstanding those 

efforts, there are limitations to their sustainability as was highlighted in a recent article which 

highlighted the lack of funding threatening OBFS (Clarke, 2020).  

Alternative livelihood options were an important part of the success of the OBFS. These 

were influenced by the following key takeaways: 

1. Several fishers who would have been displaced as a result of the sanctuary were 

employed within a variety of positions within the OBFS example as wardens and coral 

gardeners.  

2. Many fishers had additional skills that allowed them to undertake other activities to 

supplement their income, example masonry and carpentry.  

3. Proximity to other employment options such as the tourism industry on Jamaica’s north 

coast was advantageous.  

4. A few key stakeholders namely resort property owners were able to absorb some of the 

displaced fishers in construction and other roles. 

When external motivators were able to establish a link between the alternative livelihood 

options and fishing, this enhanced the interest and participation of fishers. For example, because 

the fishers were given the option of being trained as dive masters, they were able to facilitate 

tours of the rejuvenating reefs with tourist from the neighboring resort town of Ocho Rios. This 

high interest contrasts with the fishers’ disinterest in non-sea-based alternatives, such as 

agriculture when offered, as evidenced during this research. 

A guide to possible future process-based program would include 
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1. A legislative framework that facilitates conservation while safeguarding livelihood of 

fisherfolks and fisherfolk communities. 

2. A program design that incorporates and facilitates input of fisherfolks in all final 

decisions. In OBFS for example, the Government minister in charge of fisheries would 

not sign off on the implementation of a fish sanctuary zone until surveys were completed 

and presented to said minister to show that the decision was supported by the fishing 

community. 

3. Offer of alternative livelihood options, designed, and implemented with the input of the 

fishers. 

In summary, a process with fishers playing a leading role, with appropriate infrastructure, 

technical and legislative support, illustrates the success of the OBFS. 

5.6 Adaptive Policy Model for MPAs 

              The following is a proposed adaptable policy model, which will include alternative 

livelihood options that can be applied to MPAs. Regardless of jurisdiction, all MPAs exist within 

a legislative context and will form the basis for determining the regulatory framework that will 

govern the operations of MPAs.  In the case of OBFS, it is the Fisheries Act, 2018. Optimum 

results are achieved when those impacted most by policies are engaged at every stage of policy 

development and implementation processes. Figure 15 describes an adaptable policy framework 

to guide MPA development, along with issues identification and prioritization which have the 

potential to be points of conflict, necessitating the need for conflict resolutions mechanisms to be 

integrated in all processes.  
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Figure 16: Adaptable Alternative Livelihood Policy Model for MPAs 

Adapted from Kelleher (1999). Guidelines for Marine Protected Areas. 

The framework as outlined above is more a cyclical than linear process. Community and 

stakeholder engagement do not end at MPA planning and management but occurs at all stages if 

the process up to and including research, monitoring, evaluation and adaptation. While 

researchers are often external to a project (not stakeholders), in eco-sociological research, they 
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are often engaged with stakeholders who play a critical role in helping to monitor performance 

and evaluation indicators (Hinds, 2015; Stephenson, et al., 2016 and  Neis, et al., 2016). 

In OBFS for instance, fishers play a role in capturing data such  as species caught, size of 

catch as well as individual sizes. Coral reef monitoring is also done with the assistance of coral 

gardeners. While researchers apply the rigours of research methodology in analysis of discussion 

of the data, results need to be translated in a manner that facilitates issues identification, 

prioritization and policy formulation in continuous process of engagement with the community 

and other stakeholders. The policy model, built on the three pillars of community and 

stakeholder engagement, MPA planning and management, and research, monitoring, evaluation 

and adaptation, all resting on specific legislative foundation, represents an on-going cyclical 

process, a relationship even, that should be adept at adopting the unexpected changes and 

influences, for example COVID-19 pandemic, in a continuous process of evolution to achieve 

the goal of recovery and resilience.  

When stakeholder engagement occurs late in the process, Agardy (1997), identified the 

following costs: unavailability of traditional knowledge, hostility arising from feelings of 

exclusions leading to possible resource use conflicts and, finally, disinterest in sharing obligation 

for administration and monitoring of resources. Therefore, the framework as illustrated in figure 

has the engagement process at the beginning and continuing throughout the  

MPA planning and implementation are done within a local or national context involving 

the assessment of needs and the prioritization of those needs to achieve the stated goals, utilizing 

a variety of management options.  Regardless of the management options chosen, financing is a 
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critical factor helping to determine sustainability and resilience of conservation efforts. Further, 

single source financing (e.g. central government) is often unsustainable. One option suggested by 

Living Oceans (n.d.), is a combination of public funds, public private partnership, project 

financing and private donations. Integrated into the planning activities should be the evaluation 

and adaptation of suitable alternative livelihood options as necessary precursor to 

implementation. Finally, as conditions are always changing, MPA projects will benefit from a 

continuous process of research, monitoring, evaluation and adaptation that adequately address 

these changes while building resilience into MPA programs.  

In addition to the above framework adapted from Goi, (2001), other frameworks include 

eco-systems approach to fisheries framework (EAF) by Bianchi and Skjoldal, (2008),  EAF/EAA 

planning framework, State of the Worlds Fisheries and Aquaculture, (2012), Socio-ecological 

framework (Salomon, 2011), and an adaptive comanagement framework model by Wilson et al, 

(2018). 

           The proposed adaptive policy model above includes alternative livelihood options as an 

integral part of the MPA planning and management step. This process begins even in the initial 

stages of issues identification, prioritization and policy formulations at the community and 

stakeholder engagement steps.  This addition has the potential to significantly impact the 

outcome of efforts to achieve sustainability in the fisheries sector.  

5.6 Summary  

              Several processes explain the success of the Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary. Among 

them are the community engagement processes inclusive of public education, outreach efforts, 
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and legislative processes that provided the framework for the establishment and enforcement of 

sanctuary zone. At the center are the fisherfolks and other stakeholders with the desire to protect 

and sustain their livelihood. As observed, any system for recovery and sustainability of the 

marine environment begins with the fisherfolk, without whom efforts will eventually fail. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



From The brink: The Oracabessa Processes 

 

95 

 

Chapter Six 

 Final Summary and Recommendations 

6.1 Final Summary  

This study sought to understand the processes that explain the revival of the Oracabessa 

Bay Fish Sanctuary by examining the community engagement methods utilized and the role of 

the fishers in sanctuary establishment. The study also sought to explore what role, if any, 

alternate livelihoods programs played within the sanctuary. The findings were then used to guide 

the development of an adaptable policy model, inclusive of alternative livelihoods for the 

development of marine protected areas (MPA). 

Community engagement was key in the overall conservation and revival effort. For 

instance, sustained effort was made to get identified stakeholders on board, as well as to 

democratizing the process of establishing the OBFS. The fishers, having identified the problem 

of the collapse of the fish stock, were motivated and vested in the success mitigation efforts. Of 

note was the role played by key stakeholders who were able to connect the fisherfolks with 

relevant Government Authorities, and donor agencies to facilitate technical and financial support 

where needed. 

Alternative livelihood schemes were vital to the success of OBFS as key roles within the 

sanctuary were filled by fishers who would have been displaced by imposition of no fishing 

regulations within the sanctuary zones. The success of OFBS should also be viewed within the 

context of modernization of legislation governing the fisheries sector in Jamaica, with the 

promulgation of the Fisheries Act (2018). The results of the study were then used to guide the 

proposed adaptable alternative livelihood policy model for MPA development.  
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6.2 Conclusions         

               Several processes underpin the success of the Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary (OBFS), 

namely community engagement exercises that were participatory in nature and inclusive of 

stakeholder input in decision-making processes; conservation processes entailing reef 

rehabilitation, the establishment of the marine protected area of fish sanctuary and the 

enforcement of the attendant regulations.  Included in these efforts were extensive public 

education campaigns to build public awareness as well as to galvanize community action. 

Underpinning the effort at mitigating the collapse of the fish stock in Oracabessa Fisheries were 

the necessary legislative changes, including the promulgation of Fisheries Act (2018), which 

enabled the creation of Jamaica’s National Fisheries Authority, responsible for managing the 

island’s marine resources. Funding played a critical role in these processes, and indeed could be 

referred to as the Achilles heel of OBFS conservation program. Further, alternative livelihood 

options were part of the framework of the OBFS, and deliberate attempts were made to involve 

fishers through extensive collaborations with stakeholders so that those impacted, specifically, 

the spear fishers, were able to find substitute livelihood options both within and outside the 

sanctuary.  

             OBFS stands as an example of how alternative livelihood schemes can be successfully 

included in socio-ecological approaches to marine conservation. This research adds to that body 

of evidence that alternative livelihood schemes should be included in marine conservation as a 

matter of policy.  
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6.3 Recommendation  

6.3.1 Recommendations for Programs and Policies 

          Any program for the establishment of MPAs should be approached from a bottom up 

perspective involving all stakeholders with the fisherfolk being central to the conservation effort. 

Public engagement and consultation should be exhaustive, ensuring that mechanisms are 

implemented that give fishers a voice in final decisions. Alternative livelihood options should be 

included as policy in any effort to establish MPAs, centered around building the capacity of local 

fisherfolk community to take advantage of alternative livelihood options. 

6.3.2 Recommendation for Further Research 

One area where additional research is needed is the impact of literacy levels on 

alternative livelihood options. Steps taken in Jamaica to ameliorate low literacy level points in 

the right direction but require further research. Literacy, or the lack thereof, has a direct impact 

on the developing the capacity of fishers to take advantage of alternate livelihood options that 

are, or, will be made available. Research needs to answer questions such as, what are the barriers 

that prevent some fisherfolks from attaining minimal literacy standards. What can be done to 

address these barriers? What programs are available? Have past programs been evaluated and 

what were the results? Have recommendations been implemented?   

There is also additional work that needs to be done on funding strategies for MPAs in 

small scale fisheries (SSF) to make them sustainable and resilient in the face of calamities and 

disruptions, such as climate change and COVID-19. There is the need evaluate the effectiveness 

of past and present funding programs and initiatives. The potential ecotourism within the local 
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Oracabessa context needs to be fully evaluated. A novel approach that could be explored within 

the Jamaican context could be the utilization of fisheries conservation investments as a means of 

moving towards sustainable conservation efforts (Fitzgerald et al., 2020). 

Finally, the case of the Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary can be revisited for further 

evaluative studies utilizing other participatory research methods such as Participatory 

Geographic Information Systems (PGIS), with possible focus on planning processes as well as 

group decision making processes. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: Interview Guide Questions 

From the Brink: Jamaica’s Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary Experience 

Semi-structured Interview Guide Questions 

1. General Information 

1.1 Tell me about yourself 

1.2 What motivated you to be part of the sanctuary? 

1.3 What role do you play in the sanctuary? 

1.4 Has your role changed in any way over the past 5- 10 years and how? 

2 Sanctuary Experience 

2.1 How were you affected by the implementation of the sanctuary? 

2.2 Describe your role in planning the sanctuary. 

2.3 In your opinion, who are the most important people for a sanctuary to work? 

3 Alternative Livehoods 

3.1 Apart from fishing, what other opportunities were made available to fishers 

affected by the sanctuary? 

3.2 How was the Oracabessa Bay community affected by these opportunities or 

the lack of these opportunities? 

3.3 What are your thoughts on the importance of these opportunities to the 

success of the sanctuary? 

3.4 If you were in charge, what would you do differently? 

4 Challenges 

4.1 What were/are some of the challenges you face? 

4.2 How were they managed? 

5 Recommendations 

5.1 If you were to be an advisor to someone in another country who are in the 

position you were in before the sanctuary came into being what advice would 

you give them? 
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Appendix 2A: main categories/themes and related codes 

 

Main themes Description of themes Codes groups 

Alternative livelihoods Occupations outside of fishing (1) 

 

Building Trust Confidence/good faith 

between community and 

authority figures 

 

(1) 

Challenges Difficulties encountered (1) 

 

Champions Proponents of fisheries 

conservation 

 

(1) 

Demographics Age/gender/years of 

experience 

Gender (3) 

Age (1) 

Years of experience (1) 

 

Development assistance Technical/financial help for 

establishing sanctuary 

 

(1) 
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Early Years First two years of OBFS 

development 

 

(1) 

Field Observations Researchers personal field 

observations 

Bias (1) 

Positionality (1) 

Sights, sounds smell (1) 

 

Fish stock decline Reduction in fish catch/fish 

population 

 

(1) 

Key persons Essential person/skills for 

successful operation of fish 

sanctuary 

 

(1) 

Literacy impacts Reading and writing 

proficiencies of the 

stakeholders, primarily fishers  

 

(1) 

Motivation duality An individual expressing both 

support and opposition to 

sanctuary 

 

(1) 

Motivations Inspirations for being involved 

in sanctuary 

(1) 
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No fishing experience Never done fishing as an 

occupation 

 

(1) 

Opposition Opposed to operations of a fish 

sanctuary 

 

(1) 

Processes Activities in planning and 

implementation of OBFS 

Community engagement (1) 

Conservation (1) 

Enforcement (1) 

Fisher motivation (1) 

Funding (1) 

Public Education (1) 

 

Recommendations Suggestions for further 

improvements 

 

(1) 

Roles Job functions within a 

sanctuary 

Boat captains (1) 

Coral Gardener (1) 

Dive master (1) 

Fisherfolk (1) 

Fisheries inspector (1) 

Manager (1) 

Supervisor (1) 
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Warden (1) 

Other (1) 

 

Structure Organizational structure of 

OBFS 

 

(1) 

Success factors Factors that contribute to 

positive outcomes in fish 

sanctuaries  

(1) 

Parentheses indicate the number of codes per group. 
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Appendix: 2B Code Book 

 

Nodes Description 

Alternative Livelihoods Comments related to alternative employment options 

Building Trust Comments related to trust between community and authority  

Challenges Comments related to challenges stakeholders experienced 

Champions Comments related to proponents of fish sanctuaries 

Demographics Parent node for demographic data 

Demographics/Age Comments related to age 

Demographics/Female Comments related self-identity as female 

Demographics/Male Comments related self-identity as male 

Demographics/Gender Comments related to gender in fisherfolk population 

Demographics/Years of 

experience 

Comments related to number of years’ experience in self-

identified roles 

Development Assistance Comments related to help in establishing/running sanctuary 

Early Years Comments related to sanctuary start-up 

 



From The brink: The Oracabessa Processes 

 

115 

 

Nodes Description 

Field Observation Parent node for researcher’s field observation 

Field Observation/Bias Comments related researcher biases 

Field Observation/Positionality Comments related to researcher positionality observation 

Field Observation/sights, 

sounds, smells 

Comments related to researchers visual, auditory and 

olfactory observations 

Fish Stock Decline Comments related to decline in fish population 

Key Person Comments related to important persons for sanctuary to 

function.  

Literacy Impact Comments related to literacy level of stakeholders 

Motivation Duality  Comments that support and oppose the sanctuary from the 

same individuals 

Motivations Comments related to reasons for sanctuary involvement 

No Fishing Experience Comments related to lack of fishing experience 

Opposition Comments related to opposition to fish sanctuaries 

Processes Parent node for comments related to activities within 

sanctuaries  

Processes/Community 

Engagement 

Comments related to community engagement activities 
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Nodes Description 

Processes/Conservation Comments related to conservation activities 

Processes/Enforcement Comments related to enforcement activities 

Processes/Fisher motivation Comments related to reasons for involvement in sanctuaries 

Processes/Funding Comments related to funding sanctuaries 

Processes/Public Education Comments related to community education activities 

Recommendations Comments related to sanctuary implementation 

Roles Parent Node related to job functions within sanctuaries 

Roles/Boat Captains Comments related to job function as boat captain 

Roles/Coral Gardner Comments related to job function as coral gardener 

Roles/Dive Master Comments related to job function as dive master 

Roles/Fisherfolk Comments related to job function as fisherfolk 

Roles/Fisheries Inspector Comments related to job function as fisheries inspector 

Roles/Manager Comments related to job function as sanctuary manager 

Roles/Other Comments related to job functions not covered by other 

listed roles 
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Nodes Description 

Roles/Supervisor Comments related to job function as supervisor 

Roles/Warden Comments related to job function as Warden 

Structure Comments related to organizational structure of sanctuaries 

Success Factors Comments related to positive outcome of implementing fish 

sanctuaries. 
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Appendix 3: Sample Field Notes 

From the Brink: Jamaica’s Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary Development Processes 

Transcript Field Notes July 17, 2019 

Oracabessa Bay fish sanctuary day two. Wednesday morning arrived on site. Today ill be doing 

a contextual field. I hope to get a ride out to see the sanctuary boundaries to get a contextual 

understanding of the fish sanctuary, how it works and observe some of the issues as they go 

about their job of patrolling the sanctuary itself. It's a bit of an overcast morning temperature in 

the 90’s, it's very humid at this time some men are cleaning up from the night's fishing. Several   

men are around at this time. Beyond that, there's not much activity that's taking place.  It's a very 

active beach setting, lots of fishermen are on the beach. Currently, I’m just observing what's 

taking place  

As part of the whole conservation effort they've established a police-post here, and I guess also 

as part of the security efforts to enforce (maritime regulations and laws). So, they have 

established a police-post right here where the sanctuary is located. I understand that the patrol 

boat came yesterday, and at this time I'm looking at the marine patrol coming in. Again this is 

part of a concerted  effort I understand, both in terms of conservation and security, so whatever 

issues may arise, it is possible that the marine police may help in terms  of assisting the wardens 

in their duty of ensuring that the sanctuary is being respected. I mentioned earlier on that there 

were some fishermen, some fisherfolks here, and apparently, they're actually cleaning their fish 

here on the beach. I'll ask about that during my next field visit.   
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A fishing boat has just arrived, and apparently, as the fisherman docks, someone who appears to 

be a purchaser, or a buyer, approaches. They are now haggling over price, going through the 

negotiation process. So, the fisherman comes in, drops his load, somebody comes to buy it.  

The fisherman came with approximately one crate with a variety of fish. It would be interesting 

to know how long he was out fishing to get just one crate of fish. The crate measures (I am 

guessing now) approximately two feet by one and a half feet by one and a half feet. I wonder 

how much he effort did he put into catching just that one crate? The buyer was arguing with the 

fisher but he was being “miserable and contentious.” You wonder if that was a result of his  

efforts or frustration stemming from his effort to catch so small amount of fish; perhaps a factor 

of price, time spent and the amount that was caught, interesting.     

Positionality 

An interesting note on the question of positionality. One of the observations I made, was, even 

though I'm from Jamaica or Jamaica and in some ways I'm part of the culture, yet having lived 

abroad there is an otherness, that can be ascribed to my position, almost as an outsider. One of 

the observations I made, in writing the proposal was the fact that you can be readily identified as 

being from abroad.  

This was borne out this morning. One of the fisherfolk or, one of the persons on the beach called 

out to me and said I should not just sit but I should come and enjoy the water. Because where I 

came from, it would not be like this. Where I came from, “sharks may come and pull me out, but 

that doesn't happen here.” Already, I was identified as an “outsider.”  That would have its 
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implication as far as when it comes to the actual interactions and so I will have to win their trust 

and respect as far as being able to interact.  

One of the things I will have to ensure is that that they will, in no way see me as bringing any 

harm and that none of my interactions will, in any way, be taking advantage of them and my 

position as a researcher would be respected. That is something I would have to ensure is 

communicated very early when I do engage with the persons who I'll be doing the interviews 

with. 
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Appendix 4: Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary Project Partners 

 

1. Australia Aid 

2. Oracabessa Foundation 

3. U.S. Peace Corp 

4. St. Mary Fisherman’s Cooperative 

5. Environmental Foundation of Jamaica 

6. Golden Eye 

7. Caribsave 

8. Counterpart International 

9. Global Environment Facility SGP 

10. Seacology 

11. Seascape Caribbean 
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Photographs from Fieldwork 

1. Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary (OBFS) Fingerlings and Adult Fish 
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2. Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary (OBFS) Site 
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3. Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary (OBFS) Dock Area 
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4. Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary (OBFS) Dock 
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5. Oracabessa Bay Fish Sanctuary (OBFS) Signage 

 

 


