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CHAPTER 4

This chapter was developed into an article and has now been published in the South Asia 
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Abstract

This article examines how the politics of  scale affect a process of  dialogue led 
E\�FLYLO�VRFLHW\�DFWRUV�RYHU�ÀVKLQJ�FRQÁLFWV taking place at the local level in South 
Asia. The location is the 3DON�%D\� DQG� WKH�ÀVKHUV� DUH�7DPLOV� IURP�,QGLD�DQG�6UL�
Lanka. An DJUHHPHQW�RYHU�ÀVKLQJ� ULJKWV� UHDFKHG�EHWZHHQ� WKHVH�ÀVKHUV� LQ�$XJXVW 
2010 remains largely unimplemented, but takes centre stage for this article, which 
examines the negotiation processes in terms of  politics of  scale and highlights the 
YDULRXV�GLIÀFXOWLHV�HQFRXQWHUHG��0DMRU pitfalls in a dialogue of  this sort are the failure 
to recognise diversity within the population(s) involved and lack of  recognition 
of  the linkages of  this population with other actors at different scales or levels. 
In a transboundary context, national and regional identities at times override local 
identity and interests, thereby making locally FRQVWUXFWHG�VROXWLRQV�GLIÀFXOW��LI �QRW�
impossible, to implement.

4.1 INTRODUCTION

The Palk Bay,1a relatively shallow stretch of  sea between India and Sri Lanka, has of 
ODWH�EHFRPH�D�FRQWHVWHG�ÀVKLQJ�WHUULWRU\��7KH�7DPLO�DUWLVDQDO�ÀVKHUV�RI �QRUWKHUQ�6UL 
/DQND�ZKR�KDYH�MXVW�FRPH�RXW�RI �D�ORQJ�DQG�SURWUDFWHG�FLYLO�ZDU�ÀQG�WKHLU�ÀVKLQJ 
VSDFH�HQFURDFKHG�XSRQ�E\�WUDZOHUV�RZQHG�DQG�RSHUDWHG�E\�7DPLO�ÀVKHUV�IURP�7DPLO 
1DGX�LQ�,QGLD��7KLV�SUHGLFDPHQW�KDV�EHHQ�ZRUVHQHG�E\�WKH�IDFW�WKDW�,QGLDQ�ÀVKHUV 
XVH�ÀVKLQJ�PHWKRGV�WKDW�DUH�EDQQHG�E\�WKH�6UL�/DQNDQ�JRYHUQPHQW�LQ�¶WKHLU·�ZDWHUV 
(Scholtens et al., 2012).

In August 2010, the Alliance for Release of  Innocent Fishermen (ARIF) on the 
Indian side, along with the National Fishermen’s Solidarity Organisation (NAFSO) 
RQ� WKH�6UL�/DQNDQ�VLGH�� IDFLOLWDWHG�D�QHJRWLDWLRQ�SURFHVV�EHWZHHQ�ÀVKHUV�RI �ERWK�
countries. The article examines this negotiation process, which concluded with the 
August 2010 meeting and an agreement. The basic underlying assumption by the 
RUJDQLVHUV��ZKLFK� LQFOXGHG� ERWK� FLYLO� VRFLHW\�PHPEHUV� DQG� VRPH�ÀVKLQJ� OHDGHUV� 
was that the Palk Bay is a common resource that can be managed collectively by the 
FROOHFWLYH�RI �ÀVKHUV�XVLQJ�WKHVH�ZDWHUV��7KH�VHW�RI �JDWKHULQJV��XQGHU�WKLV�SURFHVV��ZHUH 
actually the second in line. An earlier meeting took place in 2004 (Vivekanandan, 
2004), when there was relative peace in the northern districts of  Sri Lanka due to a 
FHDVHÀUH�DJUHHPHQW�EHWZHHQ�WKH�6UL�/DQNDQ�JRYHUQPHQW�DQG�WKH�7DPLO�UHEHOV��WKH 
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Liberation Tigers of  Tamil Eelam (LTTE). The 2004 and 2010 meetings were by far 
WKH�PRVW�FRQFUHWH�HIIRUW�DW�EULQJLQJ�DERXW�D�FRQVHQVXV�DPRQJ�WKH�ÀVKHUV�RI �WKH�WZR 
FRXQWULHV��$�YLDEOH�VROXWLRQ�ZDV�VRXJKW�VSHFLÀFDOO\�E\�DGGUHVVLQJ�WKH�FRQFHUQV�RI 
RYHUÀVKLQJ�E\�,QGLDQ�WUDZOHUV�LQ�6UL�/DQNDQ�ZDWHUV�DQG�WKH�HYLGHQW�GLVUXSWLYH�LPSDFW 
RQ�6UL�/DQNDQ�ÀVKHUV·� OLYHOLKRRGV��7KH�REMHFWLYH�RI �WKH�$XJXVW������PHHWLQJ�ZDV 
to arrive at an agreement that established sustainable rules for all stakeholders with 
UHJDUG�WR�ÀVKLQJ�LQ�WKH�3DON�%D\�

By the end of  the seven-day visit of  the Sri Lankan team to India, which involved 
a number of  gatherings in various locations, an agreement with several clauses and 
conditions was indeed reached. This agreement was subsequently given to the respective 
JRYHUQPHQWV�IRU�UDWLÀFDWLRQ��+HQFHIRUWK�WHUPHG�WKH�¶$XJXVW������$JUHHPHQW·��WKLV�ZDV 
to come into effect from November 2010 onwards. In brief, it was to restrict Indian 
trawler activity in Sri Lankan waters to 70 days a year with a stipulation that Indian 
trawling there should end in a year’s time. At the time of  writing, however, the August 
2010 Agreement remains unimplemented.

The aim of  this article is partly to analyse why this is so. Two major arguments 
are presented. First, it appears that despite cultural and historical connectedness and 
assumptions of  a common identity of  occupation and ‘Tamilness’ that underlay the faith 
in a common property solution among these ‘brothers at sea’, the inequities between 
,QGLDQ�DQG�6UL�/DQNDQ�ÀVKHUV�LQ�WHUPV�RI �ÀVKLQJ�SUDFWLFHV�VHULRXVO\�XQGHUPLQHG�WKH 
SRVVLELOLW\�RI �FROOHFWLYH�DFWLRQ��6HFRQG��LQ�WKH�FRQWH[W�RI �FRQÁLFW�ZLWKLQ�D�¶WUDQVQDWLRQDO 
FRPPXQLW\·��ZH�DUJXH�WKDW�ÀVKHUV�PDNH�XVH�RI �WKHLU�PXOWLSOH�LGHQWLWLHV�DFURVV�VFDOH 
(state/province and nation in addition to locality) to defend their particular interests 
in the process, further undermining a possible commons solution. The result, as in 
the present case, may be that everyone remains, literally, at sea, clueless about a viable 
solution.

The article is divided into several major sections. The next section introduces the 
collective action and politics of  scale literature as a backdrop to analysing the limits 
of  the August 2010 Agreement. Following brief  details of  research methodology, we 
WUDFH�WKH�FRPSOH[�VRFLR�SROLWLFDO�GLPHQVLRQV�RI �WKH�,QGR�6UL�/DQNDQ�FRQÁLFW�LQ�WKH 
Palk Bay. Several further sections engage with the two main conceptual arguments, 
namely the limits to community and the manner in which the politics of  scale further 
impedes collective action. We conclude by arguing for a stronger institutional process 
across scales to reinforce transboundary local initiatives.

Chapter 4: Scale
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4.2 THEORY OF COLLECTIVE ACTION AND SCALAR DYNAMICS

Hardin (1968) theorised the ‘Tragedy of  the Commons’, in which individual grazers 
in the course of  maximising self-interest collectively degrade the common pastures. 
This continues to be the starting point for common property theorists. Two major 
strands exist within the broad literature on common property resources aimed at 
FULWLTXLQJ�+DUGLQ��7KH�ÀUVW�DSSURDFK�KROGV�WKDW�XQGHU�FHUWDLQ�FRQGLWLRQV�VHOÀVK�XWLOLW\ 
maximisers can, and frequently do, come up with collective institutional arrangements 
that prevent the tragedy from occurring.2 This literature is grounded in game theory, 
new institutional economics and rational choice collective action theory (Agrawal 
& Goyal, 2001; Agrawal & Ostrom, 2001; Ostrom, 1998; 2000). The second strand 
of  literature takes the perspective that individuals are guided by principles and/or 
social responsibilities that shape their individual behaviour (Jentoft & McCay, 1995; 
Jentoft et al., 2010; Pretty, 2003). This approach focuses more on common norms 
and identities and privileges the role of  society over the role of  individuals. The two 
strands of  literature are to some extent two sides of  the same coin because both 
aim to understand the behaviour of  the ‘collective of  users’ involved. Both approaches 
have made academics and policy-makers look more carefully for traits among resource 
users and their institutions that contribute to collective governance.

,Q� ÀVKHULHV�� WKH� LPSRUWDQFH� RI � VRFLDO� QRUPV� DQG� FROOHFWLYH� DFWLRQ� DPRQJ�
user groups in managing common resources was explicitly recognised by the 1980s 
(Berkes, 1989).3 Numerous studies have since then focussed on understanding 
social norms DQG�WKH�FRPPXQLW\�VWUXFWXUHV�LQ�SODFH�IRU�PDQDJHPHQW�RI �ÀVKHULHV�4 

Bavinck (2001), IRU�H[DPSOH��KLJKOLJKWV�WKH�LPSRUWDQFH�RI �VRFLDO�QRUPV�LQ�ÀVKHULHV�
UHJXODWLRQ�DPRQJ� RQH�FDVWH�JURXS�RI �7DPLO�ÀVKHUV�DORQJ�WKH�&RURPDQGHO�&RDVW�LQ�
Tamil Nadu, India. He highlights the complex interactions of  these social norms 
with traditional and PRGHUQ� LQVWLWXWLRQV� LQ� FRQÁLFW� VLWXDWLRQV� DULVLQJ� RXW� RI � WKH�
introduction of  modern ÀVKLQJ�PHWKRGV�LQ�WKH�FRDVWDO�EHOW�

In this context, important questions have been raised about the possible 
limits to collective action. 5 One point of  contention has been the conception of  
‘community’, a term frequently applied to indicate the collective of  common pool 
resource users. Agrawal (1999, p. 101) makes the important distinction between 
community as a form of  social organisation and a form of  shared understanding. 
When community is analysed as a form of  shared understanding, one effectively 
glosses over inherent heterogeneity and power differences within this community. 
Agrawal (1999) suggests that by looking at community as a social organisation one 
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is able to engage with the H[LVWHQFH�RI �GLIIHUHQFHV��KLHUDUFK\�DQG�FRQÁLFW�ZLWKLQ�
the community and hence can also treat it as a political entity. Another critique of  
community-centric analyses is that viewing communities as discrete units blurs the 
linkages that these units have with other parts of  society.

This brings us to the scalar nature of  social relations (Herod, 2003). Scale, like 
space, is a social construct (Benda-Beckmann et al., 2009, p. 3), a ‘relational, power 
laden and contested construction that actors strategically engage with, in order to 
legitimise or challenge existing power relations’ (Leitner et al., 2008, p. 158).6 This 
means that scale, rather than being an ontologically given entity, is itself  a product of 
social and political processes and interactions. The ‘politics of  scale’ literature helps to 
engage and analyse these nuances of  social interactions and has been used in a variety 
of  contexts.7 Here we make use of  the distinction between spaces of  dependence 
and spaces of  engagement. According to Cox (1998, p. 2), spaces of  dependence 
are those ‘more or less localised social relations upon which people depend for the 
realisation of essential interests and for which there are no substitutes elsewhere: 
WKH\�GHÀQH�SODFH VSHFLÀF�FRQGLWLRQV�IRU�RXU�PDWHULDO�ZHOOEHLQJ�DQG�RXU�VHQVH�RI �
VLJQLÀFDQFH·��6SDFHV�RI engagement, on the other hand, are larger networks of  social 
relationships over wider spatial scales that help secure the ‘conditions for continued 
existence’ (Cox, 1998, p. 2). In the context of  the Palk Bay, we refer to three scales: 
the local, the regional and the national. The local includes the areas in which the 
ÀVKHUV�ÀVK�DQG�OLYH��VHH�0DS���� 7KH�UHJLRQDO�UHIHUV�VSHFLÀFDOO\�WR�WKH�VWDWH�RI �7DPLO�
Nadu and its apparatuses under the federal system in India. The national or central 
refers to the Union Government of  India and its machinery.

:H�ÀUVW�VHH�KRZ�FKDQJHV�LQ�PDWHULDO�SUDFWLFHV�DQG�WKH�LQYROYHPHQW�RI �WKH�VWDWH�KDYH 
EHHQ�LQVWUXPHQWDO�LQ�FRQVWUXFWLQJ�DQG�UHVWUXFWXULQJ�VFDOH�LQ�WKH�PDULQH�ÀVKLQJ�VHFWRU� 
We then use the ‘politics of  scale’ analysis as proposed by Cox (1998) to understand the 
August 2010 Meeting and scrutinise why it did not succeed. Our analysis suggests that 
in transboundary contexts, especially where the local collective of  users is comprised 
RI �SHRSOH�IURP�WZR�QDWLRQ�VWDWHV�DQG�WKH�UHVRXUFH³DV�ZHOO�DV�ÀVKLQJ�DFWLYLW\�LQ�WKLV�
case—transcends national boundaries, there is a tendency for actors to jump scales. 
This dynamism, coupled with the different identities of  the actors at various scales, 
undermines any efforts to build a consensus among local users of  the commons.

Chapter 4: Scale



90

Fishing for Space

4.3 METHODOLOGY

It is beyond the scope of  this article to undertake the above analysis from both the Sri 
Lankan and Indian perspective. Hence, the present analysis has been largely restricted 
WR�WKH�,QGLDQ�VLGH��7KLV�VWXG\�LV�SDUW�RI �D�GRFWRUDO�UHVHDUFK�SURMHFW�RI �WKH�ÀUVW�DXWKRU�
that falls under a larger project in the region that aims to understand and contribute 
WR�WKH�UHVROXWLRQ�RI �ÀVKHULHV�FRQÁLFWV�LQ�WKH�3DON�%D\�8 7KH�ÀUVW�DXWKRU�ZDV�SDUW�RI �WKH 
Indian delegation for three days during the August 2010 Meeting and participated 
in various gatherings and negotiations that were held. The remaining days of  the 
meeting included WKH�ÀQDO�QHJRWLDWLRQV�EHWZHHQ�WKH�ÀVKHUV��IRU�ZKLFK�WKH�DXWKRU�ZDV�
not present but, were viewed by him on video.

7KH�ÀUVW�IRXU�GD\V�LQFOXGHG�ÀHOG�YLVLWV�E\�WKH�6UL�/DQNDQ�GHOHJDWLRQ�WR�YDULRXV 
trawl centres on the Indian side of  the Palk Bay. Public gatherings took place in each 
centre in which leaders from both sides gave speeches. There were, however, no formal 
GLVFXVVLRQV�RU�QHJRWLDWLRQV�GXULQJ�WKH�ÀHOG�YLVLW��,Q�WKH�ÀQDO�WKUHH�GD\V��WKHUH�ZHUH 
FORVHG�GRRU�QHJRWLDWLRQV�LQ�&KHQQDL��WKH�FDSLWDO�RI �7DPLO�1DGX��DPRQJ�ÀVKHUV�IURP 
both sides, aided by representatives of  civil society groups (namely ARIF, NAFSO 
and the Catholic diocesan organisation CARITAS Sri Lanka). Video recordings 
YLHZHG�LQFOXGHG�JURXS�GLVFXVVLRQV�ERWK�ZLWKLQ�DQG�DPRQJ�WKH�ÀVKHUV�RI �6UL�/DQND�
and India and plenary sessions. The negotiations ended with a press meet in which 
WKH�$XJXVW������$JUHHPHQW�ZDV�UHOHDVHG��7KH�GLUHFW�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ�RI �WKH�ÀUVW�DXWKRU�
in some of  these gatherings helped analytically make sense of  the manner in which 
ÀVKHUV�QHJRWLDWHG�DPRQJVW�WKHPVHOYHV�DQG�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�SDUWLFXODU�SRVLWLRQV�GXULQJ 
the dialogue process.

A series of  13 in-depth interviews was subsequently conducted with all the 
ÀVKLQJ leaders who participated in the negotiations on the Indian side. These 
interviews focused primarily on the August 2010 Meeting and its outcomes and 
HQDEOHG�WKH�ÀUVW author to get further in-depth understanding. All four authors have 
paid extensive visits to the Indian side of  the Palk Bay and also visited the Northern 
3URYLQFH�RI �6UL�/DQND� LQ�-DQXDU\�������7KHUH�WKH�ÀUVW�DXWKRU�ZDV�DEOH�WR�GLVFXVV�
the August 2010 Agreement ZLWK�YDULRXV�ÀVKLQJ�OHDGHUV�RI �WKH�1RUWKHUQ�3URYLQFH��
These discussions were informal and focused on the negotiations and developments 
thereafter. Inputs were also received from civil society representatives who facilitated 
the negotiation process.

The authors also analysed how both the English and vernacular press in India 
DQG�6UL�/DQND�FRYHUHG�WKH�$XJXVW������0HHWLQJV��)LQDOO\��ZH�SDLG�VSHFLÀF�DWWHQWLRQ�
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to the role of  civil society in the process. Our ultimate aim was to see how various 
actors perceived the August 2010 Agreement. Our analysis of  the negotiations was 
not just in terms of  outcomes, but also with attention to the process, examining how 
particular actors were embedded within it. Moreover, the August 2010 Agreement was 
FRQWH[WXDOLVHG�ZLWKLQ�WKH�ZLGHU�G\QDPLFV�RI �3DON�%D\�ÀVKHULHV�DQG�WKH�JHRSROLWLFV�RI 
Indo-Sri Lankan relations.

4.4 THE PALK BAY: UNDERSTANDING THE FISHING CONFLICT

7KH�3DON�%D\�ZDV�D�ULFK�SHDUO�ÀVKLQJ�JURXQG�GXULQJ�WKH�%ULWLVK�SHULRG��+RUQHOO�������� 
7KH�%ULWLVK�(PSLUH�GLYLGHG�WKH�SHDUO�ÀVKLQJ�JURXQGV�EHWZHHQ�%ULWLVK�,QGLD�DQG�%ULWLVK�
&H\ORQ��&KDQN��IDPRXV�IRU�LWV�OLPH�FRQWHQW��ZDV�DQRWKHU�PDMRU�FRORQLDO�ÀVKHU\�LQ 
the Bay (Jayasinghe, 2003; Hornell, 1922). Post-Independence, the area has been the 
VRXUFH�RI �D�ERXQGDU\�GLVSXWH�EHWZHHQ�,QGLD�DQG�6UL�/DQND��ÀQDOO\�VHWWOHG�WKURXJK�D 
controversial bilateral agreement in 1974 (Suryanarayan, 2005). Most importantly, 
DQG�WKH�SULPH�UHDVRQ�IRU�WKH�SUHVHQW�ÀVKHU�FRQÁLFW��WKH�3DON�%D\�LV�WKH�PDLQ�VRXUFH 
RI �OLYHOLKRRG�IRU�D�ÀVKLQJ�SRSXODWLRQ�RI ���������ÀVKHU�IRON�RQ�WKH�,QGLDQ�VLGH�9 and 
approximately 119,000 on the Sri Lankan side (Scholtens et al., 2012).

2Q� WKH� ,QGLDQ� VLGH�� ÀYH� GLVWULFWV� ERUGHU� WKH� 3DON�%D\�� 5DPDQDWKDSXUDP� 
Pudukottai, Thanjavur, Thiruvarur and Nagapattinam. Only the northern parts of 
Ramanathapuram and the southern regions of  Nagapattinam fall inside the Palk 
Bay. Within this coastal stretch, there are six major trawling centres: Rameswaram, 
Mandapam, Jagathapattinam, Kottaipattinam, Mallipattinam and Sethubavachatiram. 
The minor trawling centres include Soliyakudi, Lanjiadi, and Thondi. The Indian 
trawlers vary in size, from 28 to 55 feet with engine powers ranging from 70 to 193 
horse power.

([SHUWV�EHOLHYH�WKDW�DQ�RYHUVL]HG�WUDZOHU�ÁHHW�RI �������ERDWV�LQ�7DPLO�1DGX�OLHV�
at WKH�KHDUW�RI �WKH�FRQÁLFW��9LYHNDQDQGDQ���������������7KH�KLVWRU\�RI �WUDZOLQJ�LQ 
Tamil Nadu has been detailed by various authors.10 Approximately 2,500 of  the 5,300 
boats are located in the Palk Bay and have now become substantially dependent on 
Sri Lankan waters (Scholtens et al., 2012; Vivekanandan, 2004).

The post-Independence inception of  trawling in India precipitated a long 
series RI �FODVKHV�ZLWK�VR�FDOOHG�DUWLVDQDO�ÀVKHUPHQ��WKRVH�JHQHUDOO\�XWLOLVLQJ�VPDOO�
boats DQG�SDVVLYH�ÀVKLQJ�JHDU�� VXFK�DV� VWDWLRQDU\�QHWV�DQG� LPSOHPHQWV�� DORQJ� WKH�
shores. The ‘trawl wars’ that took place in Tamil Nadu in the late 1970s and early 

Chapter 4: Scale
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1980s are a prime example of  this (Bavinck, 2001; Subramanian, 2003;  2009) 
as are WKH� FXUUHQW� VWUXJJOHV� EHWZHHQ� WUDZO� ÀVKHUV� RI � QRUWKHUQ�7DPLO� 1DGX� DQG�
southern $QGKUD�3UDGHVK� �%DYLQFN������D���7KHVH�FRQÁLFWV� IRFXV�RQ� WZR� LVVXHV��
the fact that WUDZO�YHVVHOV�IUHTXHQWO\�UXQ�WKURXJK�DQG�GDPDJH�DUWLVDQDO�ÀVKHUV·�JHDU�
and artisanal ÀVKHUV·� SHUFHSWLRQV� WKDW� WUDZOHUV� DUH� HQYLURQPHQWDOO\� GHVWUXFWLYH�
and appropriate a disproportionate share of  available resources. 11 Such technical 
incompatibility is exacerbated by the fact that the trawl sector has created a new 
FODVV�RI �ÀVKHUV�ZKRVH� SUDFWLFHV� GHPDQGHG� JUHDWHU� FDSLWDO� LQYHVWPHQW� ZKLFK�� LQ�
turn, has created further economic pressures and interests that will also impact on 
bargaining and negotiation processes (Kurien, 1978).

:KLOH�WKLV�JHQHUDO�VLWXDWLRQ�RI �ORFDO�FRQÁLFW�LV�UHSOLFDWHG�DFURVV�WKH�3DON�%D\��
the VLJQLÀFDQW�GLIIHUHQFH�LV�WKDW�WUDZOLQJ�KDV�QHYHU�EHHQ�SURPRWHG�LQ�6UL�/DQND�DQG�
the civil war that embroiled the country (1983–2009) has seriously affected domestic 
ÀVKLQJ�RSHUDWLRQV�LQ�WKH�1RUWKHUQ�3URYLQFH��2WKHU�IDFWRUV��WRR��KDYH�DJJUDYDWHG�WKH 
VLWXDWLRQ�LQ�WKH�3DON�%D\��7KH�GHQVLW\�RI �WKH�WUDZO�ÁHHW�RQ�WKH�,QGLDQ�VLGH�RI �WKH�3DON 
%D\�KDV�LQGXFHG�PDVVLYH�ERXQGDU\�FURVVLQJV�WR�QRUWKHUQ�6UL�/DQNDQ�ÀVKLQJ�JURXQGV��
ZKLFK� ZHUH� VLJQLÀFDQWO\� XQGHU�ÀVKHG� GXULQJ� WKH� ZDU� SHULRG�� 6RPH� ,QGLDQ� WUDZO 
FHQWUHV�DUH�ZHOO�VLWXDWHG�IRU�WKLV�SXUSRVH��5DPHVZDUDP�WUDZO�ÀVKHUV��IRU�H[DPSOH��KDYH 
KDUGO\�DQ\�VSDFH�WR�ÀVK�LQ�,QGLDQ�ZDWHUV��JLYHQ�WKHLU�SUR[LPLW\�WR�6UL�/DQND��ZLWK�MXVW 
approximately six to seven nautical miles to the International Maritime Boundary Line 
�,0%/���$OWKRXJK�RWKHU�FHQWUHV�SRVVHVV�ODUJHU�,QGLDQ�ÀVKLQJ�JURXQGV��IRU�WKHLU�ÀVKHUV� 
WRR��WKH�LQVKRUH�ZDWHUV�RI �QRUWKHUQ�6UL�/DQND�KDYH�EHFRPH�D�SULPH�ÀVKLQJ�DUHD�

7KH�WKUHH�GD\���IRXU�GD\�UXOH�WKDW�DIIHFWV�,QGLDQ�WUDZO�ÀVKHUV�LQ�WKH�3DON�%D\�
is an DGGLWLRQDO�UHDVRQ�IRU�WKH�DGGLWLRQDO�ÀVKLQJ�SUHVVXUH��7KLV�UXOH��EURXJKW� LQWR�
effect from 1976 onwards in response to the massive protests of  Indian artisanal 
ÀVKHUV��OLPLWHG trawling in the Palk Bay to only three days a week (Bavinck, 2003; 
Sathyapalan et DO����������7KLV� LPSOLHV�WKDW�WUDZO�ÀVKHUV�DUH�SUHVVXUHG��ZLWKLQ�WKLV�
tight time slot, WR�VHHN�RXW�WKH�PRVW�SURÀWDEOH�ÀVKLQJ�VSRWV��LQYDULDEO\�ORFDWHG�LQ�6UL�
Lankan waters. 1DJDSDWWLQDP�ÀVKHUV��KRZHYHU��DUH�QRW�ERXQG�E\�WKLV�UXOH�E\�YLUWXH�
of  not being situated fully in the Palk Bay. Hence, they often cross the international 
border, even PRUH�IUHTXHQWO\�WKDQ�RWKHU�WUDZO�ÀVKHUV��0DS���SURYLGHV�DQ�LOOXVWUDWLRQ of  
the spatial proximities.

As mentioned earlier, transgressions of  the international boundary have been 
possible EHFDXVH�ÀVKHUV�LQ�WKH�1RUWKHUQ�3URYLQFH�RI �6UL�/DQND�ZHUH�RQO\�LQWHUPLWWHQWO\�
allowed WR�ÀVK�RYHU�WKH�ODVW����\HDUV�GXH�WR�UHVWULFWLRQV�LPSRVHG�XSRQ�WKHP�EHFDXVH�
of  the civil war.12 6LQFH� WKH�HQG�RI � WKLV�ZDU��ÀVKHUV� IURP�WKH�GLVWULFWV�RI �0DQQDU��
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Killinochi and -DIIQD�KDYH�VORZO\�UHVXPHG�ÀVKLQJ�DFWLYLWLHV�DQG�KHQFH��SUHFLSLWDWHG�
WKH�FRQÁLFW��$OO WKH�ÀVKHUV�IURP�WKH�1RUWKHUQ�3URYLQFH�DUH�7DPLOV��:KLOH�-DIIQD�DQG�
.LOOLQRFKL�ÀVKHUV DUH�SUHGRPLQDQWO\�+LQGXV��0DQQDU�ÀVKHUV�DUH�PDLQO\�&KULVWLDQV��
with the Catholic Church playing an active role in their social life (Scholtens et al., 
2012). The Northern ÀVKHUV� PRVWO\� XVH� PXOWL�ÀODPHQW� JLOO� QHWV� IURP� ÀEUHJODVV�
reinforced plastic (FRP) boats. The dominant scenario, therefore, is that of  Indian 
WUDZOHUV�ZLWK�HIÀFLHQW�EXW SRWHQWLDOO\�KDUPIXO�JHDUV�GHVWUR\LQJ�WKH�JHDU�DQG�ÀVKLQJ�
grounds of  their counterparts in Sri Lanka. This has caused much dissent, frustration 
and anguish among the Sri /DQNDQ�ÀVKHUV��ZKR�VHH�,QGLDQ�ÀVKHUV�DV�HQFURDFKLQJ�
upon their territory, poaching their resources and depriving them of  their livelihood 
(Scholtens et al., 2012).

,W�LV�WKXV�REYLRXV�ZK\�6UL�/DQNDQ�ÀVKHUV�ZRXOG�ZDQW�D�VROXWLRQ�WR�WKH�FRQÁLFW��%XW 
WKHUH�DUH�DOVR�UHDVRQV�ZK\�,QGLDQ�ÀVKHUV�ZRXOG�ZDQW�DQ�DPLFDEOH�DJUHHPHQW��)LUVW� 
WUDQVJUHVVLRQ�E\�,QGLDQ�ÀVKHUV�KDV�QRW�EHHQ�IUHH�RI �FRVW��$5,)�HVWLPDWHV�WKDW�WLOO�GDWH�
����,QGLDQ�ÀVKHUV�KDYH�EHHQ�VKRW�DQG�NLOOHG�E\�WKH�6UL�/DQNDQ�1DY\�DQG�WKDW�DQRWKHU 
80 are missing at sea.13 ,QGLDQ�ÀVKHUV�KDYH�ORQJ�SXW�SUHVVXUH�RQ�WKH�,QGLDQ�JRYHUQPHQW 
to get Sri Lanka to stop these killings, but to no avail (Subramanian, 2007). Second, 
WKHUH�KDYH�EHHQ�KLVWRULFDO�WLHV�EHWZHHQ�,QGLDQ�DQG�6UL�/DQNDQ�ÀVKHUPHQ�LQ�WKH�3DON 
Bay. Fishers from both sides have acknowledged that previously, before the introduction 
RI �WUDZOHUV�DQG�WKH�FRPPHQFHPHQW�RI �WKH�FLYLO�ZDU��WKH�ÀVKLQJ�JURXQGV�ZHUH�XVHG 
KDUPRQLRXVO\�EHWZHHQ�WKHVH�ÀVKHUV��)LVKHUPHQ�UHSRUW�WKDW�LW�ZDV�D�FRPPRQ�SUDFWLFH 
WR�H[FKDQJH�IRRG�DPRQJVW�HDFK�RWKHU��7KH�VKDUHG�IHVWLYLW\�DPRQJ�WKH�&DWKROLF�ÀVKHUV 
from both countries at the St Antony’s church at Katchatheevu Island is a much cited 
example of  such cordial relationship. The island became a part of  Sri Lanka in 1974 
after a complex set of  negotiations between the two countries (Suryanarayan, 2005). 
However, in Tamil Nadu, many people believe that the island should be a part of 
,QGLD��FODLPLQJ�WKDW�WKH�VHQWLPHQW�RI �ÀVKHUV�ZDV�QRW�XSKHOG�E\�WKH�&HQWUH�ZKHQ�WKH 
ERXQGDULHV�ZHUH�GUDZQ��7KLV�LVVXH�ÀQGV�FRQVWDQW�UHVRQDQFH�LQ�WKH�FXUUHQW�FRQÁLFW��
as highlighted later.

Finally, there is the important matter of  the civil war. Throughout the war period, 
there was immense sympathy among Indian Tamils for the Tamils of  Sri Lanka, who 
were felt to be victims of  severe domestic discrimination. Sympathy for Tamils is part 
of  a wider discourse of  Sinhalese atrocities against Tamils (Krishna, 1999), which 
H[WHQGV�WR�WKH�7DPLO�ÀVKHUV�RI �7DPLO�1DGX��)RU�,QGLDQ�ÀVKHUV�DQG�WKH�ZLGHU�SXEOLF 
LQ�7DPLO�1DGX��WKHUHIRUH��WKH�FRQÁLFW�LQ�WKH�3DON�%D\�LV�YLHZHG�DV�RFFXUULQJ�EHWZHHQ 
6UL�/DQNDQ�VHFXULW\�IRUFHV�DQG�,QGLDQ�ÀVKHUV��/LNH�WKHLU�,QGLDQ�FRPSDWULRWV��7DPLO 
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ÀVKHUV�RI �QRUWKHUQ�6UL�/DQND�DUH�VHHQ�DV�YLFWLPV�RI �WKH�6UL�/DQNDQ�DUPHG�IRUFHV�DQG 
not so much of  Indian trawlers. Though recently this interpretation has begun to shift, 
it still holds considerable force. 14

4.5 TOWARDS THE AUGUST 2010 AGREEMENT:  
A COMMON SOLUTION?

The civil society group ARIF wanted to build upon the alleged solidarity between 
7DPLOV� LQ�7DPLO�1DGX� DQG�1RUWKHUQ� 6UL� /DQNDQ� ÀVKHUV�� ,QLWLDOO\� IRUPHG� LQ� ���� 
WR�KHOS�ÀVKHUPHQ�VWUDQGHG�RU�LPSULVRQHG�LQ�WKH�RWKHU�FRXQWU\�JHW�UHOHDVHG��$5,) 
VXEVHTXHQWO\�VWDUWHG�WR�SURPRWH�D�ÀVKHU�WR�ÀVKHU�GLDORJXH�SURFHVV�WKURXJK�H[FKDQJH 
PLVVLRQV��ZLWK�D�ÀUP�EHOLHI �WKDW�RQO\�DQ�DJUHHPHQW�WKDW�KDG�WKH�VXSSRUW�RI �WKH�ÀVKHUV 
would stand the test of  time. On the Sri Lankan side it sought the help of  NAFSO, a 
FLYLO�VRFLHW\�RUJDQLVDWLRQ�HVWDEOLVKHG�WR�VXSSRUW�ÀVKHU�LQWHUHVWV�

7KH�ÀUVW�VHW�RI �JDWKHULQJV�EHWZHHQ�ÀVKHUV�RI �WKH�WZR�FRXQWULHV�ZDV�RUJDQL]HG�LQ�
2004, GXULQJ�D�FHDVHÀUH�EHWZHHQ�WKH�/77(�DQG�WKH�6UL�/DQNDQ�JRYHUQPHQW��7KLV�
resulted in the 2004 Agreement, an initiative supported by the Indian government, 
both at state level and at the center, and to a certain extent by the Sri Lankan 
JRYHUQPHQW� �9LYHNDQDQGDQ���������$�GHOHJDWLRQ�RI �,QGLDQ�ÀVKHUV�FRQVLVWLQJ�RI �ÀVKHU�
leaders of  the Palk Bay and representatives from ARIF visited Sri Lanka over a period 
of  a week to PHHW�WKHLU�FRXQWHUSDUWV�ZLWK�WKH�SXUSRVH�RI �ÀQGLQJ�D�VROXWLRQ�WR�WKH�
ÀVKLQJ� FRQÁLFW�� 1RWKLQJ� IXUWKHU� KDSSHQHG� IRU� VHYHUDO� \HDUV��$� ODUJH� SDUW� RI � WKH�
Northern Province in 6UL�/DQND�ZDV�DW�WKH�WLPH�RI �WKLV�ÀUVW�DJUHHPHQW�XQGHU�WKH�
control of  the LTTE. A follow-up to the 2004 meeting was planned three months 
later. However, after the tsunami of  December 2004 struck, though much of  the 
Palk Bay remained unaffected, WKH�SULRULWLHV�RI �ÀVKHUV��JRYHUQPHQWV�DQG�1*2V�VKLIWHG�
to rehabilitation of  the affected ÀVKHUV��0RUHRYHU�� WKH�FHDVHÀUH�EHWZHHQ� WKH�/77(�
and the Sri Lankan government collapsed soon after in 2006, leading to a renewal 
RI �ÀJKWLQJ�LQ�WKH�1RUWKHUQ�3URYLQFH� Hence, the dialogue process was put on hold 
until 2010.

7KH�VHFRQG�PHHWLQJ�EHWZHHQ�WKH�WZR�JURXSV�RI �ÀVKHUV�� WKXV�� WRRN�SODFH� LQ�
August 2010, one year after the decisive end to the Sri Lankan civil war. In previous 
PRQWKV�� 7DPLO�ÀVKHUV�LQ�QRUWKHUQ�6UL�/DQND�KDG�DVNHG�1$)62�DQG�$5,)�DERXW�WKH�
reciprocal YLVLW�WR�,QGLD�WKDW�KDG�EHHQ�SODQQHG� LQ�������DW�D� WLPH�ZKHQ�ÀVKHU�WR�
ÀVKHU�GLDORJXH� KDG� UHFHLYHG� VRPH� VXSSRUW� IURP�ERWK� JRYHUQPHQWV��5HDOLVLQJ� WKH�
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severity of  the problems experienced, these civil society organisations took the 
lead in organising the visit between 16 and 23 August 2010. The Sri Lankan 
delegation consisted of ÀVKHU�OHDGHUV�����LQ�WRWDO���UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV�IURP�&$5,7$6�6UL�
Lanka, NAFSO, the Sri Lankan Fisheries Department, the parish priest from Pesalai 
(a coastal town in Mannar district) and a few independent journalists from the Sri 
Lankan media.

0RVW�RI � WKH�6UL�/DQNDQ�ÀVKHU� UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV�ZHUH� FKRVHQ�E\�1$)62�DQG�
derived IURP�WKH�ÀVKHULHV�FRRSHUDWLYHV�RSHUDWLQJ�LQ�WKH�WKUHH�QRUWKHUQ�GLVWULFWV��,Q�
2010, the 6UL�/DQNDQ�JRYHUQPHQW�DW�ÀUVW�VKRZHG�D�ORW�PRUH�HQWKXVLDVP�WKDQ�LQ�������
Top-level ÀVKHULHV�RIÀFLDOV��LQFOXGLQJ�DQ�DGYLVRU�WR�WKH�0LQLVWU\�RI �)LVKHULHV��DFWXDOO\�
attended the August 2010 Meeting. The arrival of  the Sri Lankan delegation in 
Tamil Nadu aroused much attention both among the media and local security 
police personnel, LQGLFDWLQJ� WKH� VHQVLWLYLW\�RI � WKH� YLVLW��7KH�ÀUVW� VWRS� IRU� WKH�6UL�
Lankan group was at 7KDQJDFKLPDGDP��D�PDMRU�ÀVKLQJ�YLOODJH�FORVH�WR�5DPHVZDUDP��
After a brief  informal PHHWLQJ�ZLWK�ÀVKLQJ�OHDGHUV�RQ�WKH�HYHQLQJ�RI ����$XJXVW�������
a large public gathering was organised on 17 August. During this gathering, the Sri 
/DQNDQ�ÀVKHUV�XQGHUVFRUHG their suffering on account of  indiscriminate trawling.

During the next few days, the Sri Lankan team travelled north from Rameswaram 
in a bus specially hired for them. Visiting the other trawl centres of  the Palk Bay, they 
KHOG�PHHWLQJV�ZLWK�ÀVKHUV�DQG�ÀVKLQJ� OHDGHUV��7KHLU�SRVLWLRQ��QDPHO\�WKDW�,QGLDQ 
trawling was a major cause of  their suffering, was hardened as they witnessed the huge 
QXPEHU�RI �WUDZOHUV�EHUWKHG�LQ�YDULRXV�KDUERXUV��7KH�JURXS�ÀQDOO\�DUULYHG�LQ�&KHQQDL� 
the capital of  Tamil Nadu, on 20 August for a three-day closed-door negotiation with 
their Indian counterparts. Fisher representatives from all trawling centres in the Palk 
Bay were present. ARIF was represented by its co-convener Mr Arulanandam. Indian 
and Sri Lankan groups met separately and then jointly to thrash out an agreement. 
2QO\�WKH�GHOHJDWHV�DQG�WKH�ÀVKLQJ�OHDGHUV�ZHUH�DOORZHG�WR�DWWHQG�WKH�PHHWLQJV��7KH�ÀQDO 
GRFXPHQW�ZDV�VLJQHG�E\�DOO�ÀVKHU�UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV�DQG�SUHVHQWHG�DW�D�SUHVV�FRQIHUHQFH� 
This Agreement was later sent to both the Indian and Sri Lankan governments for 
formal recognition from the state. The outcome of  the August 2010 Meeting was an 
agreement that restricted Indian ÀVKHUV�IURP�XQGHUWDNLQJ�GHVWUXFWLYH�SUDFWLFHV�VXFK�
as purse seining (a method of ÀVKLQJ�ZKHUH�VKRDOV�RI �ÀVKHV�DUH�URXQGHG�XS�DQG�
caught using a purse-like net) and pair trawling (trawling using two boats) and going 
too close to the Sri Lankan shore. $FNQRZOHGJLQJ�WKDW�HDFK�RI �WKH�ÀVKLQJ�FHQWUHV�LQ�
India had its own unique problems ZKHQ�LW�FRPHV�WR�FURVVLQJ�WKH�ERUGHU��WUDZO�ÀVKHUV�
of  the different Tamil Nadu districts were given different restrictions on how close they 
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could come to the Sri Lankan shores WR�ÀVK��EDVHG�RQ�WKH�VSDWLDO�FKDUDFWHULVWLFV�RI �
WKHLU�ÀVKLQJ�JURXQGV�DQG�WKH�KXUGOHV WKH\�IDFHG��)RU�H[DPSOH��5DPHVZDUDP�ÀVKHUV�
ZHUH�DOORZHG�WR�ÀVK�FORVHU�WR�WKH�6UL Lankan coast near Mannar due to the limited 
territorial waters available to them in India, while trawlers from other centres were 
UHVWULFWHG�WR�ÀVKLQJ�QR�QHDUHU�WKDQ�ÀYH nautical miles from the Sri Lankan shore. 
Another important outcome of  the August 2010 Meeting was a promise made by 
,QGLDQ� WUDZOHU�ÀVKHUV� WKDW� LQ�SULQFLSOH� WKH\ ZRXOG�UHGXFH�WKH�VL]H�RI �WKH�ÁHHW�DQG�
the incidence of  trawling.

7KH�$XJXVW� �����$JUHHPHQW�ZDV� WKXV� TXLWH� VSHFLÀF� LQ� LWV� FRQWHQW�� VWDWLQJ�
that ,QGLDQ�ÀVKHUV�ZRXOG� VWRS� WUDZOLQJ� DIWHU� D� \HDU��'XULQJ� WKLV�RQH� \HDU� �����²
11), it DOORZHG�,QGLDQ�WUDZOHUV�D�ZLQGRZ�RI ����GD\V�WR�ÀVK�LQ�6UL�/DQNDQ�ZDWHUV��RQ�
condition that they do not come too close to the shore (5 nautical miles) and do 
not use pair trawling. The Indians agreed to this. While this was an agreement 
EHWZHHQ�ÀVKHU leaders, the leaders wanted their respective governments to endorse 
the agreement. This is where the politics of  scale kick in.

4.6 PROBING ‘THE COMMUNITY’

The August 2010 Agreement was a collective, civil society-led initiative aimed at resolving 
D�FRPPRQ�GLOHPPD��$VNLQJ�ZK\�LW�ZDV�QRW�LPSOHPHQWHG��ZH�ÀUVW�SUREH�WKH�EDVLFV�RI �WKH 
‘community’ or collective of  Palk Bay users to help answer that question. The foundation 
for whatever agreement was to come about was to be a sense of  ‘shared understanding’ 
�$JUDZDO���������WKH�LGHD�WKDW�ÀVKHUV�RQ�HLWKHU�VLGH�RI �WKH�3DON�%D\�VKDUHG�D�FRPPRQ 
identity, their ‘Tamilness’. Frequent invocations of  and appeals to a common Tamil 
identity were indeed made in the course of  the gatherings of  August 2010. Both sides 
were often seen referring to each other as Udan Perva Sagodargal, literally translated as 
brothers, but not born from the same mother, or as having an umbilical cord relationship 
(thoppil kodi uravu) when trying to reach out to one another during the August 2010 
0HHWLQJ��7KH�,QGLDQ�ÀVKHUV�DOVR�ORVW�QR�RSSRUWXQLW\�LQ�H[SODLQLQJ�WKHLU�UROH�LQ�KHOSLQJ 
Tamil refugees from Sri Lanka cross over to India during the war.

Especially scholars from India (Gupta, 2007) have emphasised the common 
linguistic and ethnic identity of  actors in arguing that the Palk Bay should be 
FRQVLGHUHG�D�FRPPRQV��6XU\DQDUD\DQ��������DUJXHV�WKDW�ÀVKHUV�LQ�WKLV�JHRJUDSKLFDO 
UHJLRQ� KDYH� QR� ERXQGDULHV� DQG� WKDW� WKH\� ÀVK� ZKHUH� ÀVK� LV� DYDLODEOH�� )LVKHUV�� LQ�
other ZRUGV��KDYH�WUDGLWLRQDOO\�IROORZHG�WKH�ÀVK�DQG�QHYHU�UHVSHFW�WKH�ERXQGDULHV�
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drawn up by nation-states. Such reasoning, however, neglects the fact that there are 
substantial differences RI �LQWHUHVWV�DQG�LGHQWLW\�EHWZHHQ�ÀVKHUV�RI �ERWK�FRXQWULHV�
and within each country. )LUVW�DQG�PRVW�REYLRXVO\��WKH�ÀVKHUV�RQ�WKH�ZHVWHUQ�VLGH�
of  the Palk Bay are Indian, whereas those on the eastern shores are Sri Lankan, with 
their respective nation-states as reference point. Second, as seen above, there are 
ODUJH�GLIIHUHQFHV�DQG�FRQÁLFWV�RI LQWHUHVW�EHWZHHQ�WKH�FDWHJRULHV�RI �DUWLVDQDO�ÀVKHUV�
DQG�WUDZO�ÀVKHUV��1RW�RQO\�DUH�WKHUH technical incompatibilities between them, each 
category tends to appeal to different legal systems and worldviews (Bavinck, 2005).

+HQFH��WUHDWLQJ�WKH�ÀVKHUV�RI �WKH�3DON�%D\�DV�D�FRPPXQLW\�RI �¶VKDUHG�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ· 
is problematic. Events in the post-Agreement phase, after the Sri Lankan delegation 
KDG�UHWXUQHG�WR�WKH�LVODQG��FRQÀUP�WKH�GLIÀFXOWLHV�QRWHG�DERYH��,QGLDQ�ÀVKHUV�ÀUVW�RI 
all started asking for more time to stop trawling. This suggested that the rules might 
QRW�EH�LPSOHPHQWDEOH��EHFDXVH�WKH�HQWLUH�SUHPLVH�RI �VKDULQJ�WKH�ÀVKHULHV�UHOLHG�RQ 
time-bound reduction of  trawling. In addition, it became clear that the Agreement 
ZRXOG�DIIHFW�YDULRXV�ÀVKHUV�DQG�ODQGLQJ�FHQWUHV�GLIIHUHQWO\��1DJDSSDWLQDP�ÀVKHUV� 
for example, were extremely unhappy with the rules agreed upon. By virtue of  their 
ORFDWLRQ�DQG�ÀVKLQJ�SUDFWLFHV��1DJDSDWWLQDP�ÀVKHUV�UHTXLUH�DERXW�WKUHH�PRQWKV�RI 
ÀVKLQJ�LQ�6UL�/DQNDQ�ZDWHUV�DQG�FRXOG�QRW�DGKHUH�WR�WKH�DOORFDWHG����GD\V�XQGHU�WKH 
August 2010 Agreement.15 However, no special provisions were made for them and 
they were clubbed with the rest of  the Palk Bay trawlers. Similar misgivings existed 
in other trawl centres, with the result that the stipulations of  the Agreement were 
VLPSO\�QRW�DGKHUHG�WR��&RQVHTXHQWO\��6UL�/DQNDQ�ÀVKHUV�EHFDPH�LQFUHDVLQJO\�UHVWOHVV 
�6FKROWHQV�HW�DO����������,Q�)HEUXDU\�������6UL�/DQNDQ�ÀVKHUV�FDSWXUHG�,QGLDQ�WUDZOHUV 
WKDW�ZHUH�ÀVKLQJ�FORVH�WR�WKHLU�VKRUHV��VXJJHVWLQJ�WKDW�WKH�JRRGZLOO�DQG�WUXVW�FUHDWHG 
by the August 2010 Agreement was dissipating.16 Put another way, the August 2010 
Agreement had come under pressure from within.

4.7 MOVING ACROSS SPATIAL SCALES: THE POLITICS OF IDENTITY

7KXV�IDU��ZH�KDYH�HQJDJHG�ZLWK�WKH�GUDZEDFNV�RI �ORRNLQJ�DW�WKH�ÀVKHU�SRSXODWLRQ�DV 
a homogenous category or group. This section adds a scalar perspective, emphasising 
WKDW�ORFDO�ÀVKHUV�DUH�HPEHGGHG�LQ�ODUJHU�ZKROHV��%DYLQFN��������DQG�6XEUDPDQLDQ 
(2003; 2009) have highlighted, in a historical perspective, the multifaceted 
UHODWLRQVKLS�EHWZHHQ�ÀVKHUV�DQG�WKH�VWDWH��+HUH�ZH�FRPPHQFH�E\�LQYHVWLJDWLQJ�KRZ 
PDWHULDO�SUDFWLFHV�LQ�ÀVKLQJ�DORQJ�WKH�,QGLDQ�FRDVW�DQG�PRUH�SDUWLFXODUO\�LQ�WKH�3DON 
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Bay have been instrumental in creating distinct scales within the nation-state. We 
then use the August 2010 Agreement to analyse the scalar politics involved in this 
transboundary context.

/RFDO²JOREDO�OLQNDJHV�LQ�,QGLDQ�ÀVKHULHV�GDWH�EDFN�WR�WKH�HDUO\�����V�ZLWK�WKH 
LQWURGXFWLRQ�RI �WKH�¶%OXH�5HYROXWLRQ·�LQ�FDSWXUH�ÀVKLQJ��%DLOH\���������7KLV�JHQHUDO 
WHUP�ZDV�XVHG�WR�GHQRWH�LQGXVWULDOLVDWLRQ�RI �ÀVKLQJ�FRXSOHG�ZLWK�H[SRUWV�RI �VHDIRRG 
to markets mainly in Europe, America and Japan. The Blue Revolution was actively 
encouraged to earn foreign exchange through heavy state investment (both centre and 
VWDWH�OHYHO��LQ�PHFKDQLVDWLRQ�RI �ÀVKLQJ��.XULHQ���������7KLV�SURFHVV��KRZHYHU��FDPH 
with its own set of  problems. Shrimps, by far the most valuable catch for exports, were 
DYDLODEOH�RQO\�IURP�WKH�QDUURZ�FRQWLQHQWDO�VKHOI �DQG�KHQFH��WKH�WUDZO�ÀVKHUV�PRYHG 
LQVKRUH�IRU�WKHLU�RSHUDWLRQV��$V�WKH�DUWLVDQDO�ÀVKHUV�GHSHQG�ZKROO\�RQ�UHVRXUFHV�IURP 
FORVHU�WR�WKH�VKRUH��FRQÁLFW�ZDV�LPPLQHQW�ZKHQ�ERWK�JURXSV�VRXJKW�WR�VKDUH�WKH�VDPH 
coastal space.

$�YHU\� LPSRUWDQW� GHYHORSPHQW� RFFXUUHG� DV� D� FRQVHTXHQFH�RI � WKLV� FRQÁLFW��
Marine ÀVKHULHV�� WUDGLWLRQDOO\� PDQDJHG� E\� ORFDO� LQVWLWXWLRQDO� DUUDQJHPHQWV��
could not accommodate and handle the new trawl sector (Bavinck, 2001; Bavinck & 
Johnson, �������$V�D�UHVXOW��WKH�VWDWH��KHUH�WKH�VWDWH�JRYHUQPHQW��DV�FRDVWDO�ÀVKHULHV�
is a state VXEMHFW��LQWHUYHQHG�LQ�RUGHU�WR�UHJXODWH�ÀVKHULHV��,Q�������WKH�7DPLO�1DGX�
government enacted the Tamil Nadu Marine Fisheries Regulation Act. This Act 
mandated that PHFKDQLVHG� WUDZOHUV� FRXOG� RQO\� ÀVK� EH\RQG� WKUHH� QDXWLFDO�PLOHV�
and it also imposed restrictions on the type of  boats and nets allowed. The Act also 
invariably brought the WUDGLWLRQDOO\�PDQDJHG�DUWLVDQDO�ÀVKHUV�XQGHU�LWV�SXUYLHZ�

The creation of  the Act and the role given to the Fisheries Department to oversee 
PDULQH�ÀVKLQJ�DFWLYLWLHV�PHDQW� WKDW� ¶ORFDO·�ÀVKHUV�ZHUH�QRZ� LQFUHDVLQJO\� OLQNHG� WR 
WKH�VWDWH�DQG�LQÁXHQFHG�E\�VWDWH�SROLF\��$OWKRXJK�WUDGLWLRQDO�FDVWH�EDVHG�LQVWLWXWLRQV 
UHPDLQHG�LPSRUWDQW�LQ�WKH�DUWLVDQDO�VHFWRU�IRU�FRQÁLFW�UHVROXWLRQ��WKH�WUDZOLQJ�FHQWUHV 
generally lack such robust institutions. The Fisheries Department therefore quickly 
DVVXPHG�D�SURPLQHQW�UROH�LQ�UHJXODWLQJ�DQ\�FRQÁLFW��0RUHRYHU��ÀVKHUV�LQFUHDVLQJO\�
availed of  government subsidies in the form of  diesel and other government programmes 
such as insurance schemes (Bavinck, 2001). The central government in India, too, 
became an important actor given the international boundary and resulting security 
concerns involved. Foreign relations, national security and intelligence rest with the 
Centre, something that assumes importance given the frequent transgression of  the 
international border by trawlers in all parts of  India. All of  this meant that Indian 
ÀVKHUV�LQ�WKH�3DON�%D\�ZHUH�QRZ�LQYROYHG�LQ�PXOWLSOH�UHODWLRQVKLSV�ZLWK�RWKHU�JRYHUQLQJ 
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actors across scale.
A similar situation exists in Sri Lanka,17 ZKHUH�ÀVKHULHV�FRPH�XQGHU�WKH�DXWKRULW\ 

of  the Department of  Fisheries and Aquatic Resources (DFAR). Although directed 
IURP�&RORPER��WKLV�LV�RSHUDWLQJ�WKURXJK�ORFDO�RIÀFLDOV��+RZHYHU��LVVXHV�RI �VHFXULW\�
and sea surveillance are, again beyond the authority of  the DFAR and are dealt with 
by the Ministry of  Defence and the Navy. Policy-making in international affairs, such 
as implied by the International Maritime Boundary Line (IMBL) in the Palk Bay, falls 
under the Ministry of  Foreign Affairs. Members of  Parliament and district government 
RIÀFLDOV�IXQFWLRQ�DV�DGGLWLRQDO�DXWKRULWLHV�WR�ZKRP�ÀVKHUPHQ�PD\�DSSHDO�

‘Politics of  scale’ has been used as a metaphor to study various scalar relationships 
(Lebel et al., 2005). Brown and Purcell (2005) explain how in research the ‘local’ 
invariably takes priority and is analysed as a given entity without actually engaging 
with other processes across scales which affect both the local and other dimensions. 
They suggest that to understand processes at various scales one has to examine the 
politics behind these interactions. Making use of  the distinction between ‘spaces of 
dependence’ and ‘spaces of  engagement’ (Cox, 1998) to analyse the politics of  scale, 
we see that in the Palk Bay context, the ‘spaces of  dependence’ include the whole Palk 
%D\�DQG�WKH�VRFLDO�UHODWLRQV�EHWZHHQ�ÀVKHUV�LQ�ERWK�FRXQWULHV��(YHQ�WKH�¶ORFDO·�KHUH�LV� 
therefore, transboundary in nature, cutting across the territories of  two nation-states. 
Fishers in both countries depend upon a shared sea for livelihood needs. Spaces of 
engagement involve social interactions such as those with Fisheries Department staff  (at 
the regional level) and members of  the Coast Guard and Navy (central level) at supra- 
local scales. In a physical sense, in this transboundary context, spaces of  dependence 
and engagement are at a similar spatial scale. However, in terms of  social relations, 
spaces of  engagement involve actors beyond the immediate community.

At one level, the August 2010 Agreement can be seen as a way by which 
ÀVKHUV sought to engage simultaneously with both these spaces and in the process, 
invariably also jump scales and work at different scale levels to support their local 
needs. The premise of  those involved in organising the August 2010 Meeting was that 
RQO\�ÀVKHUV ZKR�ÀVKHG�LQ�WKH�3DON�%D\�FRXOG�FRPH�XS�ZLWK�D�ELQGLQJ�VROXWLRQ�WR�
WKH�FRQÁLFW��:KLOH�QRWLRQV�RI �FRPPRQ�SDVW�DQG�VKDUHG�ÀVKHULHV�ZHUH�IUHTXHQWO\�
invoked, the DWWHPSW�WR�DUULYH�DW�D�YLDEOH�VROXWLRQ�WKURXJK�ÀVKHU�WR�ÀVKHU�GLDORJXH�
was a way to UHVWULFW�FRQÁLFWLQJ�VSDFHV�RI �HQJDJHPHQW�WR�WKH�OHYHO�RI �WKH�ORFDO�

At another level, however, the August 2010 Meeting process brought out the 
manner LQ�ZKLFK�ERWK�,QGLDQ�DQG�6UL�/DQNDQ�ÀVKHUV�FRQWHVWHG�DQG�GHIHQGHG�¶WKHLU�
ÀVKLQJ VSDFH·� LQ� WKH�3DON�%D\��:KLOH� RQ� WKH�RQH�KDQG�ÀVKHUV� ORRN� IRU� FRPPRQ�
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solutions, ÀVKHUV�LQ�WLPHV�RI �FULVLV�GR�JR�WR�WKH�VWDWH�DW�ERWK�UHJLRQDO�DQG�FHQWUDO�
scales. This happened during the gatherings in the August 2010 Meeting as well. 
7KH�1RUWKHUQ�3URYLQFH�ÀVKHUV�RI �6UL�/DQND�IUHTXHQWO\�DOOXGHG�WR�KRZ�¶WKHLU·�ÀVKLQJ�
grounds were EHLQJ�WUDQVJUHVVHG�XSRQ�E\�,QGLDQ�ÀVKHUV�� LQYRNLQJ�WKH�6UL�/DQNDQ�
nation-state in WKH�SURFHVV��6LPLODUO\��,QGLDQ�ÀVKHUV�WDONHG�DERXW�KRZ�.DWFKDWKHHYX�
Island was ‘theirs’ (meaning it belonged to India) or at least that it was common and 
should be VKDUHG�E\�ÀVKHUV�RQ�ERWK�VLGHV�RI �WKH�%D\��7KXV��ÀVKHUV�LQYDULDEO\�XVHG�
both ‘local’ as well as ‘national’ identities in their negotiations, which then became 
contradictory at times. The national interest and identity may not be best or suitable 
for the local OHYHO��1RQHWKHOHVV�� LW� WHOOV� XV� VRPHWKLQJ� DERXW� KRZ�ÀVKHUV� WDNH� RQ�
different identities DW�GLIIHUHQW�SRLQWV�RI �WLPH��$W�WKH�ORFDO�OHYHO��,QGLDQ�ÀVKHUV��ZKLOH�
engaging with Sri /DQNDQ�ÀVKHUV�ZLWK�ZKRP�WKH\�VKDUH�ÀVKLQJ�JURXQGV��DOVR�DSSHDO�
to both state and central governments with regard to issues such as harassment by 
the Sri Lankan Navy and retrieving the island of  Katchatheevu. However, these acts 
XQGHUPLQHG�WKH�ÀVKHU negotiations, as we illustrate below.

The post-Agreement phase has also been characterised by acts of  jumping 
scale. 2Q�WKH�,QGLDQ�VLGH��ÀVKHUV�KDYH�QRW�RQO\�PRELOLVHG�FROOHFWLYHO\�DURXQG�WKH�
issue of harassment and shooting by the Sri Lankan navy, something picked up by 
the media as well, but have also lobbied extensively to get the state government to 
WDNH�XS�WKLV�LVVXH�ZLWK�WKH�FHQWUH��)LVKHUV�OREE\�WKURXJK�GHPRQVWUDWLRQV��ÀOLQJ�RI �
police complaints, speaking to the media and meeting ministers. They have also 
demanded compensation from the regional government for loss of  life/injury. 
Jumping to a broader spatial scale, they have reminded the Indian government 
(mostly by getting the regional government to pressure the Centre) that they are 
Indian citizens and that the Centre should ensure that Sri Lanka adheres to the 
existing laws of  detention rather than ÀULQJ�DQG�FDXVLQJ�ERGLO\�KDUP�18 In February 
2011, the Centre had to intervene to VHHN�UHOHDVH�RI �����ÀVKHUV�GHWDLQHG�E\�WKH�6UL�
Lankan authorities. In a sense, these ÀVKHUV�ZHUH�VSDUHG�IURP�IDFLQJ�GXH�SURFHVV�
of  law (that of  ‘illegally’ crossing into Sri Lanka) as the government intervened.19 

,QGLDQ�ÀVKHUV�IRXQG�LW�HDVLHU�WR�MXPS�VFDOHV and make the regional government, in 
turn, pressurise the Ministry of  External Affairs at the Centre to intervene to release 
WKH�ORFDO�ÀVKHUV�

A similar situation of  jumping scales appears to be taking place in the Northern 
Province of  Sri Lanka as well. Fishermen there have constantly appealed to the Sri 
Lankan navy to stop Indian trawlers and brought the problem to the attention of  
the media, various political parties and the Department of  Fisheries. They have 
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protested in front of  the Indian High Commission at Jaffna.20 They have also gone 
to the extent of  writing a petition to the Chief  Minister of  Tamil Nadu (Scholtens 
et al., 2012).

7KH�PRELOLVDWLRQ� RI � ÀVKHUV� DFURVV� VFDOH�� PRVWO\� ZLWKLQ� WKH� ERXQGDULHV� RI �
their respective nation-state, has complicated the process of  coming to an internal 
agreement DPRQJ�ÀVKHUV� WKHPVHOYHV��7KLV�PRELOLVDWLRQ�KDV� WDNHQ�SODFH�SULPDULO\�
because of  a VHQVH�RI �LQMXVWLFH�IHOW�E\�ERWK�VHWV�RI �ÀVKHUV��WKH�¶EURWKHUV�DW�VHD·��,Q�
WKH�6UL�/DQNDQ�FDVH��WKH�LQMXVWLFH�LV�DERXW�XQHTXDO�ÀVKLQJ�SUDFWLFHV��QDPHO\�WKH�IDFW�
that Indian trawl ÀVKHUV�KDYH�ELJJHU� DQG�PRUH�KDUPIXO� JHDU� WKDW� WKUHDWHQV� WKHLU�
livelihoods. On the Indian side, the sense of  injustice is related to the damage caused 
to both gear and lives by the Sri Lankan navy.

The act of  jumping scales is not a one-way process (Cox, 1998). The state 
also responds to activities at the local level by supporting some such activities, 
going down the scale ladder. It is important here to understand that the ‘state’ itself  
is multi-scalar and behaves or reacts differently at different levels. As mentioned 
earlier, the Indian state (both central and state level) had in August 2004 supported 
ARIF’s efforts with regard to the dialogue process (Vivekanandan, 2004). However, 
the 2010 visit was not endorsed fully by the Indian government.21 The Sri Lankan 
government had initially shown keen interest in the entire process, but post-
Agreement did not indicate much excitement. This, we argue, is due to the fact 
that any endorsement of  the community dialogue would have meant compromising 
on the territorial sovereignty of  the nation, as the Agreement explicitly recognised 
,QGLDQ� ÀVKHUV·� ¶ULJKW·� WR� ÀVK� LQ� 6UL� /DQNDQ� ZDWHUV� Despite these contradictory 
tensions, the indication is that both nation-states, more so India, were eager to 
HQGRUVH�D�ÀVKHU�OHYHO�GLDORJXH��7KH�JUHDWHU�HQWKXVLDVP�RI �,QGLD may be attributed to 
the fact that India stands to gain more on account of  a less rigid border. The uneven 
support by the two countries, however, might not be conducive for a successful 
community-led initiative.

4.8 CONCLUSION

7UDQVERXQGDU\� ÀVKLQJ� FRQÁLFWV� DUH� HYLGHQWO\� FRPSOLFDWHG�PDWWHUV� WKDW� UHTXLUH� D�
pluralist perspective (Bavinck, 2005). The present article used the August 2010 
Agreement as D� FDVH� VWXG\� WR� FULWLFDOO\� XQGHUVWDQG� WKH� SUHVHQW� FRQÁLFW� DQG� LWV�
resolution in the Palk Bay region. The 2010 Agreement did not succeed in reducing 
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Indian trawling in the Palk Bay. Part of  the reason for its ‘failure’ was that assumptions 
of  the commonness of  the collective of  users turned out to be problematic. While 
historical commonness of  resources and identity may have been a platform for 
negotiations, changing material practices over time have segmented the collective 
of  users and their institutional support systems in ways that undermined this 
commonness. In particular we paid attention to how heterogeneity and multiple 
identities across scales created tensions within the local, more so in the post-
Agreement phase.

The perspective of  politics of  scale was useful to explain how these tensions 
were EXLOW�E\�ÀVKHUV�HQJDJLQJ�QRW�RQO\�ZLWK�ORFDO�DFWRUV�EXW�DOVR�ZLWK�UHJLRQDO�DQG�
national agents, often invoking their multiple identities. We drew attention to the 
difference EHWZHHQ�VSDFHV�RI �GHSHQGHQFH�DQG�HQJDJHPHQW�RI �WKH�3DON�%D\�ÀVKHUV�
and the tensions created by spaces of  engagement across scales. Furthermore, we 
highlighted the fact WKDW�PRYHPHQWV�DFURVV�VFDOHV�E\�ÀVKHUV�XQGHUPLQHG�WKH�$XJXVW�
2010 Agreement, the core precepts of  which currently remain unimplemented.

Having said this, the August 2010 Agreement still stands as the only set of  
rules WKDW�ÀVKHUV�RI �ERWK�QDWLRQ�VWDWHV�KDYH�LQ�SULQFLSOH�VXEVFULEHG�WR��,Q�WLPH��LW�
may prove WR�EH�D�XVHIXO�VWHSSLQJ�VWRQH�IRU�D�ZRUNDEOH�VROXWLRQ�WR�ÀVKLQJ�FRQÁLFWV��
There have been encouraging developments of  late. The Joint Working Group 
�-:*��� DQ� RIÀFLDO JURXS� RI � EXUHDXFUDWV� IURP� ERWK� FRXQWULHV� GHVLJQDWHG� WR� ÀQG�
a solution to the Palk Bay problem, has recently issued a statement endorsing the 
UROH�RI �ÀVKHU�DVVRFLDWLRQV�RQ both sides of  the Palk Bay.22 Fisher negotiations have 
thereby become part of  a larger intergovernmental strategy. It is, however, imperative 
at this stage, that the collective of  users charged with leading the process be viewed 
politically and as a social organisation. Any further intervention would require that 
this social organisation goes through a process of ‘painfully negotiating’ (Agrawal, 
1999) differences both within and between the parties involved. This would involve 
multiple processes of  institution building. On the Indian side alone, there is a huge 
WDVN�DW�KDQG��1RW�RQO\�GR�WUDZO�ÀVKHUV�QHHG�WR sort out their differences, but the 
RWKHU� ÀVKHUV� RI �3DON�%D\�� QDPHO\� WKH� DUWLVDQDO� ÀVKHUV of  this coastline, must be 
brought on board, because any kind of  intervention is likely to change the dynamics 
RI �WKHVH�DUWLVDQDO�ÀVKHUV�DV�ZHOO�RQ�WKH�,QGLDQ�VLGH��2QO\�RQFH such a comprehensive 
and robust institution is established, can a genuinely fruitful dialogue process be 
conducted across the border.

In sum, then, brothers at sea, like brothers and sisters anywhere sharing 
common SURSHUW\��DUH�DW�WKH�VDPH�WLPH�IULHQG�DQG�IRH��7R�VRUW�RXW�LQKHUHQW�FRQÁLFWV�
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of  interests in sharing of  joint resources, co-operation between actors from multiple 
scales is necessary to result in equitable and effective arrangements, while at the same 
time this very strategic engagement with actors from different scales complicates 
issues. This is more than a theoretical problem, as the current non-implementation 
of  the 2010 $JUHHPHQW�DERXW�WKH�3DON�%D\�ÀVKLQJ�ULJKWV�DIIHFWV�WKH�YHU\�OLYHOLKRRG�
and survival RI � KXQGUHGV� RI � WKRXVDQGV� RI � ÀVKHUV�� &OHDUO\�� WKLV� DUWLFOH� GRHV� QRW�
solve matters, but by unravelling the complexities of  the politics of  scale, it may 
well contribute to formulate new strategic initiatives which might help in bringing 
together different actors across VFDOHV�WR�ÀQG�DQ�HIIHFWLYH�VROXWLRQ�23

End notes 

1. The Palk Bay refers to the water body that separates India from Sri Lanka. On the 
Indian side, the Palk Bay is demarcated by Kodiyakarai in the north and Dhanishkodi 
in the south. )LVKLQJ�LQ�3DON�%D\�LV�H[FOXVLYHO\�GRQH�E\�WKH�7DPLO�VSHDNLQJ�ÀVKLQJ�
community on either side.

2. 7KLV�PD\�EH�UHODWHG�WR�WKH�DQFLHQW�,QGLDQ�FKDRV�WKHRU\��ÀWWLQJO\�FDOOHG�¶UXOH�RI �WKH�
ÀVK· (mā tsyanyā ya), according to which a responsible ruler ought to prevent the big 
ÀVK�IURP HDWLQJ�DOO�WKH�VPDOO�ÀVK��DV�WKH\�LQ�WXUQ�ZRXOG�VWDUYH�

3. It is to be noted that the three-dimensional nature of  the medium and the complex 
nature of  resources makes the marine environment different from other commons. 
For detailed discussion on spatial aspects of  the marine environment, see Steinberg 
(1999).

4. See Bavinck (2001, 2011a ; 2011b); Berkes (2006); Jentoft (2000); Jentoft & McCay 
(1995); Jentoft et al. (1998); Marston (2000); Pinkerton (1989).

5. See Guijt & Shah (1998); Jeffery & Sunder (1999); Meinzen-Dick et al. (2004) and 
O’Reilly (2011).

6. See also Dukes (2007: 16) and Smith (1992: 76).
7. See particularly Agnew (1997); Lebel et al. (2005); Smith (1992); Swyngedouw (1997 

and 2004).
8. 6HH�ZZZ�UHLQFRUSÀVK�LQIR��7KH� WKLUG� DXWKRU� LV� FXUUHQWO\� FRPSOHWLQJ� KLV�3K'�RQ�

ÀVKHULHV FRQÁLFWV�LQ�WKH�1RUWKHUQ�3URYLQFH�RI �6UL�/DQND��7KH�VHFRQG�DQG�IRXUWK�
authors have a long history of  research on natural resource dynamics in South Asia, 
LQFOXGLQJ�ÀVKHULHV�

9. 7KH�WRWDO�ÀVKHUIRON�SRSXODWLRQ�ZDV�FDOFXODWHG�E\�DGGLQJ�XS�QXPEHUV�IURP�WKH�IRXU�
districts of  Thiruvarur, Thanjavur, Pudukkotai and Ramanathpuram as given in the 
CMFRI (2010) data.

10. For details, see Bavinck (2001; 2003); Ram (1991); Subramanian (2003 ; 2009).
11. Details of  this are taken from a CD-Rom prepared by Derek Johnson and Maarten 

Chapter 4: Scale



104

Fishing for Space

Bavinck under the title ‘Social Justice and Fisheries Governance: The View 
from India’ (Rome: FAO, 2010). This is part of  the FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture 
Conference Proceedings on ¶´6KDULQJ�WKH�)LVKµ�����³$OORFDWLRQ�,VVXHV�LQ�)LVKHULHV�
Management’, held at Freemantle in Australia.

12. Moreover, quite a few appear to have left Sri Lanka, see Roberts (2013).
13. Personal communication from the ARIF co-convener.
14. For details, see ‘India, Lanka Working Out a Solution for Fishermen: Rao’, The Outlook, 

18 July 2011. Available at http://news.outlookindia.com/items.aspx?artid=728153 
(last accessed on 11 September 2011). Also, ‘Fraying Brotherhood over Troubled 
Waters’, The Hindu, 11 September 2012. Available at http://www.thehindu.com/
opinion/lead/article3882428. ece?homepage=true (last accessed on 11 September 
2011).

15. Personal communication from Nagappatinam leader, Mr Manohar.
16. 6HH� DOVR� ¶´%HWUD\DOµ� E\� 6UL� /DQNDQ� 7DPLO� )LVKHUPHQ� +DXQWV� 7KHP·�� The 

Hindu, 20 February2011. Available at http://www.hindu.com/2011/02/20/
stories/2011022052090400.htm (last accessed on 29 June 2011).

17. For details, see Scholtens et al. (2012). 
18. 6HH�¶)LVKHUPHQ�/DXQFK�,QGHÀQLWH�6WULNH·��The Hindu, 4 November 2009. Available 

at http://www.thehindu.com/news/cities/Tiruchirapalli/article43181.ece (last 
accessed on 25 October 2011).

19. See ‘Sri Lanka Frees Indian Fishermen’, The Hindu, 19 February 2011. Available 
at http://www.hindu.com/2011/02/19/stories/2011021968081800.htm (last 
accessed on 29 June 2011).

20. )RU� GHWDLOV�� VHH� ¶6UL� /DQNDQ� )LVKHUPHQ� 0HHW� +LJK� &RPPLVVLRQ� 2IÀFLDOV·�� The 
Hindu (19 March 2011). Available at http://www.thehindu.com/news/national/
article1553172.ece. ¶)LVKHUPHQ�,QMXUHG�LQ� $́WWDFN�E\�/DQNDQ�1DY\µ·��ODVW�DFFHVVHG�
on 29 June 2011).

21. Personal communication from the ARIF co-convener.
22. For details, see ‘India, Sri Lanka Joint Working Group on Fisheries Meet’, DNA 

Report (14 January 2012). Available at http://www.dnaindia.com/india/report_
indo-lanka- MRLQW�ZRUNLQJ�JURXS�RQ�ÀVKHULHV�PHHW�LQ�FRORPERB�������� �ODVW�
accessed on 22 March 2012).

23. Meanwhile, the Department of  Fisheries, Tamil Nadu, in a FAO/World Bank 
funded FIMSUL (Fisheries Management and Sustainable Livelihoods) project, 
has recently recommended the setting up of  a Palk Bay platform. This platform 
intends to gather UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV�IURP�WKH�JRYHUQPHQW�DQG�ÀVKLQJ�FRPPXQLWLHV�RQ�
the Indian side for co- management of  the Palk Bay area. Time will tell whether this 
platform is able to take on its expected role.
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