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‘Commons’ researchers, historical experience and literature have a lot to
offer the considerable challenge of global resource management and
environmental degradation.  Researchers and policy makers not only need
a more seamless dialogue and understanding, we also need to be willing to
be bold and innovative in using the available knowledge to address
community governance issues in operational and practical ways. In turn,
these become ‘learning laboratories’ building new, practical knowledge
and adaptive capacity.
This Commons Forum is, hopefully, a conversation piece aimed at
stimulating thoughts and discussion.  I must declare up front however,
where I am coming from –  my biases.  As a landscape ecologist inter-
ested in resource governance issues and therefore society, community and
collaborative mechanisms, I am interested in innovation and knowledge
building towards “integrative” resource governance that build resilience
and sustainability capacity within and across landscapes and regions.
Landscapes are social-ecological constructs.  Landscapes synthesise
human interactions with ecological processes at various scales, and in
doing so provide socially and ecologically defined operational contexts in

Welcome to the Autumn/Winter 2007-08 edition of the Commons Digest.  This issue is organized with the 2008 IASC
biennial meetings in Cheltenham, England in mind, and  highlights one of the conference themes: Exploring New Ap-
proaches to Community Governance.  David Brunckhorst opens the Commons Forum with a stimulating essay remind-
ing us of the value of holistic and socio-ecological approaches to resource governance, such as those seen with a land-
scape view.  Bernadette Montanari, bringing in her perspective from work in the Atlas Mountains of Morocco, advises
us to remember the importance of local actors in development policies and initiatives.  The next response comes from
Chipo Plaxedes Mubaya.  In his essay, Mubaya reminds us that community level dynamics must be understood before
larger scale challenges can be addressed.  Next, Felipe Murtinho points out how temporal and spatial  scale-mis-
matches can impact adaptive capacity, advising us to build our knowledge of both failures and successes to improve
policies for dealing with environmental degradation. The Commons Forum closes with a perspective from Camilla
Sandström.  Sandström suggests close collaboration and communication among users and across scales for enabling

better integration for improved management.  Enjoy!



The Commons  Digest

2Page

The Commons Digest
Formerly The Common Property Resource Digest

Published with support from
the Ford Foundation

Editor
                                  Alyne E. Delaney

International Association for the
Study of the Commons

formerly the International Association for the Study of
Common Property

Current Officers

President: Owen Lynch

President Elect: Ruth Meinzen-Dick

Immediate Past President: Narpat S. Jodha

Council
Doris Capistrano    Frank Matose
Leticia  Merino       Calvin Nhira

 Dianne Rocheleau       Doug Wilson

Executive Director   Michelle Curtain
Commons Digest Editor       Alyne Delaney
Information Officer     Charlotte Hess

Conference Coordinators

2008 Biennial Meetings

         University of Gloucestershire, England

John Powell Chris Short

© 2000 IASCP

WWW.IASCP.ORG

which to integrate cross-scale interactions of resource
use, property rights, agency jurisdictions and ecological
patterns and processes. Understanding local systems and
their interactions in the context of larger systems allows
us to see processes that materialize at broader landscape
scales that can not be seen at a local scale. The
emphasis is on practical applications for adaptive man-
agement – community governance with flexibility to
evolve. Well considered theory and research needs to
lead innovation in ‘on-ground’ practice and applications,
break down ‘command-control’ policy barriers, and
provide new understandings towards future adaptive
capacity.  This is approached from a multi-level, multi-
scale view, but based in complex systems theory and
landscape ecology; the latter, provides cross-scale
context/s for evolving institutions and resource gover-
nance.
The landscape internalizes the interactions amongst the
ecosystem and institutional elements. Local to regional
landscapes do a reasonable job of summarising interde-
pendencies of social-ecological systems interactions in
various patterns and processes that materialize over time.
Tine DeMoor in the June 2007 The Commons Digest
made the salient point that many negative impacts of
human resource use do not become apparent for some
time. History, including policy history, is very important,
indeed one reason for time lags and ‘surprises’ are the
different rates and scales of operation and interaction of
systems variables. In Australia for example, vegetation
clearing started in the early 1900s, for the purpose of
increasing production of farms, began the slow inexo-
rable rise of water tables and finally, some 70-80 years
later, “outbreaks” of salinised soils suddenly devoid of
productive capacity. Feedback and feed forward loops,
responses and re-organisation influence landscape
patterns and processes (at various scales) along with
institutions (at various levels), which collectively shape
geographies of ‘place’ attachment and community
engagement along with other emergent conditions – a
context or two!  The following, albeit simplistic, diagram
attempts to encapsulate some of those dynamic systems
elements from a landscape ecologist’s perspective.
Social-ecological systems interactions and interdepen-
dencies operating across spatial and institutional scales
influence co-evolution of future landscapes and institu-
tions. Feed-back and feed-forward loops of interactions
and responses effect change, but also create social-



Autumn / Winter  2007-08

3Page

ecological contexts of meaning, valuable for cross-scale
integration towards sustainability.
To a landscape ecologist, property and policy institutions
can seem contrary and contradictory.  Clearly, many
property concepts and applications and many policies can
play a significant role in community governance in protect-
ing or regulating resource access and use. But they can
also play a significant role in adversely fragmenting
resource management, biodiversity conservation, inter-
rupting ecosystem services, or externalising environmental

has often been supported, if not promoted by, land
development or ‘management’ policy decrees on a
variety of land and resource tenure types; or alterna-
tively, the lack of achievable policies and policing in
open access situations, notably the oceans and atmo-
sphere. Concepts and applications of property and
policy are influential drivers within social-ecological
systems interactions and emerging futures for land-
scapes and regions. Nested and networked systems of
people, place and environment interactions – including

degradation. Perhaps not surprisingly, I greatly appreci-
ated Walter Coward’s key note address to the last
IASCP meeting in Bali, “Property Landscapes in
Motion” (see The Commons Digest, September
2006). Several readings of Walter’s piece have been
helpful as I grapple with the role of landscape ecology
research in terms of the huge drivers of change on
landscapes in contemporary times. Visualising ‘Land-
scapes in Motion’ reminds us that applications of
property and policy are considerable forces in systems
dynamics influencing resilience and sustainability (e.g.
land clearing and salinity). Human society ignores such
at its peril. Since the industrial revolution, the tools at
hand for human alteration of ecosystem services and
resource bases have escalated. Such landscape change

institutional levels, biogeographic scales of ecological
process and pattern, and community identity with
landscape and resources – are all important in provid-
ing context and understanding towards sustainable
resource governance.
There is ‘context’ and ‘context’, of course. The quan-
tity and complexity of externalities that must be re-
solved by resource governance is constantly increasing
for at least two reasons. Firstly, population growth
leads to increasing interdependence between citizens
and an increasing potential for externalities from re-
source use decisions and private consumption. The
second relates to spatial proximity. The impacts of
modern technology and the overloaded assimilative
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capacity of ecosystems results in the constant emergence
of new externality problems that span distances from the
local to the global. With the increasing complexity of
social-ecological interdependencies operating at various
scales, the task of deciding who will be represented or
will participate in what level of community governance
and collective decision-making is a formidable one.
Local resource issues need a local forum and regional
issues need a regional forum, but where should the
boundaries be drawn to define the constituencies for
each forum? Resource management decisions made
without adequate representation of stakeholder interests
are likely to be ignored or actively resisted. There is a
continuum of ‘local’ and ‘regional’ landscapes through
which we need to try to understand bounded and cross-
boundary dynamics of social-ecological interactions to
build capacity to explore novel, appropriate community
governance arrangements.
Despite a growing body of theory that emphasizes the
importance of socio-spatial aspects in the representation
of community interests (particularly for participative
resource management), regionalisation for natural
resource governance remains dominated by river
catchments. Sociologists and social geographers suggest
that river catchments rarely represent the area of interest
to resident communities (unless very small and contained
for other reasons). From a landscape ecologist’s point of
view, rivers and their tributaries represent water flow
connections, but rarely represent the combined manifes-
tation of biophysical or land use variables which change
considerably throughout a catchment or river basin (e.g.,
elevation, topography, soils, geology, climate) and also
affect what is transported, added or assimilated at
different points. So, what is a “region” for resource
governance? How do we approach the problem of a
delineating a meaningful region to engage community
governance and their shared natural resource base? One
approach, called “eco-civic regionalization” is based on
three basic requirements for efficient and effective
natural resource governance. The first principle is that
the nature and reach of environmental externalities of
resource use should determine the size and nesting of
resource management regions. Secondly, that the
boundaries of resource governance regions should
enclose areas of greatest shared interest and importance
to local residents – or in other words, the boundaries of
community governance regions should pass through
areas of minimum collective interest to local people.
Thirdly, the biophysical characteristics of a resource

governance region should be as homogenous as
possible. The latter, multi-variable ecological land-
scapes or ecoregions will tend to reflect land use and
provide resource management efficiencies. These
three principles have been translated into spatial
social survey and social-ecological GIS modeling
techniques to derive nested hierarchies of ‘eco-civic’
resource governance regions for the state of New
South Wales in Australia. The technique is of interest
to the EU Commission to assist understanding of
community and resource governance regions that
span multiple nation-state jurisdictions.
Implementation and operation of new approaches to
community governance, which might be multi-level,
across traditional agency jurisdictions, and/or include
cross-property resource management of private and
public lands or resources, requires a clear under-
standing of incentives, benefits and responsibilities
coupled with an understanding of the ecological
landscape linkages, and characteristics of place
attachment, trust and reciprocity amongst the com-
munity of owners and managers. Some ‘on-ground’,
learning laboratory experiences are contributing
insights. A local landscape model, the ‘Tilbuster
Commons’, involved rotational grazing of a single
herd of cattle across multiple individual private
landholdings. The cattle were collectively owned by
the landholders who set up a company to manage the
resource enterprises across their properties, with
profits distributed through proportional share hold-
ings. Multiple benefits included: setting aside of
conservation areas; stream restoration; risk manage-
ment; improved biodiversity, land and pasture;
drought resilience; improved carrying capacity and
financial returns; and (the most highly valued), ‘free-
ing’ up of time for farm families. A large regional scale
‘Biosphere Reserve’ model established in the salt
ravaged, endangered Mallee ecosystems of South
Australia has grown to include an area of more than
9,000 square kilometres, across more than 30
properties representing 9 different tenure types of
public and private land. A community trust sets the
over-arching policy framework and coordinated
cross-property and cross-agency jurisdictional
management across State and Federal government
agencies, private landholders, and 4 local government
municipalities.
Knowledge building and practice for community
governance must be embedded, or ‘integrated’, with
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holistic approaches towards ecological sustainability.
Local to regional landscapes provide useful lenses to
examine and understand social-ecological systems
interactions. The landscape view focused upon is that of
‘theatres’ of actors and dramas of emerging patterns of
relationships amongst each other and nature. As we
approach the next IASC Conference in Gloucestershire,
England, summer 2008, “Governing shared resources:
connecting local experience to global challenges”, it is
important to reinforce the value of understanding contex-
tual elements for local to regional resource governance
through more holistic, perhaps landscape, analyses of
interdependent social-ecological systems interdependen-
cies.

Further reading suggestions:

Brunckhorst, D. 2005. Integration research for shaping sustainable
regional landscapes. Journal of Research Practice, 1(2): M7.
Available at http://jrp.icaap.org/content/v1.2/brunckhorst.html

Brunckhorst, D., Coop, P. and Reeve, I. 2006. ‘Eco-civic’
optimisation: A nested framework for planning and managing
landscapes. Landscape and Urban Planning 72(5): 117-134.

Brunckhorst, D. and Marshall G.  2007. ‘Designing Robust
Common Property Regimes for Collaboration towards Rural
Sustainability’. In Larson and Smajgl (eds) Sustainable Resource
Use: Institutional Dynamics and Economics. London: Earthscan.

Cheng, A., Kruger, L. and Daniels, S. 2003. ‘“Place” as an integrat-
ing concept in natural resource politics: propositions for a social
science research agenda’, Society & Natural Resources 16(2): 87–
104.

Holling, C. 1996. Surprise for Science, Resilience for Ecosystems,
and Incentives for People. Ecological Applications, 6(3): 733-735.

Marshall G. 2005. Economics for Collaborative Environmental
Management: Renegotiating the Commons. London, UK, Earthscan.

Urban D., O’Neill, R. and Shugart, H. 1987. Landscape Ecology: A
hierarchical perspective can help scientists understand spatial
patterns. BioScience 37(2): 119-127.

Williamson, S., Brunckhorst, D. and Kelly, G. (2003) Reinventing
the Common: Cross-Boundary Farming for a Sustainable Future.
Sydney: Federation Press.

www.ruralfutures.une.edu.au

dbrunckh@une.edu.au

RESPONSE
COMMONS FORUM
Applying community governance for local
benefit: The case of the High Atlas Moun-
tains, Morocco
Bernadette Montanari
PhD Candidate in Ethnobiology
Department of Anthropology
University of Kent, UK

As an ethnobiologist, what Brunckhort describes in his
article is very relevant to what I have been working on.
What seems to be prevalent in all areas of development
whether landscape development, natural resources
management or biodiversity conservation, is a the key
issue of true representation of local actors. I strongly
agree with Brunckhorst when he states in the lead essay
that “concepts and applications of property and policy
are influential drivers within landscapes and regions.”
To this I would add, “how to ensure that the right
decisions and policy applications are applied in the right
measure for beneficial future outcomes?” This is indeed
a difficult task. I will cut through the theoretical frame-
work that has been presented in the article and come
straight to the context that applies to my work. The
place where I am currently researching, the High Atlas
Mountains of Morocco, certainly confirms these issues
at stake. In this, what I ask myself is what will be the
long-term consequences and what kind of impact will
ensue from the decisions applied now?
In this particular location, customary law, the traditional
Jama institution gave the right to local people to harvest
medicinal plants and to collect wood for cooking and
building purposes. On one hand, this practise has greatly
contributed to the erosion of the local natural resources;
but on the other hand, it has permitted the local popula-
tion to fulfil their basic needs and to bring a valuable
cash income to the household, especially as regard the
local aromatic plants. In the last few years however, the
local population has become increasingly aware of the
potential economic value of the resources as well as the
sustainability issues. It is relevant to point out that this
population is illiterate, living in a non-monetary system,
and living in what I would call chronic poverty condi-
tions.
Over the past three years, a project to distil essential oils
has slowly emerged. This initiative is high on the devel-
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Commons Forum
Response

opment institutions’ agenda, that of targeting poverty,
natural resource erosion and out-migration of the area.
This decentralized distillation project is the only one in
the region and represents a significant economic oppor-
tunity for local people. However, the villagers have never
taken part in any major commercial venture before.
Furthermore, lack of secure tenure to the areas where
the plants are gathered, together with lack of political
representation and empowerment, are key obstacles to
sustaining this economic opportunity. A handful of
external agents are implicated in this operation, the local
Department of Water and Forestry being one of them.
Over time, this particular Department has assumed
ownership over most of the land and while under the
new agreement in connection with the project, local
people will hire the land from the latter for the purpose of
harvesting the aromatic plants. To this effect, a contract
will be signed between the parties. This is an instance
where the representation of community interests that
Brunckhorst refers to is of vital importance.
Following the point that Brunckhorst has made regarding
the role of property concepts, applications and policies
and their possible resulting negative impacts over re-
source management and biodiversity conservation, it
would seem appropriate to question the long-term
effects of implementation of the current agreement. What
is even more relevant in this case is not only will the land
access for harvesting the aromatic plants strongly depend
on this agreement,  so will the resulting income issued
from the transformation of these raw resources.
To date, the local villagers have collected the aromatic
plants in an unofficial manner, therefore getting a more or
less strong income from the collection of these aromatic
plants. Although this source of income is only spread
over a period of two to three months, it is a vital eco-
nomic support for the household.
Tine De Moore has clearly made the point (2007 The
Commons eDigest) that “negative impacts of human
interactions do not become apparent for some time;” one
may question the long-term repercussions of this policy
implementation. I would add to this that additional
parallel systems should be developed to buffer unseen
circumstances and (or) unpredicted outcomes.
This enterprise initiative is of vital importance to the local
population of this valley. The “eco-civic regionalisation”
that Brunckhorst has described does, in my view encap-
sulate in theory the principles of good local governance
and what could be a true representation of the local

actors. For this project in the High Atlas Mountains, a
major step has been achieved and that is the partnership
and “integration” of local political-governmental institu-
tions into development initiatives. Where I remain
sceptical is the long-term results and impacts of such
implications. My position on this and to conclude, is that
although these institutions will play an important role in
promoting and supporting development, local actors
remain the vital and most suitable elements and must
occupy   a prime place in any development policies.

bm50@kent.ac.uk

Exploring New Approaches to Commu-
nity Governance: Understanding
Community Dynamics
Chipo Plaxedes Mubaya
Research Fellow Social Sciences, Midlands State
University
Faculty of Natural Resources Management and
Agriculture
Department of Land and Water Resources
Management, Zimbabwe

David Brunckhorst states that “many property concepts,
applications and policies can play a significant role in
community governance protecting or regulating resource
access and use.”  I tend to agree with him, basing my
views on my experiences through research in community
governance of resources. One of the fundamental
elements of governance is the capacity of communities to
participate and contribute to decision-making on access
to and use of natural resources. Of importance in this
regard is the provision of incentives to communities by
creating policies that guarantee property rights of the
same resources to the concerned users. For example the
Communal Areas Management Programme for Indig-
enous Resources (CAMPFIRE) in Zimbabwe confers
proprietorship of resources to communities within the
peripheries of national parks and living with wildlife. The
idea behind this concept is to enhance accountability on
the users and therefore sustainability of the resources.
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Nevertheless, noble as the idea might seem on paper, as
Brunckhorst rightly puts across, it has transpired that on
the ground, the same policies that are geared towards
fostering sound management of resources can contribute
to the ‘adverse fragmentation’ of resource management
and ‘interruption of ecosystem’ functions. Where it
would be expected to regulate resource access and use,
community governance can lead to further depletion of
resources. This comes about when access to these
resources becomes problematic. For instance, certain
policies and institutions in Zimbabwe have made it almost
illegal for communities to access ‘their’ resources. It has
become difficult for communities to access fish as policy
on fish has become so restrictive that access is limited to

or ‘integrated’, with holistic approaches towards eco-
logical sustainability’, a sociological point of view, in my
opinion, suggests a more wholesome approach to sound
community governance. This approach encapsulates
fundamental elements such as social equity and economic
efficiency in addition to ecological sustainability. Empha-
sis on one or two of these elements leaving out the others
presents a situation where community governance results
in distress. The whole idea behind this approach is the
need to guarantee access, use and management of
resources to ensure that users realize economic benefits.
There is also a need to guarantee that other sections of
users are not marginalized in accessing and using these
resources. Also implied is the need to ensure that the

large scale fishers who have
permits to fish. In addition, com-
munities have not been able to
access benefits from their wildlife in
the form of game meat and cash
dividends as before as these
proceeds have been intercepted by
rural district council officials before
they reach the communities. This, it
can be concluded, is why poaching
has reportedly been on the in-
crease. Where communities are not
able to realise benefits from the
resources that are considered to be
theirs, they have no incentive to
conserve them and end up utilising
them in such a way that individuals
try to maximise gains. In essence,

there is incongruence between policy on paper and
policy on the ground. What I would call ‘giving with one
hand and taking back with the other’. The granting of
overall proprietorship over resources representing
‘giving’ and the prohibitive sectoral polices ‘taking back
with the other hand’. This mismatch of policy as written
down with policy in practice has affected regulation of
activities in management of resources. Indeed, research
and knowledge searching at local level should inform
practical solutions on the ground for policy makers and
attempt to solve global challenges. Such experiences as
those that have just been highlighted present an opportu-
nity for addressing policy constraints at different levels.
While it remains valid that ‘knowledge building and
practice for community governance must be embedded,

resources are not over- harvested,
reducing the chances for future
generations to enjoy them.
Consistent with neo-liberal thinking,
markets play a significant role in
shaping incentives for conservation
of natural resources, thereby result-
ing in improved community gover-
nance and livelihood security. The
assumption behind this assertion is
that if communities place a high
value on a natural resource, this may
consequently lead to sustainable
management. Rather than isolating
resources for conservation, they
must be exposed to the market as
their ‘uniqueness and scarcity lead
to high valorisation and thus pro-

mote conservation’. A case in point is Omay Communal
Lands in Zimbabwe where community governance is in
distress. Among other factors, markets for resources
such as game trophy have become unreliable due to a
decline in tourist activities and the current economic
hardships in the country. In addition, policy regarding
marketing of products requires permits that they do not
have and which they consider to be very expensive.
However, care must be taken not to overemphasise
marketing of resources against ecological sustainability.
My thinking is that although the idea of linking local to
regional resource governance is noble, there is need for
thorough understanding of the community dynamics
surrounding resource management at the local level
before attempting to address challenges at a larger scale.

Bringing home elephant meat distributed by the local leadership.
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There is evidence pointing to the fact that community
resource governance, though well planned, is diseased.
Although external forces seem to be contributing to the
‘disease ’that has affected community governance, it is
important to first analyse local networks and elements
that foster/thwart social capital that is fundamental to
collective management of resources. These include
among others, trust, co-operation and “voluntarism” of
community members. There is therefore a need to build a
knowledge and practical base that can inform policy first
at the local and then regional levels.

For Further Reading:

Hulme, D. and M. Murphree (2001) African Wildlife and Liveli-
hoods: the Promise and Performance of Community Conservation.
Oxford. James Currey Ltd.

Jones, B and  M. Murphree (2001) ‘ The Evolution of Policy on
Community Conservation in Namibia and Zimbabwe’ in African
Wildlife and Livelihoods: the Promise and Performance of Commu-
nity Conservation. Oxford. James Currey Ltd.

Mamimine, P.W. and Mandivengerei, S. (2001) Traditional and
Modern Institutions of Governance in CBNRM CASS Publica-
tions, U.Z. and PLAAS, University of Western Cape

Murphree, (1991) Communities as Institutions for Resource
Management Centre for Applied Social Sciences (CASS), Univer-
sity of Zimbabwe

mubayacp@yahoo.com

RESPONSE
COMMONS FORUM

Governance and Adaptation in Water-
shed Management
Felipe Murtinho
PhD Student, Geography Department, University
California Santa Barbara, USA

In the lead essay, Dr. Brunckhorst comments on the
importance of implementing new community governance
approaches for resource management to deal with
environmental degradation. I want to discuss two salient
points in his essay, first the importance of a multi-scale
approach in environmental governance; and second, the
importance of understanding how to build knowledge to
increase the adaptive capacity for environmental re-
sources management. I’ll use a case study of managing
flood risk in a Mexico watershed to deal with these
topics.
Societies and ecosystems interact over many temporal
and spatial scales. Frequently, the scale of the ecological
system and the scale of the social organization respon-
sible for resource management are not aligned. Social
organizations trying to manage environmental resources
at inappropriate scales, might not receive the appropriate
feedbacks signals from trial and error management
processes. So, these scale-mismatches affect the ability
to accumulate knowledge, learn and adapt to manage
environmental resources.
Research led by Dr. Hallie Eakin is an excellent example
of how scale-mismatches can impact adaptive capacity
for flood risk management. Since 2004, Dr. Eakin and
colleagues have been conducting research in the Upper
Lerma Watershed, a highly populated and important
economic region in Central Mexico. Two predominant
scale-mismatches have been found in Lerma Watershed:
spatial mismatches and temporal mismatches.
Spatial scale-mismatches occur in the region due to
differences in the biophysical scope of flood dynamics
and the organizational scope of the managing agencies.
Flooding biophysical dynamics occur at the watershed
scale, however, in Upper Lerma, some management
actions and decisions are taken by agencies whose
jurisdiction is lesser (municipal level) or greater (federal
level) than the watershed level. These decisions that
include dam operation, river maintenance and most
important meteorological, river and dam monitoring are

Dambo (wetland) cultivation is conducted throughout the
year (outside of the rainy season) in the Omay study area.
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often poorly coordinated between the responsible
agencies. Eakin and colleagues have found two decision-
making deficiencies that are in part due to a mismatch
between the spatial scale of the biophysical properties
and the organizational structure created to manage
flooding. First, decision-makers are often unable to
make decisions when they are required. For example,
due to the importance of dam operation in Lerma,
decisions are centralized by the federal water agency in
Mexico City. Sometimes, when dam water levels are too
high, local officials complain that central orders to release
water arrives too late, increasing flood risk. Second,
many of the decisions that are made are simply local
band-aids that do not provide long-term resolution to the
causes of the flooding problem. For example, some
municipalities in Lerma are cleaning and dredging sec-
tions of rivers to reduce risk of flooding. Nevertheless,
municipal officials recognize that these isolated efforts are
not sufficient and a coordinated effort for the whole
watershed is needed.
In Lerma, temporal scale-mismatches take place be-
cause public official often have never experienced a
flood due to the terms of the public officials and the
frequency of floods in the region. In Lerma, there were
two major flooding events in 1998 and 2003, and
several minor events in different municipalities of the
watershed each year.  Likewise, most public officials at
state and municipal level responsible of flood manage-
ment and disaster relief change their jobs every three
years. When public officials get their jobs many do not
have previous experience in managing flood risk, and
when they finally get the training and gain experience,
they leave their positions with the arrival of new public
officials.
These spatial and temporal scale-mismatches in the
Lerma Watershed have serious consequences on the
adaptive capacity to manage flood risk. This becomes
apparent in terms of lack of human, social, political and
financial capital, but most important, in a lack of capacity
to accumulate knowledge and manage the information to
learn from previous experiences to effectively manage
flood risk. These translate in a flooding chronic problem
in Lerma despite the efforts of governmental organiza-
tions at different jurisdictional levels. The cumulative
impact of chronic and repeated low-grade flooding can
be large, particularly in terms of public and private
resources spent on recuperating damages.

Building knowledge to increase adaptive capacity for
environmental resources management is important when
social-ecological systems are rapidly changing and these
changes threaten the livelihoods of human populations.
Investigating prior processes of relatively successful
governance and adaptation, and comparing them to
relatively not successful cases like the Lerma Watershed,
will increase our understanding of how to manage social-
ecological systems. Understanding how and why certain
successful governing systems emerge and adapt to
demographic, economic, and ecological conditions, will
let us design policies to build adaptive capacity to deal
with environmental degradation. As Dr. Brunckhorst
states, we have to address community governance issues
in operational and practical ways, to do this, we have to
learn from our own successes and failures.

Further Readings:

Cumming, G. S., D. H. M. Cumming, and C. L. Redman. 2006.
Scale mismatches in social-ecological systems: Causes, conse-
quences, and solutions. Ecology and Society 11 (1).

Eakin, Hallie. 2007. Disaster Preparedness and Response in Central
Mexico: Towards and Adaptation Baseline. Flooding in the Upper
Lerma Watershed. Technical Report. Department of Geography,
University of California, Santa Barbara. (Available from the author:
eakin@geog.ucsb.edu)

murtinho@geog.ucsb.edu

RESPONSE
COMMONS FORUM
Meeting the challenge of incongruent
scales – the role of government?
Camilla Sandström, PhD
Department of Political Science, University of
Umeå, Sweden

David Brunckhorst commentary addresses the crucial
problem of building integrative and adaptive resource
governance, within and across landscapes and regions. It
is easy to agree with the need of developing such holistic
landscape analysis to connect local or regional experi-
ences with global challenges, especially in the context of
broader landscape scales. This is however, as
Brunckhorst denotes, not without complications.
One such complication is related to what has been
defined as incongruence between scales.  In many policy
areas, such as example biodiversity conservation, the
policy development and the management process is
separated between different levels; the international level
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where the environmental standards are set and the local
or regional level where the standards are to be imple-
mented, with few existing connections between the
levels. The international standards and agreements are
mainly focused on for example the function of ecosys-
tems and conservational needs rather than on local
communities and socio-economic concerns. Although the
objectives of the standards may be in the long-term
interest of the local community it may not address those
immediate local concerns that those who are dependent
on the resource must handle in their daily lives. The
obvious risk with this situation, where the local level only
serves as an implementing body, with limited possibilities
to influence the environmental policies, is that the legiti-

Vertical integration may be enhanced by the government
serving as an intermediate link between the local, re-
gional and the international level to balance different
interests, reconciling local and global agendas. Experi-
ence from multi-level governance studies of for example
the European Union or other federal structures may be
of interest here.
The absence of horizontal integration between different
governing structures and related interests tend to gener-
ate conflicts, and reduce policy creativity, adaptive and
innovative capacity. Crucial to improve horizontal
integration is thus coordination. Interesting initiatives,
offering new modes of governance, linking different

macy of the management system
will be undermined which in turn
will affect the possibilities to
achieve sustainable landscape
development. Large carnivore
policy and management in the
Scandinavian countries is a
representative example of incon-
gruent scales. At the moment
carnivore populations succes-
sively are rebounding and re-
colonising areas they have been

absent from since the 1800’s. Due to the lack of formal
discretionary power at the regional level, poaching has
become a severe threat to the survival of, in particular,
the wolf population.
To be able to meet the challenges of incongruent scales it
is necessary to move from problem-solving in simple
systems to problem solving in complex systems. Multi-
level and cross-scale institutional reforms enhancing
vertical and horizontal integration are thus needed.
Institutional analysis, considering what Elinor Ostrom
defines as nested systems i.e. how the regional or local
landscape is related to the framing institutions that
impacts and put demands on policy development and
management may be a useful tool to deal with such
complex systems. However while scaling up the analysis
a level, from the local level to a regional landscape level;
it is also essential to consider other types of actors. The
government, which often has played a minor role in the
study of the commons, has a key role to play in develop-
ing the capacity to deal with multiple objectives at a
landscape level.

sectors, private and public actors
including industry and different
levels of government, into frame-
works for effective horizontal
coordination on a landscape level
are Biosphere reserves and
Model forests. With more than
500 Biosphere Reserves and
about 50 Model Forest, and a
number of Model Forest candi-
dates throughout the world, these
initiatives may play a significant

role as working examples of sustainable management of
natural resources where local and national actors see the
need to address sustainability issues and create an
innovative platform for sustainable landscape develop-
ment. Since the boards of these initiatives often include a
variety of governmental official from different levels,
which can advance the ideas and interests of their own
organisation, they may produce a certain amount of
coordination without formal interventions.
To meet the challenges of incongruent scales, I agree
with professor Brunckhorst that there is an urgent need
for better communication between users and producers
of knowledge to ensure a holistic understanding and that
that results of our studies are communicated to the
surrounding society. Transdisciplinary knowledge pro-
duction, that is located in the interface of research and
management, with close collaboration between different
types of actors, offers such a process, also enabling
vertical and horizontal integration.

camilla.sandstrom@pol.umu.se

One of the large carnivores in Sweden:  the Lynx



Autumn / Winter  2007-08

11Page

Charlotte Hess
hess@indiana.edu

Books
Baland, J-M., P.K Bardhan, and S. Bowles, eds., 2007.
Inequality, Cooperation, and Environmental Sustainability.
Princeton & New York: Princeton University Press and
Russell Sage Foundation.
Bardhan, P.K., and I. Ray, eds. 2007. The Contested
Commons: Conversations between Economists and Anthro-
pologists. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing.
Besson, J., and J.H. Momsen, 2007, Caribbean Land and
Development Revisited New York: Palgrave Macmillan,
Bollier, D., and L. Racine, eds. 2006. Ready to Share:
Fashion & the Ownership of Creativity. Los Angeles: The
Norman Lear Center Press.
Bowers, C. A. 2006.  Revitalizing the Commons: Cultural
and Educational Sites of Resistance and Affirmation.
Lanham, MD: Lexington Books.
Cogoy, M., and K.W. Steininger, eds. 2007. The Economics
of Global Environmental Change: International Coopera-
tion for Sustainability. Northampton, MA: Elgar
Cornwall, A., and V.S. Coelho, eds. 2007. Spaces for
Change? The Politics of Citizen Participation in New
Democratic Arenas. New York: Zed Books.
Depoorter, B., and F. Parisi. 2006.  The Law and Econom-
ics of the Anticommons: Fragmentation of Property Rights.
Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar.
Dickenson, D. 2006. Property in the Body: Feminist
Perspectives. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Freyfogle, Eric T. 2007. Natural Resources Law: Private
Rights and Collective. St. Paul, MN : Thomson/West.
Garnsey, E., and J. McGlade. 2006.  Complexity and Co-
Evolution: Continuity and Change in Socio-Economic
Systems. Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar.
Haggan, N., B. Neis, and I. Baird. 2007. Fishers’ Knowledge
in Fisheries Science and Management. Paris: UNESCO.
Jodha, N.S, R. Ghate, and P. Mukhopadhyaya. 2007.
Promise, Trust and Evolution: Managing the Commons of
South Asia. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.
Kennedy, J.C. 2006.  Island Voices: Fisheries and Commu-
nity Survival in Northern Norway. Delft, the Netherlands:
Eburon Academic.
Kurian, M., and T. Dietz. 2007.  Hydro-Logic: Poverty,
Heterogeneity and Cooperation on the Commons. New
Delhi: Macmillan India.

Linn, K. 2007. Building Commons and Community.
Oakland, CA: New Village Press.
Lise, W. 2007. An Econometric and Game Theoretic
Model of Common Pool Resource Management: People’s
Participation in Forest Management in India. New York:
Nova Science.
McKibben, B. 2007.  Deep Economy: The Wealth of
Communities and the Durable Future. New York: Henry
Holt.
McManis, C., ed. 2007. Biodiversity and the Law: Intel-
lectual Property, Biotechnology and Traditional Knowl-
edge. Sterling, VA: Earthscan.
Menzies, N.K. 2007. Our Forest, Your Ecosystem, Their
Timber: Communities, Conservation, and the State in
Community-based Forest Management.  New York :;
Columbia University Press.
Miller, J.H., and S.E. Page. 2007.  Complex Adaptive
Systems: An Introduction to Computational Models of
Social Life. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Most, S. 2006.  River of Renewal: Myth and History in the
Klamath Basin. Portland, OR: Oregon Historical Society
Press with the University of Washington Press.
Ninan, K.N. 2007.  The Economics of Biodiversity Conser-
vation: Valuation in the Tropical Forest Ecosystems.
Sterling, VA: Earthscan Publications.
Okonski, K., ed. 2006. The Water Revolution: Practical
Solutions to Water Scarcity. London: International Policy Press.
Osterloh, M., and A. Weibel. 2006.  Investition Vertrauen:
Prozesse der Vertrauensentwicklung in Organisationen.
Wiesbaden, Germany: Gabler.
Petersen, E.H. 2006.  Institutional Economics and
Fisheries Management: The Case of Pacific Tuna.
Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar.
Porter, P.W. 2006.  Challenging Nature: Local Knowledge,
Agroscience, and Food Security in Tanga Region, Tanza-
nia. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Prakash, A., and M. Potoski. 2006.  The Voluntary
Environmentalists: Green Clubs, ISO 14001, and Voluntary
Regulations. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Semitiel Garcia, M. 2006.  Social Capital, Networks and
Economic Development: An Analysis of Regional Produc-
tive Systems. Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar.
Sen, A. 2007.  Shiv Sena Women: Violence and Commu-
nalism in a Bombay Slum. Bloomington: Indiana University
Press
Sillitoe, P. 2007. Local Science vs. Global Science:
Approaches to Indigenous Knowledge in International
Development. New York: Berghahn Books.
Singh, S.J., O. Lehmann, and W. Schrems. 2006.  The
Nicobar Islands — Cultural Choices in the Aftermath of
the Tsunami. Vienna: Czernin Verlag.

 RECENT PUBLICATIONS



The Commons  Digest

12Page

Smajgl, A., and S. Larson, eds. 2007. Sustainable Resource
Use: Institutional Dynamics and Economics. Sterling, VA:
Earthscan.
Soncini-Sessa, R. 2007. Integrated and Participatory
Water Resources Management
Theory. Amsterdam: Elsevier.
Springate-Baginski, O., and P.M. Blaikie. 2007. Forests,
People and Power: The Political Ecology of Reform in
South Asia. Sterling, VA: Earthscan.
Tsai, L.L. 2007.  Accountability without Democracy:
Solidarity Groups and Public Goods Provision in Rural
China. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Turner, F. 2006.  From Counterculture to Cyberculture:
Stewart Brand, the Whole Earth Network and the Rise of
Digital Utopianism. Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press.
Tyler, S.R. 2006.  Comanagement of Natural Resources:
Local Learning for Poverty Reduction. Ottawa, Ontario:
International Development Research Centre.
Waldby, C., and R. Mitchell. 2006.  Tissue Economies:
Blood, Organs, and Cell Lines in Late Capitalism. Durham,
NC: Duke University Press.
Warner, J. 2007. Multi-Stakeholder Platforms for Inte-
grated Water Management. Burlington, VT: Ashgate.

    Articles
Abbott, J. et al. 2007.  “Rivers as Resources, Rivers as
Borders: Community and Transboundary Management of
Fisheries in the Upper Zambezi River Floodplains.” Canadian
Geographer 51:280-302.
Anderies, J. M., B. H. Walker, and A. P. Kinzig. 2006.
“Fifteen Weddings and a Funeral: Case Studies and Resil-
ience-Based Management.” Ecology and Society 11(1): http://
www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss1/
Anderson, S. P., and M. Engers. 2007.  “Participation
Games: Market Entry, Coordination, and the Beautiful
Blonde.” Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization
63:120-137.
Andonova, V., and H. Zuleta. 2007.  “The Effect of Enforce-
ment on Human Resources Practices: A Case Study in Rural
Colombia.” International Journal of Manpower 28:344-353.
Anseeuw, W., and C. Laurent. 2007.  “Occupational Paths
Towards Commercial Agriculture: The Key Roles of Farm
Pluriactivity and the Commons.” Journal of Arid Environ-
ments 70:659-671.
Aoki, M. 2007.  “Endogenizing Institutions and Institutional
Changes.” Journal of Institutional Economics 3:1- 31.
Åsgeirsdóttir, Å. 2007.  “Oceans of Trouble: Domestic
Influence on International Fisheries Cooperation in the North
Atlantic and the Barents Sea.” Global Environmental Politics
7:120-144.

Athey, S., and  I. Segal. 2007.  “Designing Efficient Mecha-
nisms for Dynamic Bilateral Trading Games.” The American
Economic Review 97:131-136.
Bakker, K. 2007.  “The Commons Versus the Commodity:
Alter-Globalization, Anti-Privatization and the Human Right to
Water in the Global South.” Antipode 39:430-455.
Balooni, K., V. Ballabh, and M. Inoue. 2007.  “Declining
Instituted Collective Management Practices and Forest
Quality in the Central Himalayas.” Economic and Political
Weekly1443-1452.
Baral, N., and J. T. Heinen. 2007.  “Decentralization and
People’s Participation in Conservation: A Comparative Study
from the Western Terai of Nepal.” The International Journal
of Sustainable Development and World Ecology 14:520-531.
Battigalli, P., and M. Dufwenberg. 2007.  “Guilt in Games.”
The American Economic Review 97:170-176.
Bednar, J., and S. Page. 2007.  “Can Game(s) Theory
Explain Culture? The Emergence of Cultural Behavior within
Multiple Games.” Rationality and Society 19:65-98.
Begossi, A. 2006.  “Temporal Stability in Fishing Spots:
Conservation and Co-Management in Brazilian Artisanal
Coastal Fisheries.” Ecology and Society 11(1): http://
www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss1/
Bell, S., M. Mattern, and M. Telin. 2007.  “Community-
Action Learning.” Journal of Political Science Education
3:61-78.
Bennett, J., and H. Barrett. 2007. “Rangeland as a Common
Property Resource: Contrasting Insights from Communal
Areas of Central Eastern Cape Province, South Africa.”
Human Ecology 35(1):97-112 (Feb.)
Berkes, F. 2007.  “Community-Based Conservation in a
Globalized World.” PNAS: Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences 104:15188-15193.
Berkes, F. 2006.  “From Community-Based Resource
Management to Complex Systems: The Scale Issue and
Marine Commons.” Ecology and Society 11(1)45 http://
www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss1/
Berkes, F. 2007.  “Understanding Uncertainty and Reducing
Vulnerability: Lessons from Resilience Thinking.” Natural
Hazards 41:283-295.
Bernier, L., and T. Hafsi. 2007.  “The Changing Nature of
Public Entrepreneurship.” Public Administration Review
67:488-503.
Bischi, G. I., A. K. Naimzada, and L. Sbragia. 2007.  “Oli-
gopoly Games with Local Monopolistic Approximation.”
Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 62:371-388.
Bhuyan, S. 2007.  “The ‘People’ Factor in Cooperatives: An
Analysis of Members’ Attitudes and Behavior.” Canadian
Journal of Agricultural Economics 55:275-289.
Bloch, F., G. Genicot, and D. Ray. 2007.  “Reciprocity in
Groups and the Limits to Social Capital.” The American
Economic Review 97:65-69.



Autumn / Winter  2007-08

13Page

Böhringer, C., and A. Löschel. 2006.  “Computable General
Equilibrium Models for Sustainability Impact Assessment:
Status Quo and Prospects.” Ecological Economics 60:49-64.
Boero, F., and E. Bonsdorff. 2007.  “A Conceptual Frame-
work for Marine Biodiversity and Ecosystem Functioning.”
Marine Ecology 28:134-145.
Bohnet, I., and Y. Baytelman. 2007.  “Institutions and Trust:
Implications for Preferences, Beliefs, and Behaviors.”
Rationality and Society 19:99-135.
Boissiere, M., and M. Sassen. 2007.  “Mesurer l’importance
de la biodiversité pour les sociétés forestières des pays du
Sud. Une méthode d’investigation pluridisciplinaire Natures,
Sciences, Societes 15:23-32.
Borges, G., and B. Irlenbusch. 2007.  “Fairness Crowded
Out by Law: An Experimental Study on Withdrawal Rights.”
Journal of Institutional and Theoretical Economics 163:84-
101.
Bray, D. 2007.  “A Path through the Woods: Community
Forest Management in Mexico.” Grassroots Development
28:40-47.
Bremner, J., and F. Lu. 2006.  “Common Property among
Indigenous Peoples of the Ecuadorian Amazon.” Conserva-
tion and Society 4:499-521.  http://
www.conservationandsociety.org/vol-4-4-06.html
Brucks, W. M., and P. Van Lange. 2007. When Prosocials
Act Like Proselfs in a Commons Dilemma.” Personality and
Social Psychology Bullletin. 33(5):750-758 (May).
Brucks, W. M., U-D. Reips, and B. Ryf. 2007.  “Group
Norms, Physical Distance, and Ecological Efficiency in
Common Pool Resource Management.” Social Influence
2:112-135
Büscher, B., and W. Whande. 2007.  “Whims of the Winds
of Time? Contestations in Biodiversity Conservation and
Protected Areas Management.” Conservation and Society
5:23-44.  http://www.conservationandsociety.org/vol-5-1-
07.html
Cabon-Dhersin, M., and S.V. Ramani. 2007.  “Opportun-
ism, Trust and Cooperation: A Game Theoretic Approach
with Heterogeneous Agents.” Rationality and Society 19:203-
228.
Castelletti, A., and R. Soncini-Sessa. 2007.  “Coupling Real-
Time Control and Socio-Economic Issues in Participatory
River Basin Planning.” Environmental Modelling & Software
22:1114-1128.
Chapin, F. S. et al. 2006. “Directional Changes in Ecological
Communities and Social-Ecological Systems: A Framework
for Prediction Based on Alaskan Examples.” American
Naturalist 168 (6): S36-S49  Supplement: S (Dec.)
Charness, G., E. Haruvy, and D. Sonsino. 2007.  “Social
Distance and Reciprocity: An Internet Experiment.” Journal
of Economic Behavior & Organization 63:88-103.

Charness, G., L. Rigotti, and A. Rustichini. 2007.  “Indi-
vidual Behavior and Group Membership.” The American
Economic Review 97:1340-1352.
Chávez, M. L., B. Wampler, and R. E. Burkhart. 2006.
“Left Out: Trust and Social Capital Among Migrant Seasonal
Farmworkers.” Social Science Quarterly 87:1012-1029.
Chen, C. and C. Hsui. 2007. “Fishery Policy when Consid-
ering the Future Opportunity of Harvesting.” Mathematical
Biosciences 207(1):138-160 (May)
Chen, C-Y., and C. Webster. 2006.  “Privatising the Gover-
nance and Management of Existing Urban Neighbourhoods.”
Property Management 24:98-115.
Chen, J., and C. Lu. 2007.  “Social Capital in Urban China:
Attitudinal and Behavioral Effects on Grassroots Self-
Government.” Social Science Quarterly 88:422-442.
Cinner, J., M. J. Marnane, T. R. McClanahan, and G. R.
Almany. 2006.  “Periodic Closures as Adaptive Coral Reef
Management in the Indo-Pacific.” Ecology and Society 11(1):
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss1/.
Coffé, H., and B. Geys. 2006.  “Community Heterogeneity: A
Burden for the Creation of Social Capital?” Social Science
Quarterly 87:1053-1072.
Collier, D. 2006.  “Access to and Control over Plant
Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture in South and
Southern Africa: How Many Wrongs Before a Right?”
Minnesota Journal of Law, Science & Technology 7:529-
564.
Compte, O., and P. Jehiel. 2007.  “On Quitting Rights in
Mechanism Design.” The American Economic Review
97:137-141.
Cook-Deegan, R. 2007.  “The Science Commons in Health
Research: Structure, Function, and Value.” The Journal of
Technology Transfer 32:133-156.
Cook-Deegan, R., and T. Dedeurwaerdere. 2006.  “The
Science Commons in Life Science Research: Structure,
Function, and Value of Access to Genetic Diversity.” Inter-
national Social Science Journal 188:299-318.
Crona, B., and Ö. Bodin. 2006.  “What You Know is Who
You Know? Communication Patterns among Resource Users
as a Prerequisite for Co-management.” Ecology and Society
11: http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss2/
Dahlquist, R. et al. 2007.  “Incorporating Livelihoods in
Biodiversity Conservation: A Case Study of Cacao
Agroforestry Systems in Talamanca, Costa Rica.”
Biodiversity and Conservation 16:2311-2333.
Daniels, B. 2007.  “Emerging Commons and Tragic
Institutions.” Environmental Law 37:515-572.
Danielson, A. J., and H. J. Holm. 2007.  “Do you Trust
your Brethren? Eliciting Trust Attitudes and Trust Behavior in
a Tanzanian Congregation.” Journal of Economic Behavior
& Organization 62:255-272.



The Commons  Digest

14Page

Dikos, B., and M. de la Torre-Castro. 2006.  “Beyond
Regulations in Fisheries Management: The Dilemmas of the
‘Beach Recorders’.” Ecology and Society 11(2): http://
www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss2/
Elwood, S. 2006.  “Beyond Cooptation or Resistance: Urban
Spatial Politics, Community Organizations, and GIS- Based
Spatial Narratives.” Annals of the Association of American
Geographers 96:323-341.
Encinosa, W. E., M. Gaynor, and J. B. Rebitzer. 2007.
“The Sociology of Groups and the Economics of Incentives:
Theory and Evidence on Compensation Systems.” Journal
of Economic Behavior & Organization 62:187-214.
Erni, C. 2006.  “From Opportunism to Resource Manage-
ment: Adaptation and the Emergence of Environmental
Conservation among Indigenous Swidden Cultivators on
Mindoro Island, Philippines.” Conservation and Society
4:102-131.
http://www.conservationandsociety.org/vol-4-1-06.html
Erueti, A. 2006.  “The Demarcation of Indigenous Peoples’
Traditional Lands: Comparing Domestic Principles of
Demarcation with Emerging Principles of International
Law.” Arizona Journal of International and Comparative
Law 23:543-614
Foster, S. R. 2006.  “The City as an Ecological Space:
Social Capital and Urban Land Use.” Notre Dame Law
Review 82:527-582.
Fox, C. A., and C. Sneddon. 2007.  “Transboundary River
Basin Agreements in the Mekong and Zambezi Basins:
Enhancing Environmental Security or Securitizing the
Environment?” International Environmental Agreements
7:237-261.
Ghosh, S., A. Karaivanov, and M. Oak. 2007.  “A Case for
Bundling Public Goods Contributions.”  Journal of Public
Economic Theory 9:425-449.
Goeschl, T., and D. C. Igliori. 2006.  “Property Rights for
Biodiversity Conservation and Development:  Extractive
Reserves in the Brazilian Amazon.” Development and
Change 37:427-451.
Grant, S. C., F. Berkes, and J. Brieriey. 2007.  “Understand-
ing the Local Livelihood System in Resource Management:
The Pledge Longline Fishery in Gouyave, Grenada.” Gulf
and Caribbean Research 19:113-122.
Güth, W., H. Kliemt, M. V. Levati, and G. von Wangenheim.
2007.  “On the Coevolution of Retribution and
Trustwrthiness: An (Indirect) Evolutionary and Experimental
Analysis.” Journal of Institutional and Theoretical Econom-
ics 163:143-157.
Gunderson, L., and S. S. Light. 2006.  “Adaptive Manage-
ment and Adaptive Governance in the Everglades Ecosys-
tem.” Policy Sciences 39:323-334.

Gurung, T. R., F. Bousquet, and G. Trébuil. 2006.  “Com-
panion Modeling, Conflict Resolution, and Institution
Building: Sharing Irrigation Water in the Lingmuteychu
Watershed, Bhutan.” Ecology and Society 11(2): http://
www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss2/
Gutberlet, J.,  Seixas, C. S., Glinfskoi The, A. P., and
Carolsfeld, J. 2007. “Resource Conflicts: Challenges to
Fisheries Management at the Sao Francisco River, Brazil.”
Human Ecology 35: 623-638.  
Hendricks, H. H., W. J. Bond, J. J. Midgley, and P. A.
Novellie. 2007.  “Biodiversity Conservation and Pastoralism-
Reducing Herd Size in a Communal Livestock Production
System in Richtersveld National Park.” Journal of Arid
Environments 70:718-727.
Henquinet, J. W., and T. Dobson. 2006.  “The Public Trust
Doctrine and Sustainable Ecosystems: A Great Lakes
Fisheries Case Study.” New York University Environmental
Law Journal 14:322-373.
Heynen, N. 2007. Neoliberal Environments: False Prom-
ises and Unnatural Consequences.  New York: Routledge.
Hotimsky, S., R. Cobb, and A. Bond. 2006.  “Contracts or
Scripts? A Critical Review of the Application of Institutional
Theories to the Study of Environmental Change.” Ecology
and Society 11(1): http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/
iss1/
Huntington, H. P. et. al. 2006.  “The Significance of
Context in Community-Based Research: Understanding
Discussions about Wildfire in Huslia, Alaska.” Ecology and
Society 11(1): http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss1/
Hussain, I., F. Gichuki, M. A. Louw, W. Andah, and M.
Moustafa. 2007.  “Agricultural Water Management Pathways
to Breaking the Poverty Trap: Case Studies of the Limpopo,
Nile and Volta River Basins.” Irrigation and Drainage
56:277-288.
Jackson, M. O., and L. Yariv. 2007.  “Diffusion of Behavior
and Equilibrium Properties in Network Games.” The Ameri-
can Economic Review 97:92-98.
Janssen, M.A. 2007.  “Coordination in Irrigation Systems:
An Analysis of the LansingKremer Model of Bali.” Agricul-
tural Systems 93:170-190.
Janssen, M. A., and T. K. Ahn. 2006.  “Learning, Signaling,
and Social Preferences in Public-Good Games.” Ecology
and Society 11(2): http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/
iss2/
Janssen, M. A., J. M. Anderies, and E. Ostrom. 2007.
“Robustness of Social-Ecological Systems to Spatial and
Temporal Variability.” Society & Natural Resources 20:307-
322.
Janssen, M. A., and E. Ostrom. 2006.  “Empirically
Based, Agent-based Models.” Ecology and Society 11(2)37.
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss2/



Autumn / Winter  2007-08

15Page

Jollands, N., and G. Harmsworth. 2007.  “Participation of
Indigenous Groups in Sustainable Development Monitor-
ing: Rationale and Examples from New Zealand.” Ecologi-
cal Economics 62:716-726.
Jumbe, C. B. L., and A. Angelsen. 2007.  “Forest Depen-
dence and Participation in CPR Management: Empirical
Evidence from Forest Co-Management in Malawi.”
Ecological Economics 62:661-672.
JunLi, W., S. H. Ali, and Q. Zhang. 2007.  “Property
Rights and Grassland Degradation: A Study of the Xilingol
Pasture, Inner Mongolia, China.” Journal of Environmen-
tal Management 85:461-470.
Kalmi, P.. 2007.  “The Disappearance of Cooperatives
from Economics Textbooks.” Cambridge Journal of
Economics 31:625-647
Kanner, A., and M. E. Ziegler. 2006.  “Understanding and
Protecting Natural Resources.” Duke Environmental Law
& Policy Forum 17:119-163.
Kennedy, R. 2006.  “International Conflicts over Plant
Genetic Resources: Future Developments?” Tulane
Environmental Law Journal 20:1-42.
Kingston-Mann, E. 2006. “The Romance of Privatization
and Its Unheralded Challengers: Historical Case Studies
from England, Imperial Russia, the Soviet Union, and the
Russian Republic.” In The Changing Properties of Prop-
erty. F. and K. von Benda-Beckmann, and M. Wiber, eds.
New York: Berghahn Books.
Kingston-Mann, E. 2006.  “The Return of Pierre
Proudhon: Property Rights, Crime, and the Rules of Law.”
Focaal 48:118-127.
Kipkemboi, J., A. A. Van Dam, M. M. Ikiara, and P.
Denny. 2007.  “Integration of Smallholder Wetland
Aquaculture-Agriculture Systems (Fingerponds) into
Riparian Farming Systems on the Shores of Lake Victoria,
Kenya: Socio-Economics and Livelihoods.” The Geo-
graphical Journal 173:257-272.
Knapp, E. J. 2007.  “Who Poaches? Household Econo-
mies of Illegal Hunters in Western Serengeti, Tanzania.”
Human Dimensions of Wildlife 12:195-196.
Kniivilä, M. 2006.  “Users and Non-Users of Conserva-
tion Areas: Are There Differences in WTP, Motives and the
Validity of Responses in CVM Surveys?” Ecological
Economics 59:530-539.
Kuang, X., R. A. Weber, and J. Dana. 2007.  “How
Effective is Advice from Interested Parties?: An Experi-
mental Test using a Pure Coordination Game.” Journal of
Economic Behavior & Organization 62:591-604.
Kusters, K., H. Foresta, A. Ekadinata, and M. Noordwijk.
2007.  “Towards Solutions for State vs. Local Community
Conflicts over Forestland: The Impact of Formal Recogni-
tion of User Rights in Krui, Sumatra, Indonesia.” Human
Ecology 35:427-438.

Langridge, R., J. Christian-Smith, and K. A. Lohse. 2006.
“Access and Resilience: Analyzing the Construction of
Social Resilience to the Threat of Water Scarcity.” Ecology
and Society 11(2): http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/
vol11/iss2/
Lebert, T., and R. Rohde. 2007.  “Land Reform and the
New Elite: Exclusion of the Poor from Communal Land in
Namaqualand, South Africa.” Journal of Arid Environ-
ments 70:818-833.
Libecap, G. D. 2007.  “The Assignment of Property
Rights on the Western Frontier: Lessons for Contemporary
Environmental and Resource Policy.” Journal of Economic
History 67:257-291.
Lynam, T., W. de Jong, D. Sheil, T. Kusumanto, and K.
Evans. 2007.  “A Review of Tools for Incorporating
Community Knowledge, Preferences, and Values into
Decision Making in Natural Resources Management.”
Ecology and Society 12(1)5. http://
www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol12/iss1/
Lynch, K. J. 2007.  “Application of the Public Trust
Doctrine to Modern Fishery Management Regimes.” New
York University Environmental Law Journal 15:285-313.
Makurira, H. et al. 2007.  “Evaluation of Community-
driven Smallholder Irrigation in Dryland South Pare
Mountains, Tanzania: A Case Study of Manoo Micro
Dam.” Physics and Chemistry of the Earth Parts A B C
32:1090-1097.
Marin, A. F. 2006.  “Confined and Sustainable? A Critique
of Recent Pastoral Policy for Reindeer Herding in
Finnmark, Northern Norway.” Nomadic Peoples 10:209-
232.
Massyn, P. J. 2007.  “Communal Land Reform and
Tourism Investment in Namibia’s Communal Areas: A
Question of Unfinished Business?” Development Southern
Africa 24:381-392
Matta, J. R. and J. Kerr. 2007. Barriers beyond the
Partners: Bureaucratic and Political Constraints to Imple-
menting Joint Forest Management in Tamil Nadu, India.
Environment Development and Sustainability 9(4):465-
479.  
Mavhunga, C., and W. Dressler. 2007.  “On the Local
Community: The Language of Disengagement?” Conserva-
tion and Society 5:46-60.  http://
www.conservationandsociety.org/vol-5-1-07.html
McKenna, J., A. M. O’Hagan, J. Power, M. Macleod, and
A. Cooper. 2007.  “Coastal Dune Conservation on an Irish
Commonage: Community-Based Management or Tragedy
of the Commons?” Geographical Journal 173:157-169.
Menon, A., and G.A. Vadivelu. 2006.  “Common Property
Resources in Different Agro-Climatic Landscapes in
India.” Conservation and Society 4:132-154.  http://
www.conservationandsociety.org/vol-4-1-06.html



The Commons  Digest

16Page

Meurs, M. 2007. “A Common Pool Resource in Transi-
tion: Determinants of Institutional Change for Bulgaria’s
Postsocialist Irrigation Sector.” Slavic Review 66 (2):332-
333 (Summer).
Mojtahed, D. 2007.  “Conflict Management of Coopera-
tive Organizations in Contemporary Iran: A Review
Analysis.” Public Organization Review 7:163-180.
Nepal, M., A.K. Bohara, and R.P. Berrens. 2007.  “The
Impacts of Social Networks and Household Forest
Conservation Efforts in Rural Nepal.” Land Economics
83:174-191.
Noailly, J., C.Withagen, and J.van den Bergh. 2007.
“Spatial Evolution of Social Norms in a Common-Pool
Resource Game.” Environmental and Resource Economics
36(1):113-141 (Jan.). 
Noyes, D. 2006.  “The Judgment of Solomon: Global
Protections for Tradition and the Problem of Community
Ownership.” Cultural Analysis 5:27-56.
Ohl-Schacherer, J. et al. 2007.  “The Sustainability of
Subsistence Hunting by Matsigenka Native Communities in
Manu National Park, Peru.” Conservation Biology
21:1174-1185.
Ones, U., and L. Putterman. 2007.  “The Ecology of
Collective Action: A Public Goods and Sanctions Experi-
ment with Controlled Group Formation.” Journal of
Economic Behavior & Organization 62:495-521.
Opderbeck, D.W. 2007.  “A Virtue-Centered Approach to
the Biotechnology Commons (Or, The Virtuous Penguin).”
Maine Law Review 59:315-338.
Ortmann, G. F., and R. P. King. 2007.  “Agricultural
Cooperatives II: Can they Facilitate Access of Small-Scale
Farmers in South Africa to Input and Product Markets?”
Agrekon 46:219-244.
Osés-Eraso, N., and M. Viladrich-Grau. 2007.  “Appro-
priation and Concern for Resource Scarcity in the Com-
mons: An Experimental Study.” Ecological Economics
63:435-445.
Osés-Eraso, N., and M. Viladrich-Grau. 2007.  “On the
Sustainability of Common Property Resources.” Journal
of Environmental Economics and Management 53:393-
410.
Ostrom, E. 2007.  “A Diagnostic Approach for Going
Beyond Panaceas.” PNAS: Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences 104:15181-15187. (Going Beyond
Panaceas).
Ostrom, E. 2006. “Multiple Institutions for Multiple
Outcomes.” In Adapting Rules for Sustainable Resource
Use. 29-57pp. A. Smajgl and S. Larson eds. Townsville,
Australia: CSIRO Sustainable Ecosystems.
Ostrom, E., and H. Nagendra. 2007.  “Tenure Alone Is
Not Sufficient: Monitoring Is Essential.” Environmental
Economics and Policy Studies 8:175-199.

Ounvichit, T., M. Satoh, S. Chantanusart, and K.
Yamaoka. 2006.  “Cost Sharing and Sustainability of
Pongsak Muang Fai Irrigation System.” Paddy and Water
Environment 4:81-88.
Park, S-K. 2006.  “A Thoretical Framework for Analysis
of Self-Organizing and Self-Governing Common-Pool
Resources (CPRs).” Ocean and Polar Research 28:425-
438.
Pintassilgo, P., and J. A. Silva. 2007.  “‘Tragedy of the
Commons’ in the Tourism Accommodation Industry.”
Tourism Economics 13:209-224.
Prell, C. et al. 2007.  “If You have a Hammer Everything
Looks Like a Nail: Traditional versus Participatory Model
Building.” Interdisciplinary Science Reviews 32:263-282.
Purdy, J. 2007.  “People as Resources: Recruitment and
Reciprocity in the Freedom-Promoting Approach to
Property.” Duke Law Journal 56:1047-1117.
Quaas, M. F., S. Baumgärtner, C. Becker, K. Frank, and
B. Müller. 2007.  “Uncertainty and Sustainability in the
Management of Rangelands.” Ecological Economics
62:251-266.
Rammel, C., S. Stagl, and H. Wilfing. 2007.  “Managing
Complex Adaptive Systems: A Co-Evolutionary Perspective
on Natural Resource Management.” Ecological Economics
63:9-21.
Rasul, G. 2007.  “Political Ecology of the Degradation of
Forest Commons in the Chittagong Hill Tracts of
Bangladesh.” Environmental Conservation 34:153-163.
Reed, M. S., Evan D. G. Fraser, and A. J. Dougill. 2006.
“An Adaptive Learning Process for Developing and
Applying Sustainability Indicators with Local Communi-
ties.” Ecological Economics 59:406-418.
Richardson, F. D., B. D. Hahn, and M. T. Hoffman.
2007.  “Modelling the Sustainability and Productivity of
Pastoral Systems in the Communal Areas of
Namaqualand.” Journal of Arid Environments 70:701-717.
Roncoli, C. et al. 2007. “Carbon Sequestration from
Common Property Resources: Lessons from Community-
Based Sustainable Pasture Management in North-Central
Mali.”
Agricultural Systems 94(1) Special Issue: SI: 97-109(Apr)
Rodgers, C. P. 2007.  “A New Deal for Commons?
Common Resource Management and the Commons Act
2006.” Environmental Law Review 9:25-40.
Rowat, C. and J. Dutta. 2007.  “The Commons with
Capital Markets.” Economic Theory 31:225-254.
Ruseski, G and J. Quinn. 2007. “Human Fertility Deci-
sions and Common Property Resources: A Dynamic
Analysis.” Natural Resource Modeling 20:415-433



Autumn / Winter  2007-08

17Page

Safa, M. 2006.  “The Role of NGOs in Improving Social
Forestry Practice: Do They Promote Livelihood,
Sustainability and Optimal Land Use in Bangladesh?”
Small-scale Forestry 5:207-229.
Samuels, M. I., N. Allsopp, and R. S. Knight. 2007.
“Patterns of Resource Use by Livestock During and After
Drought on the Commons of Namaqualand, South Africa.”
Journal of Arid Environments 70:728-739.
Sanginga, P. C., R. N. Kamugisha, and A. M. Martin.
2007.  “The Dynamics of Social Capital and Conflict
Management in Multiple Resource Regimes: A Case of the
Southwestern Highlands of Uganda.” Ecology and Society
12(1)6.  http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol12/iss1/
Santos, R., P. Antunes, G. Baptista, P. Mateus, and L.
Madruga. 2006.  “Stakeholder Participation in the Design
of Environmental Policy Mixes.” Ecological Economics
60:100-110.
Schlüter, M., and C. Pahl-Wostl. 2007.  “Mechanisms of
Resilience in Common-pool Resource Management
Systems: An Agent-based Model of Water Use in a River
Basin.” Ecology and Society 12(2)4.   http://
www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol12/iss2/
Schultz, P. W. et al. 2007.  “The Constructive, Destruc-
tive, and Reconstructive Power of Social Norms.” Psycho-
logical Science 18:429-434.
Schulz, A. 2007.  “Creating a Legal Framework for Good
Transboundary Water Governance in the Zambezi and
Incomati River Basins.” Georgetown International Envi-
ronmental Law Review 19:117-184.
Schott, S., N. J. Buckley, S. Mestelman, and R.A. Muller.
2007.  “Output Sharing in Partnerships as a Common Pool
Resource Management Instrument.” Environmental and
Resource Economics 37:697-711.
Schweik, C. M., and R. English. 2007.  “Tragedy of the
FOSS Commons? Investigating the Institutional Designs of
Free/libre and Open Source Software Projects.” First
Monday 12:  http://www.firstmonday.org/issues/is-
sue12_2/schweik/index.html
Silori, C. S., C. P. Geevan, and A. M. Dixit. 2006.
“Livestock Population vis-a-vis Common Property Land
Resources: Trends from Gujarat.” Indian Forester
132(10):1303-1314.
Simpson, B. 2006.  “Social Identity and Cooperation in
Social Dilemmas.” Rationality and Society 18:443-470.
Sinden, A. 2007.  “The Tragedy of the Commons and the
Myth of a Private Property Solution.” University of
Colorado Law Review 78:533-612.
Sliwka, D. 2006.  “On the Notion of Responsibility in
Organizations.” Journal of Law, Economics, & Organiza-
tion 22:523-547.

Srinivas, K. R. 2006.  “Intellectual Property Rights and
Bio Commons: Open Source and Beyond.” International
Social Science Journal 188:319-334.
Stringer, L. C., C. Twyman, and D. S. and G. Thomas.
2007.  “Combating Land Degradation through Participa-
tory Means: The Case of Swaziland.” Ambio 36:387-393.
Sugiah, S., M. Mugniesyah, and M. Kosuke. 2007.
“Access to Land in Sundanese Community: A Case Study
of Upland Peasant Households in Kemang Village, West
Java, Indonesia.” South East Asian Studies 44:519-544.
Tapela, B., L. Makuleke, and C. Mavhunga. 2007.  “New
Architecture, Old Agendas: Perspectives on Social Re-
search in Rural Communities Neighbouring the Kruger
National Park.” Conservation and Society 5:61-88.  http://
www.conservationandsociety.org/vol-5-1-07.html
Tesfatsion, L. 2007.  “Agents Come to Bits: Towards a
Constructive Comprehensive Taxonomy of Economic
Entities.” Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization
63:333-346.
Tsai, L. L. 2007.  “Solidary Groups, Informal Accountabil-
ity, and Local Public Goods Provision in Rural China.”
American Political Science Review 101:355-372.
Valentinov, V. 2007.  “Why are Cooperatives Important in
Agriculture? An Organizational Economics Perspective.”
Journal of Institutional Economics 3:55-69.
Wagner, M., R. Kaiser, U. Kreuter, and N. Wilkins. 2007.
“Managing the Commons Texas Style: Wildlife Manage-
ment and Ground-Water Associations on Private Lands.”
Journal of the American Water Resources Association
43:698-711.
Wagner, M., U. Kreuter, R. Kaiser, and N. Wilkins.  2007.
“Collective Action and Social Capital of Wildlife Manage-
ment Associations.” Journal of Wildlife Management.
71(5):1729-1738 (Jul).
Weinstein, M  P., R. C. Baird, and D. O. Conover. 2007.
“Managing Coastal Resources in the 21st Century.”
Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 5:43-48.
Wilson, J. A. 2006.  “Matching Social and Ecological
Systems in Complex Ocean Fisheries.” Ecology and
Society 11(1)9.  http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/
iss1/
Wily, L. A.  2008.  “Custom and Commonage in Africa
Rethinking the Orthodoxies Land Use Policy 25: 43-52
Wirl, F. 2007.  “Do Multiple Nash Equilibria in Markov
Strategies Mitigate the Tragedy of the Commons?” Journal
of Economic Dynamics and Control 31:3723-3740.
Wollenberg, E. et al. 2007.  “Facilitating Cooperation
during Times of Chaos: Spontaneous Orders and Muddling
Through in Malinau District, Indonesia.” Ecology and
Society 12:  http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol12/iss1/



The Commons  Digest

18Page

Yasmi, Y., C.  J.  P. Colfer, L. Yuliani, Y. Indriatmoko, and
V. Heri. 2007. “Conflict Management Approaches under
Unclear Boundaries of the Commons: Experiences from
Danau Sentarum National Park, Indonesia.”  International
Forestry Review 9(2): 597-609 (June).
Young, O. R. et al. 2006.  “A Portfolio Approach to
Analyzing Complex Human-Environment Interactions:
Institutions and Land Change.” Ecology and Society
11(2)31. http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss2/
Yung, L., and J. M. Belsky. 2007.  “Private Property
Rights and Community Goods: Negotiating Landowner
Cooperation Amid Changing Ownership on the Rocky
Mountain Front.” Society and Natural Resources 20:689-
703.
Zea-Cabrera, E., Y. Iwasa, S. Levin, and I. Rodríguez-
Iturbe. 2006.  “Tragedy of the Commons in Plant Water
Use.” Water Resources Research 42(6).

See  you  there  !

Send Letters, Announcements, and Practitioner and
Project Profile Submissions to Alyne Delaney, Editor,
Commons Digest, Innovative Fisheries Management,
Aalborg University, North Sea Center, PO Box 104, DK-
9850, Hirtshals, Denmark. ad@ifm.aau.dk
Tel: +45 98 94 28 55       Fax:+45 98 94 42 68
For membership, dues, back issues, and missing
copies  Michelle Curtain, P.O. Box 2355 Gary, IN 46409
USA Tel: 01-219-980-1433 Fax: 01-219-980-2801
iascp@indiana.edu

ANNOUNCEMENTS



Autumn / Winter  2007-08

19Page

Reminder
Governing shared resources: connecting local experience to global challenges

The 12th Biennial Conference of the International Association for the Study of Commons

14-18 July 2008
Cheltenham, England

The IASC 2008 global conference will take place in
Cheltenham , England ,  hosted by the University of
Gloucestershire with logistical support  from the
University’s   Countryside and Community Research Unit
(CCRU).

The emphasis of the conference is the exchange of
knowledge on shared resources or ‘commons’: between
developing and developed world, between practitioners and
researchers, and between old and ‘new’ commons.  The
overarching theme of governing shared resources aims to
encourage discussion on new ways of using, managing,
protecting and creating what many understand as
‘commons’.  The themes recognise the wide variety of
understanding over the term ‘commons’ and the need to link
practical experience at the local level with larger global
commons issues.

Conference Themes 
1.      Understanding the benefits of commons
2.         Property rights: recognition, protection and creation 
3.      Community and governance: exploring new
approaches
4.         Analysing the multi-functional nature of complex
commons 
 5.      Evolution and enclosure of commons
6.      Social movements, networks and collective action

Proposed Special Symposia 
Symposium on Social learning as a way to
conceptualise commons management problems. 
Participation is regarded as the key to creating effective
policies yet participation can take many forms and focuses
attention on notions of power and influence.  Notions of
participation itself influence the manner in which different
interests may be able to become involved in the policy
process, and limits the range of potential solutions.  Recent
suggest that social learning occurs through collective
engagement with a problem.  Exploring commons
management problems through a social learning approach
might result in participants re-conceptualising their role and
relationships with the resource.

The symposia  will explore the potential for social
learning as a means of achieving more effective
governance of commons.

 
Symposium on the role of common property rights
in a global economy focused on privatisation of
resources
Conceptions of resource efficiency are often based on
simple and narrowly focused measures such as GDP, net
income, profit margins, or total outputs in physical units of
certain materials.  The current economic approach
assumes economic growth is achieved most efficiently
through private ownership resources for production.  A
more holistic conception of ‘efficiency’ would encompass
a wider array of measures and require a balancing of a
range of outputs including environmental and social
impacts as well as the purely monetised aspects of
economic goods. 
 
Pre-conference workshops
A series of pre-conference workshops will run on the
day before the start of the conference.  These will cater
both to those new to the concept of ‘common-pool
resources’, and to the expert.  Workshops on the
following topics are currently planned:

   Introductory workshop on the commons

  ‘New’ commons: what are they, where are they, and
how should they be managed?

  Research design and methods (qualitative and
quantitative)

  Institutional analysis

  Applications of Game Theory to new commons

  Measuring the economic costs and benefits of
commons

  Participatory research techniques

  Writing scientific reports and getting published

For more information please contact the organisors at
iasc2008@glos.ac.uk


