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Welcometo the Summer 2008 edition of the Commons Digest. Thisissueisorganized with the 2008 | ASC biennial
meetingsin Cheltenham, England inmind, and highlightsone of the conference themes: CollectiveA ction and Common
Property Theory. David Bray opens the Commons Forumwith an inspiring essay showing how traditional commons
management can evolveto exploit market opportunitiesin the world economy. KathrineHilario, bringingin her per-
spectivefrom work in HondaBay, the Philippines, highlightstheimportance of community organizing for collective
action. The next response comes from Naya Sharma Paudel. In her essay, Naya provides a contrasting case of
collective action and forestry to David's and ponders why successful forestry entreprise can be seenin one area and not
another. Next, Kusum Athukorala brings her perpective as a practitioner to advocate for commons research which
actually benefitsthe people and communitieswe study. Ahswini Chhatre closesthe forum with acall for looking at not
only the evolving and changing nature of institutions, but also reminds usthat institutions are more than simply cause and

effect; institutions thesmsel ves co-evolve with the outcomes we are interested in mapping.
Thisisthelast Digest issue beforethe | ASC biennial meetings begin in Cheltenham, England the 14-18 July. The

programmeis packed full of exciting panels, policy seminars and field trips; hopeto seeyou there!
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Collective Action, Common Property Forests, Com-
munities, and Markets

David Barton Bray
Department of Environmental Studies, Floridal nternational
University, Miami, FL USA

Collective action theory seeksto understand how groupsof individuas
areableto cooperateto overcomesocia dilemmas, assuming that being
asdf-interested, short-term maximizer isthedefault position. The
behavioral approachto collective action beginswith an evol utionary
argument: human beings have evolved the capacity to learn cooperation
normsand socia regul ationswhich have enhanced the success of groups.
Inthisview, individua rationa actionisjust oneof asuiteor acontinuum
of behaviorsfromthevery individua to thevery social which human
beingsexhibit and which can be adaptivein different circumstances. It
further suggeststhat the default position may be cooperation, which can
then bewithdrawn if thereisnoreciprocity. Whether cooperation or
individual actionsdominate dependsheavily onthesocia context.
However, the need to build auniversal theory of human collectiveaction
haslead to acontinued emphasisonindividua self-interest asthe starting
point of analysiseven among theoristsfocused ontheroleof social
norms. A mgjor missing component evenin behaviora collectiveaction
theory focused on common property dilemmasis® community” asa
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bearer of norms, asrichingtitutiona environments.An
exception is Singleton and Taylor, who have argued that
communities, whichthey defineas* communitiesof
mutually vulnerableactors’, dramatically lower the
transaction costsof collectiveaction. Inadditionto
reducing transaction costs, somecommunitiesshow a
remarkable and consi stent capacity to control the“ratio-
nal egoists’ among them and enforce astrict norm of
community service. Inthereachfor themost general
principles, theterm communitiesisseldom used anal yti-
caly astheagent of collectiveactioninformal studies,
thestarting point of analysisisalways" groups’ asin
“groupsof self-organized principas’ or “forest user
groups’, not communitiesassuch.

Yet, particularly incommunitiesinrural areasof theless-
developed countries, thefavoritefield subject of students
of common property, community istheoverwhelming
social redlity and source of normsthat defineswhat
constitutes cooperative behavior. Community isby far
themost important arenawheremutua commitment and
trust are devel oped, normsare created and enforced,
and wheregroup identity isformed. Inlaboratory
studiesbased on experimental games, researchershave
found that inthestudy populations(mostly university
students) fall into behaviora categoriesthat Ostrom calls
“conditional cooperators’ and “willing punishers’ , i.e.
“norm-using players’ who under the* sparseingtitutiona
environment” of thelaboratory can assert cooperation
normsthat can convince“rationa egoists’ towards
grester cooperation. Growingup andlivinginareatively
isolated rural community with millennia traditionsisto
play agamewith extremely well-defined and time-tested
rules. A strong culture of cooperation and reciprocity in
traditional communitiesemerges, not asaninevitable
tendency, but becausethey area so well aware of the
problem of the“rational egoists’ intheir midst. In
Mexican rural communities, wherel carry out research
and action projectswith colleagues, normsof community
solidarity, consensus, and harmony are emphasized
because communities have al so seen and experienced
what happenswhen these normsare not sufficient to
control powerful individuas. Inthe Mexican context,
theseindividua sare known as caciqueswho usetheir
networksof family and friendsto advancetheir own
interests above those of the community, with conse-
guencesfor thelevelsof tenson, violenceand dishar-
mony inacommunity.
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But when the conditional cooperatorsinacommunity are
ableto cons stently placethe conditionson socia behav-
ior, drawing onareservoir of cultureand rulesfrom
varying historical periods, and when that community is
givenfull lega accesstoavery vauablenatural resource,
remarkabl ethings can begin to happen at theinterface
between collective action, community, forest common
property, and markets. The case of Mexicanindigenous
forest communitiesof the SierraNorte of Oaxaca, which
reflectsredlitieselsewherein Mexicoand wherel am
currently conducting research with colleagues, providea
powerful exampleof theroleof community inbuildingand
enforcing socia normsand how those normscan then be
channeled towardsingtitutiona innovationsthat canalow
communitiesto useforest resourcescompetein
competitivemarkets. 1t aso showsthat whentraditional
communitiesaregivenfull lega ownership of alarge,
vauable, forest resource, theincentivesfor collective
action are so great that community collective action can
not only manage common propertiesfor subs stence
production, but can be afoundation for community forest
enterprisesthat can competein international markets.

Theforest communitiesof the Seerraduarez, likemany
othersin Mexico and el sewhere, are not just groups of
“sdlf-organized principals’, butindividuaswho have
experimenting with how to get dlong with each for
hundredsof years, under avariety of political formsthat
have sought to control them for their own purposes. The
ingtitutionsof community governancewhich haveevolved
inthe Mexican case are based on apolitical syncretism of
pre-conquest, colonial, and 20" century Mexican agrarian
laws. TheMexican Revolution (1911-1918) ledtoa
processthat |asted through most of the 20" century of
land and forest distribution and the definition of alega
community of rightsholdersto aterritory that inthat
processended up turning over valuableforeststo
communitieswithinastronglega framework. These
forest communitiesthen had to conduct historical struggles
against government concessions, dlied with activistisand
government reformersto gain effective control of their
forests, sncethelega framework still defined the
government astheultimate owner. But contitutional
reformsin 1992 gavethem full ownership, with forest
extraction regulated by the environmental lawvsof Mexico,
andwith substantia autonomy intheir interna ingtitutional
arrangementsfor how they managetheir natura

resources.

Inthissense, Mexicoisan advanced historical case of
thedecentralization of natural resource management
now occurring el sewherein theworld, having passed
from state-dominated community forestry to
community-dominated community forestry withal
resourcerights. They haveachieved full operational
and collective-choice governance, and share
condtitutiona choicewith theenvironmenta lawsof
Mexico. Thisis, asCamilleAntinori hastermedit, the
“community asentrepreneuria firm”. Theresultsof
marryingtraditiona communitieswith strong
governanceand socia capital and valuableforest
resourcethat cannot be optimally exploited by
individualsarestriking. A recent study showed that
2,300 communitiesin Mexico had had logging permits
inthelast tenyears. A closer study of theten most
important forest stateswith 1,730 community forestry
enterprises ( 75% of thetotal), showed that 163
communities (10 percent of theten states) had achieved
levelsof collectiveactionandforestindustrial
Integration that enabled them to establish and manage
sawmills,nosmall feat of industriad administration.
Another 436 communities (around 25% of thetotal)
had acquired someleve of extractive equipment, from
skidderstologging trucks. Thus, nearly 600
communitiesweremanaging forest industriesat varying
levelsof vertical integration, withtheremainder slling
timber onthe stump, but normally under community
control. Someof thesecommunitiesare now defining
their enterprise strategiesto copewith the competition
infurniture production from China. Whilewhether they
will succeedisnot clear, it showsthat common
property formsof governance cannot only rationaly
manage natural resources, but can aso allow
community enterprisesto positionthemsalvesinglobaly
competitivemarkets.

These communitieshave had to learn how to adapt
their existing community politica inditutionsto create
enterprisegovernanceingitutionsthat organize
industrial production processesand competeinthe
market. Communitieswith smaller foreststendedto
placeforest industriesunder thedirect control of the
elected community authorities. But larger operations,
withmillionsof dollarsin assets, have had to developa
supply of new governanceingtitutionsthat can mediate
between the democratic participation of the community
Genera Assembly and the need for amorehierarchical
control for enterpriseefficiency. However, particularly
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incommunitieswithlessvauableforests, alargevariety
of ingtitutional arrangementsand divisonsof theforest
stock and flow have occurred.

Themost sophi sticated M exican forest communities
have a so undergoneadistinct cultural evolution. After
severd decadesof developingtheir forest industries, and
with athree-year rotation of respongibilitiesfor many
positionsin both the political and enterprise governance
systems, most legal membersof thecommunity havea
working knowledge of the problemsand i ssues of
industrial forest production. In some casestheforce of
thefusion between community and enterprise hasbeen
so noteworthy that new cultura formsof community
have been created. Mexican anthropologist Claudio
Garibay, who hasstudied in detail two of themost
successful community forest enterprises, hasargued that
“inacomplex political processof socid reengineeringa
new social order hasbeen constructed”. A pastiche of
political governanceingitutionsfromdifferent historical
periods has combined with the demands of forest
industriesto create new levelsof community welfareand
thecommund provision of thepublic good of hedlthy,
productiveforest ecosystems.

For benefitsfrom forest commons management to be
spread equitably, it isimportant that the community asa
whole managetheforest commonsfor timber asa
whole. BhimAdhikari hasshown for Nepal that poor
househol dsbenefit |essthan wedlthier householdsfrom
use of theforest commons, mostly for subsistence
products, suggesting that common property resource
management can exacerbate distribution problems.
However, in Mexico, the unity between community,
enterprise, and timber flows, and the practices of
distributing benefitseither aspublic goodsin
infrastructureor directly asprofit sharingin equal parts
todl legal community members, appearsto reduce
inequaity withinthecommunities.

TheMexican case suggeststhat communitieswith strong
traditiond formsof enforcing behavioral normsof
cooperation, when given forestsva uablefor their
commercid timber, can evolveinditutiona innovations
that allow them to use political governancepracticesasa
platformto devel op internationaly competitiveformsof
indigenousenterprise management. The* network
dengity” of conditional cooperatorsintraditional rural

communitiescan potentiadly givethemahead start in
collectiveaction that other “ groups’ may haveto
striveto obtain.

For further reading:

Adhikari, B. 2005. Poverty, property rights and collective
action: understanding the distributive aspects of common
property resource management. Environment and Devel opment
Economics. 10:7-31.

Bray, D. B., C. Antinori y J. M. Torres-Rojo. 2006. The
Mexican model of community forest management: The role of
agrarian policy, forest policy, and entrepreneurial organization.
Forest Policy and Economics 8:470-484.

Antinori, C. y D. B. Bray. 2005. Community forest enterprises
asentrepreneuria firms:Economic and institutional
perspectives from Mexico. World Development 33:1529-1543

Garibay Orozco, Claudio. 2008. Comunalismosy Liberalismos
Campesinos: |dentidad Comunitaria, empresa social forestal, y
poder corporado en el México contemporaneo.

Ostrom, E. 2000. Collective Action and the Evolution of Social
Norms. The Journal of Economic Perspectives. 14:3, 137-158.

Singleton, S and Taylor, M. 1992. Common Property,
CollectiveAction and Community. Journal of Theoretical
Politics4:3,309-324

brayd@fiu.edu
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Revolutionizing Community-based
Approach: Collective Action in
Community-Based Coastal Resource
Management (CBCRM)
Kathrinel.Hilario

School of Politicsand I nter national Studies,
University of L eeds, United Kingdom

Asadevelopment practitioner and social researcher,

| can completely relatewith David Barton Bray’s
argument that collective action should not beremote
from the concept of community or communities. |
appreciate hisassertion that the community isan
important level of analys's, wherecommunity can be
bearersof socia normsandingtitutional arrangements
asit constitutes cooperative behavior and collective
action. Inresponseto Bray’sargument, | wishto
flesh out the concept of community organizing which
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fundamentally relatesto thedynamicsof collectiveaction.
[ will highlight theimportant contribution of community-
based approach from acommunity-based coastal
resource management (CBCRM) project inthefishing
community of HondaBay in Puerto PrincesaPhilippines,
asaresult of thecommunity’scollectiveaction.

CBCRM isessentialy based ontheinherent capacities
and practica experienceof thecommunity to collectively
addresstheir needsand problemsin commons
management. CBCRM programsinthe Philippineshave
emerged from Robert Chambers' ideaof people's
participation and empowerment, and have beeninspired
by the movement for greater community control and
democratization of accessto natural resources.
Accordingto Ferrer and Nozawa, CBCRM effectively
employscommunity organizing (CO) asitscore strategy
to ensurethat participationisfostered on acollective
basisso that the mgjority of the membersof the
community, if not al, will haveequa opportunity in
decision-making and project benefits.

In Honda Bay, the community effort and the collective
action of fisher folksin organizing themselvesinto

peopl€ sorganization haveeffectively increased their
legitimacy in mattersrelating to the management and
sustainableuse of natural resources. HondaBay isa
hometo rich and diversefloraand faunafoundin both
land and sea. Until now, there are sporadic sightings of
rare and endemi ¢ species such as seacows, dolphins,
whal e sharksand green marineturtlesin HondaBay
which touristsand diversenjoy. Because of the beauty
of theidand, the Department of Tourism (DOT), Japan
International CooperationAgency (JICA), City Tourism
Office (CTO) in cooperation with boat operators, resort
owners, real estate devel opersand other private business
groups, formulated amaster planto developtheidand as
oneof themajor ecotourism destinationsin the country.

However, theinflux of eco-tourismand the
commercidization of theidand have caused distress
among themarginad communitiesintheidand. The
nationa planfor rea estate development and private
investment haveresulted inland tenureissues, violation of
community property rightsand humanrights. The
increasing amount of waste dueto thecommercialization
of thecity, and theinappropriatelocation of the sanitary
landfill inHondaBay contributed to excruciating water
and land pallutioninthe area. Other environmental
concernsin resource use a so afflicted thevillage of
HondaBay, such that of mercury contamination resulting

frommining activity, and water sltation duetoillega
quarrying. Thetragedy of theenvironment not only
endangered the health of the community, but also
damaged thetraditiond fishing groundsa HondaBay,
forcing thelocal fishermeninto the open seato sustain
their livelihood.

Thefishing village of HondaBay encountered immense
livelihood difficulties. Thissituation motivated the
community membersto organizethemselvesagainsgt the
development plansfor theidand. Thecommunity
membersof HondaBay worked withalocal NGO, the
Environmenta Legal Assstance Center (ELAC), for
developmental legal assistance and they lobbied for
proper consultation by the city government to regard
dterndivelivelihoodfor margind fishing communities.
Thestrategiesof thelocal NGO haveinvolvedlocd
peopl € s participation in community devel opment work,
public and policy advocacy and capacity building for
establishment of co-management structuresin
community resourcesmanagement. Through community
organizing strategy, |eadership formation and core
groupswereorganized and later expanded into peoples
organizations. Thecommunity hasincreased their
capability and confidencein forming organizationsandin
ingtitutionalizing participatory governance mechanismsto
manageitsnatural resources.

Community mobilizationin HondaBay hasempowered
the community toinfluence structuresand processes
toward achieving economic, politica, and socid
transformation. Thefisher folksfound themsavesinthe
ELAC officewriting | ettersto the City Council

members, preparing speechesfor city council meetings,
and reviewing drafted ordinance of the City Tourism
Office. Thecommunity organizinginitiative, andthe
increased participation of thecommunity towards
CBCRM d so started the establishment of community
managed marine sanctuaries, watershed system,
livelihood-support projects, regular fish catch monitoring
activitiesand continuous|obbying and advocacy work at
thecommunity level and city level planning for policies
that support margind fisher folksagenda

Furthermore, the city government al so recognized the
community fisher folksasVolunteer Community
Paralegals(V CPs). They have been acknowledged asa
co-management structure of the Local Government Unit
(LGU) inmattersrelating to the management and
sustainable use of natural resources. TheVCPshave
been authorized to apprehend environmental law
violators. They havetaken part in the documentation of
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theimpact of mining, tourismand commercid activitiesto
biodiversity and haveworked with government agencies
tostopillegal quarrying operationsin affected
communities. Peopl€'scollectiveaction provided the
community avita ground withwhichto establishtheir
tenurein thearea, making themunicipa government’s
recent attemptsat relocating residents politically
unfavourableand highly questionable.

Theorganizing effort of thefishing community inHonda
Bay enhanced the capacities of community groupsto
devel op environment-friendly systems, establish
networkswith other communities, groupsand partnersin
order to advanceitsvisonand goas, and eventually
managetheir resourcesfor the benefit of the greater

mgj ority through collective action and pursuit of common
interests. The experienceof HondaBay has shown that
community organizing and collectiveaction canfacilitate
the creation of community ingtitutions, structures,
programsand systemswhich areimportant el ementsin
commonsmanagement. However critiqueshavebeen
raised about thelimitation of community-based
approachesin addressing more complex ecologica and
socio-palitical relationships, such asresolving disputes
that extend beyond the community’ sterritory, particularly
conflict of interestswithin nationd, regiona and
internationd levels. Thisimpliesachdlengetoscaeup
community participation and peopl€' scollectiveaction at
aglobd levd.

Co-management and coll ective governance of common
property resourcesare analogoustermsproviding a
framework for common property theory. Theideaof
collectiveaction based on communal property, which
beginswith aset of prioritiesand specificissueswithina
small and geographically defined community isan
important level of analysisinlooking at accessand
control of common pool of resources. Collectiveaction
does not occur wherethereisno organized body that
setstherulesconcerning resource management and
resourceuse. Thismay a so beidentified by acommunity
of users. Theprocessin CBCRM, accordingto David
Korten, concernsagroup of peoplewith common
interestsin creating mechanismsto reach consensusin
management of conflict, community control and
management of productiveresources, establishing loca
systemsor mechanismsin utilizing availableresources,
local accountability and broadly distributed participation
of stakehol dersin community-based management. A
concernfor global governance needsto bereplicated
from CBCRM by expanding collective action and

devel oping networksthat will alow exchange of
information or dialoguein commons management.

For further reading: Chambers, R. (1997). Editorial: Responsible
WEell-Being —A Personal Agendain Development. World
Development [onling]. 25(11). [Accessed 8 March 2008]. p. 1743-
1754 Available from World Wide Web: http://0-
www.sciencedirect.com.wam.leeds.ac.uk/

Ferrer, E. and Nozawa C. (1997). Community-based Coastal
Resources Management in the Philippines: Key Concepts,
Methods and Lessons Learned.

Ferrer, E. Cabaces, R and delaCruz, L. (2002). “ Affirming the
Forcesthat Give Life and Energy: Revisiting the Theory and
Practice of CBCRM in the Philippines.” In Ferrer, etal. (eds).
Community-Based Coastal Resources Management Festival:
Celebrating the Gains, Reflecting on Challengesand Advancing the
CBCRM Movement. Quezon City, Philippines: CBCRM Resource
Center: 90-101.

Pomeroy, R and Guieb, R. (2006). Fishery Co-Management: A
Practical Handbook. Oxfordshire and Cambridge: CABI Publishing
and International Devel opment Research Centre.

Rivera-Guieb, R. 2002. “A Reflection on the Hopes, Inspirations
and Limitations of the Community-based Approach in the
Philippines.” In Newkirk, G. (ed.) CBCRM Learning and Research
Network (CBCRM LeaRN) Promoting and Disseminating Research
Resultsin CBNRM. IDRC [onling]: [Accessed 3 March 2008].
Available from World Wide Web: https://idl-bnc.idrc.ca/dspace/
handle/123456789/27867

kathy _hilario@yahoo.com
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Challenges for collective action in
community forestry enterprises

Naya Shar maPaudel

Political Ecologist, ForestAction Kathmandu,

Nepal
David sargument infavor of primacy of cooperative
behavior against salf-interested rational choicesinthe
context of community forestry enterprisessetsan
important scenefor advancing the debate about
commons. Hisobservation of the community enterprises
inMexican community forestsclearly supportstheclaim
that community ingtitutions are strong enough to compete
inthe globa market. Hisconclusion providesastrong
optimistic messageto many of therural poor inforested
areasin devel oping countrieswho have set their future
ontheredization commercia valueof their forests.

My responseto David sargument isbased on my
andysisof theevolution of community ingtitutionsunder
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thecommunity forestry inNepal, particularly the
emerging challengesrelated to increased commons-
market interface. Nepa’scommunity forestry isawell-
known example of amodern community ingtitution that
has successfully reversed the deforestationinthe
Himalayan region and turned barren hillsinto forested
areas. Apart from enhancing ecosystem health, these
inditutionsare serving asavehiclefor rural development
including providing serviceson hed th, education and
local infrastructure. Moreover, theseingtitutionsare
regarded asthe most conflict resilient sincethey werethe
least affected and werefunctioning fairly well during
Maoist led armed conflict.

Following David'spoint, theloca community’srolein
protecting and rehabilitating degraded hill forestscan
largely beattributed to the historical harmony,
cooperation, mutual trust and care. After handing over
the management responsibility, thelocal communitiesput
strong sanctionsand surveillancefor any offencesthat
discouraged any egoigtic activities. They seetheir shared
prospectsinimproving theforest condition and take
caution against any short term vested interests. Eventhe
powerful loca eliteshad little opportunity to subvert the
community enthusiasm. Infact, asargued by David,
thesewell defined and time-tested ruleshave proved to
be moreeffectivethan the government’sformal legal
system that adopted thefineand fence approach to
protect forests. Theloca communitiesasthegreat
reservoir of tolerance, peace, mutual respect and care
areabletodevelop resilienceagainst the political unrest
and violent conflict that raged the country for over a
decade.

Inrecent years, particularly after the adoption of liberal
economic policy by the Nepal ese government,
community forestry managementisincreasingly coming at
theinterfacewith market. Community based enterprises
have become the dominant discourse so that |ocal
communitiesareshifting their prioritiestowardsexploiting
commercia vaueof forest resources. Many have
established community enterpriseson collecting,
processing and trading timber and NTFP (non-timber
forest products) products. Thereare however, little
encouraging examples. Although it might betoo early to
concludeit asmany of theseenterprisesareintheir early
stage, the nature of challengesfor theseenterprisesare
quitevisible. From the present state of community
forestry enterprisesit can befairly concluded that
community forestry ingtitutionsarelessequipped to
handlethe governance complexitiesintheenterprisng

modethoughingtitutions have successfully managed the
forestsfor subsistence purposes. Thecomplexities
associated with the enterprisesare new set of
technologies, alarge number of actorsalong thevaue
chain, criticd attention requiredto ensurequality
productsand the system for fair distribution of costsand
benefitsamong the members. Asaresult, it hasnot been
abletoexploit thefull commercia potential of theforest
productsand services. Despitewel | recognized
successful story of over 27 years, community forestry in
Nepal has appeared weak in the face of market
intervention.

What could bethe plausible explanation of the
contrasting experience between the successful
community forestry management in asubsistencemode
and thefailure stories of community enterprises? One of
thearguments could bethat communitiesneed entirely
new setsof ingtitutional arrangementsand expertiseto
deal withthecomplex situationintheglobal market. An
enterprise oriented management must embrace
competition and profit asthefundamenta principles
which areat odd with principlesof harmony, cooperation
and mutual carethat are at the core of community
forestry. Asthey haveto deal with customersand other
market agents based on themarket principlesitislikely
that those principles get reproduced withintheir internal
relations. Unfortunately theseissuesare not adequately
addressed in David’ s paper.

Secondly, in contrast to the M exican case, theweak
community tenure, particularly theregulatory restriction
on trade and enterprisesof forest productsin Nepal,
may haveinhibited theseinitiatives. Many of thereviews
havehighlighted negativeimpactsof congtraining
government provisionsin limiting market transactions. If
thisisthe casethen we can arguethat these state
impositionsundermine community autonomy that
ultimately encroachesto the unique characteristics of the
commons. A complementary argument isthat thereis
huge gap in accessto information, entrepreneurial
culture, and supportive environment for rural
communities. They aretoo weak infront of the national
and globa market networks.

Theincreasng commons-market interface, particularly
community forestry enterpriseisanemergingissuein
forested areas of devel oping countries. New innovations
arerequired tofind solutionson how communitiescan
run viableforest based enterprises. Thediscussion above
leadsto the conclusion that though rural communities
function asarichreservoir of rules, normsand practices
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to managethe commonsfor subsistenceuse, thereare
critical gapsintheir capacity to run enterprises. Strong
tenure security over resources, relaxed regul atory
mechanism and supportive macro environment may
create conducive environment for community enterprises.
However, inthe context of globa market, communities
cannot successfully runforestry enterpriseswithout
maor changesintheexigting ingtitutiona arrangement,
particularly therepressive sateingtitutions, exclusionary
community processes, and ineffectiveserviceddivery
systems, etc. In other words, thereisaneed for
redefining relationships between local communitiesand
thestructured state, market and civil society. Thiswill

a soincluderedefining many of the characteristicsof
successintraditional communitiesthat we have
acknowledged and appreciated for long inthe new
context of market economy.

nspaudel @gmail.com

COMMONS FORUM
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The Study of Commons - for whose
benefit?
Kusum Athukorala
Chair, NetWwater (Networ k of Women Water
Professionals)
SC Member Outreach (Women for Water Part-
nership)
Colombo, SriLanka

David Bray’sessay makesreferenceto asuccessstory
inMexicanforest communitiesin ngand
governing common property resources. Itisinteresting
andinfact energizing reading; most of the cases of
commonsstudy do not highlight theleve of success
attained by the Mexican forest communitieswho are
now empowered to become global players. Most
studiesof the strugglefor common property rightsdo not
end “happily ever after.” Far fromit.

Read thefina paragraph of Ignazio Silone' sFontamara
(alsowovenround awater transfer out of agriculture,
now an escaating phenomenon issueaffecting common
property resources) which reflectsthe common fate of
theaffected communities... “ After somuch strifeand
anguish and tears, and wounds and blood, and hatred
and despair —what areweto do?’

Fontamaracapturesthe hopel essness of acommunity,
likeadeer caught inthe headlights, whenthe collective
mafiaof property developers, concession holders,
corrupt politiciansand crassbureaucrats“legally” invade
and takeover atraditionally community owned
community governed common property resource (beit
forest resources, water or mineral wealth) whichthe
community isdeemed* unableto manage’ (despite
severd centuriesof management!). Thecommunity is
well ableto manage, but not to exploit asit viewsthe
resource asan ongoing meansof sustainablelivelihood.

Thereader isinformed in advancethat thisdocument is
written from apractitioner perspective and doesnot
presumeto comment on thetheoretical underpinnings.
Having said soit will not beasurprisethat | feel that
sincethisessay isappearinginthe Commons Diges,
(Whosereadersare presumably the cognoscenti) thelong
theoretical preamble seemsto be havetaken up valuable
space which could have been used to shed light on some
of thefollowing intriguing, and from apersona
perspective, themoreinteresting questionswhich are
raised briefly but not dealt with fully (possibly duetolack
of space).

Thefollowing intriguing questionsareraised by mainly
fromthe perspective of onewho haslittlefamiliarity with
the Mexican context and the history of itsstruggles
regarding thecommons.

Wheat are the socio-cultural factors which led to the success
storiesin theforest communitiesin Mexico?

What was the actual role of the activists in supporting the
communities attain a greater measure of self governance of
resources?

What were the constraints within the legal systemswhich
needed to be overcome by the government based
reformists?

Has the “new social order” which has evolved through “a
complex political processof social reengineering” also
promoted new internal inequities? Has it perpetuated old
inequities?

Withinthis*new socia order” which groupscontinueto
receiveminimal benefitsor continueto bemarginalized?
For examplewhat would bethe access of marginalized
groups such asfemal e headed familieswho may lack the
strength to ascertaintheir right to the benefits?

Bray writes“ Growing up and livinginaredatively isolated
rura community withmillennia traditionsistoplay a
gamewith extremely well-defined and time-tested rules.
A strong culture of cooperation and reciprocity in
traditiona communitiesemerges, not asaninevitable
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tendency, but becausethey are also well aware of the
problem of the* rational egoists’ intheir midst.

Threatsto thecommonsisnot only duetotheinternal
“rational egoists’ who break rules, most threatsmore
often comefrom the external forceswho do not know or
acceptthe“rules’ at dll.

A study that | carried out sometimeagointheNorth
Central Provinceof Sri Lankacomestomind. Sri
Lanka hasacenturiesold hydraulic civilizationwhere
irrigation through manmade reservoirs(called tanks)
have withstood theravages of timeand continueto be
thesourceof livelihood for rura peasantry intheto Dry
Zone. Many of thesetanksare now being tapped to
providedrinking water supply for the urban sector. In
onesuch caseobservedin Sri Lanka, the Purana
(ancient village) of Thuruwila, thecommunity wasfaced
with awater transfer totheneighboring city and
pilgrimage centre* played thegame” in accordancewith
a2500yrsoldtradition and Buddhist principlesof
nonviolence. They supported, asdid theMexicanforest
communitiesthe® normsof community solidarity,
consensusand harmony.” They did not opposethe
transfer asgiving water to pilgrimsisameritoriousact
according to Buddhism. The perceived threat for them
camefrom externa sourcesthat did not “ play thegame
“or elseshifted thegod posts. Theexternd players(state
and private sector) are usually better connected, better
funded and more savvy in negotiating the rulesof wider
context can harnessthe support of the“rational egoists’
asthey didin Thuruwila. Thecommunity wasforced to
“play “according to the externally imposed rulesand go
to the Supreme Court for redress, along time consuming
and stressful process. The*network density” of
conditiona cooperators cannot awayswith stand the
ondlaught of externa forces(asBray termsthem*“the
variety of politica formsthat have sought to control them
for their own purposes.”) Theforest communitiesof the
SierraJuarez have been successful in maintaining or
enhancing their independencein accessto forest
resources. Themain reasonsgiven arethe building up of
an enabling environment supportiveof sucha
development. Another factor isthat theforest
communitiesin Mexico had successfully dliedwith
activisisand government reformersto gain effective
control of their forests, sincethelega framework till
defined the government asthe ultimate owner. Most
community struggleto gain control over community
resourcesdepend onandlianceof externa forces,
socid auditors, legd activigts, socidly consciousrdigious

groupswho bringinwiththem an array of actionre-
sources. Increasingly, thecommonsbattlesarefought on
websites. Thethird factor istheimportanceof congtitu-
tiond reforms(1992) which gavethem full ownership,
“with subgtantia autonomy intheir internd inditutional
arrangementsfor how they managetheir natura re-
sources.” Somein-depthinsightsintothelegal and
ingtitutional processwhichled to thegreater autonomy
(“full operational and collective-choicegovernance,”)
and thereby paved theway for forest communities
becoming global playerswould have beenwelcome
reading.

Bray’sstudy commentsasfollowsontherisein sophisti-
cation of thecommunity leadersand presumably their
enhanced coping skills. “ After several decadesof

devel oping their forest industries, and with athree-year
rotation of respongbilitiesfor many positionsin boththe
political and enterprise governance systems, most legal
membersof the community haveaworking knowledge
of theproblemsandissuesof industrial forest
production.” Insome casesof study of commons, itis
a so observed that the community leaderswith enhanced
skills, the so-called gate openers could al so becomethe
gate keepers. Farmer organizations set up to enhance
community wellbeing havein some casesbecomea
stepping stoneto local politicswherethe primary aim of
enhancing community gainsbecomessubsumed inthe
morepolitical gainsfor “rationa egoists.” Theexample
quoted fromAdhikari in Nepal indicatesthat poor
households continueto belosers- “common property
resource management can exacerbate distribution
problems.” Thisissuehasbeenvery lightly touched
uponin the paper which goesto say that the process
has’ appearsto reduceinequality withinthe
communities.” Somehow oneisleft with theimpression
that thewriter seesal arewinners, in someway or the
other intheMexican case. Andthisisalittledifficult to
buy.

The Mexican case suggeststhat communitieswith strong
traditiona formsof enforcing behavioral normsof
cooperation, when given forestsval uablefor their
commercia timber, can evolveinditutiona innovations
that allow themto use political governancepracticesasa
platformto devel op internationaly competitiveformsof
indigenousenterprise managemen.

What isof particular interest to the practitioner isthe
mention of the codition of reformist, community and
activisinMexicowhichfacilitated theturn around,
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enhancing the Mexican forest resourcesto full opera-
tiond level. Thepositivewhich resonatesmost isthe
implied comment that theresearchersinthe SierraNorte
have provided through their studiesacrossfertilization of
Ideas and actionsto the ongoing community struggles
which supportscommunity building and strengthening
governance of thecommons.

Thissaysmuch about the current need for aresearcher
and activist nexus, trand ating academic work into
positiveaction for thecommunitiesthemsalves. Too
many academic ventureslack an advocacy perspective
which refuel ssupportiveinitiativeswithin the communities
they study. Asaresearcher | myself havereceived
hospitality, security and acceptancefromthe
communities| workedin. | wish | could be surewhether
my work alwayshad reciprocal benefitsfor the
communities. Oneof the moreinteresting books| read
recently wasWater conflictsinIndia: amillionrevoltsin
themaking which hasa number of caseswhere
collective action wasundertaken by Indian communities
wherenot all caseshad asatisfactory ending- happily, if
not “ ever after” for thecommunity.

Intheglobd crisisthethreatsstressand tensions
embattled communitiesfacein maintaining their
traditiona right and accessto common property
resources should not only be asource of research
studiesfor conferencesbut have apractical value of
defusing tengons, upholding community rightsand
supporting preservation of commons. | think weneedto
question theresearch which endsin conference papers
andisnot trandated into actionin preserving the
commonsand therural communitiesthey study.
Commonsresearchers need to decide—isit to be study
of commonsfor the sake of enhancing knowledge or for
building aresearcher activist continuum for defending the
communitieswho arecurrently faced withthemillion
local battles, skirmishesand encounters to savetheir
heritageand livelihood? | hopethat intheforthcoming
|ASC conferencein Cheltenham therewill betimeand
spaceto debatethisissue.

For further reading:

Athukorda, Kusum “Weter Transfers out of Agriculture: towardsa\Win
Win Solution ?A case study of Thuruwild’ in Integrated \ater Resources
Management Global Theory, Emerging Practiceand Local Needs,
SaciWATERs Weater in SouthAsaVolume 1 Sagelndia2006.

Ignazio Silone, Fontamara, Penguin Books 1934

K J Joy, Suhas Paranjape, Biksham Guijja, Vinod Goud and Shruti Vispute
(eds)) Water conflictsin India: Amillion revoltsin the Making, Taylor and
Francisbooks IndiaPvt. Ltd 2007.

kusum@itmin.net

COMMONS FORUM
RESPONSE

Communities, institutions and institutional
trajectories

Ashwini Chhatre
Assistant Professor, Department of Geography
Univerdgty of lllinoisat Urbana-Champaign

Thecrucid dementinDavid Bray’ sargumentsis
‘innovation.” Armedwith cultural, legal, and economic
resources, communitiesin Mexico described by Bray
have'evolved' to exploit market opportunitieswithout
losinginterna cohesion. However, thelanguagewe use
to understand, or even describe, this process haslagged
behind. David Bray takesanimportant step towards
correcting that gap by moving beyond * conditional
cooperators and ‘ dominant strategies’ intheessay. My
response seeksto pushit alittlebit further. Institutions
aremost commonly understood asequilibria. This
conceptualization, borrowed from gametheory, has
dominated thetheoretical literatureon collectiveaction
and common property, with good effect. It hashelped us
understand theinternal dynamicsof groups, andto
predict successand failure (varioudy defined along many
dimensions) withinabroad rangeof initial conditions. But
ingtitutions-as-equilibriaalonedoesnot helpusin
investigating change. An evol utionary game-theoretic
perspective, such asthe one pioneered by Samuel
Bowlesand Herbert Gintis, for example, also only takes
ussofar in understanding the nature and direction of
ingtitutiona change. Weknow ingtitutionschangein
responseto specific stimuli but wearetill at alossfor
wordsto theorizetherelationship of thischangeto
outcomesweareinterested in, such asequity and/or
sugtainability. Thelanguageof indtitutions, which
constrainsusto think of ingtitutions aseither the cause of
sustainability or theeffect of inequality, getsintheway.
Theremay be cause-and-effect relationships; | do not
wish to deny their importance. But there may be moreto
ingtitutionsthanjust causing thisor being theeffect of
that. A crucid dimensionismissing. | want to suggest that
ingtitutionsnot only evolve, but they co-evolvewiththe
outcomesweareinterested in. Inasimple, but hopefully
not smplistic, portrayd, ingtitutionsmediate theinfluence
of macro-processes such asdemography, markets, and
technol ogy on outcomeson multipledimensions.
Followingthecall for smplicity, let usassumethereare
two dimensionsof interest—equity and sustainability.
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These could be environment and devel opment, or within-
group and over-timedistribution; the point isthe same.
After mediating theinfluence of macro-processes,
ingtitutionsthemsel ves changein responseto the new
outcomes. Thisisthe pathway of ingtitutional change,
working through the reconfiguration of the preferences of
the agents. We could just aswell call themidentitiesor
subjectivitiesinstead of preferences; they relateto how
agentsinteract with each other under constraintsdefined
by therulesof thegame (or institutions!). Over along
period of time, ingtitutions co-evolvewith the outcomes, a
movement which can be described asatrgectory. Some
of theseingtitutional trgjectorieswill be characterized by
improvementsin both equity and sustainability, while
otherswould describeimprovementsin oneor neither.
Thecommunitiesdescribed by David Bray, if | interpret
correctly, would fall intothefirst category, which could be
|abel ed as sustainable devel opment under certain
circumstances. Our task isto compareinstitutiona
trgjectoriesthat correspond to such positive and not-so-
positive outcomeson multipledimensionsof interest, and
identify the conditionsthat facilitate positive outcomes.
Themissing partin David Bray’sessay, perhapsof future
interest, isacomparisonwith thefallures. Clearly, the
institutional trgjectoriesdescribed by Bray arenot the
same, and neither would bethe outcomes. Thereinlaysa
fruitful sourceof comparison. David Bray’sessay begins
the processof describing thetrgjectoriesof ingtitutional
changeinMexico.

achhatre@illinois.edu
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| ASC Announcements
ANNOUNCEM ENTS Practitioner’s Profiles
The Digest will soon begin running acolumn
profiling commons-rel ated networks, organisations,
Send Letters, Announcements, and Practitioner and and/or individuals. Please submit submissions,

Project Profile Submissions to Alyne Delaney, Editor, questions, and thoughtsto the editor at ad@ifm.dk.
Commons Digest, Innovative Fisheries Management,
Aaborg University, North Sea Center, PO Box 104, DK-

9850, Hirtshals, Denmark. ad@ifm.aau.dk . . . .
Tl 44598942855  Fax'+45 98 94 42 68 TheDigest will alsorunacolumn, Project Profiles,

For membership, dues, back issues, and missing highlighting projects whichempha_sizecolldaorqtionin
copies Michelle Curtain, PO. Box 2355 Gary, IN 46409 ~ commonsresearch. If youwouldlikeyour project

Commons Collaboration

USA Tel: 01-219-980-1433 Fax: 01-219-980-2801 profiled, or if you seek collaborating partners, please
iascp@indiana.edu contact theeditor: ad@ifm.dk
Call for Papers

Policy Forum: ScalingUp Conservation Practicesfor Natur al Resour ceCommonsin Africa

A Regional Meeting of thelnter national Association for the Study of the Commons
20— 22 January 2009 Breakwater L odge, Cape Town, South Africa
Hosted by theProgrammefor Land and Agrarian StudiesPL AASat theUniver sity of theWestern Cape

The objective of this Policy Forum isto share existing research and experiences in the governance of large scale natural resource
commons across different ecosystem types in Africa. These include among others: coastal zones; arid grasslands; forests; savannas
and forest patches; and floodplain ecosystems. The Policy Forum brings together researchers and policy makers to examine existing
research on commons governance. Experience with governance in one type of commons generates lessons of value to the govern-
ance of other types of commons as well as for integrated governance The Policy Forum takes asits starting point the insight that
addressing natural resource degradation in Africameans finding ways to identify reproduce and encourage existing positive
practices of commons management across wide scales. The dual challenge of governance isto meet large scale problemswith large
scale solutions that are rooted in local practices.
Meeting Themes Within the broad area of the governance of multiple types of natural resource commons we place our emphasis on
the presentation of the policy relevant research on the commons that African and other scholars are currently carrying out. Therefore
the following themes are meant to be suggestive rather than exclusive:

1. Knowledge, power, economic transformation and existing commons practices.

2. Building on existing practicesto achieve effective commons governance across extensive scales.

3. The African Commons and Tourism.

4. The African Commons and redressing historical discrimination, particularly in respect to race and gender.

5. Recent challenges to management of the commons such as HIV/AIDS and climate change.

6. Traditional institutions and the governance of African commons.

7. The contribution to food security of the African commons.

8. Implications of urbanisation and commercialisation for the African commons.

Practical Details Submission of Abstracts: 15 September, 2008 to i.malasha@cgiar.org

ProgrammeCommittee: Dr. I1saac Malasha, Chair, World Fish Centre, ZambiaWorld Fish Centre P.O. Box 51289, Ridgeway, L usaka,
ZAMBIA Tdl: (+260) 211 257939/40 Fax: (+260) 211 257941 i.malasha@cgiar.org

Dr. Doug Wilson, ViceChair, Aalborg University, Denmark Dr. Lucy Binauli, University of Maawi, Malawi Dr. MafaHara, University
of the Western Cape, South Africa Dr., Moenieba | saacs, University of the Western Cape, South Africa Dr. Lapologang Magole,
University of Botswana, BotswanaProf. Dianne Rocheleau, Clark University, USA

Organizing Committee: Dr. Frank Matose, Chair, University of the Western Cape, South AfricaPLAAS, University of the Western
CapePrivateBag X 17, Bellville 7535, South Africa+27 (0)21 959 3733 fmatose@uwc.ac.za Ms. TersiaWarries, ViceChair, University
of the Western Cape, South Africa Dr. Ben Cousins, University of the Western Cape, South AfricaDr. MafaHara, University of the
Western Cape, South AfricaMs. Rikke Jacobsen, Aalborg University, Denmark Dr. Doug Wilson, Vice Chair, Aalborg University,
Denmark

Current Co-sponsor ship: International Association for the Study of the Commons; The European Union Sixth Framework Pro-
gramme CROSCOG Project Programmefor Land and Agrarian Studies; TheWorldfish Centre
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The Commons Digest

JULY 1, 2008 - JUNE 30, 2009 IASC MEMBERSHIP CARD

Renew your membership now and you will not missany of your membership benefits; induding: subscriptionsto The Commons Digest; discount
regisration a our nearly annud meetings; conference abstracts, and the opportunity to contributeto the growth of the IASC.  Contact the |ASC office
for additiond information or visit our web Site www.iascp.org

MEMBERSHIPINFORMATION: Renewa New (Please check one)
Last Name FirstName Middle
Address:
City State/Province: Postal Code/Zip: Country:

Email Address:

INDIVIDUAL MEMBERSHIP* CHECK MEMBERSHIPYEAR(S):
$50,0000r MOre......cerveereerenns US$60.00 July 1, 2008- June 30, 2009
$20,000-49,999........cccrmrmrenns US$40.00 July 1, 2009 - June 30, 20010
- $19,000 and1€sS.....cocveereeirinienes US$10.00 July 1, 20010 - June 30, 2011
Total duespayment @US$60.00...........cccvene.. $
Total duespayment @ US$40.00..........ccccvenee. $
Total duespayment @US$10.00..........ccc..... $

*|nstitutional membership feesare asuggested flat rate of US $120.00.

PAYMENT INFORMATION:
Y ou can return this card to IASC with:
____ A check payableto IASC
__ MasterCard _ Visa __ Discover | Card Number

For either individuals or institutions, if your financial situation preventsyou from making afull
payment at thistime please indicate that and we will contact you.

Signature | Exp. Date:

OR Email, phone or fax the information to:

THEINTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATIONFORTHE STUDY OFTHECOMMONS
P.O.Box 2355 Gary IN 46409 USA Phone: 219-980-1433 Fax: 219-980-2801 e-mail: iascp@indiana.edu http://www.iascp.org

ENGLAND 2008

Cheltenham, here we come!

Page 16



