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Dear Members and Prospective Members,

Enclosed in this issue (inside back cover) of the CPR Digest is the 1996/97
membership renewa form for the term that ends June 30, 1997. Please note
that IASCP now requires membership dues from institutions as well as

individuals. Institutional memberships are non-voting. Institutions currently
receiving the CPR Digest will be sent an invoice in April 1996. Individuals
will not be billed separately this year. You must return this form if you
wish to continue receiving the Digest. If you wish to receive the
September 1996 issue, please return the form with your dues by July 1,
1996. Anyone sending dues after that date must include an additional
$7.50 in order to receive the September issue.

Please fill out dl applicable lines of the membership form and return with
the appropriate remittance. We request that you remit U.S. $30.00 if your
annual income is above $15,000 per year and U.S. $8.00 if your income is
below that leve. This payment will support Association activities, including
The Common Property Resour ce Digest, and will entitle you to the member's
registration rate at IASCP Conferences.

It is now possible to make your payment by credit card (Visa, MasterCard
or Discover). For non-U.S. residents, credit card payment is preferable. If
you must send a check, please remit payment in a form that is acceptable to
the banking system in the U.S. A check denominated in U.S. dollars and
drawn on a U.S. bank is preferred. Please make the check payable to
"IASCP." Amounts on Canadian checks must be specified in U.S. dollars
rather than Canadian Dollars! Checks drawn on foreign or international
banks are fine as long as (1) the amount is specified in U.S. dollars and

(continued on page 2)
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(continued from page 1)

Property Resource

(2) clearing information or a correspondent bank relationship in the U.S. is

The Common E
|

Digest indicated. For example, Svenska Handelsbank checks specify "Drawee Bank:
Bublished winh sapsvee fom, e Chase Manhattan Bank, NA." The State Bank of India and many other
1 SHE 1} 7 £ av. o e
Rockefeller B:-f:rf’: i Boinid major banks have similar relationships. International bank money orders

(such as Barclays) and international postal money orders are acceptable as
Editor-in-C hief i

Nancy Lee Peluso

long as the amount is specified in U.S. dollars.

Managing Editor If you are in a situation where you cannot remit payment by any of the
Julie E. Greenberg above methods, but wish to continue your membership, please mark the

] appropriate box and make a brief explanation on the form. In this case we
Readers who would like to comment . . . )

; ; . P i will carry you on the membership records as a member for this membership
on [}'Jt' ISsues 1n I']"Jl!- Et?FLI[Tl 111'[[}" M:'llLl a

létiét of to. thore than 350 words ta: year. We expect that you will submit payment if your situation changes or if

Editor, CPR Digest
Yale School of Forestry and
Environmental Studies

205 Prospect Street

New Haven, CT 06511 USA

E-mail:

cprdiges@minerva.cis.yale.edu
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you are able to travel to the annual meeting.

If you need a receipt for your records or for reimbursement, please fill out
the receipt section at the bottom of the form. This will be detached, signed,
stamped, and returned to you. Your participation in and financial support
of the Association is appreciated.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

:

Charlotte Hess

IASCP Secretary-Treasurer
Td: 812-855-0441

Fax: 812-855-3150
E-mail: hess@indiana.edu

Sincerdly,

CORRECTION

In the December 1995 issue of the CPR Digest, quotation marks were mistakenly
omitted from the second to last paragraph of Jack Kloppenburg's response: "The
Diagnosis Is Accurate, But What's the Prognosis? Or, If Indigenous Peoples Are
Caught on the Horns of a Dilemma, Can They Get Down to Where the Cake 1s?'
The author of the paragraph, which begins with: "Politics is a strong and slow bor-
ing of hard boards" is Max Weber.

b e e e
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International Association for the Study of Common Property

HE FOLLOWING IS A SET OF REVISED
bylaws that the Board is proposing
to the membership for a vote with

this spring's election of officers. The

Board has discussed these revisions at its

meetings in June 1994 and May 1995,

and unanimously recommends these

changes. These revisons are designed to
do severa things:

1. To create flexibility in the timing
and frequency of meetings (the
existing Bylaws rather rigidly
assume we will have a meeting every
sngleyesr);

2. To count officers’ terms not in cal-
endar years but in numbers of inter-
vas between meetings so that
IASCP continues to have a Board

Revised Bylaws

even if thereis a calendar year with-
out a meeting;

3. To give the Executive Board more
flexibility in raisng dues and creat-
ing new categories for dues payment
(such as lifetime members, mgor
supporters, etc.);

4. To eliminate the now outdated
"exception” for the 1991 dection of
officars

5. To bring a CPR Digest representa
tive onto the Board.

6. To daify the distinctions
between individual and institu-
tional members.

If these revised Bylaws are adopted by
the membership, "annual meetings" will

be caled "genera meetings," no date or
time of year will be fixed for them in the
Bylaws, the nominating schedule will be
determined by the time elapsed since the
previous meeting rather than by the cal-
endar date, the Board will be able to
change dues without a membership ref-
erendum, though only by a two-thirds
(6 of 9) majority vote, and Board mem-
bers will be able to vote in absentia
(since the Association cannot yet cover
air fares and some Board members may
find it impossible to attend meetings).
The requirement that decisions be made
by a majority of those with voting rights
on the board (5 minimum no matter
how few people show up in person)
remains unchanged, guaranteeing repre-
sentativeness to members.

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR THE STUDY OF COMMON PROPERTY

PROPOSED REVISED BYLAWS

Items in [square brackets and bold] should replace old items in {curved brackets}

ARTICLE I. NAME AND PURPOSE

A. NAME:
This organization shall be known as
the International Association for the
Study of Common Property (IASCP).

B. FURFOE
The International Association for the
Study of Common Property is devot-
ed to understanding and improving
institutions for the management of
environmental resources that are (or
could be) held or used collectively by
communities in developing or devel-
oped countries. The Association's
gods are to encourage exchange of
knowledge [among] {across} diverse
disciplines, areas, and resource types;
to foster mutual exchange of scholar-
ship and practical experience; and to
promote appropriate institutional

design. Toward these ends, the
Association will [issue publications))
hold [general] {annua} meetings of
members to share news of research
and field experience, {to} foder a
variety of mechanisms for the [dis-
semination] {publication} of find-
ings, and {to} sponsor additional
workshops and symposia on spedific
topics. The Association will not take
or endorse positions on public policy
iSsues.

ARTICLE 1I. MEMBERSHIP

A. Membership is open to dl persons
interested in the study of common
property and who pay dues to the
Association. Membership shdl not be
divided into classes except for the
purposes of determining dues
(Article V [D]). [Subject to the

approval of the Secretariat, in-kind
services may be substituted for mon-
etary payment.]

B. [Individual and Institutional] mem-
bers shall have the [right to partici-
pate, subject to rules established by
the Executive Council and the By-
Laws, in the programs and activities
of the Association. In addition, indi-
vidual memberg] shal have the fol-
lowing rights:

1. to hold office in the Association;

2. to vote for eective officers,

3. to vote on matters referred by the
Executive Council;

{4. to participate, subject to rules
established by the Executive
Council and the ByLaws, in the
programs and activities of the
Association.}
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ARTICLE III.
OFFICERS AND TERMS OF OFFICE

A. ELECTIVE OFFICERS:
The Executive Council of the
Association shall consist of the

President, President-Elect, immediate

Past-President, and six Councilors.
The term of office of the President
and President-Elect, who will auto-
matically succeed to the office of
President upon completion of the
President's term, will [last from the
end of the General Meeting at
which they assume office until the
end of the next General Meeting]

{be one year} . The term of office for

elected officers begins at the end of

the [General] {Annua} Meeting that

follows the {annual} election in
which they were elected. Members
elected as Councilors to the

Executive Council will serve staggered

[terms, each to last through three
successive general meetings] {three
year terms, with the exception noted
below}. Councilors elected to the
Executive Council may not immedi-
ately succeed themselves as
Councilors for another term on the
Executive Council. Any vacancies of
less than [the period between
General Meetings (normally one
year)] {oneyear} among the
Councilors will be filled by appoint-
ment by the Executive Council for
remainder of the [term] {yea} until
the next general election, at which

time a replacement will be elected by

the membership. Should the
President-Elect be unable to serve,
the position will remain vacant until
the next election.

{B. EXCEPTION: {remove B entirely}
In the election held in 1991:
1. Four Councilors will be elected.
Two swill serve three year terms,

one will serve atwo year term, and

the fourth will serve a one year
term. Two Councilors from the
1990-1991 year will continue to
serve. The four candidates win-
ning the highest number of votes

will be elected and the length of
term determined by lot.

2. Both aPresident and President-

Elect shall be chosen. The elected
President will assume office at the
1991 Annual meeting. The
Presidentelect will become
President at the 1992 Annual
Meeting.}

[B] {Q. OTHER OFFICERS:

1. The Secretary-Treasurer is
appointed by the Executive
Council and serves at their
pleasure.

2. The [General] {Annua} Meeting

Program Chair is appointed by
the Executive Council two years
in advance of the [General]
{Annua} Meeting and serves at
their pleasure. The Program Chair
will appoint committees and
committee chairs as needed for
organizing the [General] {Annual}
Meeting.

[The Secretary-Treasurer, the
General Meeting Program
Chairs, and representatives of
Associaton publications will
srve as ex-officio members of
the Executive Council without
voting privileges] {Both the
Secretary-Treasurer and the
Annua Meeting Program Chairs
are exofficio members of the
Executive Council without voting

privileges}

[C] {D}. Duties of the Executive

Council
1. The &ffairs of the Association
shall be administered by the

Executive Council. The Council

shall have authority to execute on

behalf of the Association al pow-
ers and functions of the

Association consonant with the

Bylaws.

a. The Council shall select the
site and theme for the
[General] {Annua} Meeting.

2. The Council shall accept the
Treasurer's Report and approve
the Budget.

2. The President shall be the presid-
ing officer of the Association and
Chairperson of the Executive
Committee. The President shall
exercise the duties and responsi-
bilities commonly associated with
the office.

3. The PresidentElect shall assume
the duties of the President, hold-
ing the title of Acting President,
in the event of the absence, death,
resignation, or incapacity of the
President, and in such case the
PresidentElect shall still succeed
to the office of the President
[after the end of the next General
M eeting] {in the following year}.

4. The Secretary-Treasurer shall have
charge of the records and general
correspondence, shall keep the
membership and subscriber lists,
shall collect dues and subscrip-
tions, shall manage the accounts,
and shall prepare and present to
the Executive Council at the
[General] {Annud} Meeting the
Budget and Treasurer's Report.
The Secretary-Treasurer shall per-
form such other duties as may be
specified in the bylaws or be
assigned by the Executive
Council.

5. Decisions shall be made by asimple
majority (5 votes) of elected
Executive Council members
[except for decisions that change
the schedule of dues, which shall
require a two-thirds majority of
elected members of the Executive
Council. Voting in absentiais per-
mitted.] .

ARTICLE IV. ELECTIONS

A. All IASCP members in good standing

as of [four months before the
General Meeting] {June 1} of the
election year may vote for the elec-
tion of officers.

B. NOMINATING COMMITTEE
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1. The President shal appoint a
nominating Committee of three
members no later than [one
month after the General
Meeting] {15 October}.

2. The Nominating Committee will
prepare a date of candidates with
one nominee for Presidentelect
and at least two nominees for each
Councilor vacancy. The
Committee should seek to provide
an equitable representation of the
ages, genders, national origins,
disciplines, locations of residence,
and geographical areas of special-
ization as found in the member-
ship, but they shall not be bound
by any particular formula.

3. The Committee shall ascertain,
with respect to each person nomi-
nated, that the candidate is a
member of the Association in
good standing, and that the can-
didate has given the Committee
written permission to nominate
that person.

4. The date of nominees shdl be
given to the President and
Council no later than [five
months after the General
Meeting] {1 March}.

C. OTHER NOMINATIONS

Candidates may be nominated for
office upon written petition from
one percent of the membership.
Candidates must be dligible for
office, be members in good standing,
and have given written consent to
the nomination to the President.
Such nominations must be received
by the President no later than [four
months before the General Meeting]
{1June}.

. Ballots containing the nominated
date from the Nominating
Committee and any other nomina-
tions shall be mailed to the member-
ship no later than [three months
before the General Meseting] {1
July}.

. Bdllots shal be returned to the Chair

of the Nominating Committee no

later than [sx weeks before the

General Meeting] {15 August}. The
Chair of the Nominating Committee
shall tabulate the results and
announce them at the [General]
{Annua} Membership Meeting.

ARTICLE V. FINANCIAL OPERATIONS

A. The Executive Council is charged to
supervise the use of Association
funds.

B. The fixcd year for the Association
shall be July 1 to June 30.

C. The membership year for the
Association shal be Jduly 1 to June 30.

D. DUES

[1. Dues shall be set by the
Executive Council, which may
create various categories and
durations of membership.
Motions to alter the schedules of
dues shall require a two-thirds
majority of elected members of
the Executive Council (Article
[1[C]5).]

{1. Dues shal be st by the Executive
Council as follows:

a For dl members with total
gross annual incomes equal to
or greater than $15,000 (U.S.),
dues shall not exceed $30.00
(U.S) per year.

b. For dl members with total
gross annual incomes less than
$15,000 (U.S.), dues shdl not
exceed $8.00 (U.S.) per year}

2. Membership dues are delinquent
after 1 October of the member-
ship yesr.

3. Dues received after 1 May shdl be
applied to the subsequent mem-
bership year's dues.

4. Dues shal not be prorated.

ARTICLE VI. [GENERAL] {ANNUAL}
MEETING

A. [The Executive Council will endeav-
or to find sites and program chairs
for a General Meeting every year,

and no less often than every two
years, taking logistical and financial
congiderations into account. The
ste and Program Chair are to be
designated by the Executive Council
(Artide 111[B].] {The Annual
Meeting shdl be held in September
or October of each year. If the
Meeting can not be held in those
months, the Executive Council is to
st another date for that year.}

. The [General] Meeting shall consist

of a Membership Meeting and a
planned program of papers and dis-
cussions organized by the Program
Chairperson and committees.

. The Membership Meeting shal be

open to al members and guests of
the Association. Reports shall be pre-
sented by the SecretaryTreasurer, the
incoming Program Chair, [the Editor
of the Common Property Resource
Digest,] and the Nominating
Committee. Reports may aso be
given by other committees and indi-
viduals as appropriate. Elections for
the Executive Council and amend-
ments to the bylaws will be by mail
ballot and will not be conducted at
the [General] {Annud} Meeting.

ARTICLE VII. AMENDMENTS

A. Amendments to these bylaws may be

proposed by the Executive Council or
by written petition to the Executive
Council signed by one percent of the
voting membership.

. Proposed amendments will be sub-

mitted to the membership for ratifi-
cation by mail ballot. Proposed
amendments will usually appear on
the {annual} ballot for election of
officers but may, at the discretion of
the Executive Council, be submitted
to the membership at other times.

. Amendments will passwith asimple

majority of those voting.
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Co-Management for Forests: Are
We Overly Pre-Occupied with
Property Rights?

K. SIVARAMAKRISHNAN
Department of Anthropology
Yale University

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT IS PRESENTLY CAUGHT WITHIN
very contradictory tendencies. At one end we are witnessing a
globalization of issues, and the cal for concomitant global
governance through international conventions, laws, and struc-
tures of fiscd discipline. At the other end we have the prolifer-
ation of ideas and schemes that would enhance local participa-
tion in the management of natural resources. Such participa-
tion is predicated on the creation and empowerment of local-
ized structures of discipline, governance, and control over
resources. These are proposas that often fly in the face of the
globalization referred to above. These contradictions are partic-
ularly noticed ‘when we are dealing with Common Property
Resources (CPR).

CPR is aterm that often obscures more than it reveds to the
analyst of natural resource management systems. | use it in the
limited sense of identifying either indivisible bodies of land,
water, air and public spaces where a group larger than a house-
hold or family unit exercises rights of use and carries responsi-
bilities of management; or divisible resources like privately
owned fields in many rain-fed agricultural aress that seasonaly
become a commons for grazing.

Whether or not physicaly distinct, CPR have invited, broadly,
two models of manageria prescription. The first model has
generaly held that common property is not a viable form of
resource ownership, and therefore argued for private or state
ownership of natural resources to ensure they are managed
sustainably. An alternate model has sought to demonstrate
common property is indeed a viable form, often being the
best way to ensure environmentally sound management of
certain natural resources. For this thesis, CPR management is a
problem of identifying and supporting the appropriate institu-
tional arrangements, usualy at the level of a commensurate
community of owners and users.

So there are some things usefully thought of as CPR. Co-
management of these resources (joint management is a close
parald) is being introduced and debated in different parts of
the world. This is happening within the context of both the
contradictory globalizing trends aready noted, and the theo-
retical disagreements of CPR literature briefly sketched out
here. Co-management is significant precisely because it envis-
ages a CPR management regime where interests beyond those
of the most obvious community "owning" the resource are rec-
ognized and actively dealt with in the management framework
being devised. Co-management thus addresses globa versus
local kinds of issues, and the question of there being no single
property regime that neatly encapsulates CPR management.
Thus, co-management of coastal fisheries has to dea with tradi-
tional fishermen, transnational industries, and national resource
and heritage management departments of government.

Such multiplicity of claims on CPRs, articulated by claimants
through membership in severad "communities' that are not
inherently compatible, has become a hallmark of CPR man-
agement issues in the contemporary world and is well illumi-
nated by the case of forests. The following discussion will,
therefore, draw more on forestry examples to make some
provocative suggestions for further discussion of co-manage-
ment in this forum.

PROPERTY RIGHTS APPROACHES AND THEIR LIMITS?

The term CPR directs all discussions of forest management
towards the analysis of proprietorial arrangements. Thus, rights
and responsibilities are seen to flow in any patch of forest from
the pattern of ownership and its qualification through tenures.
Tenures here can include legaly recognized and customarily
acknowledged abridgement of superordinate or primary forest
ownership. Thus, in aforest owned by a landlord, specific
farmers may have tenurial rights in particular tree species,
while whole villages may have rights in a range of other prod-
ucts like grass, leaves, dead wood, and fruit.

We dready have a problem here, in that exclusvely private
property a one level has become overlain with some rights
held in common and others held in private at other levels.
When this forest is transferred from a landlord in society to a
landlord in state - through a process like forest reservation -
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the CPR literature has frequently treated this transformation as
one that takes a prior CPR and changes it to a state-owned
open access resource. The necessary simplification and obscu-
ration of the complex hierarchy of property and access rights
that is entailed in such a move needs to be emphasized, though
more cannot be said about that here.

Very often, these kinds of forests have come under regimes of
co-management, in places as diverse as India, Thailand, and
Senegal. While in India, Joint Forest Management (JFM) is
the main style of co-management introduced recently, in other
places co-management is becoming an element of ongoing
community forestry, participatory watershed management, and
similar schemes. In dl these places co-management is burdened
and limited by the property focus of CPR studies, their intel-
lectual legacy, and policy preferences. Schemes implementing
co-management have tended to infer that recording a shared
property right among different co-managers constitutes a suffi-
cient condition for initiation and maintenance of locd structures
of forest management.

This assumption is based on a prior assumption that the mul-
tiplicity of claims mentioned above are readily identified with
easly defined discrete communities constituted by their shared
interests. More importantly, this assumption flows from the
belief that the local forest-dependent community—the most
important player in co-management—is sdlf-defining and sdif-
perpetuating. Laglly, a discussion centered on property rights,
responsibilities and rules may neglect questions of differential
capabilities of people 'within a community to exercise property
or access rights or entitlements.?

MOVING BEYOND QUESTIONS OF PROPERTY

In al co-management schemes, the category that is least exam-
ined before it is liberdly used in project documents and legd
prescriptions is that of "village community." Since this local
entity is the "new" partner in state-sponsored forest management,
when it is ill-defined or eludes specification, co-management is
serioudy threatened. My argument is that the state conferring
a set of property rights on an arbitrarily nominated village
community does not begin to solve the problem; actualy it
more often crestes new ones.

JFM in India has posed many such problems. Villages have
formed forest protection committees under JFM to protect
designated state forest aress, on the understanding that they
will receive 25-30 percent of the net commercial value of the
area so protected. This has entailed demarcation and mapping
of these forest areas to make them the sole responsibility of

these committees, correspondingly eliminating things like
fudwood, fodder, and small timber gathering rights of other
neighboring villages. Often these are rights recorded in the
cadastral survey and land settlement operations carried out
periodically from early in the twentieth century. In southwest
Benga such surveys and settlements were repeated in the
1950s and again in the 1980s, retaining many recorded forests
rights from colonia settlements. Alternately, the disposition of
rights in landlord forests from revenue settlements prior to
transfer of these forests to the Forest Department in the 1950s
was maintained through Protected Forest Rules framed in the
1960s. JFM, then, has worked to redefine the community of
rights holders (in respect of this particular dass of gathering
rights) that has pitted village against neighboring village.
Another instance noted in JFM arrangements in North India
is that forest protection committees have been formed at the
cogt of customary grazing rights of certain pastoralists.

We could argue, therefore, that specifying a village community
aways reveds the existence of numerous other local forms of
community that enter our field of vison in the moment of
their denial. One way out of this maze appears to be available
when we make careful distinctions between access and property
rights in forests, while recognizing that such distinct rights
exig simultaneoudly, and the same community can have and
exercise both kinds of rights in any patch of forest. For instance,
villagers forming the protection committee may receive prop-
erty rights in the growing woody biomass in the designated
forest area, while they and their specified neighbors may
continue to enjoy mutualy adjusted but co-existing access
rights to the same forest area in the matter of gathering dead
wood and non-woody biomass.

Another way out is suggested when we note that the village
community specified in co-management is not a natural "grass
roots' unit, but usualy an artifact of contingent historical
conjunctures between policy and loca politics. Any naturalness
we perceive at the outset is itself a product of severd more
micro-level specifications that are maintained through their
association with power gradients within and across these units
of society. Let us take another example from JFM in India. We
find that village forest protection committees have been formed
by recording the rights of nuclear households to a share of the
net revenue anticipated from the protected areas. A lot of dis-
cussion has been generated by the inclusion in some states and
exclusion in others of women from each household in the list
of beneficiaries. Since this list serves aso as the roster of the
genera body of the forest protection committee, granting
women equa standing in these lists can be the first crucia step
toward granting them political voice as household heads. This
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standing is built on a property right, but cannot and does not
alter existing gendered patterns of forest utilization and access.

We aso have situations where forest protection committees
involve multi-hamlet villages of multiple castes, and, more
importantly, very unequal classes JFM confers on dl households
in such villages uniform property rights in designated forest
aress, thereby creating a "levelled community” in relation to
the forests, that has to be maintained across the dass and caste
divisions that exist. The most common outcome in such situa-
tions is that co-management actively engages only sdect elites.
This sets in motion an intra-village re-negotiation of forest
access rights, centered on the new locus of authority created in
forest protection committees. These determining relations of
power often have little to do with property rights in forests them-
sves In short, property rights approaches not only neglect other
forms of rights in CPRs like access, they aso overlook other
sources of local power that are not dependent on property rights
in the forests at hand or even property rights more generdly.

Co-management raises two other issues that take us even further
from a property rights perspective. These are the related ques-
tions of jurisdiction and expertise. They can only be briefly
mentioned here. Jurisdiction refers to who among the various
parties engaged in cooperative management of a forest has the
legally or otherwise sanctioned right to make managerial deci-
sions about the designated forest patch. Typicaly jursidictions
are assigned over the range of participating groups in terms of
regimes of restrictions that they are responsible for. Thus avillage
forest protection committee may be required to police local
grazing, but the forest department may undertake jurisdiction
over timber theft, while a chamber of commerce may be charged
with certifying the wood removal, conversion, and sde proce-
dures adopted by member forest industries. These arrangements
or partitioning of jurisdictions do not mimic any pattern in
received property rights, but are critical to the success of co-
management.

The other issue is of expertise. Forest management is necessarily,
though not exclusively, about the preservation, cultivation,
propagation, multiplication, and renewal of individual trees and
forest landscapes. Knowledge of the autecology and synecology
of principal species of interest becomes salient, while competing
corpuses of silvicultural techniques inform debates on the
content and locus of expertise. Once again, the forest department,
or foresters working for corporate interests, make powerful
claims to exclusive control over the pertinent expertise. These
claims have little to do with property rights, though their
admission does directly affect the nature of co-management that
obtains thereafter. The most striking case is a Soil Conservation
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Act (as in the US), or a Private Forest Management Act (asin
colonia eastern India) which reposes managerial powers, via a
definition of expertise, in government technical bureaucracies
that have no other property rights in the resource being man-
aged, namely, land or forest.

CONCLUSION

Co-management is an influential and desirable step toward
involving local people in managing the forests they live around
and depend on to varying degrees and in different ways. But if
it is understood only as an issue of redefining property rights,
the steps taken toward empowering local people in the man-
agement of their proximate CPR will be few, tentative, and small.
Even worse, such an approach carries within it the dangers of
undermining the very bass of co-management - namely, the
participation of one or more viable loca communities. This will
happen dl too eadly if co-management stops at settling property
rights on a nominated local community.

We would then merely have externdized the transaction costs of
policing a regime of exclusons from the forestsin question (CPR
more generdly), ignoring the questions of access that will continue
to divide the community unified by these property rights. We
should therefore start thinking about questions of access, as
opposed to merely property rights, and | suggest that such
thinking will be facilitated by examining issues of community
formation, jurisdiction of different partners in a co-management
enterprise, and the role and locus of resource specific expertise
that becomes central to any management endeavor.

Acknowledgements
| am grateful to Arun Agrawa and Nancy Peluso for reading
and discussing an earlier draft of this paper.

Endnotes
1. My discussion of property rights assumes the most narrowly jurd definition

of property. While property rights for some theorists subsume what | shdl
discuss as access and access rights, | would like to maintain a distinction
between property and access. Smply and tersaly put, this distinction rests on
how the two are enforced. Property rights are typicdly enforced through
legd mechanisms created by the state. Access can vary in enforcesbility or
justiciability, since it operates under a more heterogeneous regime of sodd
sanctions which do not dways flow from the state.

2. For amore detailed discusson of socid capacities or capabilities that is perti-
nent to this point, sse Amartya Sen, |neguality Re-examined, Oxford:
Clarendon, 1992, especidly chapters 3, 5, 8 and 9.
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