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A NOTE FROM THE EDITORS

We have once again departed from our usual CPR Forum format in this

issue. The pieces presented here are, for the most part, edited versions of

presentations made at a February workshop held at the Ecopolicy Center

at Rutgers University. Preliminary edits of the workshop proceedings

were completed by Bonnie J. McCay and Barbara Jones of the Ecopolicy

Center at Rutgers. The pieces contain new ideas which the authors are

developing, and thus are not as "finished" as they would be in a journal

article or book chapter. To a large degree, they represent new directions

that the study of common property is heading. The workshop presenta-

tions generated much discussion amongst the participants which is not

reported here. To find a more complete version of the workshop proceed-

ings, check the web site at: http://www.indiana.edu/~iascp.

Your comments about the arguments presented here and on the web site

are always of interest to us and other readers, so please feel free to write

to our "Letters" column and let us know your reactions.

THE COMMON PROPERTY WORKSHOP AT RUTGERS ON
February 28, 1997 was co-hosted by the Ecopolicy Center for Agricultural,

Environmental, and Resource Issues and the International Association for

the Study of Common Property (IASCP). The IASCP held its Executive

Board meeting the next day (March 1st). Dr. Bonnie McCay, Associate

Director of the Ecopolicy Center and Professor in the Department of

Human Ecology at Rutgers University, organized and chaired the workshop.

In her introductory remarks she said, "We couldn't pass up this opportunity

to bring together people who are doing the most innovative thinking about

common resources, property rights, and the relation of these to use and

management of natural resources." She introduced members of the Executive

Board of IASCP and other workshop participants.

Bob Tucker, Director of the Ecopolicy Center, welcomed the group on

behalf of Rutgers University. He explained that the Ecopolicy Center looks

continued on page 2
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continued from page 1

at resource, agricultural, and land use issues from environmen-
tal, ecological, and economic points of view. "The idea of
looking at and studying common property is very appropriate
for the Center. We're also proud to have Bonnie as the
President-elect of the International Association of the Study of
Common Property."
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Common Properly Regimes:
Moving From Inside to Outside

DR. MARGARET MCKEAN
Department of Political Science, Duke University;
Past President, IASCP

WHEN WE WERE THINKING ABOUT PUTTING THIS
together I thought I would speak about how I see the history
of this field. Of course, people have been studying common
pool resources, property rights in common pool resources, and
social behavior and institutions around natural resource use for
a long time. But I think the systematic attempt to pool find-
ings from many disciplines, regions, and resource types is per-
haps only a dozen or more years old. We can say a few things
about the emphasis in this work to date; and I also had a few
thoughts on what our next research directions should be. So
far, it has been natural to examine the "insides" of common
property arrangements and the behaviors of people who use a
single resource. So we have looked at the relationships within
and between groups of people who share use of the same
resource system. We have looked at rules for use, techniques of
cooperation, mechanisms by which people enforce prohibitions
against cheating, enforcement of mutual restraints and capping
of aggregate levels of use, and stresses on common pool
resources. We have looked at success and failure, and coopera-
tion and conflict •within and between user communities.
Thus, we have begun with a focus on the resources and their
primary users and concentrated on specifying the institutional
arrangements.

Beyond this initial emphasis on description, classification, and
analysis of patterns in these findings, I would like to suggest
four categories where we should try and push our research in
the future.

(1) The first is to examine origins. I am constantly being
asked where these arrangements came from. How did they get
rolling? Under what conditions did people choose cooperative
resource management rather than something else? So one pro-
ject would be to push our research in the direction of how
these things start, which should also help us learn what prob-
lems people were solving when they developed these arrange-
ments. That in turn may help us figure out when common

property arrangements might be helpful today. I actually think
there are many conditions and situations in the world today
where common property regimes are currently needed — for
example, where common-pool resources are under stress, and
so on. I can envision three ways to tackle this question of ori-
gins. One method obviously would be to study the evolution
of historically long-lasting systems, systems that have lasted for
several centuries. Another helpful method for exploring ori-
gins would be small-group laboratory experiments that focus
on manipulating the variables that one would manipulate in
the creation of regimes. I have in mind the methods that
Ostrom, Walker, and Gardner have already developed to study
operational rules, cooperation, and enforcement for common-
pool goods. Laboratory experiments are artificial settings and
admittedly unrealistic, but they permit us to control change in
just one variable at a time, and to recreate imitations of cir-
cumstances and "moments" in institutional invention that we
cannot capture and "freeze" in the natural setting for purposes
of close analysis. And a third method for studying evolution-
ary origins of common property systems would be to pay very
close attention to the natural experiments we conduct upon
ourselves all the time. We need to remember that every change
in real social arrangements, every new law, every new rule,
every development project is actually a natural experiment —
that is, an uncontrolled experiment outside of the laboratory
setting (often performed on unwitting and unconsenting
experimental subjects!). As everyone here knows full well,
human beings are devising new cooperative arrangements for
managing resources all the time, and these new systems are
"data" for studying evolutionary origins of common property
regimes also. I'm thinking particularly of fisheries, which are in
crisis all over the world and stimulating considerable experi-
mentation in new institutional arrangements. Studying new
property regimes like these also helps us to understand the
conditions in which collective arrangements turn out to be the
ones that improve resource health and the welfare of resource
users.

There are three other areas for future research, all of which
look outside CPR (common pool resource ) management sys-
tems. We've focused so far on what internal features of com-
mon property arrangements make them work. We haven't paid
enough systematic attention to the relationships between suc-
cessful systems and their surroundings. I think of three key
features of these surroundings that become the second, third,
and fourth research areas I would like to suggest we tackle in
future.

(2) The relationships between common-pool resource use and
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government need systematic analysis. The work on co-man-
agement, an amalgam of local use and government claims to
regulate or even own the resource, is an effort to explore this. I
would also include in the study of CPR relationships with gov-
ernment the legalization of common property rights and other
changes in government recognition of common property
rights.

(3) Next would be the relationships between CPR use and
commerce. The economic context of successful arrangements
offers an interesting and troubling dichotomy or contradiction
in claims. Those of us who have studied common property
arrangements on land frequently encounter the assertion that
commerce is death to common-pool resources. In other
words, the arrival of the market economy and the commercial-
ization of commodities that are extracted begin to erode the
features of cooperation that made those systems work for a
long time. What supposedly happens is that the opportunity
to sell products of the commons to a larger population creates
an incentive to extract far more than was ever needed to pro-
vide for the subsistence uses of local residents, the incentive to
defect from cooperative arrangements becomes greater,
enforcement of rules becomes more costly, and conflict breaks
out among former cooperators. Thus commercialization causes
the parceling of landed commons.

We encounter this assertion in many unexamined forms. A lot
of people who study the common property arrangements of
landed resources suggest banning the sale of products extracted
from the commons. They suggest that what the rest of us
should do is let people live subsistence lives with products
from the commons, but not sell them because then everything
goes to pieces. If you proposed that to the people in the world
who fish (and the researchers who study those people as well)
they would wonder what planet you came from. Although
fisheries are in crisis and the institutional arrangements for
managing fisheries are the subject of intense debate, as far as I
know no one involved in this debate suggests that successful
fishers should stop selling fish. Fish are a commodity and have
been for a very long time. There wouldn't be much fishing if
the people who caught fish were the only ones who ate them.
There are other products of common-pool resource systems
that wouldn't be extracted at all but for their commercial
value. That is, it is their commercial value that makes people
interested in them, and the common property regimes that
have been devised for these resources were invented for the
purpose of commercial extraction in the first place. Thus, it's
odd to me that we (particularly those of us who study com-
mon-pool resources on the land) haven't systematically exam-
ined the relationship between common-pool resource use and

their commercial context. We have to face the fact that many
of the products extracted from the commons are of commer-
cial interest. The people who extract them for sale do not
want them for themselves (or certainly not very much) and
want them as a source of cash income. Imagine what would
happen if we banned all commercial sale of a common-pool
resource like allspice, thus restricting its use to the Mayan
Indians who now harvest allspice from the forests of
Guatemala and southern Mexico to sell on the world market.
These forests can produce far more allspice than any local pop-
ulation could ever consume, even if they put it in everything
they ate or switched to a diet of nothing but spice cake and
spice cookies. The Mayans would lose a sustainable source of
cash income and acquire a very boring diet, and the rest of us
would lose one of the spices that sent Columbus and Magellan
in search of new worlds: a significant retreat from the Pareto
frontier for all.

Again, some products of the commons would have little value
at all if their extractors could not sell them, and that commer-
cial value has inspired the creation of some common property
regimes, not their destruction. There is something much too
simple about the belief that commercialization per se is so dan-
gerous or tricky that it should not be permitted. My own
guess, but also too simple and not yet systematically explored
with an adequate sampling of empirical evidence, is that com-
mercial opportunity can create the incentive to protect a
resource system, not just the incentive to destroy it, and that
other mediating factors — perhaps institutional design and
market stability — determine which of these incentives gets
"switched on."

(4) The final "outside" feature I'd like to suggest we study
more is the relationship between CPRs and the ecological set-
ting. Over the course of history we have seen common proper-
ty arrangements come and go and move around. We have also
seen people choosing to use common property regimes for
some resources in certain situations and then choosing to use
individual property arrangements for other natural resources or
production goods. People have historically made choices about
which kinds of resources to manage as common property
resources and which to parcel out to individuals. With our
crowded planet today, we want to figure out if there are places,
resources, or situations where we should be turning toward (or
away!) from common property arrangements. What are the
ecological conditions that make common property arrange-
ments an efficient choice? It may be that what made common
property resources efficient historically was not the ecological
setting. Other things such as the availability of labor,
economies of scale, outside enforcement costs, or the absence
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of outside administrative effort may have been critical. But it
may be contemporary ecological conditions which should
today drive our choices about where to place common proper-
ty regimes or how to best handle resources in a community.

In sum, these are the four areas I would single out as good tar-
gets for research in the future. We need to look more at ori-
gins, at relationships with government, at the surrounding
market environment, and at the ecological context. Our
emphasis should thus move from inside common property
regimes (how they work when they work well, how to design
good ones) to outside (what relationships need to exist
between common property regimes and their surroundings to
make them 'work). Our goal should be to learn how and why
people have chosen common property regimes over other types
of property arrangements so that we can figure out when and
where we should invent or revive them today.

methods used, and theories of agency and social structured-
ness; inverting the sequence in scientific research of simple to
complex; examining intersecting processes instead of bound-
ed systems; and de-privileging special cases. Using these
angles of illumination and learning from responses by
CPRers to my STS interpretations, I hope to expose more of
the complex pragmatic considerations governing specific
research and researchers. A proposed talk at the Vancouver
IASCP meetings should further my interactions with CPRers.

What Can Agents Do? Reflections
on Post-Hardin Common Discourse
(Summary)

PETER J. TAYLOR

Center for Critical Analysis of Contemporary Culture,

Rutgers University

WHAT CAN AGENTS DO? FOR COMMON PROPER-
TY researchers (CPRers) there is an obvious meaning to this
question: Can individuals overcome their self-interest? Can
they come together to build institutions for managing a
resource held in common? Through my joint involvement in
Environmental Studies and Science and Technology Studies
(STS), I ask, "what agents can do" of two other kinds of
agents, namely, CPRers, and STSers who interpret and con-
textualize science. I am particularly concerned with the influ-
ence of CPRers on the socio-environmental situations they
study, and with STSers, such as myself, who hope their work
can influence the researchers they study. What each of these
agents can do are open questions. I am in a very early stage
of this inquiry. In the talk I laid out a set of "entry points" or
"angles of illumination," which I referred to as: examining
the broad social context; substituting the local for the exotic;
exploring the cross-reinforcement of ideas about psychology,

New and Not-So-New Directions
in the Use of the Commons:
Co-Management

FIKRET BERKES

Natural Resources Institute, University of Manitoba;

President, IASCP

ONE OF THE MOST EXCITING APPLIED AREAS
for common property theory is co-management. I have recent-
ly taken on the responsibility of co-chairing (with IASCP col-
league Yves Renard) IUCN's Working Group on Collaborative
Management. I will therefore talk about co-management in
this workshop. Many co-management initiatives are in
progress in the areas of fisheries, wildlife, protected areas,
forests, and other resources. These initiatives have a common
reason for their existence. Top-down resource management by
centralized government agencies has not been working well,
and purely local-level management is often ineffective in the
complex world of multiple stakeholders.

The co-management solution makes two basic assumptions.
First, that local people must have a stake in conservation and
management, and second, that partnership of government
agencies with local communities and other resource users is
essential. As a rapidly developing field of study, there is a sub-
stantial accumulation of empirical material on co-manage-
ment, and yet the field is weak in terms of theory develop-
ment. Many authors, including some of those present at this
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workshop, agree that the theoretical basis of co-management
may be found in common property research. It is not clear,
however, how the theory developed in the broader area of
commons may be applicable to co-management.

Development of the idea of co-management can be traced to a
number of different resource areas. For example, in fisheries
the earliest reference to co-management that I can find is
Kearney (1984). Better known, and extensively cited, is
Jentoft's (1985) paper and Pinkerton's (1989) book. In the
field of parks and protected areas, the discussion of collabora-
tive management approaches goes back to the 1980 World
Conservation Strategy. The West and Brechin (1991) book and
Borrini-Feyerabend's (1996) recent review include a sampling
of the rich body of experience with co-management, including
great many developing counties examples such as Mount
Elgon National Park in Uganda and the Mafia Island Marine
Park in Tanzania.

In the area of forests, co-management has an even older histo-
ry. It is sobering for fisheries types like me to realize that the
Joint Forest Management program in West Bengal, India, goes
back to 1972 (Poffenberger and McGean 1996). In the case of
wildlife co-management, Africa is the hotbed of examples
(IIED 1994), including the CAMPFIRE project in Zimbabwe,
as discussed by the keynote speaker, Marshall Murphree, at
IASCP-96 in Berkeley, California. Other resource areas that
use co-management include water (as in the zanjeras of the
Philippines); wastelands (as practiced in India, China); and
aboriginal land claims (as practiced in Canada, Australia, New
Zealand).

What is co-management? A number of related terms are used
interchangeably —cooperative management, collaborative
management, joint management, participatory management,
or multi-stakeholder management. The general functions of
co-management is to encourage partnerships; to provide local
incentives for sustainable use; and to share power and responsi-
bility for resource management and conservation. Scholars
have been slow to commit themselves to a definition of co-
management. McCay and Acheson (1987:32), in referring to
community-led initiatives, state, "co-management signifies [a]
political claim [by local people] to the right to share manage-
ment power and responsibility with the state." Berkes et al.
(1991:12) suggest co-management is "the sharing of power and
responsibility between the government and local resource
users." West and Brechin (1991:25) call co-management "the
substantial sharing of protected areas management responsibili-
ties and authority among government officials and local peo-
ple." Borrini-Feyerabend (1996:12 ) defines co-management as

"a situation in which some or all of the relevant stakeholders in
a protected area are involved in a substantial way in manage-
ment activities." Perhaps the most comprehensive definition of
collaborative management(co-management) is the one adopted
by the World Conservation Congress, October 1996, in
Montreal: it is "a partnership in which governmental agencies,
local communities and resource users, non-governmental orga-
nizations and other stakeholders share, as appropriate to each
context, the authority and responsibility for the management
of a specific territory or a set of resources."

Evaluating the degree of participation in co-management has
often been based on the Arnstein (1969) "ladder of public par-
ticipation," originally proposed as a way of assessing the level
of citizen participation in city planning. Virtually all attempts
to assess the degree to which participation occurs in co-man-
agement are variations on the Arnstein ladder; this literature
includes work by Berkes et al. (1991), McCay (1995), and
Pinkerton (1994). The "second generation" of analysis of fish-
eries co-management by Pomeroy (1995) and Sen and
Raakjaer Nielsen (1996) is in turn based on McCay and
Berkes' interpretation of the Arnstein ladder.

Very little scholarly work addresses, in my opinion, the key
question: When is co-management feasible? Assuming that co-
management is desirable and there is a need for it, and assum-
ing that devolution of management power is possible and fea-
sible, then (in my experience) four key conditions seem to
define successful co-management: Are there appropriate insti-
tutions, both local and governmental? Is there trust between
the actors? Is there legal protection of local rights? Are there
economic incentives for local communities to conserve the
resource?

This is an area in which I have been doing some research, and
a graduate student will be using the above items as hypotheses
to test them against case studies. Clearly more work is needed
in understanding these and other possible key conditions for
successful co-management. We do have a large number of
empirical cases of co-management available which should
make it easier to investigate the conditions under which co-
management becomes feasible.

This workshop addresses the challenges ahead. What are the
challenges for developing theory for co-management? As I see
it, challenges of co-management research includes three clus-
ters of issues that need further systematic study:

1. Analysis of experience with the process of co-management.
Co-management often starts with a "problem recognition"
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