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This issue’s CPR Forum examines consumer “eco-labelling” in resource conservation. This idea is being used in forestry through
schemes that certify sustainable management practices and then provide a label for their products that indicates thity sustainab
Now the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) is working to create a similar certification program for the conservation okfsh stoc

We begin with two commentaries. In the fildguglas Constanckegins from the fisheries side by examining the history of dolphin-

safe labelling for tuna and the implications that that history has for more recent efforts. In the second confretntiigestad

begins from the forestry perspective with some observation on forest labelling in Denmark. The CPR Forum responses begin with
Neil Byronwho inspects the issue from the perspective of several types of stakeholders and concludes that, after several decades ¢
experience, the jury is still very much out. THEnendan Mayspeaking for the MSC, outlines that group’s goals and procedures and
responds to some common criticisms of their effort. Nelkgshi Kantaises some hard questions about the usefulness of forest
labelling to address the most important issues in forestry - especially as they are seen from tHel§eutonath fresh from

some empirical research with consumers, relates what he has found about what matters to them about the eco-labellatyjssue. Fin
Maria Recchiadescribes what the MSC program looks like from the perspective of a small scale, community managed fishery.

The issue also includes a Practitioner’s Profil&loyman Cohemvhose program involves Alaskan communities that are part of a

community-level fisheries quota prograkmnjoy!

PR FORUM. COMMENTARY

ECOLABELLING IN FORESTRY | From “Dolphin-Safe” Tuna to the Marine
AND FISHERIES Stewardship Council:
Ecolabelling in the Fisheries Sector

CPR FOIUM ..o 1 Douglas Constance
Sam Houston State University

From “Dolphin-Safe Tuna to the Marine
Stewardship Counci: Ecolabelling in the
Fisheries Sector

Douglas CONSLANCE ............c.cceeververrrerrerereerennnn. 1....| “Green Consumerism” represents the faSting grow_ing sector of the food
Certification in Fisheries and Forestry: system. Green products usually sell at premium prices and bear an
E;ggg'“egstapdew'e while Trusting Numbers o | “ecolabel” to certify their enhanced characteristics. In recent years there has
Envimn?nemm Certification and Labelling been a surge of ecolabels as countries and companies mobilize to service
NEIl BYFON ¢t 5....| this lucrative market. The history of ecolabelling suggests that this process
Response to Douglas Constance and might be more problematic than many people think.
Peter Egestad o ) ) ] ) )
EiE ol ] S — 6.....| Ecolabelling in the food system in general, and in the fisheries sector in
Forest Certification: A Marketing Tool particular, began in the United States in 1972 with the Marine Mammal
Shashi Kant.........ccccoooiiiiiiiiee e 8.... . . . .
Ecolabelling from the Consumers’ Perspective Protection Act (MMPA). While most of the public attention centered
1[0 [P IO e cbrcenorcseebscerebeccneboccs eebcccpebcceeac 9....| around saving the whales and the baby harp seals, the Act also mandated
E‘;Okc')rf‘?:ﬁagco'abe”'”g from the that the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) under the Department
|v|a¥ia Recch);a __________________________________________________ 10..| of Commerce reduce the incidental killing of dolphins associated with
commercial tuna fishing to “insignificant levels approaching zero”. Mil-
Practitioner's Profile ... g lions of dolphins had died in the Eastern Tropical Pacific (ETP) during the

Seee Bt 1219603_. Tuna fisherme_n in the ETP had long knowr_l that large yeIIO\_Nfin _tuna

L | associated with dolphins. With the advent of new fishing technologies, in

Ae erS ........... ‘.t ........................................ i.5 he Iate 19503 San DIego f|Shermen began “Sett"’]g On dolphlnsn Wlth Iarge
ANOUNCEMENTS ...oovvvvvrreee purse-seines and reaping record tuna harvests. The “setting on dolphins”

fishing system begins when a lookout spots a pod of dolphins. Hi-speed
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bought by Southeast Asian-based firms (Mantrust of Indone-

T h e CO m m O n P I’O pe rty sia and Unicord of Thailand, respectively).

Due to the success of a consumer boycott of “dolphin-death”

R esource D I g eSt tuna organized by the environmental coalition, in 1990 the Big

Three tuna processors announced that they would only buy
“dolphin-safe” tuna. In the same year the Dolphin Protection

Published with support from Consumer Information Act was passed. It defined “dolphin-
safe” to exclude any tuna caught by “setting on dolphins” and
the Ford Foundation forbade the sale of tuna in the US that was not “dolphin-safe”.

Thus the first ecolabel was born. The environmentalist
coalition then secured an embargo against Mexico, Ecuador,
Douglas C. Wilson Venezuela, and Vanuatu for all tuna that could not be proved
Editor to be “dolphin-safe”. In 1990 Mexico and the other embar-
goed countries charged the US with “green imperialism”and
took their complaint before the General Agreements on Tariffs
and Trade (GATT). The GATT ruled against the US and

skiffs are deployed from the tuna seiner to round up the ~ found that tuna could not be embargoed because of how it was
dolphins in a tight circle. At the same time a more powerful caught. In 1992 Ell charged the tuna processors with “tuna
boat is dispatched to encircle the dolphins with the purse- laundering” through third party countries resulting in more
seine net. The bottom of the net is drawn closed and the embargoes and yet another complaint to the GATT by Asian,
catch is hauled onto the seiner. The problem is that dolphinsatin American, and European countries. Again, the GATT

although able to, will not jump the net. They get their ruled against the US.
flippers and beaks caught in the net and drown - often  |n an attempt to resolve the controversy, the Inter-American
hundreds, sometimes thousandsheim. Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC) advanced the La Jolla

MMPA was secured by a coalition of environmental groupsAgreement, a voluntary program of onboard observers and
Earth Island Institute (EIl) became the locus of activity for dolphin protection techniques that all nations that fished the
tuna/dolphin issues. Ell repeatedly charged the DepartmenETP would follow. While the environmentalists welcomed

of Commerce with foot-dragging related to establishing the this initiative, they were leery of the voluntary component. In
guidelines necessary to reduce dolphin deaths. The Departl995 the IATTC proposed the Panama Declaration signed by
ment of Commerce argued that the intent of MMPA was to the countries that fished the ETP, including the US, that made
manage dolphin populations based on “optimal sustainablethe voluntary aspects of the La Jolla Agreement legally
populations”. Environmentalists argued that the intent of ~ binding. The agreement set a 5,000 dolphin mortality per year

MMPA was to eliminate dolphin deaths, not manage them per species cap to be adjusted down in future years depending
according to population dynamics. on NMFS-guided research on individual dolphin species. The

Panama Declaratidrecame U3aw with the passage of the
o ) ) . .. International Dolphin Conservation Program Act in 1997. The
foreign” flags to avoid the emerging regulations, specifi- .
. Act was supported by both Republicans and Demacrats, as
cally the onboard observers and the use of certain fishing : . o
well as the mainstream environmental organizations such as

proc_edures. Asa regult, the C.a||forn|a-based tuna mdustw the World Wildlife Fund and Greenpeace. The environmental-
declined as processing capacity moved to Puerto Rico with.

the Japanese firms Mitsubishi and Mitsui joining Heinz’s Ist coalition was now split on dolphin/tuna issues.

Starkist, Pillsbury’s Bumble Bee, and Ralston Purina’s The major ecolabelling aspect of this act was that the meaning
Chicken of the Sea plants. Amendments to the MMPA in  of the “dolphin-safe” label changed while the label itself

1984 and 1988 required foreign fleets to adopt US dolphin remained the same. The previous label certified that the tuna
protection measures and have dolphin death levels compaWwas not caught by “setting on dolphins.” The label now meant
rable to the US fleets. This action eventually led to the ~ that an onboard observer had not seen any dolphins die in the
elimination of the sales of ETP tuna in the US and forced tH@ocess of “setting on dolphins.” A new Ell-led coalition has
tuna fleets to transfer to the Western Pacific to source tunachallenged the regulations on the grounds that observers will
that did not associate with dolphins. As a result, the tuna Nnot see all dolphins that might die and the dolphins experience
processing industry based in Puerto Rico was decimated agnnecessary stress from this fishing technique. In this latest
processing capacity shifted towards Asia. Due to favourabléound of the thirty year old tuna/dolphin controversy, the
regulations, many companies set up processing facilities ininterests aligned with “setting on dolphins” prevailed. At
American Samoa. During this time, both Chicken of the Se@bout this same time, another fisheries ecolabelling venture
and Bumble Bee were sold by their US-based parents and Was being launched.
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In the 1980s the US-based tuna fleets reflagged under
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In 1996 the World Wildlife Fund for Nature (WWF) and

Unilever, PLC. announced a joint initiative called the C P R FO R U I\/I
Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) modelled after the

WWF'’s successful Forest Stewardship Council (FSC). The COMMENTARY
WWEF is the largest environmental organization and Un”eve&el‘tification in Fisheries and Eorestrv:
is one of the largest buyers and sellers of frozen fish. Citing™" . ) ) y-

the collapse of the world’s major fisheries, the enormous Distrusting People while Trusting Numbers
bycatch problemsigssociated \{vith industrial fishing flgets, Peter Egestad

and the lack of ability of countries or groups of cou_ntrles 10 The Danish Forest and Nature Agency

reverse these trends, the MSC was created as an independent

non-governmental organization (NGO) designed to establish

sustainable f|Sh|ng practices and set standards based on Within the last decade, environmental certification has
fisheries science for individual fisheries. Fisheries that are become influential in resource management globally. In
declared sustainable by third party certifiers will receive theits ideal form, it is an instrument that works through the
MSC ecolabel and food wholesalers and retailers will be ~market. The driving force behind it is the environmentally
encouraged to sell only MSC-certified fish. In this system, Sensitive consumer who is concerned about how a prod-
markets will link green consumers to sustainable fisheries Uct is produced and prefers those coming from sustain-

and thereby support the restocking of the global fisheries. ably managed resources. To recognise these products a
While the MSC argues that all major stakeholders were !abel IS necessary. This tells the customer t'hat the prOdL.“.:t
is coming from resources managed according to a specific

included in the creation of the MSC, opponents claim it is Acat of standards. And the companies selling the product

system of eco-imperialism that services Northern consumers . . . .
can market it as having a sustainable pedigree. Due to the
at the expense of Southern producers and consumers. Some

" . L .~ economic interests of the chain of custody it is rarely
critics argue that many fisheries in the South, and some in appropriate for them to certify themselves. Therefore an
the North, will be excluded from the MSC accreditation pprop :

system and by default be relegated to selling “dirtyfish. independent third party often performs the certification to

. ) ) ) arantee the scheme’s environmental integrity. The

Others state that important social factors will not be mcludegu ir ntegnty
. . . L . eauty of the scheme, again in theory, is that it regulates
in narrow, ecological-based criteria of sustainability. Still anagement throuah ordinary citizen's concern for
others assert that the MSC cannot be an independent NGCSQn g g y

: : : e hature.
with Unilever as one of its parents. More specifically, they _ _ o
argue that the industrial fleets such as those owned by, andn practice, the Achilles heel of certification has turned
linked to, Unilever created the problems in the global out to be provision of certification standards. They define
fisheries and the MSC is really a “wolf in sheep’s clothing”
hiding behind the “green mantle” provided by WWF.

The history of the “dolphin-safe” label suggests that the International Association
institutionalization of ecolabels may be a long process rife

with disagreements. Although the environmental perspective for the Stu dy of
prevailed through the 1980s and early 1990s, market forces

have come to dominate the reregulation of the tuna fishing. Common Pro perty

The disturbing part of that story is that the “dolphin-safe”

ecolabel on the can of tuna remains the same while its Current Officers

meaning has changed. The MSC does seem to have learned

some important lessons from the tuna/dolphin controversy. President: Susan Hanna

Like the IATTC that crafted the Panama Declaration, the President Elect: Erling Berge

MSC is a NGO with some freedom to manoeuver in arenas

not available to corporations and nation-States. The MSC Council

has secured the support of a powerful “green” ally. Whether Arun Agrawal Antonio Diegues

the MSC can legitimize itself as a sustainable fisheries Anil Gupta Owen Lynch

ecolabelling program is yet to be seen. Mark Ritchie, Ruth Meinzen-Dick  James Murombedzi

Executive Director of the Institute for Agriculture and Trade

Policy, remarked that while the FSC has been very success- CPR Digest Editor Doug Wilson

ful, the MSC is more suspect due to its affiliation with the Information Officer Charlotte Hess

dominant fisheries transnational corporation, Unilever. Secretary Treasurer Michelle Curtain
SOC_DHC@exchngl.shsu.edu © 2000 IASCP
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sustainable management and ideally they need to be

supply of wood that used to be good management

objective and acceptable to all parties. But they are not. practice is no longer socially acceptable. Forestry is
In Denmark, there are two main certification initiatives incharacterised by new and more environmental objec-

forestry. The Forest Stewardship Council and the Pan

tives, new actors, and new emerging roles. The

European Forest Certification schemes. The former is antilitarian understanding forest management is not

environmentally based international initiative and the
latter a European forest owners initiative. Both aim at
certifying sustainably managed forests but so far they
disagree as to who should define the certification stan-
dards.

able to gather forestry and meet the values of society.
But no new dominant shared vision has yet
crystallised into a new and more stable configuration
of roles, objectives and equipment.

The mood in contemporary forestry is competitive and

The claim here is that the emergence of certification is anharacterised by uncertainty. Uncertainty of what will
expression of distrustful social relations in forestry and abe good forest management practice in the future and

the same time expressing a trust in numbers. The per-
spective behind this claim is one, where forestry, like
fisheries, are seen as social worlds. Worlds evolving

how the changes will affect the actors. The doubt
fosters uncertainty and the vacuum created by lack of
shared and ‘right’ standards for managing forests,

around a concern for forests. Worlds organised by roles,attracts different interest to suggest their way of forest

objectives, and equipment
and co-ordinated by a more
or less shared style of
interaction.

Let forestry be the example
again. Forestry is defined by
different roles: foresters,
environmentalist,
recreationists, etc. Each rol
have its objectives. The
forester aims at good forest
management. The environ-
mentalist at protecting the
environment and ecosys-
tems, the recreationist at
outdoor experiences. The equipment belonging to this

TH AT
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Global Reach: Dolphin Safe Tuna in Lao PDR

management. Forestry
actors, both the old and
the new, want to make
| sure that their understand-
ing and interest are not
overseen in quest for new
forest management
practices. By now this
competition has resulted
in a myriad of standards
for forest management.
Certification standards
. have become a medium of
expressing different
understandings of nature.

fuinrnits
uu‘lﬂa g8 M e
. ]
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Forest management has become political. The interests

totality entails uniforms, chainsaws, binoculars, tractors, of consumers, environmentalists, forest users and

inventory gadgets, etc.

A social world can be more or less unified and stable. F

it to be unified, it is required that the different roles and

foresters are all competing for a place in the new order

c;}nd for the favour of the consumers.

The competitive and uncertain mood in forestry

objectives define each other and combine into some kindeflects changed relations between actors. As the old

of whole. The better the elements fit together and the
better they fit into the surrounding society, the more
stable and taken for granted will the social world of
forestry be. Most people will see the same thing when
thinking of forestry and it is clear what it means to be a
forester, an environmentalist, etc. Expectations of how
others will act are fairly stable and perceptions of good
and bad are by and large shared. Sub-worlds, as for
example those of hunters and birdwatchers, have their
place and fit into the social whole.

At the present, the social world of forestry in Western
culture, is not unified. The configuration of forestry is

configuration is gradually eroding, the trustful rela-
tions that defined it also disappear. They are replaced
by a more suspicious style of interaction.

But is certification the answer to the problem of
providing new institutions in forestry? Can it help
provide a new vision and organise forestry based on
new and stable relations?

So far not much common ground has been found in
Denmark. Certification as initiated by green move-
ments expresses distrust in the ability of the traditional
forestry institution to produce sound forest resource
management. Not sound from an economic or produc-

changing. Society has come to values forests differently. g, point of view but from the environmental and
A large part of the population seems to value recreation gqia| points of view that have become influential in

and biodiversity more than production of wood and

forest management. To counter such environmental

hunting. A primary focus on production and of a steady jpisiatives, the traditional fraction-of forestry has come
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up with their own certification schemes. They wantto  Forest management can only become objective through
document to the public, that their way of managing forestsocial convention. Interaction in a process of supplying
is sound. Environmentally concerned consumers and  standards for certification may lead to objective stan-
market forces are the levers used both to change forest dards. Not because of their scientific objectiyigr se
management and to argue for a more conservative ap- but because they become meaningful to the interests in
proach. forestry and solve the problems of society. They are not,

And so far most certification efforts has been an attempt Put become objective. And at this point a new institution
to de-humanise forest management. About finding objec-Will have evolved and there will be a common dominant
tive standards for resource management independent of ur_ldersta_ndlng_ of what forest are and are fo_re. Certificates
individual interests and biases. Then nobody will have toWill: &t this point, be redundant. They were just the

worry about actors with narrow interest pursuing their ~ Means.

own agenda. But each actor likes to emphasise that theirlf, on the other hand, interaction over certification does
standards are objective. In a social world characterised byot result in a dominant shared understanding, it is likely
uncertainty, credibility comes to the fore as the scarce to disappear without having improved relations in
resource. forestry substantially. The political game over forest

The quest for objective standards is anchored in a deep Management will then be played out in different arenas
tradition of trust in numbers as Theodore M. Porter so  @nd in different guises. And due to the inherent social
well has illustrated. When social relations become unprecharacter of the problem a similar forecast sounds for
dictable and no longer hold trust, we seek to place trust iffSheries.

impersonal standards that can easily be quantified, Peter.Egestad@bhhk.bosb.wau.nl

measured and controlled. The quest has deep roots in the

Cartesian worldview so strongly influencing modern

thinking and the wish to establish clear and quantifiable

standards for forest management is a product of this

tradition. But whereas the enlightenment quest for objec- C P

tivity was embedded in an strong ethic of elevating S

general rules and social values over subjectivity and
selfish desires, the question is if this ethic still remains
intact in our time. Sometimes one gets the impression of
the opposite, namely that the (remaining) authority of ~ Neil Byron

science is used to further certain management schemes Commissioner, Australian Productivity
over others. Not necessarily in the interest of society but Commission

rather as a way to validate more narrow interests. Stan-
dards for forest management are proposed as being
scientifically sound, thereby enjoying the authority and
impartiality of science.

Environmental Certification and Labelling

Environmental labels can provide information about the
potential (positive and/or negative) environmental
impacts of all kinds of products and services, as well as
But are objective standards for forest management to bethe overall environmental performance of organizations.
found independent of the society and human relations  \While “dolphin-friendly tuna” and ‘sustainably managed
producing them? Probably not. Therefore standards for timber’ may be the best known at present, eco-labels are
forest management should be agreeable rather than not that new. Many of us bought goods in “bio-degrad-
objective. And the process of supplying them should be able” packaging, and “low-phosphorus” detergents in the
one where different interests, preferably in co-operation, 1960s to prevent eutrophication of waterways. Systems
seek to articulate a new vision for forest management. have evolved through GermanyBltie Angéelin 1977,

If the processes of certification acknowledges the social the “Nordic Swafiin 1989 and the Japanedgcomark’
origin of the problem and see certification as an attempt 19 1989, so we now have independent third-party certifi-
provide new institutions in forestry they make sense. As cation of the producers’ claims, and producers voluntar-
such they may lead to improved relations between actorgly submit their products and claims for assessment, in

in forestry and help establish a common understanding ofrder to impress consumers.

forest management. But if certification remains a com-  Consumershave a right to know what they are buying,
petitive quest for objective standards it is not likely to  and to express their preferences. Accurate, relevant and
solve the problems of forestry. One set of standards mighgredible information about the potential environmental
win the battle but that is not necessarily the same as impacts of products is important to some consumers,
ending the war. especially when:
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* product prices do not fully reflect the environmental competing labels and certifiers that consumers may
impacts of a product over its lifecycle (such as disposal decide to ignore them!
and waste costs); and/or

Governmentssometimes try to use environmental labels
* itis difficult or prohibitively expensive for consumers explicitly as an element of environmental policy, seeking
to personally identify and/or evaluate the environmental to improve environmental outcomes by indirectly influ-
qualities of a product, either through inspection or use.  encing firms’ behavior. Governments may also become
You cannot tell by the taste whether the canned tunais  jnyolved with environmental labelling in response to

dolphin friendly or not. community concerns regarding inadequate voluntary
So environmental labels may influence consumers’ environmental labelling practices or misleading and
choices by: deceptive environmental claims. Governments try to

. . . control such claims.
¢ affecting the costs of searching for, and evaluating,

information about particular environmental attributes; It is difficult to evaluate the impact of environmental
labels on consumer choice and the environment. Some
environmental labels appear to facilitate consumers’

* potentially affecting the price of the product (if, for choices and/or have some positive environmental effects,

example, firms pass on to consumers any additional cost®ut this may not always be the case. Indeed perverse
related to labelling practices). effects from environmental labelling practices may

What we still danot know about consumers and labelling sometimes occur which increase, not reduce, environmen-
is: How many consumers want to express such eco- tal dgmage. EV(_en if producti_on processes are environmen-
preferences, and who/where are they? How much more tally improved, if total sales increase the aggregate

are they willing to pay (if anything) and what attributes  €nvironmental damage could be worse.

are most important to them? As Egestad notes “Certifical suggest it is still too early to tell whether particular

tion standards have become a medium of expressing  environmental problems are best handled through such
different understandings of nature” but which understandmarket-based mechanisms, but these ‘experiments’ are
ings will predominate? Which aspects of nature count? likely to evolve further yet. What | find really surprising
And do they count more than social justice, occupationalis how much money and effort governments and NGO
safety, gender equity, etc? have spent in certification, given our immense ignorance
of what information consumers care about, the size of the
“green premium?” for certified products and whether
certification really benefits the environment and will have
lasting effects.

* signaling the importance of that information; and/or

Producers, on the other hand, can be rewarded commer-
cially for documenting the information relevant to con-
sumers, or it can be mandatory. But again:

R . .
What information do consumers want/need (a German The author was actively involved in the international forest

list had over 1200 bio-physical and socio-economic certification debates between 1992 and 1998 as the Assistant
attributes required for certification of tropical forests); Director General of the Centre for International Forest Research,
in Indonesia. nbyron@pc.gov.au http://www.pc.gov.au/icinfo/

* How to reliably and objectively assess whether the bio/byron.html

agreed criteria have been met?

* How credible is the documentation/certification? and ‘ P R{ E Q&l !N
* How secure is the ‘chain of custody’ (so no fraudulent S

substitution can occur)?
Firms may use environmental labelling voluntarily if they R€Sponse to Douglas Constance and Peter

perceive a commercial advantage in providing consumerEgeStad

with envir_onmer!tal information about the product. Firms Brendan May

make their own Judgements_ as tq whether the extra costs Chief Executive of the Marine Stewardship

of such labelling are worth incurring and such costs are .

generally passed on to consumers. Firms may also label tgouncﬂ (MSC)

be ‘good corporate citizens’ or in response to existing or

expected mandatory labelling requirements. Sometimes There is an almost universal consensus in the global

firm have incentives to withhold information or provide scientific community that the threat to the world’s

exaggerated or deceptive information. This has lead to fisheries through over exploitation is one of the planet’s

concerns about the adequacy and reliability of environ- most urgent environmental problems. At the very heart of

mental labels in some markets. There are now so many the issue has been the absence of economic incentives to
make conservation profitable.
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This absence of any encouragement to conserve for buyers of seafood who take large quantities of the devel-
tomorrow and not take today have ruined many of the  oping world’s products. The label will therefore benefit
world’s commercially valuable fish stocks. The problem them.

is not that fishermen are anti-conservation, but their

™ Furthermore, anyone taking a casual tour of the world’s
legitimate fear that what they conserve somebody else fisheries will know that there are countless fisheries in
will take. It is the market place which has caused the the south which are far more sustainable and better

continuation of irresponsible behaviour and therefore themanaged than many species off the shores of northern
market place that must be reformed if the decline is to b&.qntries.

reversed. . : .
The second great myth is that the MSC is effectively a

: : : conspiracy by Unilever to obtain some quick PR success
for the fisheries sector, Douglas Constance rightly and denude the south for the benefit of the north. The
identifies the emergence of the “dolphin friendly” label asindependence of the MSC is thus sometimes called into
an early attempt to intervene in the seafood market placey estion, although seldom because of its association with
Interestingly, in many countries it is now impossible 0 \w\\wF1 Of course, the actual reality of the situation is that
buy a can of tuna which is not in some way produced neither of the founders of the

with the interests of MSC exert any disproportion-
dolphins in mind. Thus tt ate influence over the

market was reformed. organisation, as they form part
of a group of over 200 signa-
tories ranging from proces-
sors, retailers, environmental
groups, governments, scien-
tists and others, all of whom
support the MSC and are
represented on its advisory
bodies.Unilever does not even
sit on the MSC'’s board and is
one of the MSC’s smallest
fishery scientists for funders.It is also the case that
decades. We believe the none of the three fisheries

are three key factors whi which have already been
should be considered in assessing the sustainability of acertified to the MSC’s standard have benefited Unilever

fishery in the face of over fishing. The first is the state of commercially because two of the three are not bought by
the stock in question. The second is the effect onthe  them at all and the third is only of interest to them in one
overall eco-system of fishing activity. The third, and for small country. Additionally, Unilever has absolutely no

the MSC the most important overarching principle, is theinfluence whatever on the certification process because of
existence of a robust management system. the independence of the assessment process.

In his thoughtful analysis of the growth of ecolabelling

In some ways the MSC i
similar. However there ai
important differences.

Firstly, the nature of wha
the MSC is seeking to

measure is perhaps mor
complex. The definition ¢
a sustainable fishery is a
topic which has teased tt
intellects of countless

It is these three principles which form the basis of the  Whilst conspiracy theories may excite readers, they do
MSC'’s environmental standard against which fisheries little to help the marine environment. The only reason the
can volunteer to be assessed. A fundamental element ofMSC will succeed is because it is made up of such a

this process is that the assessment is undertaken at armisroad coalition of support from so many fishery stake-
length from the MSC itself by independent certifiers. In holders.

this way the room for prejudice and unscientific subjec- e gre all learning, because nobody has ever tried to do
tive judgement is lessened significantly. The MSC's role s pefore. The early lessons show that those fisheries
is as guardian of the standard and distributor of the eco-,,nqse products are already carrying the MSC label are
Igbel_seafood products can bear if they are from a certi- already enjoying improved prominence and competitive-
fied fishery. ness in the market place.

Mr Constance has unfortunately repeated the rather
common myth that this standard is only applicable to
northern fisheries at the expense of southern ones. Whi
he does not purport to hold this view himself, it is funda-
mentally wrong. Half of the world’s seafood is traded
internationally and it is precisely the large northern

Certainly, the environmental community has its disagree-
ments on fisheries management and on the MSC
Iﬁtrogramme. WWF International is a robust ally of our
organisation in these debates. They would agree with the
MSC that to include a number of social criteria in our
standards would be to deny many parts of the developing
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world the certification which they seek. Those who product promotion and an alternative to product
complain that the MSC is closed to developing countriesboycotts. Certification is neither necessary nor suffi-
but would wish to impose social criteria in an environ-  cient for SFM. The main argument is that certification
mental standard, which would be illegal in those coun- will create market-based incentives for SFM. Undoubt-
tries, do no service to those who are proclaiming to help.edly, certification has a potential to provide a market-

The MSC'’s great challenge is to sit directly in the centre "9 €dge to forest companies in terms of access to
between all the conflicting demands which are made on €nvironmentally sensitive markets, premiums on

our organisation. We have to find an equitable and certified products, gains in market shares, and im-
pragmatic balance between reactionary industry represeRrovement of the corporate image. Preference for
tatives and equally reactionary environmentalists. As ~ Certified wood by many big retailers, such as Anderson
always, the real progress is being made by a core group Yfindows, Centex Homes, Home Base, Home Depot,

pragmatic and principled allies in the middle of the lkea, Menards, and Ryland Homes, in the last two
spectrum. years, has further enhanced the marketing power of

o certification. As a result, there has been proliferation
Itis still early days for the MSC. We have however, of certification initiatives but the processes have, as

already proved that sustainable fisheries can be certifiedpeter Egestad states, become political and embroiled in
as such and that conservation can be made profitable. The ’

priority now is to bring those benefits to as many competition for markets. In this market-oriented
fisherpeople and consumers as possible environment, diverse actors are competing to define

their own standards for certification that will give
them a market-edge.

info@msc.org

Internationally, two common approaches have

evolved for FC - a process-based management sys-
tems approach adopted by the International Standards
Organization (ISO) and the performance-based

P approach used by the Forest Stewardship Council
(FSC). The ISO approach specifies how a manage-
S ment system must be organized to address environ-

mental aspects, and has no relationship with real on

Forest Certification: A Marketing Tool the ground outcomes of forest management practices.

: As a result forest industries have jumped for ISO
Dr. Shashi Kant certification. For example, in Canada more than 13.9
million hectares of forests have been certified under
ISO certification. The FSC sets out performance
standards for certification of forests, and includes the
The concepts of Sustainable Forest Management chain of custody certification. However, it does not
(SFM) and Forest Certification (FC) have emerged  provide directions on how to achieve these standards.
almost simultaneously in the last decade. SFM Undoubtedly, performance -based certification will
emerged as a concern about tropical deforestation  result in better outcomes in terms of SFM. Although
(Guidelines by International Tropical Timber Organi- FSC certifiers can follow a generic set of standards,
zation (ITTO) 1992). The SFM concept has been the FSC encourages the development of regionally-
extended to other areas through processes such as based standards. But, there have been instances when
Agenda 21, the Helsinki Process , the Montreal Pro- forests were certified by FSC certifiers in the absence
cess, the Lepateric Process, the Lisbon process, and @feregional standards. These instances are an indica-
Bhopal Process (2000). Forest Certification was also tion of priority being put on the market and not on the
proposed as a tool to halt tropical deforestation by ~ standards.
some NGOs in 1989, and in 1993 the “Forest Stewardin addition, forest industries and other stakeholders

Faculty of Forestry, University of Toronto,
Canada

ship Council” (FSC) was established as a global such as small wood lot owners are engaged in pro-
agency for Forest Certification. Hence, FC seems to beyoting their own systems of forest certification.

a logical outcome of SFM, but in reality they are Among these are the Canadian Standards Association
separate processes. SFM and certification are certainlg;stainable Forest Management Standards (initiated
related, but they are impelled by different drives. by the Canadian Pulp and Paper Association) ,the US
SFM is a forest management (production) oriented  Sustainable Forestry Initiative (established by the
process while certification is a marketing tool for American Forest and Paper Association in 1994), the
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United Kingdom Woodland Assurance Scheme (UK

Forestry Commission, 1999),and the Pan European ( : P
Forest Certification System (1999). These systems are
hybrids of ISO and FSC certification systems and the

degree of inclinations towards the 1SO or FSC systemE
depends on acceptance by the main stakeholder who is .
promoting the system, and not on specific requirements €rSpective

of SFM. Apparently - the main focus of these scheme${olger Donath

is on capturing market benefits as soon as possible  The University of Rhode Island
because experience of certification for other products
suggests that market benefits tend to be a short-term
phenomenon.

colabelling from the Consumers’

Ecolabelling in the forestry and the fisheries sector is an
example of a growing trend in consumerism. Today’s
consumers are better educated and care not only about the
The process of certification, irrespective of its market attributes of the final product itself but also about the
orientation, has contributed to the establishment of production process and the associated impact on the
multi-stakeholder groups and increased opportunities enyironment. Both of the lead authors express some

for broader consultations. However, it has failed in skepticism about the future of the MSC but examine the
issue only from an institutional point of view and neglect
the role of consumers in determining the success of
ecolabelling.

The situation in the Danish forestry is described as a
confrontation of different groups trying to determine
objective management standards for the forestry sector.
These different user groups, i.e. environmentalists, forest
managers and hunters derive utility from different ways
of using the forest. The quest for an objective standard
can be regarded as equating the marginal benefit from
forest use across these user groups. One way to achieve
this goal is to use market mechanisms and give consum-
ers a choice to express their preferences for a specific
kind of standard by purchasing certified products. The
result is a percentage of a resource managed in a specific

addr_e_ssing the main issue - tropical_deforestation. way for specific purposes. Depending on the consumers’
Certified forests are located mainly in the boreal and (a5ction in the market, resource managers may see

temperate regions of Canada, Poland, Sweden, the Uk:nomic incentives to follow the given standards. These
and the USA. In the majority of tropical countries,  gandards may be arbitrary and lead to 10 percent or 90
forests are used mainly to satisfy domestic needs, anghcent of an existing resource to be certified. If the

timber is not traded in international markets. Hence, &;andards are too generous, consumers may ignore the
market-based certification cannot influence forest  gcgjapel as meaningless; if the standards are too stringent,

management practices in these countries. The case ighe resulting product may be scarce and too expensive.
similar for many forest-poor countries in temperate ang,q important point is that tr@nsumerseaction

boreal regions. Hence, certification is only a marketingatermines the success of such certification.
tool for forest-rich developed countries, and it may

provide some economic gains to leading countries, in
the short-term, but the gains will disappear in the
long-run.

Charcoal Dealers in Zambia

Thus, ecolabelling can be seen as the attempt to match
consumers’ preferences for “green” products with a
supply of “green” products. An ecolabel typically con-

i ) ] ] veys otherwise unobservable information about the
Finally, the real danger to forests, including tropical  5-5qyction process to the consumer who is enabled to
forests, is from the consumption side while certifica- gistinguish between two otherwise identical products.
tion focuses on the production side. FC has an in-builrhe consumer then has the choice to act upon that

danger of exporting consumption habits from devel- i tqrmation as was the case in the dolphin safe tuna issue.
oped countries to developing countries, and this will

prove counter-productive to the original conceptualiz
tion of forest certification.

aWhat factors determine the “success” of an ecolabel with
consumers? Foremost, the issue the ecolabel addresses

_ has to be meaningful to the consumer if hef consumers do
shashi.kant@utoronto.ca
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not know about the issue of sustainability in the forestry

or fishery industry, an ecolabel will not be successful. In C P

the case of the MSC label, the awareness of overfishing

differs across countries and regions within countries.

Consumer education about the issues addressed in the Looking at Ecolabelling from the Bay of
label is essential for the consumers’ acceptance of the Fundy

label.

Another factor to be considered is the consumers’ underMaria Recchia

standing of the link between the environmental impact ~ Centre for Community-based Management,
and the purchasing decision. If consumers understand ~ Bay of Fundy Region

how their purchase helps to improve certain undesirable
aspects of a product or production process, they are like
to alter their purchasing decisions accordingly. Consum- _ : )
ers also have to recognize the logo or the label itself. ~ fishery in the Bay of Fundy is one of the most sustainable
Competing labels are likely to confuse consumers and thSheries known to me. Marine habitat is not damaged,
meaning of the label may get lost. Again, consumer bycatch is extremely minimal, it has the capacity _(W|th
education about the content of the label is necessary to N€althy fish stocks) to employ a large number of indepen-

establish this link between environmental aspect (over- dent fishermen, and it produces a very high quality

fishing) and product purchased (ecolabelled seafood). Preduct. If the purpose of eco-labelling is to provide an
environmentally friendly product to enlightened consum-

The credibility of the Certification Agency is another ers while rewarding and thus encouraging good fishing
factor. Research has shown that government guarantees, 5 tices, one would imagine that the Bay of Fundy

are considered most trustworthy among consumers,  pqjine fishery would stand a good chance of becoming
followed by environmental organizations and industry o +ified sustainable

ranking third. The MSC is legally an independent party; if o _

consumers perceive it to be an industry sponsored label Chances are, however, that this fishery will not become
they will be less likely to choose certified seafood. The MSC certified for several reasons. The MSC certification
opposite could be said about the second partner in this Process is geared towards large-scale corporate/industrial
joint venture: The WWF. Consumer perception of the fisheries with well-funded marketing bodies. That level of
label depends on reports in the media and future marketOrganization is absent in the independent small-boat

ing efforts by the MSC. There is no indication yet that handline fleet. The expense of the certification process is
consumers regard the MSC as an industry label. also a deterrent (one estimate | received was as much as

I - $40,000). The level of in-depth information required by
Availability of certified product: The greenest consumer 4 certifying body is not even readily available for many

can not act upon his/her preferences if the product is nOtg,4)1_scale Canadian fisheries, let alone the artisanal
available in the location and at the time the consumer fisheries of the South.

chooses to purchase seafood. The MSC has emphasized

getting the seafood industry and supermarket chains ~ 'Nonetheless, | believe that it is possible to pursue MSC
involved, but the availability issue creates pressure to certification for a fishery like the Bay of Fundy handline

certify more seafood, which in turn could weaken stan- fishery. | expect that there are funders who would support
dards and thus the credibility of the label. such an initiative that we can only assume would result in

, _ the granting of the MSC stamp of approval. There are
The MSC has considered these factors and initiated 2 NGOs who could facilitate the process. If successful,

transparent process of fact finding including representa- 5 1qline fishermen, who generally have very modest

tives from industry, government, academia, and environ-fishing incomes, could receive a better price for their fish.

mental organizations. Success depends on future markety, 5qgition. such a move could put pressure on the

ing efforts and consumer education. The MSC will give  canadian government to encourage the handline fishery
consumers more choices that better match their prefer- jqaa4 of discriminating against it through ever stricter

ences and provide incentives for sustainable managemept jations designed with large-scale corporate fisheries
of resources. in mind

hdon8422@postoffice.uri.edu This scenario is conceivable, but in terms of benefit to the
handline fishermen, | wonder if funding wouldn't be
better spent in developing niche markets for fish that are
truly sustainably caught, of exceptionally high quality,

I
'¥he groundfish (cod, haddock, and pollock) handline
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and commanding a very high price. Public education  cooperating communities and the largest number of
would be a prime component of such a project. village-based residents.

Peter Egestad reminds us that certification programs carDeveloping a fisheries-based economy has three compo-
potentially have a more far-reaching effect than this, evenents: First, to accumulate the capital necessary to invest
leading to the development of a new concept of resourcen the harvesting and processing sectors in the Bering
use. In the fisheries sector | think it is a long shot unless Sea. Prior to the start of the CDQ program, these cash-
the make-up of the MSC and its processes change to  starved communities did not have any capital to invest in
accommodate inshore fisheries. We may have the abilitythe industry that occurs immediately in front of them. All
to influence the direction of the MSC simply by pursuing of the value from these fisheries (e.g., pollock, Pacific
certification for small-boat fisheries. If we can create thiscod, crab, sablefish, halibut, and others) was being taken
opportunity, | think it is worth pursuing as one way to  out of the Bering Sea and returned to owners and share-
make change. holders in Seattle and further south. By dedicating a

Eco-labelling may improve the practices of the fishing portion of the harvestal_ole surplus to 'these communit.ies,
and logging industry giants but I think it is overly opti- they are able to mve_st in the harvestlng and processing
mistic to think that environmentally sound practices, akinS€Ctors. CVRF has invested in American Seafoods

to those of the handliners, will be achieved. Fisheries Company, the largest offshore company operating in the
certification could also lead to the frustration of Bering Sea pollock fishery.

handliners who see ITQ dragger-caught fish stamped witBecond, to develop the infrastructure necessary to obtain
an eco-label while theirs blends in with the other “dirty” the greatest value out of the locally available fishery
fish. Douglas Constance’s story of dolphin-safe tuna resources. While the CDQ program provides allocations
makes it clear that consumers can be blinded by eco- to what are considered as offshore fisheries, local fisher-
labelling. men participate directly in the nearshore and inriver

The small wood lot owner, forester, and small-boat salmon, herring, and halibut fisheries. However, due to

fisherman in my part of the world is often the most likely th€ir remote location at the end of the transportation
to utilize sustainable, environmentally-friendly harvestingSyStems, costs of operation are high and generally not
techniques. | would like to see these people held up as competmve with more cgntrqlly located businesses. By
examples of sustainability and reaping the economic ~ having the funds to put into infrastructure, the local
benefits of eco-labelling. Though any improvements, fisheries have a better chance to compete in the world
from an ecological point of view, in resource harvesting Market
practices are very welcome. Third, developing the human resources of the region so
mariar@nb.sympatico.ca that they operate the local fisheries businesses and are
provided meaningful and higher skill-level employment
throughout the fishing industry. This component recog-
y nizes that outsiders traditionally have operated businesses
P RACT I -B QB‘E &S in remote Western Alaska communities. Managerial and
technical skills are now being developed in these areas, in
large part through the training, scholarship, internship,

Coastal Villages Region Fund employment, and apprenticeship programs created by
CVRF and the other CDQ entities.

2. How did you get started?

hat d do? After 10 years of active advocacy by western Alaska

1. What does your program do* residents, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Coastal Villages Region Fund (“CVRF”) is a not-for- dedicated a portion of the total allowable catch of Bering
profit entity organized to represent twenty Alaska coastalSea fishery resources to eligible western Alaska commu-
communities participating in the Western Alaska Communities. Later, the U.S. Congress placed the program into

Norman Cohen

nity Development Quota Program (“CDQ” Program). federal law. Seventeen eligible communities to receive
The purpose of the CDQ Program is to provide the meange fishery quota allocations on their behalf created
for eligible coastal communities to develop regional CVRF’s predecessor in 1992. A group of fishermen who

fisheries-based economies through a direct allocation of participated in the advocacy efforts over the previous
portion of the total allowable catch of Bering Sea fishery decade were the original incorporators of the new organi-
resources. CVRF is one of six groups organized for this zation. Since that time, the organization reformed as a
purpose. Its membership includes the largest number of
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not for profit entity and grew by three additional eligible
communities.

3. How is your group funded?

CVREF licenses its quota allocations to various harvestin
and processing companies, which in turn pay licensing
fees, called “royalties.” These royalties are paid on the
basis of a fee per metric ton harvested or on as a perce
age of the value of the fish products sold.

4. What have been your
accomplishments?

most important

RECENT PUBLICATIONS

g Charlotte Hess

Books
Allman, J. and V. B. Tashjian. 2000Will Not Eat Stone: A Women’s

nItﬁstory of Colonial AsantéPortsmouth, NH: Heinemann.

Bavinck, M., ed. 2000Marine Resource Management: Conflict and
Regulation in the Fisheries of the Coromandel Caastdon: Sage.

Bouge,M. B. 2000. Fishing the Great Lakes: An Environmental History
1783-1933Madison: University of Wisconsin Press.

The four top accomplishments to date include: 1) Signifi-

cant investment in American Seafoods; 2) development

@ussart, F. 2000.The Politics of Ritual in an Aboriginal Settlement: Kinship,
ender, and the Currency of Knowleddéashington, DC: Smithsonian

viable salmon and halibut seafood businesses; 3) develogsit,tion.

ment of human resources to take a wide range of jobs
within the company and in the industry; 4) development

Ganoulis, J., I. L. Murphy, and M. Brilly, eds. 200Dransboundary Water
Resources in the Balkans: Initiating a Sustainable Regional Co-Operative

of partnerships with other governmental and non-governNetwork Boston: Kluwer Academic.

mental organizations that together promote economic
development in the CVRF region.

5. What have been your biggest hurdles or
challenges?
The three biggest hurdles include: 1) Dealing with the

problems created by the remoteness of the region; 2)
dealing with a region where what are considered norma

Groenfeldt, D. and M. Svendsen. 200Case Studies in Participatory
Irrigation ManagementWashington, DC: World Bank.

Groppo, P., ed. 2000.and Reform: Land Settlement and Cooperatives
Rome: FAO (Land Reform Bulletin Vol. 2000 No. 1).

Kloezen,W. 2000. Vialidad De Los Arreglos Institucionales Para El Riego
Después De La Transferencia Del Manejo En El Distrito De Riego Alto Rio
Lerman, MéxicoMexico City, Mexico: Instituto Internacional Del Manejo

| Del Agua/ IWMI.

Work”‘]g Cond|t|0ns are the excep“on rather than the ruIeMCDonakj, D. A, ed. 20000n Borders: PerSpeCtiVes on International

and 3) overcoming the social problems that have grown

Migration in Southern AfricaNew York: St. Martin’s.

as the region has slowly transformed from a subsistenceMeinzen-Dick,R., A. Knox, F. Place, and B. Swallow, eds. 2600perty

economy to one that relies more and more on cash and
regular employment.

6. What lessons have you learned that would be
useful for other groups or communities involved in
common pool resource management?

Rights, Collective Action, and Technologies for Natural Resource Manage-
ment Washington, DC: CGIAR.

Minten, B. and M. Zeller, eds. 200Beyond Market Liberalization: Welfare,
Income Generation and Environmental Sustainability in Rural Madagascar
Burlington, VT: Ashgate.

Nambiar, E. K. S., A. Tiarks, C. Cossalter, and J. Ranger, eds. Sii€0.
Management and Productivity in Tropical Plantation Forests: Workshop

Some important lessons that we have learned are not to Proceedings 7-11 December 1999, Kerala, InBliagor, Indonesia: Center
squander opportunities that arise, as there may not be a for International Forestry Research.
safety net later. CVRF’s predecessor ran into difficulties Nervi, P., ed. 2000.e Terre Civiche tra I'lstituzionalizzazione del Territorio

as a result of a losing partnership and nearly lost the

opportunity to participate in the program. In regard to thé\}

common pool resources, endangered and bycatch of
species important to other fishing sectors requires flex-
ibility so as not to be caught relying on a particular
fishery that cannot be sustained over time. Entire seg-
ments of the local fishing industry has been effectively
put out of business due to market and resource failures.

7.How can readers get in touch with you?

CVREF can be reached through its main office at 711 H
Street, Suite 200, Anchorage, AK 99501. Tele-
phone:907-274-5151. Fax: 907-278-5150. E-mail to:
morgen_c@-coastalvillages.org.
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rento, 7-8 Novembre 1998yento, Italy: Casa Editrice Dott. Antonio
lani (CEDAM).

Nunow, A. A. 2000. Pastoralists and Markets: Livestock Commercialization
and Food Security in North-Eastern Kenlyaiden, The Netherlands: African
Studies Centre.

Roberts,J. 1999.Rain Forest Bibliography: An Annotated Guide to Over
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NC: McFarland.

Rouyer, A. 2000. Turning Water Into Politics: The Water Issue in the
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Schumaker,L. 2001. Africanizing Anthropology: Fieldwork, Networks, and
the Making of Cultural Knowledge in Central Afri€urham, NC: Duke
University Press.

Silva-Ochoa,P., ed. 2000Jnidadades Riego: La Otra Mitad Del Sector
Agricola Bajo Riego en Méxichlexico City, Mexico: Instituto Internacional
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L %I |]- %[R_ §i Commons Listserve
E | The IASCPmaintans a simple list serve email facility for passing

. on announcements. This is a way to send a message to many
Dear Editor, people at one time through a single email address that the people

| received CPR Digest today. It is good that the Digest also usdave signed up for. Users can subscribe (or unsubscribe) by
another major language than English. However, a rather high sending a messagertwilserv@aesop.rutgers.eduIn the body
proportion of the content in this edition is in Spanish. For my owhthe message they should typabscribe common3hose

part | do not read Spanish, and probably that is the situation fowishing to send announcemens to the subscribers should send the
many subscribers. My question is about costs. Would it not bénessage toommons@aesop.rutgers.eduBe sure and avoid
cheaper to have two versions - or would the reduced mailage &@hding subscribe and unsubcribe messages to the whole list by
print costs imply so much extra administration that there wouldsgnding them to commons@aesop instead of mailserve@aesop.
no benefit?

With kind regards,
Prof. Jan Age Riseth, Inaugural IASCP Pacific Regional Meeting

Narvik University College, Norway Theme: Tradition and Globalization: Critical Issues for
Accommodation of CPRs in the Pacific Region.

This suggestion is a very good one, if fact it is what we are
headed for. Our eventual plan is to put together “regional The IASCP Pacific Region includes both small nations,
editions” where there will be some global content and some loggmnants of colonial empires, and medium sized nations, all of
content in each issue. We are moving slowly in this direction, Which are experiencing unprecedented development stresses
however, putting together editorial boards and networks on  upon both local and regional CPRs. Itis a region which is
different continents. Our first attempt to have two different ~ characterized by vast tracts of maritime CPRs, while the

versions of the Digest is tentatively scheduled for Sept 2001. significantly smaller terrestrial resources are being utilized in an
unsustainable manner.

John Sheehan, National Native Title Spokesperson, with the
AN N O U N C E M E N TS Australian Property Institute is the inaugural appointee for the

Pacific. The first IASCP Regional Meeting for the Pacific will

be held on 2-4 September 2001, in Brisbane Australia at the

Queensland University of Technology, with papers presented

Send Letters and Annoucementt Doug Wilson, Editor, CPR over two days 3-4 September in the OJ Wordsworth Theatrette,
Digest. Institute for Fisheries Management, North Sea Center, PO at Gardens Point Campus, Brisbane City.

Box 104, DK-9850, Hirtshals, Denmark. dw@ifm.dk Tel: 45 98 94
28 55 fax: 45 98 94 42 68
For membership, dues, back issues, and missing copiestact

Pre-Registration and expressions of interest in response to a
Call for Papers to be made in late March should be forwarded
to the Secretariat, IASCP Regional Meeting for the Pacific, c/-

Michelle Curtain, P.O. Box 2355 Gary, IN 46409 USA Australian Property Institute, Queensland Division on facsimile
iascp@indiana.edu Tel: 01-219-980-1433 Fax: 01-219-980-2801 17 3839 0438 or email qld@propertyinstitute.com.au

For questionsabout IASCP papers and research, contact Charlotte
Hess, Information Officer, IASCP, 513 N. Park, Bloomington, IN
47408 USA iascp@indiana.edu Tel: 01-812- 855-9636 Fax:: 01-
812-855-3150

Site Proposals for the 10th Biennial Conference

IASCP is now accepting preliminary proposals for our 10th
biennial conference scheduled for 2004. Those interested
should submit a two-page statement identifying your interests in
hosting an IASCP conference. The most useful statement will
include the following information: 1. the name of the
sponsoring organization; 2. a list of potential co-sponsors; 3.
proposed themes and sub-themes; 4. identification of
appropriate venues; and 5. budgetary information outlining
projected costs.

Proposals must be received by the Secretariat no later than May
1, 2001. You may send your proposals via postal mail or e-mail
to Michelle Curtain at IASCP, PO Box 2355 Gary, IN 46409
USA iascp@indiana.edu
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JULY 1, 2000- JUNE 30, 2001 IASCP MEMBERSHIP CARD

Renew your membership now and you will not miss any of your membership benefits; including: subscriptions to The CPEcBimesegistration at our nearly
annual meetings; conference abstracts, and the opportunity to contribute to the growth of the IASCP. Contact the IABCA&Idifioral information or visit our web site.

MEMBERSHIP INFORMATION: Renewal__ New  (Please check one)
Last Name First Name Middle
Address:
City State/Province: Postal Code/Zip: Country:
Email Address:
INDIVIDUAL MEMBERSHIP * CHECK MEMBERSHIP YEAR(s):
$15,000 Or MOre........ccccveveneen. US $30.00 July 1, 2000- June 30, 2001
OR $14,999 or less........ceeuune US $8.00 July 1, 2001- June 30, 2002
July 1, 2002- June 30, 2003
Total dues payment @US $30.00.................. $
Total dues payment @ US $ 8.00.................. $ *Institutional membership fees are a flig 66.60.

PAYMENT INFORMATION :
You can return this card to IASCP with:
___Acheck payable to IASCP
__ MasterCard ___Visa___Discover | Card Number
If your situation prevents you from remitting payment using the above methods, please indicate that and write a briefrerplématiorm.

Signature | Exp. Date: OR Email, phone omfaxighetanfo
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