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Itisn't very often | feel like the announcements section isthe most striking part of the CPR Digest, but if seemsthat way for this
issue. When Michelle Curtain, our Executive Director, sent me the announcements for our upcoming meetings | was stunned, as
much by the range of what |ASCP has gotten involved in around the world as by the need to find twice the usual space for

announcements. So don't fail to turn to page 12 and decide which of these events YOU are going to attend! Keep them coming,

Michelle!

Thisissue'sforum iswell worth your perusal aswell. Prof. FW.G. Hill's keynote address to the biennial conference last June was got
everyonetalking, and he agreed right then to make his argument for the new “ Think L ocally, Act Globally” slogan the basis of a CPR
Digest Forum. We have responses from Southeast Asia, North America, Africa, South Americaand Europe. From the Mekong River,
Wolf Hartmann reflects on the role of regional initiativesin the global / local tension. Next David Cash discusses the role of sciencein
interactions between the global and local levels. |saac Malasha adds five practical points about the realities that resource users face
which must be addressed if the ‘global’ is going to be any use to them. Janice Rodrigues Placeres Borges draws our attention to the
fact that resource users aready have a history of interacting with global institutions that has left them wisely suspicious. Finally

Sylvia Karlsson addresses the commentary in light of the recently completed World Summit on Sustainable Development. Enjoy!

CPR Forum: gﬁﬂlul%l t:
Thinking L ocally, Acting Globally Global Visons and Local Imperatives
CPR FOrum .....cccoooviiiiieiiineeeee 1 Prqfr FW.G.Hil
ViceChancdllor

Global Visionsand Local Imperatives Universityonimbabwe

Professor FW.G. Hill .....c.cccoviiiiniiiiciiesen 1
A widely used environmenta s ogan, which has now reached iconic bumper-

The Local and Global in a Transboundary ; iU Thi nop ;

River Basin: Another View from the Mekong dticker status, is Thlnk QIobalIy,Act Localy”. L|kemaqy slog_ana thisone

WOIT D. HArtMann .....c.ooooeeeeresseesorsoeeso 4 | expressesaworthy principle but masks the obstacles to its achievement.
Thegloba thinking that emergesfrom internationa forumstoo often

The Maize Maze: Sustainability Science for inAli it ; emi

Thinking and Acting Globally and L ocally margi nalisesloca reall'_ue; locdl actiontoo oftel_w dlsrnlmglopa concerns

DaVvid W. CaSN ....couvvvreerreeineeseseeseseessssessneens 5 | asirrelevant. Communication between thetwo is obscure or distorted,
inhibiting any effective dial ogue or negotiation between the scalesinvolved.

Some Points about Prof. Hill’'s Commentary . . .

1SBAC MAIASNA ..o 6 | Inarecent lecturefocussing on the World Summit on Sustainable
Development, K ofi Annan emphasized the* Big Picture” in globa economic

Global Visionsand Local Imperatives: A ; u ; ;

Reflection about the Pantanal Wetlands of Brazil terms, Com menting tf‘]at A,genda 21 andall tha.[ flowed fr_om_ Itcan besad

Janice RodreiquesPlaceresBOrges .........ov.evne. 7 |tohavegivenusthat ‘what’ - what the problem is, what principles must
guide our response. Johannesburg must give usthe ‘how’ - how to bring

Governance of the Local, the Global and about the necessary changesin State policy; how to use policy and tax

Linkagesin Between . . . . . ) )

Sylvia Karlsson ........ccceeoeiieiniieeseeeeeeee 8 incentivesto send theright signalsto business and industry; how to offer
better choicestoindividua consumersand producers; how, intheend, to get

o thisdone.”

Recent Publications..........cccccoenunene. 9 _ _ _ .
The Secretary-Genera did, however go onto includethe social and politicd,

ANNOUNCEMENES vreeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeen. 12 | Suggesting that “Far from being aburden, sustainable development isan
exceptional opportunity - economically, to build marketsand createjobs;
socidly, to bring peoplein fromthe margins; and palitically, toreduce
tensions over resourcesthat could lead to violence and to give every man
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and woman avoice, and achoice, in deciding their own
future.” Returning to the Johannesburg Conference, Annan
commented “In an era of rapid change, it must mark abresk
with business as usual. In an eraof great wealth, it must
show how wealth can be shared by al thoseliving, and
preserved for those who come after. And in an era of
insecurity, it must offer the prospect of peace through hope;
hopethat life tomorrow will be better - safer, fairer, more
enjoyable- thanitistoday.”

These are laudabl e sentiments, and ones with which most of
us would agree. However one has the sense that they reflect
aglobal rhetoric, which skates over the harsh empirical
redlitiesand difficult allocative decisionswhich must be
addressed if their vision isto be achieved. Among these are:

. Changing human demand/resource avail ability ratios, fed by
growing human populations, life style aspirations and
environmenta change.

. Entrenched and emerging inequalitiesin power and
resource access at national and international levels, in which
political and economic elitestighten their grip on thedecision
making processes which determine benefit flows.

. Uneven macroeconomic performance between nation
states, fed by the grip of afew politico-economic super-centres on
theglobalization of financial networks, theglobalization of
production and the globalization of markets and terms of trade.

. Technological innovation, which tendsto privilege capital
over labour, and labour over natural resources. As profits
increasingly globalize, socid and environmental costsincreasingly
locdlize.

Theseare, from alonger lit, the trendswhich “thinking
globaly” must tackle serioudy if Annan’scall to* bresk with
businessasusua” isto be heeded. Furthermore, thinking
globaly isnot enough. If these trends are to be modified and
their negative dimensionstransformed, agreat deal of
“acting globally” is needed and this requires significant
transfersin authority, responsibility and entitlement. The
solutionliesnot inthecurrent “win-win” rhetoric of
sustainable devel opment but rather in therecognition by
power elitesthat the surrender of privilegeto achieve
collectivelegitimacy and consensusisultimately intheir own
best interests. Sadly one seesfew signsthat thisinsight isyet
presentin global and national forums of power.

Theanadysisof theglobal trends haslargely been the domain
of the political and economic sciences. Common property
scholarship hastended to focus on thelocal, on the socia and
environmental microcosmswherelivelihoodsdepend on
common pool resources. Infocussing onthelocal, Common
Property scholarship has a strategic advantage in the global
devel opment debate, sincetheloca formsthedelivery point
for policy and the litmustest for its efficacy. Matthias Finger
has observed that “ thelocal iswhere problemsfirst become
visble—evenif they are only symptoms of global problems—
and where they need to be solved asthey arise, but it isalso
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where the resources and means to address such problems
are scarcest.” Thusfor Finger the local representsthe leve “
atwhichal global, regiona and nationa policieswill
ultimately beimplemented. It isal sothelevel which gives
legitimacy totheentire public policy chain.”

However it would beanaytically myopicfor Common
Property scholarship to confineitself solely tothelocal.
Finger suggests that the weakness of Common Property
theory “liesin thefact that it does not contextualize common
property resources management, particularly within thelarger
framework of globaization, athoughthisiswherethe most
innovative governance effortstake place.” Whilethis
statement dismisses much good Common Property
scholarship, it serves as awarning that much of thiswork has
not yet reached the macro-political and macro-economic
forums of developmental debate to which Finger relates.

Given this concern | suggest that the |ASCP agenda must
include three arenas of analysis and action.

Thefirstistheanaysisof scaleand itspolicy implicationsfor
theassignment of appropriatejurisdictionsover common
property. Such an analysis must address the question of
“whose common property?’ in the recognition that the nature
of different resources dictates spheres of common interest at
various scales, ranging across a spectrum from the global to
thelocal. It must address theissues of institutional and
motivationd effectivenessand the consensud legitimacy
involved. It must deal with organizational efficiency, and
findly it must addressthe articul ation between regimes, with
specid attentionto linesand directions of accountability. Such
an analysisisamassive but important task, well deserving the
attention of the intellect and energy represented by the
scholarship contained in the TASCP,

The second arenaisthat of facilitating innovation at local
levels. In regard to natural resourcesthe local has been, and
can be, the site adaptive transformationsin use and
management. Thusthelocal isnot only thelevel where, in
Finger’sterms, “policieshaveto beimplemented” but also
thelevel where policies can be originated.

Unfortunately theinnovative potentia of locdl levelsistoo
ofteninhibited by legal and bureaucratic structureswhich
deny them the essential component for innovation —the
authority to experiment. They areaso inhibited by the
hegemony of cognitive systemswhich prioritisethe
methodol ogies, idioms, and findings of professional science
and technology. “ There is no mesting of minds between the
academic and the common man” said Professor JFA. Ajayi,
Vice Chancellor of the University of Lagos, in 1973.“The
University agriculturist isnot abetter farmer, whomthe
village farmer can emulate. The university historian tape-
recordsthetraditiona historians, but they speak different
languages and seem to talk about different cultures. The
study of philosophy, political scienceor publicadministration

intheuniversitiesmight leave someimpression on
government officials, but it seemsto produce no wiser
administratorsthan thetraditional rulers, nor ideasand values
that are of direct relevance to the work of government
among thetraditional sectorsof our society. For dl their
effort to achieve relevance through curriculum adaptation,
theuniverditiesremain part of an aien culture, of immense
prestige and often of great economic advantage, but with no
rootsin the people'sculture.” Today, 30 yearslater, this
stuationislittlechanged.

To unleash theinnovative potentia of thelocal anew form of
interaction between professional and locd civil scienceis
required in which the local through experienceand
experiment takesthelead in problem-solving and planning for
local ecosystems, assisted where appropriate by the

technol ogiesand comparativeinsightsof professiona science
to placethisplanning into larger contexts. Themethodology
of professional science should be adapted to adifferent kind
of involvement with thelocd : invited rather than imposed,
directed rather than directive, facilitative rather than
manipulative.

No professional association is better placed to undertakethis
task than the IASCP. You have adready been doing this. This
task of changing the methodol ogies and ethos of main-stream
development science runs counter however to the interests of
the epistemic scientific and bureaucratic community which
dominatesglobal debate, and thisfacilitativeroleshould
remain high on your agenda.

Thethird arenais the enhancement of communication —the
transmission of information, inboth directions, along thechain
of linkageswhich bind together thelocal and theglobal.

Technologically we have achieved vast legpsforward in
communication since |ASCP wasfounded. If you had visited
VictoriaFalsin 1990 you would not have seen asingle cell
phone. Today as you walk around town they seemto bein
the hands of nearly everyone—not only suited businessmen
but also vendors at fruit and vegetable stalls. Technology
providesava uabletool for planning and communication, as
elaborated in some of the papers on the agenda of the
Conference. The Commons has indeed been “ pixelised”, to
quote the September 2001 issue of the CPR Digest.

Most of thiscommunication has however been
“downwards’, inaglobal-to-local direction. And eveninthis
mode it has tended to stop short of thelocal, at the barrier
point wherelanguage and illiteracy intervene. To push
through thisbarrier the verba and vernacular is<till required
—timetaking and unrewarding in terms of the criteriafor
professional advancement. Thus scholarship assigns the task
to “extension agents,” and in so doing missesthe more
substantive rewards of dialogue, which shiftsthedirection of
communication“ upwards.”
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Fecilitating communicationinthisdirection, fromtheloca to
theglobal, isthemost difficult of our communicational tasks.
Our analyses and publications may help, but these also act as
filters, often masking the authentic voice of thelocal . For this
voiceto be heard alargeinvestment isrequired in time,
money and professional commitment. Theinvestment is
structural, infacilitating the creation of hierarchical

communi cation flowswhich retain agenuine representational
voice asthey move upward. It ispolitical in that the centre
should provide genuine spacesfor the periphery in policy and
planning. It isacademic, inthat meetingslikethisoneprovide
forumsfor local voicesto speak directly. It isto the credit of

| ASCPthat the Association haslong recognized this
obligation, and | notethat at a previous Conferencethe
theme has been “Voices from the Commons.” The field trips
and subsequent interactive seasons scheduled for this
conference continue to address this focal concern.

Scale, innovation and voice. Inthe globalization debate, they
have one common objective. Thisisto* bring peopleinfrom
themargins,” to reiterate a phrase from Kofi Annan quoted
earlier. If we can help to achieve this, perhaps we will be
abletoturnthedoganfor the globalization debateinto “ Think
Locdly,Act Globaly.”

For Further Reading:

Finger, M. (1999) “ Globalization and Governance.” Palicy
Matters, Issue No. 6, December, pp. 1-9.

' CPREQRUM

The Local and the Global in a
Transboundary River Badn:

Another View from the Mekong
Wolf D.Hartmann
Management of Reservoir FisheriesinthelL ower
Mekong Basin, Mekong River Commission, Lao
PDR

Having just come back from an international conference
“From Conflict to Cooperation in International Water
Resources Management”, held in Delft, Holland, at theend
of November 2002, it isdifficult to find any argument against
Professor Hill’sviewsin hisemphasis of theimportance of
the“local” for the“globd”, and in particular the three arenas
of analysisand action proposed by him: scale, innovation and
voice. As could be expected, the “local” and local actors
featured only marginally inthe said conference, whileglobal
or international concernsand international organizations
predominated deliberations. However, it seemed to methat
there was not so much alack of will to recognize the
importance of other, includinglocal redlities. Theimportance
of ‘ stakeholder’ or ‘ community’ involvement, rightly or

wrongly interpreted by me asthe ‘loca’ level, was repested
as a congtant litany. There seemed to be more a complete
lack of imagination and experience on how exactly to go
about achieving this. | wasin Delft to represent, together
with colleagues, the Mekong River Commission (MRC), an
inter-governmental organization of thefour countriesof the
Lower Mekong Basin (LMB), i.e. Cambodia, Thailand,
Laosand Viet Nam. On the occasion we had an opportunity
to present some aspects of MRC's work to the conference,
in particular with regarding basin-wide devel opment planning
and publicinvolvementinit.

While not acting on aglobd level, the MRC may have a
problemwith scale. Being aregional organization, itis
understood to becomeinvolvedin ‘ basin-wideissues only,
whileissuesthat can bededt with locally and nationally are
left to national ingtitutionsto tackle. Obvioudy thisdichotomy
doesnot exigt; thereisnothing just local or national on one
sideand regiond (or globa) on the other. As Professor Hill
rightly observes, “the nature of the resource dictates spheres
of common interest at various scales’. A casein point are
the ‘deep pools' of the Mekong, which are deep areas
within the river channel acting as dry season refuges or
spawning grounds for anumber of important, often
migratory, fish species. While* deep pools' arelocalized
habitats, they are of regional significance. Their local
management, frequently through some form of habitat
protection, isof regiond importance.

The importance of the“loca” asthelevel where technical,
ingtitutional and organizational innovationscan beoriginated
has been recognized by riparian governments, who have
requested MRC's Fisheries Programme to create local
examples of resource management which could inform the
formulation of nationd fisheriespalicies. While, origindly,
thiswas aimed mainly at the definition of anumber of
technical parameters, this haslately been expanded to the
devel opment of processguidelinesfor theimplementation of
participatory fisheriesmanagement, or co-management, in
the LMB region. Thisincludes mechanismsfor resource
user organization and representation on different levels, and
in particular for interaction between co-managers active on
locd, national and regional scales. Whileavariety of local
forms of resource user organization have sprung up, user
representation at supra-local levelshasbeen difficult to
facilitate, dueto the fact that in at least two Mekong
countriesno such organi zations exist outside government,
and it isunclear to what extent conditionsarein place which
would allow them being set up. As amatter of fact, who and
where are the ‘ stakeholders' which were so often referred
toin Ddft?“ Thepopulationingenerd’, ‘ decision-makers,
‘voters, ‘civil society’, ‘the profession’, ‘ experts’ and others
wereal synonyms used to describe the“eusive
stakeholder”. It became quite clear that, whenever the word
‘stakehol der’ was mentioned, members of government
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agencies were in fact meant. Thisis not so uncommon. MRC
itself isbound by adefinition madeby its Council to define
key (or internal) stakeholders asthe different units of MRC
itself, including itsnationa branches, theNational Mekong
Committees, and nationa ministriesit cooperateswith. Only
asasecond step, theinvolvement of external stakeholders, or
the publicin thereal sense of theword, is contemplated.

Naturally, Delft also saw suggestionswith regard to
improving communications. Therewasalot of talk about the
need to reach ‘ stakeholders . What was proposed was very
much what Prof. Hill would cal “ downwards’
communication. That there my be aneed to facilitate
“upwards’ communication, taking off thelid and letting local
peopleraisetheir voices, didn't enter the discussions. Yet, as
weadl know, in many instancesinformation obtained from
local communitiesistheonly information available. TheMRC
FisheriesProgrammeisinvestigating local knowledge
regarding fish migrationsinthe LMB. Someof this
knowledgewill bethe basisfor management interventions.

It seemsto methat the main questionisnot if we think or act
locally or globally, but to create conditionsfor interaction and
conduits for communication between these scales.

merops@laotel.com

CPREGRNM

The Maize Maze: Sustainability Science for
Thinking and Acting Globally and L ocally

DavidW.Cash
Belfer Center for Scienceand I nter national Affairs
John F. K ennedy School of Gover nment, Harvard
Univer gty

Refusing to accept US donations of genetically modified
(GM) maize, President Mwanawasa of Zambia argued that,
“Simply because my peopleare hungry, that isnojustification
to give them poison...” He made this statement at the U.N.
World Summit on Sustainable Devel opment in Johannesburg
onaninternationa stage, with 2.3 million peoplefacing
starvation at home on the local stage. Whether motivated by
concern or cynicism (or both), the showdown between the
US/World Food Programme and Zambia, and other African
countrieswhich joined the ban on GM crops, isemblematic
of theglobal-local dynamic so clearly articulated by
Professor Hill in his commentary. In avolatile mixture of
varyinginterests, risk perception, power politics, and

devel oping-devel oped country tensions, tensof thousands of
tons of food were produced by international entitiesthat
poorly understood the targeted recipients of their new
technology. Hill’ sgenerd insight isaproposin thiscontext,
“Communication between thetwo is obscure or distorted,

inhibiting any effective dial ogue or negotiation between the
scales[international andlocal] involved.”

If, indeed, thereis nothing to fear from GM maize, then the
scientific community, multinational corporations, USAID, and
international organizationsfailed to maketheir advancesin
science and technology appropriate to the needs, interests,
and concernsof local people. Correcting thisfailureto link
science and technology (S& T) to decision making isnot just
amatter of better salesmanship of western innovations and
new technologiesto thedevel opingworld. The“marketing”,
uni-directiona model, infact, exacerbatesexistingtensions, is
bound to produceinformation and technol ogy that isnot used,
and begsfor greater nuance and complexity. Hill’sanalytic
appealsfor exploring issues of scale, strengthening local
innovation, and giving voice continuesto movethe
community of researchers and practitioners toward a better
model. Thisisalso expressed in the evolving missionsof
organizations such asthe World Bank, UNERP, funding
agencieslike the U.S. Nationa Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, and sub-national governments, NGOs, and
scientific organizations.

Inthiseffort, one heuristic isbeing developed as part of the
international Initiative of Scienceand Technology for
Sustainahility, acollaborative network based at the Third
World Academy of Sciences with nodes at the UN’s
Economic Commission for Latin Americaand the Caribbean
inChile; Chiang Ma University, Thailand; the Devel opment
Policy Centre, Nigeria; and a Harvard and Stanford
Universities, U.S. Researchers and practitioners at these and
other ingtitutionsare beginning to articulate avision of
sustainahility science: sciencethat isdriven by peopleonthe
ground, addressing the interconnected problems of human
devel opment and maintenance of the earth’slife support
systems; scienceand technology that conscioudly link local
through global ingtitutionsto produce place-based research
and locally appropriatetechnol ogiesin the context of global
systems; and science and technology that is co-produced by
participantsin research, assessment, observation and
decisionsystems.

When such systems function effectively they seem to share
several characteristics. First, they are highly attuned to
assurethat information and technology that is producedis
sdient (does the science answer a question that is of interest
to adecision maker?), legitimate (isthe process of producing
information or technology perceived asfair?), and credible(is
theinformation believableand plausible?) tomultiple
audiencesat multiplelevels. A surprisingly large number of
effortsignore one of thesethree attributes, risking failure
(e.g., tons of maize ending up in storage and not on the plates
of garving people.)

Second, successful ingtitutions conscioudy managethe
multiple boundaries that need to be crossed in order to
coordinate between: science and decision making; across
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multipledisciplines; between globa throughlocal levels, and
between western science and tacit/indigenous/traditional
knowledges. It isthese boundaries that often block “effective
dialogue or negotiation between” different actors. In the best
cases, organizations such as extension systems, applied
research ingtitutes, NGOs, private firmsand universities can
act asintermediaries across boundaries, trandating and
brokeringinformation intwo directions, mediating between
multi pleinterests, perspectivesand knowledges, coordinating
research and application activities, and linking global through
local scienceand decision making.

" [
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Participatory research in Zimbabwe: International
research links with national agricultural research systems
and farmers to provide breeding technologies. Photo
courtesy L.W. Harrington, CIMMYT

% ¥ "_

Thus, asHill pointsout, the s mplistic bumper sticker appesl
to“Think Globally, Act Localy” isinsufficient. But for smilar
reasons, hisrevision, “Think Localy, Act Globally”, isaso
inadequate. Emerging notionsof sustainability science
suggest that navigating the challenging maze of producing
salient, credibleand | egitimate science and technol ogy
requiresamore complex gphorism: “Think and Act Locally
while Thinking and Acting Globally (andin between as
well.)” Thisof course, would not fit on abumper sticker...But
then again, there are relatively few carsin Zambia

For Further Reading:

Kates, R. W., William C. Clark, Robert Corell, J. Michael Hall,
Carlo C. Jaeger, lan Lowe, James J. McCarthy, Hans Joachim
Schellnhuber, Bert Bolin, Nancy M. Dickson, Sylvie Faucheux,
Gilberto C. Gallopin, Arnulf Gruebler, Brian Huntley, Jill Jager,
Narpat S. Jodha, Roger E. Kasperson, Akin Mabogunje, Pamela
Matson, Harold Mooney, Berrien Moore |11, Timothy
O'Riordan, Uno Svedin 2001 “ Sustainability science.” Science
292: 641-642.

david_cash@harvard.edu

CPRESRIM

Some Points about Prof. Hill's Commentary

|saac Malasha
Centrefor Applied Social Sciences, Harare,
Zimbabwe

| havefive points| would like to makein response to Prof.
Hill’'scommentary.

A. One of the reasons why locdl interests are not well-
articulated at the national and global leve isthat rightsto
own, organise and determine how resources are to be used
at thelocd level have not been fully decentralised to users.
Where some efforts have been madein this direction through
different initiatives such as‘ co-management’ and variants of
Community-Based Natural Resources Management
Initiatives there has been atendency to merely devolve
respongibilitiesand not rights. Thisinhibitsloca usersfrom
articulating their interests at anational and global level. One
way inwhich CPR scholarship can help in bridging the
communication gap isby trying to understand why national
and global interestsare reluctant to fully devolverightsto
local users. Such scholarship should show why governments
do not decentralize appropriate authority to loca government
and | ocd group organizationsthrough the establishment of
recognised formd policy andlegd provisions.

B. Aspointed out in the commentary, legal and bureaucratic
structuresmay deny local - level actorsthe authority to
experiment. Butlocal actors may rely on resourcesto such an
extent that it inhibitsthem from experimenting asthismay
compromisetheir livelihood. Whilelegal and bureaucratic
structures are important there is aso need for participation
and interest representation of resource usersin the
identification of problemsopportunitiesand constraintsas
well asintheformulation, design and implementation of
development programsand projectsto avoid
experimentations that may compromisetheir way of life.

C. The peopl€ srights to organize and make arrangements
whichrelateto their needsmust be legally institutionalised.
We need to create lega and administrative avenues that will
giveaplaformtolocal usersto articulatetheir viewsat a
global level.. Assuchit isimportant to make sure that
enabling legidation detailing therespongbilitiesand authority
of thelocal communities and resource usersis promulgated
and enacted by centra governments,

D. Global discourse on the environment has tended to ignore
local knowledge, culture, politics, and power structures. This
has contributed to alack of detailed knowledge of the
aspirations and interests of local resource users as articulated
by national and global interests.
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E. Thereis also need to acknowledge that local users of a
resource have avalid view of the state of their environment.
Thisview isnot heard because those who dominate the
conservation debate at the moment do so from a particular
ideological view-point which may beat variancewith local
views and economic imperatives. We need to understand
from the communities and other stakeholderswhat their
prioritiesare and how they conceive program devel opment
because any strategies for sustainable devel opment must
take into consideration the needs of thetarget population.

mambwe@mweb.co.zw

CPRESGIM

Global Visions and Local Imperatives:
A Reflection about the Pantanal Wetland
of Brazil

Janice Rodrigues PlaceresBorges
Social Medicine Department, FMRP,
Univer sidadede Sao Paulo, Brazil

AsProfessor Hill pointsout there are still legendary
hindrancesto lessconflictual relationshipsinthe
implementation of thelocal and global agendas- hindrances
presently aggravated by the ambivaent and differential
impactsof the globalization on thetransition to asustainable
society.

InBrazil, acontinental country with significant regiona
differencesin several aspects, the globalization process has
deepened the historic social separation between those
included and those excluded from the system. That fact takes
usto areflection, among others, about the management of
the natura resources, which are abundant in the country.
That leads usto the question of thelevel of action of local
communitiesin the management of natural resources,
particularly the action of those communitiesthat have avital
relationship with resourcesof global importance.

I will usethe Mato Grosso Pantanal, the Wetland of Brazil, as
areferencein my discussion. The Wetland isavast plain of
international importance, Situated along the Paraguay River,
whichisseasonally flooded. The seasondlity of itshydraulic
regimen, along with its non-flooded areasiswhat allowsthe
human presence in the region. That presence comprises
severa ways of life, each with its different culture: the
ribeirinhos, who live alongside the river, the pantaneiros
and several Indian groups. Such communitiesliveinrelative
geographicisolation, relying onthelocal and regiona natural
resources and knowing them well.

The ghost of aproject for the revitalization of the Parana-
Paraguay Waterway has reappeared and is hovering over
these people. This waterway is to act as the gateway of the

globalization process, particularly asitisrepresented by
MERCOSUL, the common market of the Southern Cone, for
theregion and, indeed, the whole Plate Basin. Benefiting only
thenational andinternationa elite, theimplementation of this
waterway will bring aseries of negative locd and regiona
socia and environmental impacts, many of themirreversible.

| am worried about such facts and conscious of the distance
between the academy and the extension of its knowledge to
the local communities. | am aso aware of the absence of a
wider gppreciation of such knowledge, practicesand thewill
of thecommunitiesto make public policiesmoreequitable
and efficient. | am also involved in an effort (Borges and

A Pantaneiro in the Mato Grosso Pantanal Wetland
Photo Courtesy Author

Chaudhry 2000), aimed at giving avoiceto the Wetland
communitiesand using them asaninstrument in the
management of the hydraulic resources of the Wetland.
Theselocal communities are the guardians of that
“Ecologica Sanctuary” and of its natural resources. We hope
to bring the voice of these communities from the outer edges
to the centre of the debate, so that their more equitable and
fair common-goods management concepts can be heard.

Thissituation illuminates several concernsand research
themesthat Professor Hill includesin hiscomment. The
pantaneiros make clear that their problems, their culture and
their way of life are not properly looked upon by the
academy and by federd and regiona governments. They do
not belief intheimpartidity of these governmentswhenit
comes to decisive processes regarding the Wetlands. Asto
thejurisdiction over the common welfare, they seethe
necessity of alegal and institutional frame that would
guarantee the access and satisfaction of all interests and
of al the interested ones, yet they think that rules and
laws were made “to be obeyed by the poor”, thus the
injusticesthey suffer become explicit.

They see themselves as social actors and believe in the
participation of the peoplein the decisive processwhilethey
also recognize themselves as co-responsible for the
management of the natural resources. Nevertheless, they
show aversion to being includedinany associativeform,
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because they believe neither in the honesty of such processes
nor the governments, seeing themselves as amassto be
maneuvered for “higher interests’. However, they do believe
inthe peopl €' s participation, leaving an open channel for
future engagement.

Findly, | would liketo point out the big challengefor formal
and informal education to teach and inform the community
members of the processes and actions that any member of
society can wield to reduce the pressure on the place and its
natural resources of global interest. It stands very clear that
the“I think locally, | act globally” concept has never before
meant so much and proved so necessary.
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Governance of the Local, the Global and
Linkages in Between
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on Global Environmental Change

The commentary of Professor Hill waswritten prior to the
World Summit on Sustainable Devel opment (WSSD) but the
analysisiseven moreinteresting in retrospect. The Summit
may not have fully met hisand Kofi Annan’s challenge of
focussing on the how, how to go from wordsto action. There
was alot on the what and when. There are many targets and
timetablesin the Johannesburg Plan of Implementation;
reducing poverty, increasing access to water and sanitation,
reducing therate of biodiversity lossetc. For many, the goals
were not ambitious enough but even these targets will face
challengesin beingimplemented. Nevertheless,
implementation was akey theme. For example, the hundreds
of Partnerships launched as part of the officia outcome were
all about how. How can onefind innovative ways of
engaging multi ple stakehol der groupsto work in partnership
not only on small scaelocally but acrossregionsand
countries? Leaving the direct WSSD context and turning to
Prof. Hill’s generic theme of the link between thelocal and
theglobd, hisanalysis struck threemajor chordsin my own
thinking, chordson knowledge, ingtitutionsand values. Let me
share some reflections on each of these.

Onknowledge

Decision-makersat al levels need knowledge. They need
knowledge on the condition of their natural and human
resources, about the driving forceswhich are affecting their
fate and about options to manage them. Presently, the
dominance of top-down flowsof information and knowledge,
from the global and nationa levelstotheloca isevident. The
knowledge ‘received’ on lower levelsmay not be appropriate,
whether it concernsclimatic, biological, socia, economicor
ethical aspects. To addressthisstuationitisnot viableto rely
on current patterns of knowledge generation where ait
remainswith an exclusive group of scientistsand
professionals. There has been numerous efforts to increase
the number of people who are engaged in the scientific
enterprise, whether it isschool children surveying disease
incidenceintheir Amazonian villages, farmersmaking field
tridsintheir Indonesian farms or NGOstaking part in global
scientific assessments. In many of these examples, people are
trained in the methods of modern science. Thus, richness of
traditional and localized knowledgeispaired with thelanguage
and approaches of science.

Oningtitutions
Prof. Hill’ sargument that the slogan ‘ think globally, act
locally’ must be complemented by the reverse, ‘think
locally, act globally’ raisesthe question: Aretherecriteria
forinitiating action, for example, through establishing
institutions at a particular level? My framework for
discussing such criteria evolves around three approaches to
the concept of ‘matching’: 1) How institutions match the
level at which scale the suffering of the environment
occurs; 2) How institutions match the governance level
where the driving forces behind the problem originate; and
3) How institutions match the level where there is capacity
to take action. These three aternative, or rather
complementary, criteria could be described as matching the
level of suffering, cul pability and capacity, respectively.
The advantages of establishing institutionsfor governance
at levelsthat correspond to their effects, and thus the
geographic scope of suffering, isthe common motivation
for talking about the ‘fit" between environmental problems
and governinginstitutions. Applyingtheculpability criteria
would be better suited to target the causes rather than
symptoms of the problems. Moreover, from an ethical
perspective it would be preferable if those who are
explicitly responsiblefor the problemswould be more
targeted in governance. If there is no capacity to act at the
level where effects or driving forces occur, then there is
not much that can be done in governance.

Onvalues

Findly, comingtotheissueof values. Cognitive understanding
of thelocal at theglobal level, or theglobd at thelocd leve is
important. Yet, thereare significant congtraintsinincorporating
thesediametrically different perspectivesand it requireswill-
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power, valuedriven motivation, of decision-makersto search
for appropriate knowledge, and then facing the choice of how
toact onit. Inaglobalized world decis on-makers, individual
or collective, need either to redlize that actionsfor the global
and local common good will bebeneficia for themselvesin
thelong-run, acting on enlightened self-interest, or consider
the common good the end initself, acting for others. Both of
these value foundations require stakeholders to add awider
context to their decision-making.

sylviakarl sson@yahoo.com
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Send L etters and Annoucements to Doug Wilson, Editor,
CPR Digedt, The Ingtitute for Fisheries Management, North
Sea Center, PO Box 104, DK-9850, Hirtshas, Denmark.
dw@ifm.dk Tel: 459894 28 55 Fax:: 4598 94 42 68

For membership, dues, back issues, and missing
copies Michelle Curtain, PO. Box 2355 Gary, IN 46409
USATd: 01-219-980-1433 Fax:: 01-219-980-2801
iascp@indiana.edu

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

Upcoming | ASCP M eetings

Meeting: |ASCP2004, The 10th Bienniel Conference of the IASCP

Dates. June, 2004
L ocation: Oaxaca, Mexico
Coordinator: L eticiaMerino, Imerino@servidor.unam.mx

Meeting: The Northern Commons
Location: Anchorage, AlaskaUSA
Dates: August, 2003

Coordinator: Mead Treadwell, mal @gci.net

Meeting: Politics of the Commons

Location: Chiang Mai, Thailand

Dates: July 25- July 28, 2003

Coordinator: Chusak Wittayapak, chusak@soc.cmu.ac.th

Meeting: Pacific Regional Meeting

Location: Brishane, Austalia

Dates. September, 2003

Coordinator: John Sheehan, gld@propertyinstitute.com.au

Meeting: Latin AmericaBienniel Conference Preparation
and Workshop

L ocation: Oaxaca, Mexico

Date: May 16, 2003

Coordinator: L eticiaMerino, Imerino@servidor.unam.mx

Meeting: The Commonsin Transition

L ocation: Prague, Czech Republic

Date: 11-13 April, 2003

Coordinator: Tomas Ratomger, commons@vuze.cz

Latin America Bienniel Conference
Preparation and Workshop

A workshop will be held in Oaxaca Mexico on May 16, 2003. The
goal isto bringinindividualsfrom the surrounding Latin American
countries who would be actively involved in mobilizing participants
for IASCP2004. The purpose of the workshop would be for
individuals to share the work they are doing related to the conference
themes.

THE COMMONS IN TRANSITION:
property on natural resourcesin
Central and Eastern Europe and the
Former Soviet Union

A workshop co-organized by: the Institute for Agricultural Economics
(VUZE), Prague; the Czech Agricultural University, Faculty of
Economics and Management, Prague; the | nternational Association for
the Study of Common Property (IASCP); and Humboldt University
Berlin

Background

Research on property reformsin Central and Eastern Europe (CEE)
and the Former Soviet Union (FSU) has largely concentrated on the
establishment of effective private property rights (cf. Swinnen 1997).
The research has been informed by rather simplistic notions of
property. Much research has equated property rights with ownership,
ignoring the multiplicity of property rights and duties. Similarly, the
research has been characterized by a stark dichotomy between state
and private property, neglecting the role of intermediate property
forms. These simplistic notions continue to dominate discussions on
property issues in CEE and FSU until today.

Exploratory research conducted under the framework of the project
Sustainable Agriculturein Central and Eastern Europe (CEESA)
demonstrates the benefits of applying a more differentiated concept of
property to research on natural resources. Its findings demonstrate a
drastic difference in the effectiveness of private rights, on the one hand,
and collective and public rightsin common-pool resources. This
differenceis connected with two broad changesin resource governance
in CEE and FSU. First, resource governance has shifted from previ-
ously dominant legal and administrative hierarchies towards markets.
Second, states have tended to reduce administrative units at the central
level and partly delegated power to local authorities. In addition, local
actors have often negotiated authority over resources that goes much
beyond the degree envisioned by decentralization programs. The
waning and decentralization of state power have caused the emergence
of significant gaps between property legislation and rightsin practice.
Mostly due to alack enforcement of existing legislation, but partly due
to the absence of legislation aswell, public and collective interestsin
resource management have been marginalized in favor of private ones.

Objectivesof thewor kshop

The workshop has two primary objectives. The first is to explore state
of research about property on natural resourcesin CEE and FSU. The
second is to stimulate research about property on natural resourcesin
the region through exchange of experience with other regions, the
discussion of an agendafor research and exchange and, (possibly) the
development of aconcrete proposal for research and exchange.

Themes

The workshop organizers would like to suggest four themesto guide
the discussions at the workshop.

A. Local self-governance: Local self-governance hasbeen aprominent
themein research on resource management acrossthe world. It is
therefore interesting to examine contemporary and historical forms of
self-governance and exploreits potential for resource management in
CEE and FSU.

B. Multifunctionality of rural production: Rural resources provide
multiple good and servicesto peoplein CEE and FSU. Thistheme
therefore wants to explore the utility of property and common-pool
resource theory to diversified rural resource systems providing private,
common-pool, and public goods.

C. Changingrole of the state in rural resource governance: Direct state
management has been the primary mode of resource governance during
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socialism. Postsocialist resource governance radically departsfrom this
model, in theory and practice. Thistheme therefore explores the
changing role of the state in postsocialist resource governance.

D. The (re-)definition of collective and public interestsin natural
resources: Postsocialist transformations do not only affect the
distribution of property rights and forms of resource governance, but
they also affect the definition of collective and public interestsin
natural resources. Influence by the European Union and international
environmental organizations motivates attention to new resource
problems and often quite radical re-thinking of old resource problems.
This theme therefore focuses on the processes by which collective and
public interestsin natural resources are formed and resource use
problems are defined.

Workshop Venue

The workshop will take place on 11-13 April 2003 at Czech Agricul-
tural University in Prague. Kamycka 129, 165 21 Praha—6, Czech
Republic)

Participants

The participants will include researchers from within and outside CEE
and FSU who have conducted research on property issuesin CEE or
FSU. Asarule, each participant will be expected to contribute to the
workshop actively, by submitting a paper, serving as a discussant, or
providing athematic overview. The number of participants will be
kept at 20 personsto facilitate the exchange of experience and group
discussion.

Interested persons are requested to submit an expression of interest
and a short abstract of the proposed contribution (up to 150 words) to
Dr. Tomas Ratinger (commons@vuze.cz ) by January 20, 2003. They
will be informed about the acceptance of their proposal by January 31,
2003. Complete papers will be due by April 1, 2003, to be distributed
to the discussants and all participants before the workshop.

Participants will be expected to cover their own travel costs. The costs
of accommodation and food in Prague will be kept to aminimum to
facilitate broad participation. Participants will be offered accommoda-
tion in the guest house of Czech Agricultural University at arate of 10
- 20 EUR per night. Also meal will be availablein the university dining
room or canteens.

Preliminary program

The program will consist of two main parts. The participants will
discuss the contributed papers in three panels in the first part. Each
panel will begin with comments by a discussant from IASCP on the
papers, followed by an open group discussion. Participants will be
required to read the paper s beforehand, as those will not be presented
at the workshop. The second part consists of facilitated group
discussions and work in small group. It aims at the exchange of ideas
for research and exchange, plansfor the coordination of activities, and
the development of an agendafor research and exchange.

Friday PM:
Welcomeand introduction

Thematic overviews

Common-pool resourcesin CEE and FSU: what are we talking about?
Privatization and understandings of property in CEE and FSU
Property relations in CEE and FSU. :

Panels A - C (group discussions of papers through Sat. AM)
Saturday PM:

Facilitated discussion of research and dissemination issues and plans
Sunday AM

Work in small groups on agendas for research and dissemination
Group discussion of research agendas prepared in small groups
Group discussion on next steps

Palitics of the Commons:
Articulating Development and

Strengthening Local Practices

July 11-14, 2003
Chiang Mai, Thailand
Regional Center for Social Scienceand Sustainable Development
(RCSD) Faculty of Social Sciences, Chiang Mai Univer sity

Palitical change, whether upheavals or planned reforms, affect the
commons. In some cases, changes take areas out of common manage-
ment and privatising them, in others commons are put in control of the
state, and in still others significant control is returned back to local
communities. Interventionsin the name of development or moderniza-
tion, by the state, awide variety of non-government organizations,
international banks, and business continue to drive change to the
economic and politic context in which local practices operate.

Institutional reforms towards good governance have been recently
promoted as the solution to sustainable development and natural
esource management challenges In practice, however, theway political
changes unfold, can both open and close the public policy process. The
outcome can be new opportunities as well new barriersto effective
local participation in management and decision making.

Some elements of thisinstitutional reform package seemsto be obvious
goodsin their own right, i.e. improved downward accountability,
enhanced participation, tenure reform, and decentralization of power.

It certainly seems to tackle head--on the power of the old resource
management regimes, which many see as akey obstacle to more
participatory and people-centered sustainable development.

Despite its seemingly incontestable good, the institutional reform
package hasattracted considerabl e criticism among academicsand
critics of the major development agencies. The RCSD Conferencein
2003 to be held in Chiang Mai, Thailand, will focus on the intersection
between natural resource management of commons and political
changes with a special emphasis on how development is articulated and
the consequences of these interactions for local practices.

The conference will be organized around five key themes asfollows:

1. Situatingthecommonsin post-colonial and (post)-socialist
thinking/ articulation

Coordinators : Chayan V addhanaphuti, Pinkaew Laungaramsri and
Janet Sturgeon

How have common property regime and devel opment trends changed
in the era of post-colonialism and (post)-socialism in Asia? How have
the history and political economy of resource and livelihood in this
region been deployed within theinflux liberal and neo-liberal economy?
How are the commons situated in political, economic, and cultural
transformations of the post-colonial and (post)-socidlist thinking.
What are the dynamic interactions between the colonial legacy,

socialist practice, and the developments of the modern era.

2. Transnationalizingthecommonsand thepoaliticsof civil
society Coordinators : Santita Ganjanapan and Philip Hirsch

Globalization and regionalization have helped to bring into focus, and
in some cases to create, transnational commons. There are three main
aspects to transnationalization of the commons. First, there are the
transnational common properties such as shared river basins, or
globalised industries such as shrimp farming that depend on appropria-
tion of local commons, or intellectual property rightsin bio-materials,
whose management regimes and implicationstranscend national
boundaries. What are the issues of grassroots participation in response
to transnational impacts? Second, there are transnational discourses of
thelocal aswell asglobal commons, such asthose coming under the

Page 13



Common Property Resour ce Digest

increasingly mainstreamed rubric of community-based natural resource
management for example | ASCP agendas. What are these transnational
discourses and associated practices, and what quandaries do they
present in relation to tensions between local context or specificity, on
the one hand, and general principles or universality, on the

other. Third, transnationalization of civil society, in part in response to
transnationalized resource development, competition and conflict, and
in part in response to wider globalization agendas and opportunities,
presents new challenges. What scale issues are associated with the
politics of civil society’ s engagement with the material and discursive
dimensions of the transnationalized commons?

3.Local voicesintheglobalisingmarket: cultural diversity
and pluralism Coordinators: Anan Ganajanapan, Y os Santasombat,
Somchai Preechasilapakul

Intheglobalising market, state policiesincreasingly manage natural
resources, particul arly the common as commaoditieswhileignoring local
rights and the negative consequencesin the lives of local people. On
the other hand, the global market also encourages more population
movement which reinforces the trans-border problems of people’s
health aswell aslocal rights. A big part of local rightsistied up with
local identity, ethnicity, gender and social movements. Will thisbe lost
inthe global market/ isthere such thing as the global market and how
do local voicesreact to such encroachment on their lives? What
complexities are found in relation to such interactions? In what ways
do cultural diversity and legal pluralism play arole in these problem
areasin various parts of Southeast, South and East Asia?

4. Paliticsof TenureReform Coordinators: Jamaree Chiengthong
and Peter VVandergeest

Over thelast decade international development agencies have sup-
ported or pushed ingtitutional reformsin many developing countries,
such as decentralization and accountability of governing institutions,
participation of civil society, and the clarification of property rights,
under an umbrella of ‘good governance’. Many NGOs have also been
convinced that these reforms are fundamental to sustainable and
democratic development.Many questions have been raised about these
reforms, for example, the way that they are often linked to loan
conditions, the top-down ways they are implemented, and their
appropriateness in Asian political contexts. Questions that papers in
this theme might address include (1) What are some examples of
institutional reforms based on good governance package, how are they
working, and what effects do they have? (2) Do these reforms address
the more important causes of unsustainable development, resource
degradation, and conflicts over resource rights? (3) What are the
impacts of tenure reforms? Under what conditions might they have a
positive impact and under what conditions might they produce
impoverishment or displacement ?

5. Crisisand access: critical timesfor thecommons
Coordinators: Chusak Wittayapak and Louise Lebel

The importance of access to commons (upland and coastal forests,
waterways, coastal fisheries) for the wellbeing of poor and
marginalized peopleisoften greatest at times of ecological, social or
economic crisis. Opportunities to re-design or introduce novel
institutional arrangementsaffecting access, rule-making and decisions
about the commons are infrequent, and often coincide with political
crisis. Our understanding of social and ecological processesduring
periods of crises and re-organization is not well integrated, and the
consequences for commons is not well understood. How do different
kinds of crises, and the way they are constructed, affect dependencies
on commons? What are the political determinants of access? How have
citizenship, land tenure, and stewardship rights and responsibilities
been bundled and unbundled over-time? How have power relation been
played out in the axes of gender, ethnicity, caste, and class?

Format of theSymposium

The Conference will be held for the first three days and the fourth day
therewill be afield trip. The venuewill be Lotus Pang Suan Kaew
Hotel, Chiang Mai, Thailand

The conference structure will facilitate interaction, often in small
groups. Participants should come away with an improved appreciation
of the diversity of perspectives on theories, actions, and policies about
development, political processes and institutional changesin Asia

Proposal for panel sessions within the above theme areas as well as
individual submissionsareencouraged.

SynthesisPapers

One of the specific products of the workshop will be as set of
synthesis papers on each of the main conference themes. A first draft
of the main ideas of these papers will be presented during the final
session of the workshop. The preparation of these papers will be
coordinated by the theme leaders, but other participants will be invited
tojoin as co-authors. A small budget will be reserved to allow one
small follow-up working group meeting for authors of each of the
themes. This meeting will be held within three months of the confer-
ence, and the paper submitted soon after that.

Funding

Full funding is availablefor only alimited number of participantsfrom
countriesin Asia.

Important Dates

1December 2002:  Deadline for submission of panel proposals

15 January 2003:  Deadlinefor pre-registration and abstract submission.

1 February, 2003 Announcement of abstracted accepted for the
conference and travel grant recipients

15 April, 2003 : Deadlinefor paper submission.

11-14 July, 2003:  Conference

Registration

Thereisno regigtration fee. All participants are expected to present papers.
Correspondence
RCSD Conference Secretariat

Regional Center for Social Scienceand Sustainable Development,
Faculty of Social Sciences Chiang Mai University

Tel : 66-53-943594 / Fax : 66-53-943596
e-mail :rcsd-con@soc.cmu.ac.th

August 2003 Sustainable Development Wor kshop
Anchorage, Alaska

The Northern Commons:
Lessons for the world,

Lessons from the world

Hosted by Thelnstituteof theNorth, adivision of
AlaskaPacificUniversity and TheNorthern Forum in
conjunctionwith|ASCP

To follow upon the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Devel opment
(WSSD) in Johannesburg, South Africa, the Institute of the North and
the Northern Forum will host a 2003 academic and governmental
workshop on methods for managing the vast, commonly-or publicly -
owned lands, waters, wildlife, mineral and other natural resources of
Northern reaches of North America, Europe and Asia. The workshop
will be held in conjunction with the Regional Meeting of the I nterna-
tional Association for the Study of Common Property (IASCP) an
academic association that studies common property issues worldwide.
The workshop is scheduled May 19-26, 2003, and will offer field trips
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to Alaska parks, wildlife refuges, forests, mines, oil and gasfacilities,
Native communities, and fisheries.

The Northern Forum, founded in 1992, is a UN-recognized NGO
made up of 25 regional governments that face similar opportunities and
challenges throughout the North. It is a permanent observer to the
Arctic Council. The Ingtitute of the North, founded by Northern
Forum Secretary General, former Alaska Governor and U.S. Interior
Secretary Walter J. Hickel, conducts research and teaching in Northern
regional, national and international strategy, focusing on the obligations
of common ownership of resources, lands and seas. It works with the
Northern Forum to counter the historic pattern of exploitation in the
North so that the natural wealth at the top of the globe can sustain and
benefit local regions and peoples. The 2003 workshop will gather
academics and practitioners to compare successes and best practicesin
achieving three of the goals of the WSSD — economic
sustainability, environmental sustainability, and social equity.
Academic goals of this conference will be to identify and map common
areasin Northern Forum regions, to understand legal regimesin place
for management of resources on common lands, and to identify
measures to track the economic, environmental and social impacts of
current management regimes.

The Northern Forum and the Institute of the North invite applications
for the presentation of papers, and further co-sponsorship of the
conference. For more information contact: Cindy Roberts,
mbroberts@qci.net, (907) 343-2457 or see www.institutenorth.org.

CommonsListserve

The IASCP maintans asimple list serve email facility for passing on
announcements. Thisis away to send a message to many people at
onetime through asingle email address that the people have signed up
for. Users can subscribe (or unsubscribe) by sending a message to
mailserv@aesop.rutgers.edu. Inthe body of the message they
should type: subscribe commons. Those wishing to send
announcemens to the subscribers should send the message to
commons@aesop.rutger s.edu. Be sure and avoid sending subscribe
and unsubcribe messages to the whol e list by sending them to
commons@aesop instead of mailserve@aesop.

I nternational Conference on Rural

Livelihoods, Forests and Biodiversity
26-30May 2003, Bonn, Germany

Aninternational conference on the role of forestsin supporting rural
livelihoods in devel oping countries and on the maintenance of
biodiversity. Key objectives are to survey current knowledge and
identify policy lessons and a future research strategy.

Organised by Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR), in
collaboration with Germany’s Ministry of Economic Cooperation and
Development (BMZ), the German Foundation for International
Development (DSE) and Deutsche Gesellschaft fir Technische
Zusammenarbeit (GTZ).

For further information please visit official conference website at:

http://www.cifor.cgiar.org/livelihoodconference.asp

Become a member of the
Digital Library of the Commons!

Y ou are invited to submit your working papers, pre- and post-prints
to the Digital Library of the Commons

http://dic/dlib/indiana.edu

Y ou may either upload them eectronicaly on the web or send them
through regular postal mail to uswherewewill digitize, convert themto
PDF format and upload them for you.
If you do not wish to make your work available through the digital library,
we still encourage you to submit your work to the Workshop Research
Library, theworld' slargest collection on common-pool resources.
Sendto:
Charlotte Hess, IASCP Information Officer
Workshop in Political theory and Policy Analysis
University , 513 N. Park
Bloomington, IN 48408 USA

Indiana

JULY 1, 2002- JUNE 30, 2003 IASCP MEMBERSHIP CARD
Renew your membership now and you will not miss any of your membership bendfits; including: subscriptions to The CPR Digest; discount registration a  our nearly
annua meetings, conference abstracts, and the opportunity to contribute to the growth of the IASCP. Contact the IASCP office for additiond information or vist our web ste.

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):
$50,000 or more......cccevevenee US $60.00 July 1, 2002- June 30, 2003
$20,000 - 49,999.. ..US $40.00 July 1,2003 - June30, 2004
$19,000 and less......ccccoveueunen US$10.00 July 1, 2004 - June 30, 2005
Total dues payment @US $60.00............ccoene.

Total dues payment @ US $ 40.00.......
Total dues payment @ US $ 10.00
*|nstitutional membership fees are a suggested flat rate of US $120.00.

PAYMENT INFORMATION:
You can return this card to IASCP with:
A check payable to IASCP
MasterCard __ Visa _ Discover | Card Number

For either individuals or institutions, if your financia situation prevents you from making a full payment at this time please indicate that and we will contact you.

Signature | Exp. Date: OR Email, phone or fax the information to:

THE INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR THE STUDY OF COMMON PROPERTY

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