
QUARTERLY PUBLICATION OF THE INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR THE STUDY OF COMMON  PROPERTY March 2004NO. 68

The Common Property Resource

CONTENTS
CPR Forum:

Conceptual Consistency, Contemporary
Analytical Tools and Theoretical
Questions
CPR Forum  ...........................................1
What Do You Mean By That? In Search of Conceptual
Consistency
Amy R. Poteete ........................................................ 1

Say  What  You Mean
Jesse  C. Ribot ......................................................... 4

Clinician or  Meta-theorist? About Eclecticism and
Consistency in Contemporary CPR Studies
Andrei  Marin ......................................................... 6

Multiple Routes to Conceptual Consistency
Nirmal Sengupta ..................................................... 7

Moving Beyond Case Studies
Heidi Wittmer .......................................................... 8

Conceptual Consistency to Conceptual Clarity: The
Situating of Concepts and Terms for
Analytical strength
Robin  Roth ............................................................. 9

The Blind Men and the Elephant
John Godfrey Saxe .................................................. 10

Recent Publications ............................  11
Announcements ...................................  14

CPR FORUM    COMMENTARY
What Do You Mean By That? In Search of Conceptual
Consistency
Amy R. Poteete
University of New Orleans

One of the themes for the 10th Biennial Conference of the IASCP calls
for methodological innovation and introspection under the heading
“Contemporary Analytical Tools and Theoretical Questions.” The theme
encourages the use of methods that are relatively new to the study of
common property (e.g., game theory) or have been developed relatively
recently (e.g., qualitative comparative analysis based on Boolean
algebra). It also promotes the use of multiple methods as a way of
triangulating findings. Greater methodological innovation and
sophistication offers the potential for considerable analytical progress.
Yet methodological innovation can improve analytical leverage only if
there is some degree of agreement on concepts. Thus, the full version of
this theme encourages “theoretical syntheses of past work to clarify
conceptual issues.” (See Announcements Section for info on the meeting
and the call for papers.)  We need conceptual consistency to
communicate and make sense of our findings. At the same time, the very
existence of conceptual inconsistency can be helpful, in that it prompts
the probing of assumptions and meanings associated with the search for
conceptual consistency.
The IASCP grew out of a multidisciplinary effort to clarify concepts used
to describe property rights and types of goods. The terms “commons”

Greetings.  This issue of the CPR Digest examines “Contemporary Analytical Tools and Theoretical Questions,” one theme from the 10th
Biennial Conference of the IASCP, The Commons in an Age of Global Transition: Challenges, Risks, and
Opportunities in Oaxaca, Mexico, with the dialogue focusing on the search for conceptual consistency.

Amy Poteete leads off the CPR Forum suggesting that methodological innovation can only improve analyses if there is agreement on
concepts first.  Jesse Ribot responds by pointing out that clarity of concepts is needed more than consistency.   Andrei Marin takes this
view a step further by offering that the lack of conceptual consensus among practitioners of various disciplines is actually a means to
increase understanding of the mechanisms underlying the way CPRs function.  Nirmal Sengupta agrees some conceptual consistency is
useful, especially among basic, root concepts, yet comments that participation among scholars of differing disciplines can be an asset for
attaining conceptual consistency.  Heidi Wittmer returns us to the original theme, reminding us that one point of the theme is to move the
analytical focus of CPR studies beyond the case study model.  Robin Roth concludes the dialogue with a call for conceptual clarity as a
means to strengthen analyses.  The Forum is followed with “The Blind Men and the Elephant,” a poem on disciplinary fragmentation and
conceptual inconsistency.  Enjoy!
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and “communal property” had been used to describe
goods owned collectively by some defined community as
well as the absence of property rights. The conceptual
confusion obscured the possibility of successful
communal management and provided support for
policies that effectively destroyed successful systems of
common property, often substituting ineffective systems
of state property that in practice amounted to open
access. A wide-ranging intellectual movement responded
to this misleading discourse, challenging the meanings of
terms used in discussions about property rights, and
ultimately clarifying those concepts. Distinctions have
been drawn between common property and open
access, public goods and common-pool resources, and
types of goods and types of property rights. The
clarification of concepts, and consistent adherence to
more fully specified definitions of terms, allowed scholars
to recognize the possibilities for sustainable management
of resources under common property as opposed to
open access, to discern conditions that characterize
successful development and maintenance of common
property, and to raise questions about the supposed
superiority of private property rights for the management
of common-pool resources. It seems uncontroversial to
argue that the emergence of a consensus on these
concepts laid the foundation for progress in
understanding relationships among types of goods, types
of property rights, and management outcomes.
These successes should inspire striving for conceptual
consistency in other areas. Concepts such as community,
decentralization, indigenous, globalization, and
participation feature prominently in current debates, and
yet these terms are used to refer to very different things.
Or, perhaps worse, concepts are used loosely, without
explicit definition, so that it is not clear what is meant.
Inconsistency in the use of concepts increases the
likelihood that people will talk past each other. Use of
the same terms to mean different things makes divergent
conclusions more likely - not because consistent patterns
do not exist empirically, but because our language lacks
the precision needed to bring any patterns that do exist
into focus.
Numerous factors contribute to conceptual inconsistency
and make the development of consensus difficult.
Disciplinary divisions, the politics of policy-making, and
the rise of new but related debates present three
important challenges to conceptual consistency.
Just as physical separation promotes different dialects,
disciplinary separation of faculties, professional
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associations, and professional journals encourages the
development of discipline-specific understandings of
concepts. These conceptual dialects emerge gradually
and unintentionally. Refinement of concepts within
disciplines decreases conceptual consistency across
disciplines. Disciplinary sub-divisions only exacerbate
this tendency. Although interdisciplinary programs exist,
disciplinary training remains the norm, and career
advancement generally occurs within specific discipline.
To flourish professionally, we need to speak the language

approaches as adhering to the conventional wisdom by
adopting the catchword or phrase. Thus, “community-
based resource management” might describe devolution
of authority over a resource to a group with a history of
working together to manage a resource. But the term is
also used to describe benefit-sharing arrangements in
which the “community” beneficiary has no involvement in
decision-making and consists of people who do not
identify with each other. “Participation” may involve
repeated meetings with local residents to discern local

of our specific
disciplines. Disciplinary
training inculcates fluency
in disciplinary dialects,
thereby reinforcing those
dialects.
I don’t want to overstate
these divisions. Overlaps
exist, especially within
the humanities, sciences,
and social sciences.
IASCP draws together
representatives of
diverse disciplines and is
not the only professional

organization to do so. Interdisciplinary dialogue occurs,
countering the dialect-producing effects of disciplinary
separation. But it also involves an increased likelihood of
miscommunication, because participants often do not
recognize that they are either using the same words to
refer to different things or using different words to refer
to the same things. Who among us has not asked a
colleague, “What do you mean by that?” Or experienced
the epiphany that an apparent disagreement boiled down
to a difference in terminology? Sometimes, differences in
terminology reflect more significant differences, not only
about definitions, but also about perspective. Exhausting
though the debates about “what do you mean?” can be,
the broadened perspectives that often result are well
worthwhile.
Where disciplinary divisions contribute inadvertently to
conceptual inconsistency, the politics of policy-making
encourage loose application of concepts. International
agencies promote particular types of policies or
approaches to governing, often adopting a catchword or
phrase to market their approach. With aid and
international public opinion on the line, governments and
development workers portray their own policies and

concerns and develop
strategies for addressing
them through local
initiative. Yet short public
meetings to describe
official policies also get
described as
“participatory.” Some
degree of cynicism about
the motivations for such
expansive application of
concepts is warranted.
The incentives for field
officers and governments
of developing countries to

appear to conform to a conventional wisdom can be
quite high, even as international agencies do not even
come close to having the capacity needed to check for
actual conformance. Nonetheless, cynical behavior is not
the only source of conceptual inconsistency in policy
applications. Policy frameworks often use language
vague enough to support multiple interpretations. And the
agencies themselves develop multiple versions of
concepts as they balance association with an
international conventional wisdom with the need to
differentiate themselves from other agencies. For all of
these reasons, policy applications generate conceptual
inconsistencies. Just as scholars grapple with differences
in disciplinary dialects, they also must confront and
overcome inconsistencies in concepts used in scholarly
and policy circles.
Even where interdisciplinary consensus forms, as on
concepts related to property rights and types of goods,
its survival cannot be guaranteed. Despite the advantages
of conceptual consistency, survival of a consensus may
not even be desirable. Current controversies about
intellectual property rights over seeds and access to
information, for example, bring with them divergent

Santa Domingo, IASCP 2004 Conference venue in Oaxaca, Mexico,
viewed from the Botanical Gardens.  Photo: Doug Wilson.
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terminology. The injection of new terms and new
examples into the discourse on property rights upsets the
comfort of conceptual consensus. The disruption occurs,
even as those studying intellectual property rights look to
the conceptual framework developed by scholars of
common property for insights, as David Bollier pointed
out in last June’s CPR Forum Commentary on the
Information Commons, because the substantive
concerns and assumptions differ in important ways. The
conceptual distinction between common property and
open access accepted the need for property rights to
avoid exhaustion of a resource and promote investment
in provision and maintenance. The fervor about
intellectual property rights, on the other hand, reflects
not only a concern with privatization of ideas and genetic
content by firms, but also a suspicion that leaving access
relatively unrestricted can be advantageous. We are not
necessarily talking about purely open access. After all,
open source software commits users to share their
innovations. Participation in seed-sharing also rests on
expectations of reciprocity, even if those expectations
are not formalized. Still, talk about an “information
commons” raises important theoretical questions. Is this
a move back toward equating “commons” with “open
access”? Can the distinction remain meaningful even if
membership in the commons is not well-defined? By
disrupting the consensus, the introduction of new topics
and new voices forces reexamination of assumptions.
As representatives of diverse fields interested in diverse
substantive issues, many of which have policy
implications, members of IASCP deal with conceptual
inconsistency on a regular basis. We need some degree
of conceptual consistency to communicate effectively.
Even if no consensus forms, the effort to clarify concepts
stimulates the questioning, adaptation, and innovation
through which learning occurs.

For Further information:

Alchian, Armen, and Harold Demsetz.  1973. “The property
righst paradigm,” Journal of Economic History 33(1): 16-27.

Roe, Emery M.  1999.  Except Africa: Remaking Development,
Rethinking Power. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers.

apoteete@uno.edu

Say what you Mean
Jesse C. Ribot
Senior Associate, Institutions and Governance
Program, World Resources Institute

In our article “A Theory of Access,” Nancy Peluso
and I define and elaborate a term that is frequently
used but rarely defined. We did not do this in order
to seek a consensus on meaning. We did it to
produce an analytic framework for empirically
exploring instances of benefit appropriation and
explaining those appropriations within a larger social
and political-economic context. Further, we did it so
that studies of benefit appropriation can be
conducted in a comparative manner—so that those
interested in empirical analysis of this particular
question can talk to each other and can build a larger
body of comparative knowledge. Conceptual clarity
is about internal consistency and not necessarily
about consensus. It enables us to know how our
ideas are similar, how they differ, and why.
Clear definitions enable us to connect theory to
observation and observations back to theory—also
making them practical tools for connection action to
outcomes. A definition of “access,” “decentralization”
or “participation” should be based on our
observations and assumptions about causality.
Decentralization, for example, is promoted because it
is believed to increase equity and efficiency and
improve management. Therefore, its definition should
be specific enough to allow us to know
decentralization when we see it. The definition should
be linked to the conditions we believe will result in the
outcomes for which decentralization is promoted.
This is a definition that at once carries an empirical
agenda that can allow us to test the theories behind
reforms and actions, and can serve as a political
agenda for those who are promoting or resisting
decentralization—helping to identify the elements that
need to be promoted or resisted.
The definitions that people adopt, like theories, are a
function of interest. They are historically and socially
contingent and they are easily harnessed, co-opted
and reformulated in public discourse and political

CPR FORUM
RESPONSE
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action. They reflect social positions and political agendas.
The definitions people use are a great source of
information on their implicit interests, their imbrication in
governance and accountability systems, and their (often
flimsy) theories of causality. Participation is a classic term
that, in the development context, is often used to label
processes for mobilizing people to implement the
agendas of others. It is used for instrumental objectives
of implementation rather than procedural objectives of
empowerment and enfranchisement.

multiple interpretations.” Behind which there are multiple
interests. The language is often used to please or
hoodwink donors and trick constituents. It is our job as
researchers to clarify this obscurity—for both scientific
and political ends. I agree with and deepen Dr. Poteete’s
message. But, I believe that a large dose of cynicism is
desirable. Language is always changing and for good
reasons. We do not need consistent terminology. Indeed
there are often irreducible epistemological differences
among theories—and therefore definitions—that do

For example, there are now
armies of participation
facilitators, trained by donors,
NGOs and the UN, that are
foisting environmental agendas
on local populations. These
agenda are also themselves
ideologically linked to
keywords such as
“biodiversity loss,”
“deforestation,” “rational
management,” “management
plan,” and “ignorance,” whose
vague definitions become
levers for coercing local
people to participate in natural
resource management agendas
that they know to be irrelevant to their own interests and
that are often not justified any scientific or ecological
grounds.
In the Sahel, fortunes are built on the private oligopolies
enabled by quotas and licenses justified on a discourse
about protecting a “fragile” environment from “anarchic”
woodcutters. Why doesn’t anyone ask what the forest
service and environmental NGOs mean by ‘fragile’ in a
harsh zone like the Sahel where anything ‘fragile’ dried
up and died long ago? Why doesn’t anyone ask what
they mean by “anarchic” when illegal production patterns
are no more ecologically damaging than those
“permitted” by the forest service—neither of which are
“organized”?  Also, it is interesting to ask why so many
people—foresters, environmentalists, development
agents—repeat these keywords like mindless
incantations? This is a serious research question about
consensus formation in the absence of evidence and
often in the absence of theory or clear definitions.
Words are mighty two edged swords. They can be used
to clarify and obscure. As Dr. Poteete states “Policy
frameworks often use language vague enough to support

even admit the idea of
consensus. Scholars
must interrogate and
specify own definitions
and they must
interrogate the ways
others take and
transform terms. Why
do different actors use
different definitions?
How do these
differences evolve?
What are the material,
political and cultural
meanings and interests
behind these choices?
What kinds of

collusions, divisions, violence and coercion do such
terms reflect? Consensus is not the aim. Clarity is one
aim. The best we can do is to state our premises and
definitions so that others can know—or think they
know—what we mean.

For Further Information:

Ribot, Jesse C. and Nancy Lee Peluso. 2003. “A Theory of
Access” Rural Sociology, Volume 68, Issue 2.

Ribot, J.C. 2001. “Science, Use Rights and Exclusion: A History
of Forestry in Francophone West Africa,” Issue Paper No. 104,
Drylands Programme, International Institute for Environment and
Development.

JesseR@WRI.org

The Monte Alban plaza viewed from the tallest pyramid.
Oaxacan archeological sites play a significant role in

revealing Mexico’s past.  Photo: Doug Wilson.
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Clinician or Meta-theorist? About
Eclecticism and Consistency in
Contemporary CPR Studies
Andrei Marin
Centre for International Environment and
Development Studies (Noragric), Agricultural
University of Norway

Professor Poteete’s commentary describes some of the
mechanisms and sources of conceptual inconsistency in
the study of common property and underlines the
importance of consistency in order to both communicate
effectively and make our research more relevant. While
the analysis provides a valuable perspective on
disciplinary division, politics and conceptual evolution as
sources of conceptual inconsistency in the CPR
research, some additional points might prove helpful.
My experience with the application of the Common
Property Regimes framework stems from analysing the
management regimes of the common reindeer ranges in
Northern Norway. This investigation was done at a time
(2001) when the rangeland resources were generally
perceived as highly degraded and the regime governing
them as utterly ineffective. I used the paradigm provided
by Political Ecology in order to interrogate and juxtapose
two different discourses regarding the status of reindeer
herding in the area. The “hegemonic discourse” of the
government presented the situation as an epitome of the
‘tragedy of the commons’. It argued for the privatisation
of the ranges (currently in process) and centralised
control of the number of animals grazing on these ranges
“managed in principle as a common resource with open
access to a large number of herders”. In contrast, the
discourse of the herders presented many varied causes
and nuances of the downturn of reindeer herding. They
associated the degradation with the introduction of the
concept of ‘common pasture’. Since it was common
anybody could graze anywhere they wanted, which to
the herders did not mean that it was “common,” but
rather that it was simply “free”.
This is a perfect example not only of the dangers of
conceptual inconsistency in reducing the strength of a
scientific paradigm, but also of the political motivations
and vested interests inherent in such a loose application
of concepts (‘a common resource with open access’). If

concepts like ‘common resource’ and ‘open access’,
despite their relatively consistent and strict definitions,
can be so easily used as Trojan horses for policy-
making, what could be expected when politicians use
‘participation,’ ‘equity,’ ‘legitimacy,’ or ‘sustainability’?
From my experience, the use of discourse analysis
provided a useful tool in identifying and exposing these
inconsistencies and the rationalities behind them.
Regarding the disciplinary fragmentation and re-
negotiation of conceptual consensus as sources of
inconsistency, some remarks are warranted. The
interdisciplinary approach used to explain, describe and
clarify property rights and types of goods inside the CPR
framework, is often acknowledged. Seldom, however, is
it specified that this approach is inherently indicated by
the very nature of the problem, as such research requires
new (better and more refined) concepts, drawing on
sources as varied as law and game-theory. Science as a
problem-solving process relies on theory as a major link
between the roles of practitioner and researcher. This
problem-driven practice, common in interdisciplinary
studies, often faces challenges in meeting academic
rigour deriving from methodological pluralism and
conceptual affiliation. This is even more evident if
disciplinary division combines with the use of loose
meanings, creating a feedback loop resulting in more
inconsistency. This problem can be explained by the
initial tendency of a CPR researcher to think as a
clinician, that is to try and solve the problem directly, in a
case-by-case fashion, rather than developing a theory,
and then (contributing to) a paradigm. In a practical
sense, therefore the loose use of terms and
methodologies is the norm, unfortunately.
Indeed, this eclectic manner is intrinsically a source of
(potential) inconsistency, by not conforming to previous
attitudes, meanings, and practice. Yet, this disruption of
‘conceptual consensus’ by forcing the re-examination of
assumptions and meanings, leads to a better
understanding of mechanisms underlying the way CPR’s
function. The challenge eclecticism poses is twofold: one,
the theoretical and methodological outline of such an
approach has to be rigorous and the selection of various
concepts and methods, as well as their interpretation,
explained; and two, the relevance of the results (be they
descriptive or quantitative) derived from such a method
will have to face criticism within competing theoretical
frameworks. This could lead to their being discarded as
populist/ political arguments.
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The challenge lies in transforming this practice from
threat to tool by identifying areas in which controversies
and knowledge gaps exist, in order to convey reality
more clearly, develop more consistent theory, and avoid
that each of us is “partly in the right” while all are “in the
wrong”.

amarin@student.nlh.no

Multiple Routes to Conceptual
Consistency
Nirmal Sengupta
Visiting Professor, Indira Gandhi Institute of
Development Research, former Director, Madras
Institute of Development Studies.

Yes, we need some degree of conceptual consistency to
communicate and make sense of our findings. Terms and
concepts used in a theory must be well defined, leaving
little confusion. Mathematics excels in this area. A
definition in mathematics can use only those other terms
that are already defined. Yet, in this rigorous exercise,
mathematicians eventually reach a stage, where certain
terms cannot be further defined. Individuals understand
‘primitive terms’ privately, as something out there. Still,
terms and concepts in mathematics are shared with little
confusion.
Conceptual clarity in mathematics owes to the method of
definition, one that builds from the basics. In CPR
studies, conceptualisation of common property was
obtained in the same way, by building from primitive
terms like excludability and subtractability. Primitive
terms and notions are limited; one may not find a suitable
one for a concept, in several disciplines. Those used in
the definition of common property were essentially terms
borrowed from Law. While congratulating Poteete for
drawing attention to a vital issue of analysis, I also record
my point of difference. Refinement of concepts within a
discipline may assist development of concepts and
consensus within another discipline. Participation of
scholars from many different disciplines is an asset for
attaining conceptual clarity, not a source of confusion.
Construction of definitions from the basic concepts is a
must. But is this the only way to arrive at consensus?
Different terms follow different trajectories in the process
of attaining clarity. I will explain it by analysing the likely

course for a few terms that Poteete cites, terms that
feature prominently in current debates, and yet are used
to refer to very different things.
Conceptualisation of community has a very long history,
dating back to late nineteenth century, e.g. Toennies’
distinction between Gemeinschaft (community) and
Gesellschaft (society). By now we have a rich body of
definitions in sociology, trying to catch up with increasing
complexities of real communities. CPR studies will
benefit in this area from conceptual works using
sociological understanding.
Participation is a different kind of concept. It is a
primitive term that exists there, and range from ‘short
public meetings to describe official policies’ to ‘repeated
meetings with local residents to discern local concerns
and develop strategies for addressing them through local
initiative’. For pragmatic purpose nominal participation
may be excluded from the technical meaning of the term.
This would require a convention. Forests for example,
are defined as those with some minimum crown cover
etc. following conventions adopted by agencies like
International Geosphere Biosphere Project or FAO.
Conceptualising plurality as a unity is an altogether
different kind of challenge. Cantor named it a ‘set’.
Mathematicians found that there are two ways of
specifying a set. One is listing of all elements and the
other is by its characteristic property: as {1, 2, 3, 4 ….
9} or as {x: x is all single digit positive integers}. The
second approach cannot be used in such cases where
there is no readily identifiable characteristic property, e.g.
for a set {1, 27, 31, 104, 9}. The people or the
knowledge referred to as indigenous can be enlisted with
some precision. But there is no readily identifiable
characteristic property of this set, i.e. a property which is
satisfied by each deserving community or knowledge and
by none else. Complete listing is the only way to avoid
confusion until we find an alternative term that fits the
history and description of just these objects, people and
knowledge but none else.
Meanings of terms change over time. Linguists identify
various ways of occurrence of such changes.
Globalization is a changing concept. Apart from its
dictionary meaning it has also a popular connotation -
Scholte noted as many as five in the common usage of
the term. The connotation of globalization may, in due
course, become its meaning (denotation). The process of
evolution is spontaneous and conscious efforts may not
make much difference.
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One size does not fit all. We have to be open to varieties
of approaches. Besides, some changes are spontaneous.
Wherever possible, initiatives must be taken to attain
conceptual clarity. Add to it the watchdog duty. New
entities that would dilute concepts gaining no analytical
strength by sharing CPR platform, may seek access.
Analytical work preventing such entry would favour
conceptualisation.  Few of us had noticed the
inconsistency in ‘information commons’ before Prof.
Poteete made it clear.

nsengupta@igidr.ac.in

Moving Beyond Case Studies
Heidi Wittmer
Center for Environmental Research (UFZ),
Leipzig, Germany

In using theme 5 of the 10th Biennial Meeting of the
IASCP (August 2004) as a starting point for her
commentary, Prof. Poteete points out that there must be
agreement on concepts before methodological innovation
can take place.   Theme 5 has the goal to explore two
directions for future research within IASCP: Analytical
tools and theoretical questions. I would like to draw
attention back to the underlying purpose of this theme.
In my opinion, both point to areas were IASCP still has
as yet unrealized potentials.
The core message of theme 5 is to move “beyond case
studies” that have dominated IASCP’s discussion and
have been extremely helpful in discovering relevant
issues, amplifying the debate and understanding
mechanisms, especially on how collective action works
at the community level. However, as the overall theme of
the Conference suggests, in the context of global
transition there is a need to shift the analytical focus from
the internal structures and processes of communities to
their relations with other actors and institutions – state
agencies at the different levels, NGOs and the private
sector. The emerging debate on governance implies such
a change in perspective. The state is no longer to be
considered only as an “external factor” in analyzing the
management of common-pool resources, it is rather the
interplay of different actors in decision-making and
implementation, which needs to come into the focus of

the analysis. Why is this debate helpful? By focusing on
the interaction of communities, the state, NGOs and the
private sector, contested concepts such as legitimacy,
participation, indigenous rights, decentralization,
globalization and community can be explored from
different perspectives. Even though considerable
advances have been made in analyzing the relations
between communities and the state, especially with
regard to co-management in the fishery and forestry
sectors, we still lack a consistent understanding of the
role of communities within new decision-making
arrangements, on the legitimacy of alternative decision-
making processes, and on how institutions for
sustainability can be created at the regional, national and
international level.
In view of such a shift in the analytical focus, theoretical
concepts and analytical tools that have not yet been fully
explored in commons studies offer a new explanatory
potential. In analyzing diverse management
arrangements, Transaction Costs Economics can help to
explain what governance structures between the state,
communities and other actors are comparatively more
efficient, depending on the type of resource and the
transactions involved. Despite some applications
especially to co-management, more empirical work,
especially in different resource systems and contexts, is
required to further the debate. Transaction Costs
Economics is just one example. A distinctive advantage
of IASCP is its interdisciplinary composition, which
makes it possible to bring explanatory approaches of
different disciplines together. Concepts of legal pluralism,
constitutional law and deliberative democracy are other
examples of approaches that can offer fresh insights for
debated issues of stakeholder involvement in public
decision-making. The increasing relevance of multi-
stakeholder decision-structures in fields where decisions
are complex and characterized by uncertainty also calls
for the development of decision-support tools. Agent-
based modeling and participatory multi-criteria decision
support tools are promising examples.
IASCP seems to me an ideal forum for a critical debate
on the relations between communities, the state and
other actors in the context of global transition – a forum
where analytical concepts and tools are also used to
identify problems created by hierarchies and power
relations at different levels, such as problems of elite
capture in devolution processes and questions of
legitimacy with regard to decisions that have global
consequences. This, I think, will place concepts like
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participation and community in a broader context and
might contribute to solve some of the issues with an
ambiguous or uncritical use of concepts that Amy
Poteete has pointed out in her contribution.

For  further reading:

Birner, R., B. Jell, and H. Wittmer (2002): Coping with Co-
management - A Framework for Analysing the Co-operation
between State and Farmers’ Organisations in Protected Area
Management, in: Environmental Co-operation and Institutional
Change - Theories and Policies for European Agriculture, ed. by
K. Hagedorn, Edward Elgar, Cheltenham, pp. 46-65.

Special Issue  of  Land Use Policy  (forthcoming): New Strategies
for  Resolving Environmental Conflicts: Potentials for Combining
Participation and Multi-criteria Analysis.

Heidi.Wittmer@ufz.de
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Conceptual Consistency to Conceptual Clarity: The
situating of concepts and terms for analytical
strength.
Robin Roth
Clark University, Graduate School of Geography

Prof. Amy Poteete reminds us of the importance of
conceptual consistency, both for the past and the future
of CPR theory and practice. In my response, however, I
explore in more depth the equal importance of
conceptual inconsistency for CPR theory and practice.
In the end, I argue for conceptual clarity as opposed to
conceptual consistency.
Recognition of conceptual inconsistency can be useful in
that it promotes conversation and debate, and it allows
us to question the differences in how we employ certain
terms and concepts. Prof. Poteete names disciplinary
divisions, the politics of policy and the rise of new
debates as three factors that contribute to conceptual
inconsistency. One that she does not mention is the vastly
different cultural and linguistic contexts within which
common property terms and concepts are employed.
Researchers and practitioners who have faced the
challenge of translating concepts between languages
know how difficult it is to find the ‘right word’ in a
language other than the one they were speaking when
originally introduced to the concept.  Furthermore,
researchers working across language and culture also
know how a satisfying conversation can ensue when
trying to understand how a concept can be expressed in
a different language and cultural context. For instance,

when working in Northern Thailand I had illuminating
and lively discussions about the concepts of ‘nature’ and
‘conservation’. I spoke with many people, all of whom
were connected in various ways to the establishment of a
national park, about how such concepts are treated
differently by rural farmers, NGO staff and forestry
officials and how they are interpreted differently in the
English, Thai and Karen languages. Needless to say the
Thai forestry officials meant something quite different by
the use of ‘nature’ than did the Karen farmers. Without
such a discussion, my analysis would have made
incorrect assumptions and would have missed significant
differences in the conceptualization of ‘nature’ and
‘conservation’ that helped me to understand the conflict
around the park in a new way.
I am wary of advocating conceptual consistency, at least
of the kind that seeks to determine fixed definitions for
terms and concepts. Such complete conceptual
consistency seeks to remove the context within which the
term is being used, a move I believe to be dangerous and
potentially harmful. What would be the result of defining
‘nature’ once and for all, regardless of context? Or
worse, believing the concept is clear and thus not
bothering to ask the “what do you mean by that?”
question. Furthermore, the very different cultural,
linguistic and political contexts in which researchers and
practitioners operate render the search for consensus
improbable at best. So instead of advocating for
conceptual consistency, I advocate for conceptual clarity
– a move that encourages the investigation into, and
situating of, our concepts and terms. This self-reflective
situating could serve to encourage the kind of
conversation and debate that Prof. Poteete agrees is
important for our learning, while making the meanings
and assumptions of our work more visible. Such a step
strengthens our analytical capability.
At the beginning of her article, Prof. Poteete states that
“methodological innovation can improve analytical
leverage only if there is some degree of agreement on
concepts.” While it is tempting to believe that theory can
only be built on the fixed building blocks of agreed-upon
concepts, I would like to suggest that the clarification of
concepts be part of our analysis – not a priori to it. New
methodological tools and approaches can help us in our
search for conceptual clarity and should not be saved for
a future (fictional) moment after consistency has been
achieved. In my own work, I combined participatory
mapping exercises, GPS, and GIS with observation,
interviews, focus groups and surveys, so as to uncover
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CPR FORUM
“The Blind Men and the Elephant”
(a poem on disciplinary fragmentation and

conceptual inconsistency)

It was six men of Indostan
To learning much inclined,

Who went to see the Elephant
(Though all of them were blind),

That each by observation
Might satisfy his mind.

The First approached the Elephant,
And happening to fall

Against his broad and sturdy side,
At once began to bawl:

‘God bless me! but the Elephant
Is very like a wall!’

The Second, feeling of the tusk,
Cried, ‘Ho! what have we here

So very round and smooth and sharp?
To me ’tis mighty clear

This wonder of an Elephant
Is very like a spear!’

The Third approached the animal,
And happening to take

The squirming trunk within his hands,
Thus boldly up and spake:

‘I see,’ quoth he, ‘the Elephant
Is very like a snake.’

The Fourth reached out his eager hand,
And felt about the knee.

‘What most this wondrous beast is like
Is mighty plain,’ quoth he;

‘’Tis clear enough the Elephant
Is very like a tree!’

The Fifth who chanced to touch the ear,
Said: ‘E’en the blindest man

Can tell what this resembles most:
Deny the fact who can,

This marvel of an Elephant
Is very like a fan!’

The Sixth no sooner had begun
About the beast to grope,

Than, seizing on the swinging tail
That fell within his scope,

‘I see,’ quoth he, ‘the Elephant
Is very like a rope!’

And so these men of Indostan
Disputed loud and long,
Each in his own opinion

Exceeding stiff and strong,
Though each was partly in the right,

And all were in the wrong!
So, oft in theologic wars,
The disputants, I ween,

Rail on in utter ignorance
Of what each other mean,

And prate about an Elephant
Not one of them has seen!

John Godfrey Saxe, “The Blind Men and the Elephant: A
Hindoo Fable,” The Best Loved Poems of the American People,
selected by Hazel Felleman.  New York: Doubleday & Co., 1936.

Originally from a Hindu fable which occurs in the Udana,
a Canonical Hindu Scripture.

Thanks to Andrei Marin for providing this poem.

conceptual inconsistency and explore conceptual
contradictions. Methodological innovation and
triangulation can encourage a researcher to see a
phenomenon through a number of lenses and makes it
possible to reveal the different uses of a concept at play in
any one common property scenario.
Situating and contextualizing our concepts and terms
through the use of multiple methods, new and old, allows
us to reveal and investigate conceptual inconsistencies.  A
self-reflective situating of concepts allows us to move
towards more clarity in our writing and theorizing but does
not obscure the very important linguistic, cultural and
political contexts within which we employ common
property concepts and terms.

rroth@clarku.edu



   March 2004

11Page

 RECENT PUBLICATIONS

Charlotte Hess
Books

Baker, M. and J. Kusel. 2003.  Community Forestry in the
United States: Learning from the Past,   Crafting the Future.
Washington, DC: Island.
Berge, E., and L. Carlsson, eds. 2003. Commons: Old and New.
Trondheim, Norway: Dept. of Sociology and Political Science,
Norwegian University of Science and Technology.
Boyce, J. K., and B. G. Shelley, eds. 2003. Natural Assets:
Democratizing Environmental
Ownership. Washington, DC: Island.
Carraro, C., ed. 2003. Governing the Global Environment.
Northhampton, MA: E. Elgar.
Dobson, A. 2003.  Citizenship and the Environment. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.
Eagle, J., S. Newkirk, and B. H. Thompson. 2003.  Taking Stock
of the Regional Fishery Management Councils. Washington,
DC: Island.
Edmunds, D., and E. Wollenberg, eds. 2003. Local Forest
Management: The Impacts of Devolution Policies. London:
Earthscan.
Esanu, J. M., and P. F. Uhlir, eds. 2003. The Role of Scientific
and Technical Data andInformation in the Public Domain:
Proceedings of a Symposium. Washington, DC: National
Academies Press.
Francis, M. 2003.  Village Homes: A Community by Design.
Washington, DC: Island.
Haas, P. M., ed. 2003. Environment in the New Global Economy.
2 Vols. Northampton, MA. Edward Elgar.
Jentoft, S., H. Minde, and R.Nilsen, eds. 2003. Indigenous
Peoples: Resource Management and Global Rights. Delft, The
Netherlands: Eburon Delft.
Kaosa-Ard, M., and J. Dore, eds. 2003. Social Challenges for the
Mekong Region. Chiang Mai, Thailand: Social Research
Institute.
Langer, E. D., and E. Muñoz, eds. 2003. Contemporary
Indigenous Movements in Latin America.  Wilmington, DE:
Scholarly Resources.
Nadel-Klein, J. 2003.  Fishing for Heritage: Modernity and Loss
Along the Scottish Coast. NewYork: Berg.
Poore, D. 2003.  Changing Landscapes: The Development of the
International Tropical Timber Organization and Its Influence on
Tropical Forest Management. Sterling, VA: Earthscan.
Postel, S., and B. D. Richter. 2003.  Rivers for Life: Managing
Water for People and Nature. Washington, DC: Island.
Richards, M., J. Davies, and G. Yaron. 2003.  Stakeholder
Incentives in Participatory Forest Management: A Manual for
Economic Analysis. London: ITDG..
Santasombat, Y. 2003.  Biodiversity, Local Knowledge and
Sustainable Development. Chiang  Mai, Thailand: Regional
Center for Social Science and Sustainable Development (RCSD).

Articles
Ackerman, J. 2004.  “Co-Governance for Accountability:
Beyond ‘Exit’ and ‘Voice’.” World Development 32(3):447-463.
Adger, W. 2003.  “Social Capital, Collective Action and
Adaptation to Climate Change.”Economic Geography 79(4):387-
404.
Aggarwal, R. M., and T. A. Narayan. 2004.  “Does Inequality
Lead to Greater Efficiency in the Use of Local Commons? The
Role of Strategic Investments in Capacity.” Journal of
Environmental Economics and Management 47(1):163-182.
Agrawal, A. 2003.  “Sustainable Governance of Common-Pool
Resources: Context, Methods, and Politics.” Annual Review of
Anthropology 32:243-262.
Agudelo, C., B. Rivera, J. Tapasco, and R. Estrada. 2003.
“Designing Policies to Reduce Rural Poverty and Environmental
Degradation in a Hillside Zone of the Colombian Andes.” World
Development 31(11):1921-1931.
Ahn, T. K., E. Ostrom, and J. M. Walker. 2003.  “Heterogeneous
Preferences and Collective Action.” Public Choice 117(3-4):295-
314.
Altieri, M. A., and C. J. Nicholls. 2003.  “Native Seeds:
Humankind Patrimony Essential for the Cultural and Ecological
Integrity of Peasant Agriculture.” Policy Matters 11:28-33.
Andersson, K. P. 2004.  “Who Talks with Whom? The Role of
Repeated Interactions in Decentralized Forest Governance.”
World Development 32(2):233-249.
Arnold, F. E. 2003.  “Native Forest Policy in Chile:
Understanding Sectoral Process Dynamics in a Country with an
Emerging Economy.” International Forest Review 5(4):317-328.
Ash, A., and M. S. Smith. 2003.  “Pastoralism in Tropical
Rangelands: Seizing the Opportunity to Change.” Rangeland
Journal 25(2):113-127.
Baird, I. G., and P. Dearden. 2003.  “Biodiversity Conservation
and Resource Tenure Regimes: A Case Study from Northeast
Cambodia.” Environmental Management 32(5):541-550.
Bakker, K. 2003.  “Archipelagos and Networks: Urbanization
and Water Privatization in the South.” Geographical Journal
169(4):328-341.
Bayliss, K. 2003.  “Utility Privatization in Sub-Saharan Africa: A
Case Study of Water.” Journal of Modern African Studies
41(4):507-531.
Benjamin, S. M. 2003.  “Spectrum Abundance and the Choice
between Private and Public
Control.” New York University Law Review 78(6):2007-2102.
Bon, E. 2003.  “Common Property Resources at the Interface of
Agriculture and Forestry Policies: Before and After 1988.”
Tropical Ecology 44(1):121-128.
Brett, E. A. 2003.  “Participation and Accountability in
Development Management.” Journal of Development Studies
40(2):1-29.
Briggs, J., J. Sharp, N. Hamed, and H. Yacoub. 2003.  “Changing
Women’s Roles, Changing Environmental Knowledges:
Evidence from Upper Egypt.” Geographical Journal 169(4):
313-325.
Brown, K. 2003.  “‘Trees, Forests and Communities’: Some
Historiographical Approaches to Environmental History on
Africa.” Area 35(4):343-356.



Common Property Resource Digest

12Page

Bru, L. et al. 2003.  “A Common Pool Resource Game with
Sequential Decisions and Experimental Evidence.” Experimental
Economics 6(1):91-114.
Caplan, B. 2003.  “The Logic of Collective Belief.” Rationality
and Society 15(2):218-242.
Casse, T., A. Milhoj, S. Ranaivoson, and J. R. Randriamanarivo.
2004.  “Causes of Deforestation in Southwest Madagascar:
What Do We Know?” Forest Policy and Economics 6(1):33-48.
Chuenpagdee, R., J. Fraga, and J. I. Euán-Avila. 2004.
“Progressing Toward Comanagement through Participatory
Research.” Society and Natural Resources 17(2):147-161.
Coulibaly, C. 2003.  “L’Inévitable Débat: Sur les
Transformations de L’Agriculture au Sahel.” Les Cahiers de
Mande Bukari 2:4-24.
Craig, J. F., A. S. Halls, J. J. F. Barr, and C. W. Bean. 2004.  “The
Bangladesh Floodplain Fisheries.” Fisheries Research 66(2-
3):271-286.
Crate, S. A. 2003.  “Viliui Sakha Post-Soviet Adaptation: A
Subarctic Test of Netting’s Smallholder- Householder Theory.”
Human Ecology 31(4):499-528.
Delville, P. L.. 2002.  “When Farmers Use ‘Pieces of Paper’ to
Record Their Land Transactions in Francophone Rural Africa:
Insights into the Dynamics of Institutional Innovation.”
European Journal of Development Research 14(2):89-108.
Derman, B. 2003.  “Cultures of Development and Indigenous
Knowledge: The Erosion of Traditional Boundaries.” Africa
Today 50(2):67-85.
Dietz, T., E. Ostrom, and P. C. Stern. 2003.  “The Struggle to Govern
the Commons.” Science 302(5652):1907-1912.
Dougherty, K. L. 2003.  “Public Goods Theory from Eighteenth
Century Political Philosophy to
Twentieth Century Economics.” Public Choice 117(3-4):239-253.
Dumoulin, D. 2003.  “Local Knowledge in the Hands of
Transnational NGO Networks: A Mexican Viewpoint.” International
Social Science Journal 55(4):593-606.
Gertler, M. S., and D. A. Wolfe. 2004.  “Local Social Knowledge
Management: CommunityActors, Institutions and Multilevel
Governance in Regional Foresight Exercises.” Futures
36(1):45-65.
Grigsby, W. J. 2004.  “The Gendered Nature of Subsistence and Its
Effect of Customary Land Tenure.” Society and Natural Resources
17(3):207-222.
Guest, G. 2003.  “Fishing Behavior and Decision-Making in an
Ecuadorian Community: A Scaled Approach.” Human Ecology
31(4):611-644.
Güth, W., H. Kliemt, and A. Ockenfels. 2003.  “Fairness Versus
Efficiency: An Experimental Study of (Mutual) Gift Giving.” Journal
of Economic Behavior and Organization 50(4):465-475.
Harvey, G. C. M., I. Goodbody, and K. A. Aiken. 2003.  “The
Artisanal Thread Herring Fishery of Kingston Harbor: A Review.”
Bulletin of Marine Science 73(2):421-432.
Heikkila, T., and K. R. Isett. 2004.  “Modeling Operational Decision
Making in Public Organizations: An Integration of Two Institutional
Theories.” American Review of Public Administration 34(1):3-19.
Hibbing, J. R., and J. R. Alford. 2004.  “Accepting Authoritative
Decisions: Humans as Wary
Cooperators.” American Journal of Political Science 48(1):62-76.
Hill, J., and W. Woodland. 2003.  “Contrasting Water Management
Techniques in Tunisia: Towards Sustainable Agricultural Use.”
Geographical Journal 169(4):342-357.
Hoffman, I. 2004.  “Access to Land and Water in the Zamfara
Reserve: A Case Study for the Management of Common Property
Resources in Pastoral Areas of West Africa.” Human Ecology

32(1):77-105.
Hongyan, L. 2003.  “Bamboo Sprouts After the Rain: The History of
University Student Environmental Associations in China.” China
Environment Series 6:55-66.
Horne, P., and L. Petäjistö. 2003.  “Preferences for Alternative Moose
Management Regimes among Finnish Landowners: A Choice
Experiment Approach.” Land Economics 79(4):472-482.
Hunter, D. 2003.  “Cyberspace as Place and the Tragedy of the
Digital Anticommons.” California Law Review 91(2):439-519.
Isumonah, V. A. 2003.“Migration, Land Tenure, Citizenship and
Communal Conflicts in Africa.” Nationalism and Ethnic Politics 9(1):1-19.
Janger, E. J. 2003.  “Privacy, Property, Information Costs, and the
Anticommons.” Hastings Law Journal 54(4):899-929.
Jonas, A. E. G., and G. Bridge. 2003.  “Governing Nature: The Re-
Regulation of Resources, Land-Use Planning, and Nature
Conservation.” Social Science Quarterly 84(4):958-962.
Kaminski, M. M. 2003.  “Games Prisoners Play: Allocation of Social
Roles in a Total Institution.” Rationality and Society 15(2):188-217.
Kim, S. 2003.  “Irresolvable Cultural Conflicts and Conservation/
Development Arguments: Analysis of Korea’s Saemangeum Project.”
Policy Sciences 36(2):125-149.
Klepeis, P. 2003.  “Development Policies and Tropical Deforestation
in the Southern Yucatan Peninsula: Centralized and Decentralized
Approaches.” Land Degradation and Development 14(6):541-562.
Klooster, D. 2003.  “Forest Transitions in Mexico: Institutions and
Forests in a Globalized Countryside.” The Professional Geographer
55(2):227-237.
Knack, S. 2003.  “Groups, Growth and Trust: Cross-Country
Evidence on the Olson and Putnam Hypotheses.” Public Choice 117(3-
4):341-355.
Koontz, T. M. 2003.  “The Farmer, the Planner, and the Local Citizen
in the Dell: How Collaborative Groups Plan for Farmland
Preservation.” Landscape and Urban Planning 66(1):19-34.
Lal, P. 2003.  “Economic Valuation of Mangroves and Decision-Making
in the Pacific.” Ocean and Coastal Management 46(9-10):823-844.
Leach, J. 2003.  “Owning Creativity: Cultural Property and the
Efficacy of Custom on the Rai Coast of Papua New Guinea.” Journal
of Material Culture 8(2):123-143.
Lee, E. 2003.  “The Public’s Domain: The Evolution of Legal
Restraints on the Government’s Power to Control Public Access
through Secrecy or Intellectual Property.” Hastings Law Journal
55:94-209.
De Lopez, T. T. 2003.  “Economics and Stakeholders of Ream
National Park, Cambodia.” Ecological Economics 46(2):269-282.
Mackenzie, A. 2003.  “Land Tenure and Biodiversity: An Exploration
in the Political Ecology of Murang’a District, Kenya.” Human
Organization 62(3):255-266.
Mascarenhas, M., and R. Scarce. 2004.  “‘The Intention was Good’:
Legitimacy, Consensus-Based Decision Making, and the Case of
Forest Planning in British Columbia, Canada.” Societyand Natural
Resources 17(1):17-38.
McCabe, K. A., M. L. Rigdon, and V. L. Smith. 2003.  “Positive
Reciprocity and Intentions in Trust Games.” Journal of Economic
Behavior & Organization 52(2):267-275.
McLaughlin, R. J. 2003.  “Foreign Access to Shared Marine Genetic
Materials: Management Options for a Quasi-Fugacious Resource.”
Ocean Development and International Law 34(3-4):297-348.
Mishra, C., H. H. T. Prins, and S. E. Van Wieren. 2003.  “Diversity,
Risk Mediation, and Change in a Trans-Himalayan Agropastoral
System.” Human Ecology 31(4):595-609.
Mixon, F. G., and L. J. Trevino. 2003.  “Fugitives as Fish: Bounty
Hunting and Exploitation of the Commons.” Social Science Journal
40(4):657-664.
Murali, K. S., R. J. Rao, and N. H. Ravindranath. 2003.  “Institutional
and Policy Issues of Participatory Forestry: Indian Experience.”
Tropical Ecology 44(1):73-84.



   March 2004

13Page

Niazi, T. 2003.  “Land Tenure, Land Use, and Land Degradation: A
Case for Sustainable Development in Pakistan.” Journal of
Environment & Development 12(3):275-294.
Nightingale, A. 2003.  “Nature-Society and Development:
Social, Cultural and Ecological Change in Nepal.” Geoforum
34(4):525-540.
Nygren, A. 2004.  “Contested Lands and Incompatible Images:
The Political Ecology of Struggles Over Resources in
Nicaragua’s Indio-Maíz Reserve.” Society and Natural
Resources 17(3):189-205.
Offen, K. H. 2003.  “Narrating Place and Identity, or Mapping
Miskitu Land Claims in Northeastern Nicaragua.” Human
Organization 62(4):382-392.
Orr, A., and J. M. Ritchie. 2004.  “Learning From Failure:
Smallholder Farming Systems and IPM in Malawi.” Agricultural
Systems 79(1):31-54.
Otero, G., and H. A. Jugenitz. 2003.  “Challenging National
Borders from Within: The Political-Class Formation of
Indigenous Peasants in Latin America.” Canadian Review of
Sociology and Anthropology 40(5):503-524.
Pakia, M., and J. A. Cooke. 2003.  “The Ethnobotany of the
Midzichenda Tribes of the Coastal Forest Areas in Kenya: 1.
General Perspective and Non-Medicinal Plant Uses.” South
African Journal of Botany 69(3):370-381.
Pandit, B. H., and G. B. Thapa. 2004.  “Poverty and Resource
Degradation under Different Common Forest Resource
Management Systems in the Mountains of Nepal.” Society and
Natural Resources 17(1):1-16.
Parchomovsky, G., and P. Siegelman. 2004.  “Selling Mayberry:
Communities and Individuals in Law and Economics.” California
Law Review 92(1):75-146.
Paudel, G. S., and G. B. Thapa. 2004.  “Impact of Social,
Institutional and Ecological Factors on Land Management
Practices in Mountain Watersheds of Nepal.” Applied
Geography 24(1):35-55.
Peters, H. E., A. S. Unur, J. Clark, and W. D. Schulze. 2004.
“Free-Riding and the Provision of Public Goods in the Family: A
Laboratory Experiment.” International Economic Review
45(1):283-299.
Phuthego, T. C., and R. Chanda. 2004.  “Traditional Ecological
Knowledge and Community-Based Natural Resource
Management: Lessons from a Botswana Wildlife Management
Area.” Applied Geography 24(1):57-76.
Pongrancz, E., and V. J. Pohjola. 2004.  “Re-Defining Waste:
The Concept of Ownership and the Role of Waste
Management.” Resources Conservation and Recycling
40(2):141-153.
Raines, S S. 2003.  “Perceptions of Legitimacy and Efficacy in
International Environmental Management Standards: The
Impact of the Participation Gap.” Global Environmental Politics
3(3): 47-73.
Rhee, S. 2003.  “De Facto Decentralization and Community
Conflicts in East Kalimantan, Indonesia: Explanations from Local
History and Implications for Community Forestry.” Kyoto Area
Studies on Asia 6:152-176.
La Rochelle, S., and F. Berkes. 2003.  “Traditional Ecological
Knowledge and Practice for Edible Wild Plants: Biodiversity
Use by the Raramuri in the Sierra Tarahumara, Mexico.”
International Journal of Sustainable Development and World
Ecology 10(4):361-375.

Russell, C. S., T. B. Bjorner, and C. D. Clark. 2003.  “Searching
for Evidence of Alternative Preferences, Public as Opposed to
Private.” Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization
51(1):1-27.
Sandström, P. et al. 2003.  “Conflict Resolution by Participatory
Management: Remote Sensing and GIS as Tools for
Communicating Land-Use Needs for Reindeer Herding in
Northern Sweden.” AMBIO 32(8):557-567.
Schuren, U. 2003.  “Reconceptualizing the Post-Peasantry:
Household Strategies in Mexican Ejidos.” European Review of
Latin America and Carribean Studies 75:47-64.
Shafer, C. L. 2004.  “A Geography of Hope: Pursuing the
Voluntary Preservation of America’s Natural Heritage.”
Landscape and Urban Planning 66(3):127-171.
Shoemaker, J. A. 2003.  “Like Snow in the Spring Time:
Allotment, Fractionation, and the Indian Land Tenure Problem.”
Wisconsin Law Review 4:729-788.
Simone, AM. 2003.  “Reaching the Larger World: New Forms of
Social Collaboration in Pikine, Senegal.” Africa 73(2):226-250.
Smith, D. A. 2003.  “Participatory Mapping of Community
Lands and Hunting Yields Among the Bugle of Western
Panama.” Human Organization 62(4):332-343.
Stammler, F. 2002.  “Success at the Edge of the Land: Past and
Present Challenges for Reindeer Herders in the West Siberian
Yamalo-Nenetskii Autonomous Okrug.” Nomadic Peoples
6(2):51-71.
Tenhunen, S. 2003.  “Culture and Political Agency: Gender,
Kinship and Village Politics inWest Bengal.” Contributions to
Indian Society 37(3):495-518.
Theesfeld, I. 2004.  “Constraints on Collective Action in a
Transitional Economy: The Case of Bulgaria’s Irrigation Sector.”
World Development 32(2):251-271.
Unruh, J. D. 2003.  “Land Tenure and Legal Pluralism in the
Peace Process.” Peace & Change 28(3): 352-377.
Wallerstein, M., and K. O Moene. 2003.  “Does the Logic of
Collective Action Explain the Logic of Corporatism?” Journal of
Theoretical Politics 15(3):271-297.
Weladji, R. B., S. R. Moe, and P. Vedeld. 2003.  “Stakeholder
Attitudes Towards Wildlife Policy  and the Benoue Wildlife
Conservation Area, North Cameroon.” Environmental
Conservation 30(4):334-343.
Winayanti, L., and H. C. Lang 2004.  “Provision of Urban
Services in an Informal Settlement: A Case Study of Kampung
Penas Tanggul, Jakarta.” Habitat International 28(1):41-65.
Wolmer, W., J. Chaumba, and I. Scoones. 2004.  “Wildlife
Management and Land Reform in Southeastern Zimbabwe: A
Compatible Pairing or a Contradiction in Terms?” Geoforum
35(1):87-98.
Yeh, E. T. 2003.  “Tibetan Range Wars: Spatial Politics and
Authority on the Grasslands of Amdo.” Development and
Change 34(3):466-524.
Young, O. R. 2003.  “Determining Regime Effectiveness: A
Commentary on the Oslo-Potsdam
Solution.” Global Environmental Politics 3(3):97-104.



Common Property Resource Digest

14Page

The Commons in an Age of
Global Transition: Challenges,

Risks and Opportunities
The 10th Bienniel Meeting of the IASCP

Oaxaca, Mexico, August 9 – 13, 2004
Hosted by the Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México

The theme and title for the conference is “The Commons in an Age of
Global Transition: Challenges, Risks and Opportunities”.  As such, IASCP
2004 seeks to stimulate further discussion upon many of the themes that
were raised during the 2002 conference in Zimbabwe, where “Globalisation”
was the central focus.
Ten sub-themes for the conference have been suggested below. The goal is to
foster deeper discussions across all themes, including the analysis of
institutional frameworks, the importance and influence of markets and public
policy-making, and the interrelationships between policies and institutions at
local, regional, national and international levels within the context of global transition.
Please note that broader papers covering topics that cut across more than
one of the ten conference sub-themes are also welcome.

Call for Proposals for
Conference Side Events

Before, during and after the Conference, we hope that a number of
organizations / institutions will be interested in holding meetings or
side events on a variety of CPR-related themes, all of which will fuel
discussion during the main conference proceedings. The aim is for these
additional spaces to provide a more flexible and open format for
discussion and help supplement the main working (panel) sessions that
will be going on throughout the conference week.

Such side events could include the organization of workshops to take
place on the day before the conference officially begins (Monday,
August 9), or round tables, seminars and forums that would be given
slots during the 3 days of conference panel sessions (Tuesday, August
10, Wednesday, August 11 & Friday, August 13). Thursday, August
12, is being reserved for fieldtrips out to local Oaxacan communities.

As such, we invite any organizations or institutions interested in
organizing a side event, to submit a proposal. We are open to any
proposal that, as mentioned, is on a CPR-related theme and will help
aid discussion during the main conference proceedings. These propos-
als will go before review by the IASCP 2004 Conference Committee,
and the most appropriate and thought-provoking will be selected. We
will provide a suitable space and time slot for selected side events,
along with tables, chairs, projectors and other basic equipment. The
organization/institution in question, however, will be left to run and
coordinate the event as they see fit.

To give you some idea of the length of these events: the workshops on
the first day (August 9) can either be half day or full day affairs, whilst
side events during the three days of the conference proper (August 10,
11 & 13) will be given 90 or 120 minute slots (early morning, midday
or in the evening, thereby not clashing with the scheduled panel
sessions). There would also be the opportunity for side events (such
as forums) to take place on August 13, the day after the conference has
officially ended. This could provide a useful opportunity for groups to
discuss important CPR issues in light of the discussions that have
taken place and lessons learned during the conference week.

Proposals for side events (no more than 500 words) should be sent to
the Conference Committee at iascp04@indiana.edu by the latest April
1st, 2004, and should include details such as intended capacity, what,
if any, special equipment will be required, and if you would like the
event to be open to all conference delegates (or if participation will be
by invitation or reservation only).

Please send a Word or Word-Perfect file as an e-mail attachment
ALONG WITH THE FOLLOWING FORM:

IASCP 2004 Side Events Proposal Form
Name of Institution
Person in charge of organizing side event
Mailing Address
Country
Email
Phone Number
Fax Number

Send Letters and Annoucements to Doug Wilson, Editor,
CPR Digest, The Institute for Fisheries Management, North
Sea Center, PO 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 copies
Michelle Curtain, P.O. Box 2355 Gary, IN 46409 USA Tel: 01-
219-980-1433 Fax:: 01-219-980-2801 iascp@indiana.edu
For  questions about 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

ANNOUNCEMENTS



   March 2004

15Page

JULY 1, 2003- JUNE 30, 2004 IASCP MEMBERSHIP CARD
Renew your membership now and you will not miss any of your membership benefits; including: subscriptions to The CPR Digest; discount registration at  our nearly
annual meetings; conference abstracts, and the opportunity to contribute to the growth of the IASCP.  Contact the IASCP office  for additional 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):
    $50,000 or more......................US $60.00         _____ July 1, 2003-  June 30, 2004
    $20,000 - 49,999....................US $40.00                        _____ July 1,2004 - June30, 2005
  $19,000  and less......................US$10.00         _____ July 1, 2005 - June 30, 2006
     Total  dues payment   @US $60.00......................$__________
     Total  dues payment @ US $ 40.00......................$__________
     Total  dues payment  @ US $ 10.00.....................$__________
 *Institutional 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 financial 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

Become a member of the
Digital Library of the Commons!

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

http://dlc/dlib/indiana.edu
You may either upload them electronically on the web or send them
through regular postal mail to us where we will digitize, convert them
to  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, the world’s
largest collection on common-pool resources.

Send to: Charlotte Hess, IASCP Information Officer
       Workshop in Political theory and Policy Analysis Indiana

University , 513 N. Park Bloomington, IN 48408  USA

Littoral 2004
Seventh International

Conference & Exhibition

Delivering Sustainable Coasts:
Connecting Science and Policy

20th-22nd September 2004
Aberdeen Exhibition and Conference Centre,

Aberdeen, Scotland, UK

A joint EUROCOAST and EUCC-The Coastal Union conference,
supported by CoastNET, the UK’s national coastal network. Littoral
2004 is a major European event attracting an international audience
of coastal researchers, managers, practitioners, and industry.

For more information visit www.littoral2004.org , or contact the
conference office on enquiries@littoral2004.org or tel/fax +44 (0)1223
333438.

Call for Proposals to Host IASCP 2006
IASCP is now accepting preliminary proposals from individuals/organiza-
tions interested in HOSTING our 11th biennial conference scheduled for
2006.
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. proposed program chair (listing qualifications); 2. identification of
the sponsoring organization; 3. list of potential co-sponsors; 4.
proposed themes and sub-themes; 5. identification of appropriate
venues; 6. proposed logistical arrangements, including field trips; 7.
proposed funding sources; and 8. projected budgetary information.
Proposals must be received by Michelle Curtain, IASCP Executive
Director, no later than May 10, 2004.  You may send your proposals by
email to: iascp@indiana.edu  or via postal mail to:  IASCP, PO Box 2355,
Gary, IN 46409 USA.

The Twelfth Biennial Conference of
the International Institute of Fisheries

Economics and Trade

IIFET 2004 JAPAN:
What are Responsible Fisheries?

July 26-29, 2004
Tokyo University of Marine Science and Technology, Japan

Themes of interest to IASCP members may include:
Fisheries Management for Coastal Communities, Gender Issues in
Fisheries and Aquaculture, Asian Fisheries and Aquaculture, and

Management of Multiple-use Conflicts

For more information visit http://www.iifet2004.org, or contact the
IIFET secretariat: iifet2004@angel.fish.kagoshima-u.ac.jp or
IIFET@oregonstate.edu.
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