The Common Property Resour ce Digest

NO. 77 QUARTERLY PUBLICATION OF THE INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR THE STUDY OF COMMON PROPERTY June 2006

Welcometo another edition of the CPR Digest. Thisissue consists of reportsfrom the | ASCP Europe Regional Meeting, heldin
Brescia, Italy in March 2006. Conference organisors, Giangiacomo Bravo and Tine De Moor, open the CPR Forum with their sum-
mary report: Building the European Commons. Thisisfollowed with Audun Sandberg providing his perspective of the state of the
commonsin Europe. Thomas Skor focuses his comments on the meeting from hisview from Central and Eastern European Com-
mons. Meanwhile, Tom Dedeurwaerdere reports on the discussions that took place during the conference on institutional design for
knowledge sharing. Bringing in his perspectives from fisheries management, Doug Wl son makes predictions about European
commons. The Forum concludes with some reflections on the European commons from an American perspective by Leticia Merino.

We would like to draw your attention to the 2006 Election Results and suggest you refer to the Announcements section for more
details. We offer awarm welcometo new Executive Council members Frank Matose and Doug Wilson. Wewould alsoliketo

welcome President-elect Ruth Meinzen-Dick. Enj oy!
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Building the European Commons. Report of the
I|ASCP Europe Regional Meeting Report

Giangiacomo Bravoand TineDeM oor
| ACP EuropeRegional M eeting Or ganisor s

The European Branch meeting of thel ASCPin Bresciameetingis
behind us, and now it’stimeto sit down and reflect. It may beeasier to
start with somefigures. About 80 people, coming from most of Euro-
pean countries and anumber of extra-European ones, joined usin
Bresciaand, throughout the two days of the meeting opened by Lin
Ostrom’ skeynote speech on* Multiplemethodsfor studying collective
action”, over 60 paperswere presented. That wasmuch morethan
initialy forecasted on the basisof European participationtothel ASCP
global meetingsover the past few years. The successmakesusthere-
fore confident about the heal thy status of common-pool resource
research in Europe, and that isvery good news.

The conference theme and sub-themeswere set broad enough to
capturenot only CPR-scholarsand practitioners, but aso environmental
economists, law scholarsand, generally speaking, peopleinterestedin
natural resources management and ecology. Participant cultureand
competenceswere consequently rather mixed and often complementary,
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agtuation notinfrequent in | ASCP-mestings(it actually
representsone of the strengths of the association!).
Notwithstanding the heterogeneity of participants, a
significant part of the papers presented during the confer-
encewere deeply rooted in some of the“good old
topics’ of CPR-research: forestry, pasturesand water
management.

Thesubtitle of the conference” From open fieldsto open
spaces’ wasintended to attract awidevariety of com-
mons-researchers, including historians, asthe commons
havealong history in Europe and thiswould allow usto
look moreclosdly at the very-long-term devel opments of
commons. A significant number of historical casesand
overviewsthat hasbeen presented at the conference
showed that it is possiblethough not easy to cover such
long stretches of time, by means of detailed case-studies
or regional overviews. These papersshowed several
problemswhich can be expected when diggingintothe
history of the commons. First of al, the sourcemateria is
usualy alot scarcer than in contemporary commons
studies. Secondly, thetype of source material doesnot
alwaysallow usto usethe same methods of analysisas
thosethat are being used for the contemporary com-
mons. Thirdly, theintegration of theoretical models
provesto bedifficult, though not impossible. Themain
reasonfor thisisterminologica fuzziness. A termlike®the
commons’ hasbeen used for avariety of formsof
resourcesin different placesand periods, and by alarge
number of scientific disciplines. Theterm had been used
inEngland for hundredsof years, but what it referstoin
that context differssignificantly fromfor examplewhat is
usudly understood by those researching knowledgeasa
“commons’. Oneof the most important conclusionsof
thisinterdisciplinary meeting thereforeisthat thereistill
aneed for moreterminological clarity amongal socia
scientistsworking onthecommons.

A relevant number of papersdealt withtopicsrelated to
the conditionsof CPRsin developed countries, which
was not surprising cons dering thefocus upon Europe.
Withinthisset, afirst group investigated aspecific
European problem: thetransition processin post-socialist
countries. What emerged isawidespread mistrust
between stakeholdersand public officid sand adifficult
processof local management ingtitution building, after the
destruction of thetraditional onesduringthesocidist
period. However, the pictureismore mixed than imag-
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ined. Some studies presented indeed interesting cases
wherethetrangition created benefitsfor theloca popula
tion and ageneral process of land restitution to peasants
and land user (evenif sometimeshardly exploited by local
politiciansand corrupt officias). A second group of
papersdealt with the new usesof traditional natural
commons, especially inrelaionwith the provision of
ecological services. Natura resourcesand, more specifi-
cdly, naturd commonsaretoday multifunctiond: they
providefood and raw materias(likefish or timber),
tourismand leisure areas, but a so grant anumber of
ecologica servicesthat humansand other living beings
need for their physical existence(e.g. the capture of solar
energy, theregulation of theatmosphere composition, the
control of soil erosion, theregulation of thewater cycle,
etc.). Inaddition, they are often asource of biodiversity
and they sometimespossesasignificant aesthetica and
cultura vaue. Themulti-functionality of thecommonsisa
sourceof difficulty for their management, especidly dueto
thenumber and the heterogeneity of interestsof the
stakeholders. However, interesting co-management and
multi-level management experiencesareon theway, and
thistopiciscertainly anew and exciting one.

A third group of papers converged onthe“Knowledge
Commons’ theme. Theinterest for knowledgeand
internet-based commonsisrapidly growingandthisis
turning out to beacrucial issuefor researchers (especialy
theyoung ones) in developed countries. During the
conferencetwo entire sessionsplusacoupl e of other
papersdiscussed thetopic. Are knowledge commons
public goods or CPRs? 1t depends on anumber of
factors, including the specificity of theresource system
and of itsartificid infrastructure (if present). What is
certainisthat, however immateria, knowledge commons
need robust and well-devel oped regul ation schemesin
order to avoid underprovision, piracy and other harmful
behaviors. Theinterplay between public and private
actorsisoften crucia for the devel opment of those
ingtitutions, whose design princi ples present both similari-
tiesand differenceswith thetraditional commons.

Notwithstanding the number of the papers presented and
thewiderange of theintereststhey covered, at least two
important topi cswere nearly absent from the conference.
Thefirst oneisone of thetraditional major topicsin CPR-
research: fisheries. Only two papersdeat with thistheme,
one studying the changesin Taiwan and onethe manage-
ment of inshorefisheriesinasmall Southern Italian

community. Thelow interest of European scholarsin
fisheriesisrather surprising given both theimportance
that thetopic hasfor CPR-research, itsroleinthe EU
common policy andthe problemsthisingtitutionisfacing
togovernitsseasandfisheries. Isit actualy the bureau-
cratization and the centralization of the EU fishery policy
that discouragesresearchersto deal withthetopic?It
may be. Still thesmall number of paperscoveringthis
themewas one of the weaknesses of the mesting.

The second missing themein the conferencewasthe
issueof thegloba commons. only onesingle paper dealt
with thistopic. Thiswas unexpected for at |east two
reasons. First, globa commons, especially thoselinked
with climate changeissues, areat present a“hot” topicin
internationa researchinanumber of different disciplines.
Why CPRsstudentsare not proneto participate?
Second, Europeissupposed to beachief actor in
fostering the devel opment of global ingtitutionsfor global
change mitigation. It hasbeen one of theleading actorsin
the actualization of the Kyoto-protocol (andit plays, at
present, the samerolein the bargaining processfor the
post-2012 phase) and first devel oped acontinental-scale
carbon emission permit trade market.

Theremay be agood reason indeed for thislack of
interest in thistopic. Despite someremarkabl e advance-
ments, global commonsare hard to confront with the
standard CPR-approach. The actorsaretoo diverseand
heterogeneous, theinterestsare exceedingly diverse, the
conceptua statusof the* resources’ themselvesishard
to define. On the other hand, thel ASCP-society in
genera isconvinced that global resourcesare actual
commons. Thetheory, devel oped mainly on small-scae,
traditional resources should befurther extended and
developedin order toincludea so ecosphere-scale
resources. New research ontheglobal institution building
processisnot only possible, but may represent afunda
mental helpfor thebuildingitsalf of both robust and
successful ingtitutions. Thisisagresat challengefor CPR-
students. Will we be ableto confront it?

At amesting thefuture of the now established European
network wasdiscussed, inthe presence of Michelle
Curtain. The European branch meeting was attended by
25 people. Severd possibleinitiativeswere mentioned,
among othersthe organi sation of another European
meeting either in 2007 or 2009. One organisation
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showed interest in organising thebiennia meetingin
2008 in Europe, whichwasan explicit request of the

| ASCP-council. No explicitingtitutional structurewas
set-up to organisefuture activitiesof the European
Branch of the |ASCP, but clearly ahealthy basisfor
further intensive cooperation among commons-research-
erswithin Europe, and among those working on Euro-
pean commons has been laid by the conferencein
Brescia

For thetimebeing, the conferencewebsite http://
iascpeurope.eco.unibs.it/ will continueto act asavirtual
meeting point for the European scholarsand practitio-
nersof thecommons. Onanon-regular andinformal
basismessages are sent to the participants of the confer-
ence and othersby theformer conference organisers. If
you fed likemaking useof thispossibility, send usyour
messages and requests.

tine.Demoor @l et.uu.nl

bR Mport

The State of the Commons in Europe

Audun Sandberg
Bodo University College, Norway

gbravo@eco.unibs.it

During thel ASCP Europe Regional Mesetingin Brescia,
Italy 23-25March, the Commonsof Europereceived a
thorough coverage by scholarsfrom alarge number of
European countries. Not sincethe Internationa |1ASCP
Conferencein Bodgin 1995, has such avariety of
European Commons been discussed by scientistsand
resource managers. The conference participants could
enjoy timely updates on the contemporary governing
chalengesfor thecentury old grazing commons of
England (Adrian Walters, John Goodacre) and for the
moderni zing a pine pastures (Agrargesel | schaft) of
Austria(Elisabeth Johann). In addition, the conference
brought the attention to anumber of new aspects of
European Commons hitherto not well knowntothe
|ASCP network. Theseincluded asdiverse commonsas
thereemerging villagecommonsof theVranceaMoun-
tainsof Romania( LiviuMantescuand MonicaVasile),
thedeterioration of the collectiveirrigation systemsof
Bulgaria(InsaTheesfeld), therevival of the® Collective

Alps’ in theapineregion of Germany (Anne
Gueydon) and thesurvivingcommonsof Navarra
(JoseMigud, LanaBersain).

Thebig questioninfaceof thisgrowing complexity in
the development of European Commonsiswhether
thismany-facetted picturemirrorstheredity concern-
ing commonsin Europetoday, or whether thereare
distinct directionsin the contemporary devel opment
of commons. These questionsweredebated ina
round table discussion on “ The state of the Commons
in Europe”’ onthelast day of the conference. Here
various conclusionsto thisquestion were presented:
Onewastheview that in contemporary Europe
overuseof acommons’ resourcesisnot theonly
threat to the survival of acommons. Analyticaly, the
underuse—and the human neglect and lack of main-
tenance should be viewed asan equal threat to most
European commons. Another view wasthemore
confident view that aslong asthecrucia ingtitutions
werein place—intheform of lawsand codified rules,
acommonswill tend to survive—no matter what
humansusersor their livestock does. Nature hasits
own management mechanismsand thusan underused
pasture commonswill inmost casesrevert to forest
and becomeaforest commons. If theruleshave
foreseenthis, itisonly theharvesting operationrules
that haveto be changed from one commonsitem
(forage) to another (wood and timber). However, it
was agreed that thisisan areawheremore of the
European Commonsresearch should bedirectedin
futureyears, of particular interest will herebethe
future devel opment in the mountainous part of former
communist European states.

Related to thisbroader issue of European Commons
aretwo areaswhichwill represent challengesto
Commons Property researchersintheyearsto come.
Oneisthelarger “political commons’ of Europe, the
“Common FisheriesPolicy” —with its Common Pond
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—"the CommonAgricultura Policy” andthe* Common
Environmental Policy.” Thesearedsobasicaly ingtitu-
tional arrangements—although at amacro-scale, with the
samethreatssurvival and legitimacy asthesmaller and
moreloca commons. Thisthey can beanayzed with the
sametoolsof ingtitutiona analysis. Heretherewereno
contributionsat thisconference, but theissuesought to
be addressed by commonsresearchersat future |ASCP
conferences.

Theother areathat inthefuture should be seenin con-
nectionwith development of commonsin Europein
general, aretheindigenous questions of Europe, and
especially thoserelated to the High North of Europe.
One paper was presented on thisissue, showing how
ancient indigenous nomadic pasturerightscould be
ingtitutionalizedin moderntimesasacollectivelocd and
indigenousright anchored in anew congtitutional con-
struction, towhom astatetransfersits property rights
(Audun Sandberg). Theoretically thisisasoreevant for
comparisonswith the devel opment of local governing
rightsin particular regionsin post-communist countriesin
Easternand Central Europe. Butitalsoremainsa
challengefor |ASCPresearcherstofollow closdly the
processesof land and water claimsof the Sami of
Sweden, Finland and Russia, aswell asthe subsequent
processesfor the other northern peoplesof “Russia’, the
Samoyedsand the Nenetsian.

Audun.Sandberg@hibo.no

bR Mport

Central and Eastern European Commons

ThomasSikor
Humboldt University, Berlin

| want to taketheliberty and present arather polemical
commentary on the nature of academic and policy
debates about Central and Eastern European (CEE)
commons. My commentsareinformed by my knowl-
edge of the scant literature onthetopic. They are
restricted to rural resource management, asl cannot
claim any knowledgeof other fields. Nevertheless, |
hopethat they will help readersput the presentations at
the Bresciaconferencein perspectiveand appreciate

their contributionsto an understanding of commonsin
theregion.

| want to describethree narratives permeating discus-
sionsof commonsin CEE. My account of the narratives
will behighly stylized for reasonsof smplicity. These
narrativesare commonly foundinwritingson commons
intheregion. Yet they arenot confined to debates about
commonsin CEE. | believethat the narratives—and
what | derivefromthem—aremoregenerally foundin
discussonsof commons.

Thefirst narrative deploresagenera absence of com-
monsin CEE. Infact, inthisnarrative, commonshave
been absent from theregion for five decades or so.
Communismisthecul prit, becausethe coll ectivization of
agricultureand state management of forestsin the 1950s
eradicated | ong-standing traditions of common manage-
ment. Inthisview, thechallengeisnow to recover lost
traditionsand protect thosefrom further intervention by
statesin CEE. Thisisaview that isfound not only
among common peoplebut also scholarsintheregion.

The second narrative a so observesalack of commons
inCEE. Incontrast tothefirst view, thisnarrative
locatesthe decline of common management in much
morerecent times. Capitalismistheoneto blame,
becauseit erased al formsof collective management in
theregion. Theadvent of capitalisminthe 1990sput an
end not only to collectiveformsof cultivation but a'soto
common management of pastures, irrigation systems,
and other ‘ common-pool resources . Inthisview, the
solutionisnow to preserve certain coll ective d ements of
socidist agricultureand forestry that, in hindsight, prove
superior totheir capitalist equivalents. Thisperspective
iswidespread among rura peoplein CEE but not very
popular among scholarsintheregion. Western scholars
seemto bemore sympathetictothisnarrative.

Just asthefirst two, thethird narrative notesthe scarcity
of commonsin CEE. Yet it doesnot |ocatethe causesin
socialismor capitalism but inthe design of the property
reformsimplemented acrosstheregion after 1990.
Privatization hasdominated the agendaof politicians,
government officias, and international advisorsinthe
region. They haveenacted, implemented, and support
policiesthat privatizeadl land and other assetspreviousy
under the control of socialist cooperatives, statefarms,
and —to some extent — stateforest enterprises. Inthis
view, regiond poaliticiansand government officialsneed

Page 5



Common Property Resour ce Digest

to promote commonsby alowing rura peopleto
acquireland and other assetsjointly. Privatization
should not only alow individua sto gain new ownership
rightsbut also afford the same possibility to groups.
Thisnarrativeis seen with some doubt by peopleand
expertsintheregion. Nevertheless, it findsstrong
support among international advisors.

Thesenarrativesare obvioudy different from each other.
| would even suggest that they areincompatiblewith
each other. They areincompatible becausethey are
grounded in different underlying notionsof commons.
Thefirst narrative understands commonsasaform of
resource management undertaken by communities
separatefrom the state. The second narrative holdsa
diametrically opposed view of commons, recognizing
the state asthekey forumfor collective action. It does
not separate between state and communitiesasthefirst
perspective. Thethird perspective, finaly, defines
commonsasaformof group ownership. Inthisnarra-
tive, commonsareafter al not that different from private
ownership and management.

The papers presented at the conference deserve credit
for discussing concrete casesof commons. Their
findingsquestionthegenerd validity of thethreenarra-
tivescommonly found in academic and policy debates.
They not only attest to the existence of commonsin
CEE, but also suggest thevaue of research being
informed by thethree perspectives—and engaging
them.

Central and Eastern Europe, | believe, providesfertile
groundsto examinedifferent notionsof commons,
which | havebarely touched here. Asfor theregion, |
hopethat scholarswill continueto engage and develop
all three perspectives by way of empirical researchon
concretecommons. Beyondtheregion, | thinkitis
important to recognizethe different perspectivesand
usethem for moretheoretical inquiriesinto the nature of
commonsand their relationswith different societal
models. This, perhaps, could beaspecial contribution
that research in CEE could maketo research on com-
mons,

thomas.sikor@rz.hu-berlin.de

www.agrar.hu-berlin.de/wisolalipw/plr

bR Mort

Cows grazing on Ever Green Knowledge
M eadows?

Tom Dedeurwaerdere
UniversitécatholiquedeL ouvain, Belgium

Inthe realm of the knowledge commons, one seescows
grazing on ever green knowledge meadows. Upon close
ingpection, onediscoversthat the morethey aregrazing,
thefaster thewealth of knowledgeisgrowing. For the
unacquainted vigitor this seemsto bethe commons
paradise! However, tragedy islooming also. The
tragedy of these ever green meadowsisnot that the
cowsgrazetoo much, but that they do not graze enough.
Why would the cowsinvest timeingrazing “the deep
knowledgeweb” lying under the surface of thegrass?
What to dowith thedigital fencethat encloses some of
themore productive parts? I nterlinking the patchwork of
knowledge meadowswould open an even brighter future
for them, but how to decide upon the best way forward?

Asthispopular story now goes, since Michael Heller
and RebeccaEisenberg’ ssemina article, inthe case of
knowledge, thetragedy of the commonshasbeen turned
upside downinto aso-called anti-commons. By enclos-
ing bitsof knowledge and information through excessive
useof intellectud property rightsand technological
fences, awed th of knowledgeisout there but under-
used. Of course, thisstatement needssomemoreflesh
to be made hard and probably the anti-commonsisonly
apart of the story. However, it raises someimportant
problemsthat ring abdl inthe | ASCP community and
build groundfor fruitful exchange: how to build ingtitu-
tionsfor open accessin caseswhere neither enclosure,
nor pure public domain seemsto betheway forward?
How to organizerapid diffusion of new research results?
And how to deal with problemsof congestionand
limited resourcesin the organization of theflow of ideas
intheknowledge communities?

In the Bresciameeting, we dug deeper into these ques-
tionsof ingtitutiona designfor knowledgesharing. In
particular, we explored some specific fieldsat the
forefront of the devel opment of the knowledge commons
such asthe scholarly information commons, themicro-
biologica commonsand the open software commons.
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What characterizestheseinitiativesisthat knowledge
providerscommit themselvesto building interoperable
global digital libraries—with thegoal to obtain higher
joint benefitsand to reducetheir joint harm from the
enclosure process. For instance, withinthefield of
scholarly information thereisan exponentia growth of
so-cdled indtitutional repositories, which areingtitutional
databasesof E-prints, with giantssuch as
BioMedCentral with morethan 494162 entriesor the
University of Amsterdam with over 138455 entries. At
theworkshop, Charlotte Hessillustrated aptly this
growth by showing how asimple count of theinstitutional
repositorieson the Registry of Open Access Reposito-
ries showed that their number had doubled between the
1% of March 2006 and the 20" of March 2006: from
145in Europeand 98 inthe USA to 282in Europeand
178inthe USA in 20 days. A thisrate of change, it will
become difficult for commons scholarstofollow and to
get agrip onwhat’shappening!

To conclude, | would liketo raiseanote of concern.
Sometimes, one hastheimpressionthat creatinga
technical meansor alegd licenseformat furthering open
accessissufficient to qualify and to become amember of
theknowledge commons galaxy. However, the organi za-
tion of the knowledge commonsisnot just atechnical or
alegal issue. It depends on theway that the communities
take advantage of thelega and technical rulesto design
their own governance arrangements. Hencefor eval uat-
ing thesedifferent cases, wewill haveto specify the
particular context, theingtitutiona frameworksandthe
typeof collective actionthat isrequired to solve provi-
sonand usedilemmeas. To deal with thesedifferent
questions, the |ASCPlegacy of studying governanceasa
way through which communitiesorganizeand govern
themselvesthrough the design of operational and collec-
tivechoicerulewill surely beanimportant source of
ingpiration.

dedeurwaerdere@cpdr.ucl.ac.be

Design thelogo!

For the new International
Journal of the Commons

Detailson page 14
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Predictions about European Commons

DougWilson
Resear ch Director, Institutefor FisheriesMan-
agement and Coastal Community Development,
Denmark

Likeeveryone e se, the perspectivethat | brought to
“Building the European Commons: from Open Fieldsto
Open Source’ reflectsmy own experiencein commons
research. | work infisheriesmanagement. Fishingin
Europeisan“old commons’ inthe sense of having been
created around atraditional common pool natural
resource. In contrast to other old commons, though,
fishingisavery large commons, in both space and the
number of commoners, and many of these commoners
arepowerful businessconcerns.

The Common FisheriesPolicy (CFP) asitiscaledisan
“exclusive competence” of the European Union (EU)
meaning that all decisionsaretaken at theleve of the
Union. Thisisoneof thefew policy areaswheresucha
significant amount of power has been granted tothe EU,
making fisheriesimportant intheoveral formation of the
Union. For example, when Francewasrecently ordered
to pay afinefor ignoring acourt order to comply with
fishing rules, andto continueto pay it until it did comply,
it wasthefirst timethat the court had ever fined a
member statefor disobeying apast ruling and imposed a
periodic penalty payment.

The CFPisnot only palitically important withinthe
overal effort to build anew kind of polity in Europe; itis
asofailing to do avery good job of maintaining sustain-
ablefish stocks. Fisheriesscientiststell usthat, in 2003,
22% of thefish caught from stocks managed by the CFP
weretaken from stocksthat were smaller than they
should have been for sustainablefishing. Neither scien-
tists, fishers, government agenciesnor marineconserva
tion groups are happy with the CFP and therearemyriad
attemptsto reformit. Thesereformsinclude better
policing, better datagathering, areductionin perverse
subsidiestothefishingindustry and, finaly 30 yearsafter
most other fisheriesmanagement agencieshad moved
beyond top-down management, some serious attempts
at stakehol der involvement.

With thiscommons management milieu asbackground,
and having listened for the past three daysto my col-
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leaguestalking about other form of commons manage-
ment in Europe, | would liketo makethefollowing
predictionsabout European commons:

1. We are going to see more multiple-stakehol der
cooper ative management arrangements. Thedriving
forcefor thesearrangementswill be complexity. On
complex commonsmultiple user groupsare carrying out
multi pleinteracting uses. Commons management, at least
intheenvironmentd field, isalso being heavily influenced
by demandsfor ecosystem-based approaches. The
trend towards mimicking private property rights, the so-
called market-based solutions, will continue both be-
cause of fierceideological support and becausethey do
solveanumber of practical problems, but thisoverall
complexity will makesmpleprivatization arrangements
attractiveonly inthe context of wider participatory
structures.

2. Weare going to see highly participatory ways of
addressing uncertainty. Commons management is
constantly struggling with limitson knowledge about the
true condition of the commonsand thereal behavior of
thecommoners. Only cooperation among user groups
and other actors concerned with commons management
will makeeffective management inditutionspossiblein
themidst of thisuncertainty. Stakeholdersmust learnto
sharetheir knowledgein transparent waysif commons
management isto succeed.

3. We are going to see gover nment agencies at
multiplelevelsacting as stakehol dersin commons
decision making. The nation-state hastraditionally been
theimportant decision makinglevel. But now, while
Europeisgrowing inimportance, so also are sub-
national and even municipd level governments. Cross-
scdeingtitutiond linkagesreflect thegrowing complexity
and uncertainty and thewaysthat different agendasand
prioritiesoperate on various scales. Commonsare often
large scdeand even global, whilethe monitoring of
behavior happensat thelocal level, and the enforcement
of rulesisoftenanationa responsibility. Related eco-
nomic development agendasareincreasingly theconcern
of sub-nationa governments. NGOs concerned with
Europe-leve policiesformtemporary alianceswith
community groupsand local governments. Public body
stakeholdershaveaspecia rolein providing legitimacy
for decisions, participatory balancein decision making,
and knowledge servicesat many levelsinresponseto
variousvaluesand agendas. Theformsthat thedesign

principleof “minimal recognition” cantakemay needto
berethought asmany kindsof recognition emerge.

Oneof thethingsthat surprised meat thismeetingwas
thedegreeto which the sameissuesof complexity,
uncertainty and cross-scalelinkagesareemerginginthe
inamost dl of the* new commons’ that my colleagues
weredescribing. Indeed it striking in thismeeting how
much from apolicy perspective the new commons
resemblethe old ones.

dw@ifm.ok

BRI Mport

Reflections about European and non
European commons, from an American
per spective

LeticiaMerino

Univer sidad Nacional AutonomadeM exico

| havetried to organize ageneral comparison of Euro-
pean and non European commons, followingfour main
general themes addressed by many of the paperspre-
sented inthe conference:

the understanding of what private property is and the
historical weight of private property,

the historical important of the state in the management
of the commons versustheir management by local communi-
ties,
the processes of decentralization and or devolution of
rights over territories and natural resources.
Different presentations showed that the understanding of
private property isfar morecomplex inmany placesin
Europethanitistoday in most of theAmericas, where
private property rightstend to be understood as abso-
lute. Inthe Americanideology of private property, the
owner rightstend to bethe only visible or considered
legitimate, to the point that in some countriesprivate
property can belegally defended witharms. In contrast
different presentations discussed the presence of com-
mons (defined by their exclusivity and rivalry) andrights
of commonersto usethe commonswithin privatelands,
asshow the casesof the Sami’srightsto grasstheir
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reindeersinlandsowned by others, or the* private
commons’ of Walesand England.

A second main theme of contrast isthat of therole of the
State and the sense of the stateinterventioninthe
management of thecommons. Inthissensethereare
important differencesamong countrieswhich havea
colonia past from doeswithout thishistorical experience.
IntheAmericasmost of the pre-colonial ingtitutions
disappear after the conquest and the demographic
tragedy that followed the Europeansarrival tothe
continent and claimed thelivesof nearly 90% of the
population of those days (duetotheir lack of immuno-
logical responseto the crowd diseasesbrought from
Europe). In SpanishAmericaduring the XV1, XVII and

policy: indigenouswasthena
juridical definition based on
ethnicity: Indigenouswere
prohibited to dressas Euro-
peans, to have professions,
they could either be ordered
aspriests, or haveprivate g
property. Collective property, ==
ascommunity property was =
theonly typeof property that i |
thecolonid Staterecognized
toindigenous, or “naturas’,

asthey werecalled. Communitieshad also other
meaningsfor indigenous popul ation, becoming and
ingtitution of defenseand resistancethat alowed the
socid and palitical surviva of loca populations.

Theemergence of post-colonial States produced a
move, sSmilar to the appearance of themodern Statein
Western Europe, inthe centralization effort and search of
socia homogenization. Parallel totheimposition of
central governmentsand of ethnic mgjoritiesasbearers
of nationalitiesduringthe XV 11 and XX centuries,
National post-colonia Stated intheAmericasinthe XX
and XX Century, intended to nullify or deny diversity.
Institutionsthat did not fit in the Western pattern of
society, such ascollective property was seen asanach-
ronistic or retarded. Consequently private and public
propertieswere seen asthe only two possi ble types of
property. Local communitiesbothin Europeandthe
Americaslost vast territoriesand rights.

Brescia Farewell Party Photo: Karel Vancura

Theimposition of centralized State management of the
Commons (common pool resources) has proved to be
mostly afailureindifferent partsof theindustrialized and
nonindustridized world, of which socidist regimesin
Eastern Europe are extreme examples. Various presenta-
tionsin the European conference 2006, showed the
cogtsof thispoliciesin Transylvania, Vlacia, Bulgaria: the
destruction of local ingtitutionsand socia capital impera
tivefor sustained management of the commons. While
documenting lossesand difficultiesthese papersposea
fundamental question: that of theinstitutional develop-
ment needed to manage the commonsina“ post-
centraization” context.

. Thelast themeof reflec-
g tionand comparisonis
~{ that of contemporary
| decentrdizationand
“devolution” processes
taking placeinthenon
industridlized work,
including LatinAmerica,
and in Eastern Europe.
Experiencesindifferent
L atin American coun-
tries, and some exposed
inthe conference show
% tomainresults. theneed
of local management of

fragileecological systems. Thesearesystemsasthe
Artic Ocean, theAntarctica, theglobal climate, the
boreal and tropicd forests, biological diversity, that
provide goodsand serviceskey for human societies.
They can bethought ascommon or publicresources, in
termsof difficultiesof exclusion. Inpolicy termsthe
paradox isthat they present appropriation problemsthat
need to be addressed globaly and locally, and provision
needsthat aremostly met locally.

Therecognition of these needs, haveled in some cases
to therecognition of therole, need, and value of the
local, the need to provideincentivesand recognizelocal
rights, not only userightsbut also rightsof local gover-
nance of thecommons. Thesetendenciesto strengthen
thelocal have been more evident inforestry and conser-
vationinthenon-industrialized world— Bolivia, Centra
America, Mexico, Kenya, Uganda— but area so
present inthe United Kingdom and Norway.
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Seenfroma*“non-European” perspective, local democ-
racy and strength of local culture appear to bemorevivid
inWestern Europethan in many placesof theWorld, but
devolutionisalso needed and isal so happeningin some
European settings. However, in the context of weak
democracies, devol ution and decentralization movesface
therisk of becoming “ centralized waves of decentraliza-
tion”. A key element of theagendaof internationa devel-
opment agenciesimposed on nonindustriaized countries,
regardlesslocal conditions, isdecentralized control of
natural resources. Giventhedifferencesinloca condi-
tions, thereisaneed to see policies asexperiments suited
for each particular context. Devolution/decentralization
need to be based on nested institutions, cooperative
management, multi-stakeholdersarrangementsand
cooperation and cross scale schemes. These appear
morefeasiblein Europethanin countrieswith acolonia
past and fractured societies (therearesmilaritiesamong
Eastern European, the European periphery, and Latin
America), because of thesimilar impacts of decades of
authoritarian bureaucratic States, poor social capital, and
risksof Elitecapture.

I mportantly, democracy cannot beimposed: whenim-
posed upon others, success doesnot awaysfollow.
Thus, thereisaparadox to“imposed” decentralization
anddevolution.

Inconclusion, | found thereisausefulnessof comparative
studies; not only do the differencesbecome highlighted,
but smilaritiesamong seemingly unrelated areas(e.g.,
Eastern Europeand Latin America) can helpin strength-
ening our understanding of the conditionsrequired for
successful resource management.

Imerino@servidor.unam.mx
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ANNOUNCEMENTS

Send Letters and Announcements to Alyne Delaney,
Editor, CPR Digest, The Institute for Fisheries Manage-
ment, North Sea Center, PO Box 104, DK-9850,
Hirtshals, Denmark. ad@ifm.dk Tel: 45 98 94 28 55 Fax::
459894 42 68

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

Member Services
1. IASCP Online Membership Registration

Would you like to update or renew your membership?
Are you interested in becoming a member of |ASCP?
Y ou may renew your membership or join by using our
new online membership services at: www.iascp.org/
member.html.

2. IASCP Online Membership Directory

Would you liketo find out which members are currently
working on research related to marine turtles or domestic
regulatory policy inthe Amazon? Thisinformation and
moreis available by searching the new online membership
directory at: http://www.iascp.org/member.html.

The directory is accessible to IASCP members only and is
searchable by name, country of residence, and research
area.

Design the

“International Journal of the Commons’
logo!

The preparations to launch the IASCP' s new
“International Journal of the Commons” are moving
ahead. In order to make the journal look as attractive as
possible, weinvite proposals from our membersfor a
specia journal logo. Although aprofessional designis
welcomed, good ideas can also serve as a basis. A
graphical designer will then continueworking onit. Logos
and ideasthat will be used for the journal’ s official lay-out
will be appropriately rewarded.

Proposals should be sent to Martina de Moor
Tine.deMoor@let.uu.nl
The managing editors
Martina de Moor, Charlotte Hess, Erling Berge

2006 |ASCP Election Results

Theresultsof the2006 | ASCPdectionarein. We
would liketo extend awarm wel cometo the newest
membersof thel ASCPleadership:

Executive Council Members
Frank Matose
and
DougWilson

Also, welcometo President-elect,
Ruth M einzen-Dick,

withthanksto
President Narpat S. Jodha

and out-going Executive Council Member
Andy White

Inthe same election, thel ASCP membershipalso
voted to changethenameof thel ASCPtothe

Inter national Association for theStudy of the
Commons

Theproposal to changetheby-lawsreflecting thisname
change, themission of thel ASCPand Executive Council
dutieswereal so accepted.

Full detailscan beseen at: http://www.iascp.or g/
about/2006r esults.html
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June 2006

CALL FOR PAPERS
THIRD PACIFIC REGIONAL MEETING
September 3 -6 2006
AUCKLAND, NEW ZEALAND

Traditional and IndigenousL and usesand
Economies

TheRegional Meetingwill focusonthetransformation
of traditional and indigenoussustainableusesand
economiesinto untenable positionsintheface of
unsustainable® modern” usesand economies.

Abstractsshould includeadiscussion of theobjective
of the proposed paper, the research design and
methodol ogy (where applicable) and somediscussion
of thenatureand implicationsof thefindingsfor
-CPR’sinthePacificregion. Abstractsmust be

received by June 30, 2006 and must includethe
followinginformation onthecover page:

Title of Paper,

two or three key wordsindicating topic,

corresponding author,

ingtitutional affiliation,

complete address,

telephone,

facsmileand

email address.

All of theaboveinformationisalsorequested for each
additional author.

Personsinterestedin organizing aspecial session/
panel discussion, or volunteering to serveasasession
chair or discussant isencouraged toindicateinterest
by June 30, 2006.

Submit abstractsor completed paper sviaemail to
api@nsw.api.org.au
or asa3.5” disketteviamail asshown below, asa
Microsoft Word fileasone document; length not to
exceed 30 pages, including all tables, figures, notes,
appendices, and references, margins, 2.54cm. (17)
onall dimensions; font 12pt. Pleasedirect questions
to: John Sheehan

Pacific Regional Chair

International Association for the Study of

Common Property (IASCP)

C/-NSW Division

Australian Property Institute

60 York Street

Sydney NSW 2000

Email: margar et @nsw.api.org.au

JULY 1, 2006 - JUNE 30, 2007 IASCP MEMBERSHIP CARD
Renew your membership now and you will not miss any of your membership benefits induding: subscriptions to The CPR Digest; discount regidration a  our nearly annua
mextings 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: Renewa 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......cccuvmevevemnnn US $60.00 July 1, 2006- June 30, 2007
$20,000 - 49,999......ccccrrrruene US $40.00 July 1, 2007 - June 30, 2008
$19,000 and l€ss.....ccovvvvrererenne. US$10.00 July 1, 2008 - June 30, 2009
Total dues payment @US $60.00........cccceurennees $
Total dues payment @ US $ 40.00.......cccccvurennes $
Total dues payment @ US $ 10.00.......ccccceureneees $

*|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 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

Page 15



Common Property Resour ce Digest

Common Property Resour ce Digest
I nter national Association for the
Sudy of Common Property

P.O. Box 2355

Gary IN 46409 USA

Page 16



