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The European Branch meeting of the IASCP in Brescia meeting is
behind us, and now it’s time to sit down and reflect. It may be easier to
start with some figures. About 80 people, coming from most of Euro-
pean countries and a number of extra-European ones, joined us in
Brescia and, throughout the two days of the meeting opened by Lin
Ostrom’s keynote speech on “Multiple methods for studying collective
action”, over 60 papers were presented. That was much more than
initially forecasted on the basis of European participation to the IASCP
global meetings over the past few years. The success makes us there-
fore confident about the healthy status of common-pool resource
research in Europe, and that is very good news.

The conference theme and sub-themes were set broad enough to
capture not only CPR-scholars and practitioners, but also environmental
economists, law scholars and, generally speaking, people interested in
natural resources management and ecology. Participant culture and
competences were consequently rather mixed and often complementary,
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Welcome to another edition of the CPR Digest.  This issue consists of reports from the IASCP Europe Regional Meeting, held in
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.  This is followed with Audun Sandberg providing his perspective of the state of the
commons in Europe.  Thomas Sikor focuses his comments on the meeting from his view 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 Wilson 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 a warm welcome to new Executive Council members Frank Matose and Doug Wilson.  We would also like to
welcome President-elect Ruth Meinzen-Dick.  Enjoy!



Common Property Resource Digest

2Page

The Common Property
Resource Digest

Published with support from
the Ford Foundation

Editor

                                  Alyne E. Delaney

International Association for the
Study of Common Property

Current Officers

President: Narpat Jodha

President Elect: Owen Lynch

Immediate Past President: Erling Berge

Council
Doris Capistrano    Ruth Meinzen-Dick

Leticia Merino    Calvin Nhira
 Dianne Rocheleau       Andy White

Executive Director   MichelleCurtain
CPR Digest Editor       Alyne Delaney
Information Officer     Charlotte Hess

Conference Coordinators

2006 Regional Meetings

       European Region     Giangiacomo Bravo & Martina DeMoor

       Pacific Region          John Sheehan

© 2000 IASCP

WWW.IASCP.ORG

a situation not infrequent in IASCP-meetings (it actually
represents one of the strengths of the association!).
Notwithstanding the heterogeneity of participants, a
significant part of the papers presented during the confer-
ence were deeply rooted in some of the “good old
topics” of CPR-research: forestry, pastures and water
management.

The subtitle of the conference “From open fields to open
spaces” was intended to attract a wide variety of com-
mons-researchers, including historians, as the commons
have a long history in Europe and this would allow us to
look more closely at the very-long-term developments of
commons. A significant number of historical cases and
overviews that has been presented at the conference
showed that it is possible though not easy to cover such
long stretches of time, by means of detailed case-studies
or regional overviews. These papers showed several
problems which can be expected when digging into the
history of the commons. First of all, the source material is
usually a lot scarcer than in contemporary commons
studies. Secondly, the type of source material does not
always allow us to use the same methods of analysis as
those that are being used for the contemporary com-
mons. Thirdly, the integration of theoretical models
proves to be difficult, though not impossible. The main
reason for this is terminological fuzziness. A term like “the
commons” has been used for a variety of forms of
resources in different places and periods, and by a large
number of scientific disciplines. The term had been used
in England for hundreds of years, but what it refers to in
that context differs significantly from for example what is
usually understood by those researching knowledge as a
“commons”. One of the most important conclusions of
this interdisciplinary meeting therefore is that there is still
a need for more terminological clarity among all social
scientists working on the commons.

A relevant number of papers dealt with topics related to
the conditions of CPRs in developed countries, which
was not surprising considering the focus upon Europe.
Within this set, a first group investigated a specific
European problem: the transition process in post-socialist
countries. What emerged is a widespread mistrust
between stakeholders and public officials and a difficult
process of local management institution building, after the
destruction of the traditional ones during the socialist
period. However, the picture is more mixed than imag-
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ined. Some studies presented indeed interesting cases
where the transition created benefits for the local popula-
tion and a general process of land restitution to peasants
and land user (even if sometimes hardly exploited by local
politicians and corrupt officials). A second group of
papers dealt with the new uses of traditional natural
commons, especially in relation with the provision of
ecological services. Natural resources and, more specifi-
cally, natural commons are today multifunctional: they
provide food and raw materials (like fish or timber),
tourism and leisure areas, but also grant a number of
ecological services that humans and other living beings
need for their physical existence (e.g. the capture of solar
energy, the regulation of the atmosphere composition, the
control of soil erosion, the regulation of the water cycle,
etc.). In addition, they are often a source of biodiversity
and they sometimes posses a significant aesthetical and
cultural value. The multi-functionality of the commons is a
source of difficulty for their management, especially due to
the number and the heterogeneity of interests of the
stakeholders. However, interesting co-management and
multi-level management experiences are on the way, and
this topic is certainly a new and exciting one.

A third group of papers converged on the “Knowledge
Commons” theme. The interest for knowledge and
internet-based commons is rapidly growing and this is
turning out to be a crucial issue for researchers (especially
the young ones) in developed countries. During the
conference two entire sessions plus a couple of other
papers discussed the topic. Are knowledge commons
public goods or CPRs? It depends on a number of
factors, including the specificity of the resource system
and of its artificial infrastructure (if present). What is
certain is that, however immaterial, knowledge commons
need robust and well-developed regulation schemes in
order to avoid underprovision, piracy and other harmful
behaviors. The interplay between public and private
actors is often crucial for the development of those
institutions, whose design principles present both similari-
ties and differences with the traditional commons.

Notwithstanding the number of the papers presented and
the wide range of the interests they covered, at least two
important topics were nearly absent from the conference.
The first one is one of the traditional major topics in CPR-
research: fisheries. Only two papers dealt with this theme,
one studying the changes in Taiwan and one the manage-
ment of inshore fisheries in a small Southern Italian

community. The low interest of European scholars in
fisheries is rather surprising given both the importance
that the topic has for CPR-research, its role in the EU
common policy and the problems this institution is facing
to govern its seas and fisheries. Is it actually the bureau-
cratization and the centralization of the EU fishery policy
that discourages researchers to deal with the topic? It
may be. Still the small number of papers covering this
theme was one of the weaknesses of the meeting.

The second missing theme in the conference was the
issue of the global commons: only one single paper dealt
with this topic. This was unexpected for at least two
reasons. First, global commons, especially those linked
with climate change issues, are at present a “hot” topic in
international research in a number of different disciplines.
Why CPRs students are not prone to participate?
Second, Europe is supposed to be a chief actor in
fostering the development of global institutions for global
change mitigation. It has been one of the leading actors in
the actualization of the Kyoto-protocol (and it plays, at
present, the same role in the bargaining process for the
post-2012 phase) and first developed a continental-scale
carbon emission permit trade market.

There may be a good reason indeed for this lack of
interest in this topic. Despite some remarkable advance-
ments, global commons are hard to confront with the
standard CPR-approach. The actors are too diverse and
heterogeneous, the interests are exceedingly diverse, the
conceptual status of the “resources” themselves is hard
to define. On the other hand, the IASCP-society in
general is convinced that global resources are actual
commons. The theory, developed mainly on small-scale,
traditional resources should be further extended and
developed in order to include also ecosphere-scale
resources. New research on the global institution building
process is not only possible, but may represent a funda-
mental help for the building itself of both robust and
successful institutions. This is a great challenge for CPR-
students. Will we be able to confront it?

At a meeting the future of the now established European
network was discussed, in the presence of Michelle
Curtain. The European branch meeting was attended by
25 people. Several possible initiatives were mentioned,
among others the organisation of another European
meeting either in 2007 or 2009. One organisation
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showed interest in organising the biennial meeting in
2008 in Europe, which was an explicit request of the
IASCP-council. No explicit institutional structure was
set-up to organise future activities of the European
Branch of the IASCP, but clearly a healthy basis for
further intensive cooperation among commons-research-
ers within Europe, and among those working on Euro-
pean commons has been laid by the conference in
Brescia.
For the time being, the conference website http://
iascpeurope.eco.unibs.it/ will continue to act as a virtual
meeting point for the European scholars and practitio-
ners of the commons. On a non-regular and informal
basis messages are sent to the participants of the confer-
ence and others by the former conference organisers. If
you feel like making use of this possibility, send us your
messages and requests.

tine.Demoor@let.uu.nl gbravo@eco.unibs.it

The State of the Commons in Europe
Audun Sandberg
Bodo University College, Norway

During the IASCP Europe Regional Meeting in Brescia,
Italy  23-25 March, the Commons of Europe received a
thorough coverage by scholars from a large number of
European countries. Not since the International IASCP
Conference in Bodø in 1995, has such a variety of
European Commons been discussed by scientists and
resource managers. The conference participants could
enjoy timely updates on the contemporary governing
challenges for the century old grazing commons of
England (Adrian Walters, John Goodacre) and for the
modernizing alpine pastures (Agrargesellschaft) of
Austria (Elisabeth Johann). In addition, the conference
brought the attention to a number of new aspects of
European Commons hitherto not well known to the
IASCP network. These included as diverse commons as
the reemerging village commons of  the Vrancea Moun-
tains of Romania ( Liviu Mantescu and Monica Vasile) ,
the deterioration of the collective irrigation systems of
Bulgaria (Insa Theesfeld), the revival of the “Collective

Alps” in  the alpine region of Germany ( Anne
Gueydon)  and the surviving commons of Navarra
(Jose Miguel, Lana Bersain).

The big question in face of this growing complexity in
the development of European Commons is whether
this many-facetted picture mirrors the reality concern-
ing commons in Europe today, or whether there are
distinct directions in the contemporary development
of commons. These questions were debated in a
round table discussion on “The state of the Commons
in Europe” on the last day of the conference. Here
various conclusions to this question were presented:
One was the view that in contemporary Europe
overuse of a commons’ resources is not the only
threat to the survival of a commons. Analytically, the
underuse – and the human neglect and lack of main-
tenance should be viewed as an equal threat to most
European commons. Another view was the more
confident view that as long as the crucial institutions
were in place – in the form of laws and codified rules,
a commons will tend to survive – no matter what
humans users or their livestock does. Nature has its
own management mechanisms and thus an underused
pasture commons will in most cases revert to forest
and become a forest commons. If the rules have
foreseen this, it is only the harvesting operation rules
that have to be changed from one commons item
(forage) to another (wood and timber). However, it
was agreed that this is an area where more of the
European Commons research should be directed in
future years; of particular interest will here be the
future development in the mountainous part of former
communist European states.

Related to this broader issue of European Commons
are two areas which will represent challenges to
Commons Property researchers in the years to come.
One is the larger “political commons” of Europe, the
“Common Fisheries Policy” – with its Common Pond

CPR FORUMEurope Regional Report
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– “the Common Agricultural Policy” and the “Common
Environmental Policy.” These are also basically institu-
tional arrangements – although at a macro-scale, with the
same threats survival and legitimacy as the smaller and
more local commons. This they can be analyzed with the
same tools of institutional analysis. Here there were no
contributions at this conference, but the issues ought to
be addressed by commons researchers at future IASCP
conferences.

The other area that in the future should be seen in con-
nection with development of commons in Europe in
general, are the indigenous questions of Europe, and
especially those related to the High North of Europe.
One paper was presented on this issue, showing how
ancient indigenous nomadic pasture rights could be
institutionalized in modern times as a collective local and
indigenous right anchored in a new constitutional con-
struction, to whom a state transfers its property rights
(Audun Sandberg).  Theoretically this is also relevant for
comparisons with the development of local governing
rights in particular regions in post-communist countries in
Eastern and Central  Europe. But it also remains a
challenge for IASCP researchers to follow closely the
processes of land and water claims of the Sámi of
Sweden, Finland and Russia, as well as the subsequent
processes for the other northern peoples of “Russia”, the
Samoyeds and the Nenetsian.

Audun.Sandberg@hibo.no

Central and Eastern European Commons
Thomas Sikor
Humboldt University, Berlin

I want to take the liberty and present a rather polemical
commentary on the nature of academic and policy
debates about Central and Eastern European (CEE)
commons.  My comments are informed by my knowl-
edge of the scant literature on the topic.  They are
restricted to rural resource management, as I cannot
claim any knowledge of other fields.  Nevertheless, I
hope that they will help readers put the presentations at
the Brescia conference in perspective and appreciate

their contributions to an understanding of commons in
the region.

I want to describe three narratives permeating discus-
sions of commons in CEE.  My account of the narratives
will be highly stylized for reasons of simplicity.  These
narratives are commonly found in writings on commons
in the region.  Yet they are not confined to debates about
commons in CEE.  I believe that the narratives – and
what I derive from them – are more generally found in
discussions of commons.

The first narrative deplores a general absence of com-
mons in CEE.  In fact, in this narrative, commons have
been absent from the region for five decades or so.
Communism is the culprit, because the collectivization of
agriculture and state management of forests in the 1950s
eradicated long-standing traditions of common manage-
ment.  In this view, the challenge is now to recover lost
traditions and protect those from further intervention by
states in CEE.  This is a view that is found not only
among common people but also scholars in the region.
The second narrative also observes a lack of commons
in CEE.  In contrast to the first view, this narrative
locates the decline of common management in much
more recent times.  Capitalism is the one to blame,
because it erased all forms of collective management in
the region.  The advent of capitalism in the 1990s put an
end not only to collective forms of cultivation but also to
common management of pastures, irrigation systems,
and other ‘common-pool resources’.  In this view, the
solution is now to preserve certain collective elements of
socialist agriculture and forestry that, in hindsight, prove
superior to their capitalist equivalents.  This perspective
is widespread among rural people in CEE but not very
popular among scholars in the region.  Western scholars
seem to be more sympathetic to this narrative.
Just as the first two, the third narrative notes the scarcity
of commons in CEE.  Yet it does not locate the causes in
socialism or capitalism but in the design of the property
reforms implemented across the region after 1990.
Privatization has dominated the agenda of politicians,
government officials, and international advisors in the
region.  They have enacted, implemented, and support
policies that privatize all land and other assets previously
under the control of socialist cooperatives, state farms,
and – to some extent – state forest enterprises.  In this
view, regional politicians and government officials need

CPR FORUMEurope Regional Report
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to promote commons by allowing rural people to
acquire land and other assets jointly.  Privatization
should not only allow individuals to gain new ownership
rights but also afford the same possibility to groups.
This narrative is seen with some doubt by people and
experts in the region.  Nevertheless, it finds strong
support among international advisors.
These narratives are obviously different from each other.
I would even suggest that they are incompatible with
each other.  They are incompatible because they are
grounded in different underlying notions of commons.
The first narrative understands commons as a form of
resource management undertaken by communities
separate from the state.  The second narrative holds a
diametrically opposed view of commons, recognizing
the state as the key forum for collective action.  It does
not separate between state and communities as the first
perspective.  The third perspective, finally, defines
commons as a form of group ownership.  In this narra-
tive, commons are after all not that different from private
ownership and management.
The papers presented at the conference deserve credit
for discussing concrete cases of commons.  Their
findings question the general validity of the three narra-
tives commonly found in academic and policy debates.
They not only attest to the existence of commons in
CEE, but also suggest the value of research being
informed by the three perspectives – and engaging
them.
Central and Eastern Europe, I believe, provides fertile
grounds to examine different notions of commons,
which I have barely touched here.  As for the region, I
hope that scholars will continue to engage and develop
all three perspectives by way of empirical research on
concrete commons.  Beyond the region, I think it is
important to recognize the different perspectives and
use them for more theoretical inquiries into the nature of
commons and their relations with different societal
models.  This, perhaps, could be a special contribution
that research in CEE could make to research on com-
mons.

thomas.sikor@rz.hu-berlin.de

www.agrar.hu-berlin.de/wisola/ipw/plr

Cows grazing on Ever Green Knowledge
Meadows?
Tom Dedeurwaerdere
Université catholique de Louvain, Belgium

In the realm of the knowledge commons, one sees cows
grazing on ever green knowledge meadows. Upon close
inspection, one discovers that the more they are grazing,
the faster the wealth of knowledge is growing. For the
unacquainted visitor this seems to be the commons
paradise ! However, tragedy is looming also. The
tragedy of these ever green meadows is not that the
cows graze too much, but that they do not graze enough.
Why would the cows invest time in grazing “the deep
knowledge web” lying under the surface of the grass?
What to do with the digital fence that encloses some of
the more productive parts? Interlinking the patchwork of
knowledge meadows would open an even brighter future
for them, but how to decide upon the best way forward?
As this popular story now goes, since Michael Heller
and Rebecca Eisenberg’s seminal article, in the case of
knowledge, the tragedy of the commons has been turned
upside down into a so-called anti-commons. By enclos-
ing bits of knowledge and information through excessive
use of intellectual property rights and technological
fences, a wealth of knowledge is out there but under-
used. Of course, this statement needs some more flesh
to be made hard and probably the anti-commons is only
a part of the story. However, it raises some important
problems that ring a bell in the IASCP community and
build ground for fruitful exchange: how to build institu-
tions for open access in cases where neither enclosure,
nor pure public domain seems to be the way forward?
How to organize rapid diffusion of new research results?
And how to deal with problems of congestion and
limited resources in the organization of the flow of ideas
in the knowledge communities?
In the Brescia meeting, we dug deeper into these ques-
tions of institutional design for knowledge sharing. In
particular, we explored some specific fields at the
forefront of the development of the knowledge commons
such as the scholarly information commons, the micro-
biological commons and the open software commons.

CPR FORUMEurope Regional Report
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What characterizes these initiatives is that knowledge
providers commit themselves to building interoperable
global digital libraries – with the goal to obtain higher
joint benefits and to reduce their joint harm from the
enclosure process. For instance, within the field of
scholarly information there is an exponential growth of
so-called institutional repositories, which are institutional
databases of E-prints, with giants such as
BioMedCentral with more than 494162 entries or the
University of Amsterdam with over 138455 entries. At
the workshop, Charlotte Hess illustrated aptly this
growth by showing how a simple count of the institutional
repositories on the Registry of Open Access Reposito-
ries showed that their number had doubled between the
1st of March 2006 and the 20th of March 2006: from
145 in Europe and 98 in the USA to 282 in Europe and
178 in the USA in 20 days. A this rate of change, it will
become difficult for commons scholars to follow and to
get a grip on what’s happening!

To conclude, I would like to raise a note of concern.
Sometimes, one has the impression that creating a
technical means or a legal license format furthering open
access is sufficient to qualify and to become a member of
the knowledge commons galaxy. However, the organiza-
tion of the knowledge commons is not just a technical or
a legal issue. It depends on the way that the communities
take advantage of the legal and technical rules to design
their own governance arrangements. Hence for evaluat-
ing these different cases, we will have to specify the
particular context, the institutional frameworks and the
type of collective action that is required to solve provi-
sion and use dilemmas. To deal with these different
questions, the IASCP legacy of studying governance as a
way through which communities organize and govern
themselves through the design of operational and collec-
tive choice rule will surely be an important source of
inspiration.

dedeurwaerdere@cpdr.ucl.ac.be

Design the logo!
For the new International
Journal of the Commons

Details on page 14

Predictions about European Commons
Doug Wilson
Research Director, Institute for Fisheries Man-
agement and Coastal Community Development,
Denmark

Like everyone else, the perspective that I brought to
“Building the European Commons: from Open Fields to
Open Source” reflects my own experience in commons
research. I work in fisheries management.  Fishing in
Europe is an “old commons” in the sense of having been
created around a traditional common pool natural
resource. In contrast to other old commons, though,
fishing is a very large commons, in both space and the
number of commoners, and many of these commoners
are powerful business concerns.
The Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) as it is called is an
“exclusive competence” of the European Union (EU)
meaning that all decisions are taken at the level of the
Union. This is one of the few policy areas where such a
significant amount of power has been granted to the EU,
making fisheries important in the overall formation of the
Union. For example, when France was recently ordered
to pay a fine for ignoring a court order to comply with
fishing rules, and to continue to pay it until it did comply,
it was the first time that the court had ever fined a
member state for disobeying a past ruling and imposed a
periodic penalty payment.
The CFP is not only politically important within the
overall effort to build a new kind of polity in Europe; it is
also failing to do a very good job of maintaining sustain-
able fish stocks. Fisheries scientists tell us that, in 2003,
22% of the fish caught from stocks managed by the CFP
were taken from stocks that were smaller than they
should have been for sustainable fishing. Neither scien-
tists, fishers, government agencies nor marine conserva-
tion groups are happy with the CFP and there are myriad
attempts to reform it. These reforms include better
policing, better data gathering, a reduction in perverse
subsidies to the fishing industry and, finally 30 years after
most other fisheries management agencies had moved
beyond top-down management, some serious attempts
at stakeholder involvement.
With this commons management milieu as background,
and having listened for the past three days to my col-

CPR FORUMEurope Regional Report
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leagues talking about other form of commons manage-
ment in Europe, I would like to make the following
predictions about European commons:

1. We are going to see more multiple-stakeholder
cooperative management arrangements. The driving
force for these arrangements will be complexity. On
complex commons multiple user groups are carrying out
multiple interacting uses. Commons management, at least
in the environmental field, is also being heavily influenced
by demands for ecosystem-based approaches. The
trend towards mimicking private property rights, the so-
called market-based solutions, will continue both be-
cause of fierce ideological support and because they do
solve a number of practical problems, but this overall
complexity will make simple privatization arrangements
attractive only in the context of wider participatory
structures.
2. We are going to see highly participatory ways of
addressing uncertainty. Commons management is
constantly struggling with limits on knowledge about the
true condition of the commons and the real behavior of
the commoners. Only cooperation among user groups
and other actors concerned with commons management
will make effective management institutions possible in
the midst of this uncertainty. Stakeholders must learn to
share their knowledge in transparent ways if commons
management is to succeed.
3.  We are going to see government agencies at
multiple levels acting as stakeholders in commons
decision making. The nation-state has traditionally been
the important decision making level. But now, while
Europe is growing in importance, so also are sub-
national and even municipal level governments. Cross-
scale institutional linkages reflect the growing complexity
and uncertainty and the ways that different agendas and
priorities operate on various scales. Commons are often
large scale and even global, while the monitoring of
behavior happens at the local level, and the enforcement
of rules is often a national responsibility.  Related eco-
nomic development agendas are increasingly the concern
of sub-national governments. NGOs concerned with
Europe-level policies form temporary alliances with
community groups and local governments. Public body
stakeholders have a special role in providing legitimacy
for decisions, participatory balance in decision making,
and knowledge services at many levels in response to
various values and agendas. The forms that the design

principle of “minimal recognition” can take may need to
be rethought as many kinds of recognition emerge.

One of the things that surprised me at this meeting was
the degree to which the same issues of complexity,
uncertainty and cross-scale linkages are emerging in the
in almost all of the “new commons” that my colleagues
were describing. Indeed it striking in this meeting how
much from a policy perspective the new commons
resemble the old ones.

dw@ifm.dk

Reflections about European and non
European commons, from an American
perspective
Leticia Merino
Universidad Nacional Autonoma de Mexico

I have tried to organize a general comparison of Euro-
pean and non European commons,   following four main
general themes addressed by many of the papers pre-
sented in the 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 versus their 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 is far more complex in many places in
Europe than it is today in most of the Americas, where
private property rights tend to be understood as abso-
lute. In the American ideology of private property, the
owner rights tend to be the only visible or considered
legitimate, to the point that in some countries private
property can be legally defended with arms. In contrast
different presentations discussed the presence of com-
mons (defined by their exclusivity and rivalry) and rights
of commoners to use the commons within private lands,
as show the cases of the Sami’s rights to grass their

CPR FORUMEurope Regional Report
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reindeers in lands owned by others, or the “private
commons” of Wales and England.
A second main theme of contrast is that of the role of the
State and the sense of the state intervention in the
management of the commons. In this sense there are
important differences among countries which have a
colonial past from does without this historical experience.
In the Americas most of the pre-colonial institutions
disappear after the conquest and the demographic
tragedy that followed the Europeans arrival to the
continent and claimed the lives of nearly 90% of the
population of those days (due to their lack of immuno-
logical response to the crowd diseases brought from
Europe). In Spanish America during the XVI, XVII and

The imposition of centralized State management of the
Commons (common pool resources) has proved to be
mostly a failure in different parts of the industrialized and
non industrialized world, of which socialist regimes in
Eastern Europe are extreme examples. Various presenta-
tions in the European conference 2006, showed the
costs of this policies in Transylvania, Vlacia, Bulgaria: the
destruction of local institutions and social capital impera-
tive for sustained management of the commons. While
documenting losses and difficulties these papers pose a
fundamental question: that of the institutional develop-
ment needed to manage the commons in a “post-
centralization” context.

Brescia Farewell Party  Photo: Karel Vancura

XVIII centuries, communities
property institutions were, at a
large extent a result of colonial
policy: indigenous was then a
juridical definition based on
ethnicity: Indigenous were
prohibited to dress as Euro-
peans, to have professions,
they could either be ordered
as priests, or have private
property. Collective property,
as community property was
the only type of property that
the colonial State recognized
to indigenous, or “naturals”,
as they were called.  Communities had also other
meanings for indigenous population, becoming and
institution of defense and resistance that allowed the
social and political survival of local populations.
The emergence of post-colonial States produced a
move, similar to the appearance of the modern State in
Western Europe, in the centralization effort and search of
social homogenization. Parallel to the imposition of
central governments and of ethnic majorities as bearers
of nationalities during the XVII and XIX centuries,
National post-colonial Stated in the Americas in the XIX
and XX Century, intended to nullify or deny diversity.
Institutions that did not fit in the Western pattern of
society, such as collective property was seen as anach-
ronistic or retarded. Consequently private and public
properties were seen as the only two possible types of
property. Local communities both in Europe and the
Americas lost vast territories and rights.

The last theme of reflec-
tion and comparison is
that of contemporary
decentralization and
“devolution” processes
taking place in the non
industrialized work,
including Latin America,
and in Eastern Europe.
Experiences in different
Latin American coun-
tries, and some exposed
in the conference show
to main results: the need
of local management of

fragile ecological systems.  These are systems as the
Artic Ocean, the Antarctica, the global climate, the
boreal and tropical forests, biological diversity, that
provide goods and services key for human societies.
They can be thought as common or public resources, in
terms of difficulties of exclusion. In policy terms the
paradox is that they present appropriation problems that
need to be addressed globally and locally, and provision
needs that are mostly met locally.
The recognition of these needs, have led in some cases
to the recognition of the role, need, and value of the
local, the need to provide incentives and recognize local
rights, not only use rights but also rights of local gover-
nance of the commons.  These tendencies to strengthen
the local have been more evident in forestry and conser-
vation in the non-industrialized world— Bolivia, Central
America, Mexico, Kenya, Uganda — but are also
present in the United Kingdom and Norway.
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Seen from a “non-European” perspective, local democ-
racy and strength of local culture appear to be more vivid
in Western Europe than in many places of the World, but
devolution is also needed and is also happening in some
European settings.  However, in the context of weak
democracies, devolution and decentralization moves face
the risk of becoming “centralized waves of decentraliza-
tion”. A key element of the agenda of international devel-
opment agencies imposed on non industrialized countries,
regardless local conditions, is decentralized control of
natural resources. Given the differences in local condi-
tions, there is a need to see policies as experiments suited
for each particular context.  Devolution/decentralization
need to be based on nested institutions, cooperative
management, multi-stakeholders arrangements and
cooperation and cross scale schemes.  These appear
more feasible in Europe than in countries with a colonial
past and fractured societies (there are similarities among
Eastern European, the European periphery, and Latin
America), because of the similar impacts of decades of
authoritarian bureaucratic States, poor social capital, and
risks of Elite capture.
Importantly, democracy cannot be imposed: when im-
posed upon others, success does not always follow.
Thus, there is a paradox to “imposed” decentralization
and devolution.
In conclusion, I found there is a usefulness of comparative
studies; not only do the differences become highlighted,
but similarities among seemingly unrelated areas (e.g.,
Eastern Europe and Latin America) can help in strength-
ening our understanding of the conditions required for
successful resource management.
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Are you interested in becoming a member of IASCP? 
You 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 like to find out which members are currently
working on research related to marine turtles or domestic
regulatory policy in the Amazon?  This information and
more is 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, we invite proposals from our members for a
special journal logo. Although a professional design is
welcomed, good ideas can also serve as a basis. A
graphical designer will then continue working on it. Logos
and ideas that 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

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::
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

ANNOUNCEMENTS 2006 IASCP Election Results

The results of the 2006 IASCP election are in.  We
would like to extend a warm welcome to the newest

members of the IASCP leadership:

 Executive  Council  Members
Frank Matose

and
Doug Wilson

Also,   welcome to President-elect,
Ruth Meinzen-Dick,

with thanks to
President Narpat S. Jodha

and  out-going  Executive  Council  Member
Andy White

In the  same  election, the IASCP membership also
voted to change the name of the IASCP to the

 International Association for the Study of the
Commons

The proposal to change the by-laws reflecting this name
change, the mission of the IASCP and Executive Council

duties were also accepted.

Full details can be seen at:  http://www.iascp.org/
about/2006results.html

www.iascp.org
www.iascp.org
www.iascp.org
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JULY 1, 2006 - JUNE 30, 2007 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, 2006-  June 30, 2007
    $20,000 - 49,999......................US $40.00                         _____ July 1, 2007 - June 30, 2008
  $19,000  and less.........................US$10.00         _____ July 1, 2008 - June 30, 2009
     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

CALL FOR PAPERS
THIRD PACIFIC REGIONAL MEETING

September  3 – 6  2006
 AUCKLAND, NEW ZEALAND

Traditional and Indigenous Land uses and
Economies
The Regional Meeting will focus on the transformation
of traditional and indigenous sustainable uses and
economies into untenable positions in the face of
unsustainable “modern” uses and economies.
Abstracts should include a discussion of the objective
of the proposed paper, the research design and
methodology (where applicable) and some discussion
of the nature and implications of the findings for
CPR’s in the Pacific region. Abstracts must be
received by June 30, 2006 and must include the
following information on the cover page:

Title of Paper,
two or three key words indicating topic,
 corresponding author,
institutional affiliation,
complete address,
telephone,
facsimile and
email address.

All of the above information is also requested for each
additional author.

Persons interested in organizing a special session/
panel discussion, or volunteering to serve as a session
chair or discussant is encouraged to indicate interest
by June 30, 2006.
Submit abstracts or completed papers via email to
api@nsw.api.org.au
or as a 3.5” diskette via mail as shown below, as a
Microsoft Word file as one document; length not to
exceed 30 pages, including all tables, figures, notes,
appendices, and references; margins, 2.54 cm. (1”)
on all dimensions; font 12pt.  Please direct 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: margaret@nsw.api.org.au
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