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ABSTRACT 

 

In an opening vignette to an otherwise insightful article, Carol M. Rose (2003) compares 

people who hold intellectual property rights to poor villagers in India. They put effort and time 

into developing small but productive properties, only to have the wild tiger or rogue elephant of 

the public domain trample them or eat them up. In extreme cases, IP "villages" are abandoned 

and left to "the jungle" of public property. But Rose neglects another part of the story, and that is 

that the villagers are also hungry, and while they do not directly consume tigers, they do consume 

the environment a tiger needs to survive. This paper argues, from the perspective of legal 

pluralism, that both private and public properties are voracious. In recent western developments, 

they each expand by trying to 'eating the other up'. Western property theory promotes this 

dualistic game of voracious property types. In exporting this game world wide through 

privatization, international agreements and regulations many other more balanced approaches to 

property, which fall between the public/private divide, are being consumed as well (as in kin 

group corporate property, cultural property etc.).  

Such a dualistic model of property limits our understanding of the ways in which the 

property rights of different claimants are interdependent. This interdependence arises not only 

from legal institutions that mediate property rights, but also from social institutions that 

determine and distribute rights, and how these legal and social institutions interface. The three-

tiered model presented in this paper--ideological, legal, and social--reveals the systemic nature of 

property rights. Issues concerning 'new' forms of intellectual property, as well as the management 

of natural resources, highlight the limitations of the ideological approach to property rights, 

which largely ignores the legal and social relationships embedded in these forms of property. 

This paper explores the implications of such voracious property for biodiversity.  

 

Keywords: Property, intellectual property, biodiversity, natural resources, legal pluralism, 
institutions  
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The Voracious Appetites of Public Versus Private Property: A View of 
Intellectual Property and Biodiversity from Legal Pluralism 

 

Melanie G. Wiber1 

1.  INTRODUCTION 

In this paper, I address the questions raised by new forms of property as a solution 

to conserving biodiversity, and the potential interaction of these efforts with ongoing 

situations of legal pluralism.  My research path has led from water and land rights in the 

uplands tribal areas of northern Philippines (Wiber 1991, 1993), to milk and manure 

quota in eastern Canada and Holland (Wiber 1995), to fishing quota in the Scotia-Fundy 

region (Wiber 2000).  Recently, I have followed the debates around other new forms of 

property, including tradable environmental allowances, and the patenting of various life 

forms.  My research has often involved situations where the state has been unable to 

establish a monopolistic legal regime (in the face of religious law, tribal law, customary 

law, multilateral agreements), or has itself created and perpetuated situations of legal 

pluralism through incompatible developments in various branches of state or international 

law, or when it recognizes the jurisdiction of some bodies of law for some actors in 

society but not others (see Wiber 1999, Wiber and Kennedy 2001).  I am particularly 

interested in the consequences of legal pluralism for the management of natural 

resources.  In my fisheries research, I work with community-based groups in eastern 

Canada who attempt a collective level of management despite privatizing regulation by 

                                                 
1 Department of Anthropology, University of New Brunswick, Fredericton, N.B. Canada E3B 5A3, 
wiber@unb.ca 
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the federal government (through Individual Transferable Quotas issued by the 

Department of Fisheries and Oceans) (see Wiber in press).  Their community-based 

management has been more effective in producing equitable distribution of resource 

access, but might not necessarily produce long term resource sustainability.  What is 

certain is that private quota rights in fish have produced neither equity nor sustainability 

for major Scotia-Fundy commercial marine species.   

Here I examine a few of the underlying problems with promoting unrealistic 

versions of western property concepts as solutions to world-wide natural resource 

management problems.  A major challenge facing those interested in property is the inter-

textual nature of recent property studies -- incorporating as they do institutional 

economics, common property studies, game theory, resource management and public 

policy studies among others (see Rose 1998a).  This inter-textuality, I believe, contributes 

to what Wolf (2001:21) has called “a descent into triviality”.  In particular, in the 

privileging of the “Big Four” (state, commons, private and open access) as supposedly 

universal property forms, and in dualizing public and private loci for property rights, 

property theory has generally lost sight of the systematic nature of property regimes.  I 

suggest several ways in which the systemically-integrated nature of property regimes are 

downplayed or ignored under neoliberal restructuring arrangements.  I also suggest some 

ways in which simplistic property regime imports may not be conducive to environmental 

sustainability and biodiversity.  The main reason for this is that simplistic Western 

models are often caught up in a contest between two voracious kinds of property types 

(public versus private) – both of which appear to be growing by consuming the other. On 

the other hand the concept of legal pluralism or the "presence in a social field of more 

than one legal order" (Griffith 1986: 1) can force us to acknowledge  that many different 
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social fields can generate and enforce different rules, norms and cognitive repertoires. These 

different legal orders can protect various claims to use and control resources - or a variety 

of different property rights - by individuals or groups. Thus, the private-public dichotomy 

is an artificial simplification of a much more complex, overlapping and nuanced set of 

property relations. 

2.  RECENT PROPERTY DEVELOPMENTS 

Property, both as a theoretical concept and as a practical institution, has attracted 

a great deal of academic attention lately, probably because property has become one way 

to speak about and demand rights (Ignatieff 2000), and also because of recent innovations 

in technology and in society that have created much contestation while simultaneously 

pushing the property envelope to resolve those disputes (see F. and K. von Benda-

Beckmann and Wiber 2003). Many pluralist societies are caught up in violent contests 

over the (re)distribution of productive property, often after attempts to redress old wrongs 

(Peters 2003).  Anthropologists, environmentalists and development officers debate how 

to simultaneously protect indigenous rights and the environment (Brush 1993, Cleveland 

and Murray 1997).  Food security seems threatened in many Less Developed Nations as 

important plant staples are patented in the wealthy north, and thereby become subject to 

restrictions on research and commercial development.2 State or parastatal agricultural 

research regimes of 50 years standing are being privatized under restructuring pressure 

from the World Bank, such that commercial crop seed production and distribution has 

been disrupted in some nations (Zerbe 2001).  Pharmaceutical conglomerates threaten to 

                                                 
2 As with GoldenRice™ - a provitamin A enhanced rice strain in which over 70 patents exist, mostly 
unrecognized in major rice producing  nations (Binenbaum et al. 2003). 
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enclose the environmental knowledge of many local peoples.3 Tradable environmental 

allowances create rights in airborne emissions, fish stocks, manure and waterborne 

pollutants (Rose 1999) that are held and traded by individuals, corporations and nation 

states, and often highly contested at every level.  National parks (as conservation 

reserves) are being managed by private corporations, state agencies, local indigenous 

communities, international conservation organizations, or consortiums of all of the above 

– management often contested by international corporations with preexisting mining or 

timber concessions (Wali 2002).  Owners of recently re-privatized lands in the former 

socialist eastern Europe reject any environmental responsibilities (Sikor 2003).  Riots 

have erupted in Brazil when water systems were threatened with privatization (Hall et al. 

2002).  Nation states are contracting with pharmaceutical corporations to develop 

commercial bio-databases for the human genetics of their component populations 

(Pálsson and Hardardóttir 2002).  An academic conference in Berkeley discusses the 

international trade in humans, their labor, their sexual and reproductive capacities, their 

children, in human organs, and in other body parts (stem cells, immortal cell lines).  How 

has property theory attempted to address these increasingly complex problems and 

property arrangements? 

 

3.  WHITHER PROPERTY THEORY? 

In a recent paper, Keebet and Franz von Benda-Beckmann and I (2003) point out 

that current property debates are so loaded with a heavy freight of assumptions, 

                                                 
3 The Indian neem tree has over 60 U.S. patents applied to it, all contested, as is the University of 
California and Lucky Biotech of Japan patenting on two natural sweeteners from Africa (katempfe and 
serendipity berry) (Ostergard, Tubin and Altman 2001). 
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presuppositions and political and ideological stands that property analysis has become 

seriously hampered.  We argue that this problem can be redressed through two approaches.  

First, we need to take the bundle of rights metaphor seriously and more deeply explore its 

implications.  Any analytical framework to examine property must be capable of capturing 

the complexities and manifold variations of property in different societies and in different 

periods of history, as well as the different functions that property may have.  Furthermore, it 

must be able to differentiate between the separate analytical layers at which property 

manifests itself in ideologies, in legal institutions, in actual social relationships, and in 

social practices (of production, exchange and reproduction).  Further, it must pay attention 

to the interrelations between these phenomena.  The form property takes in any one of these 

layers can be very different and cannot be reduced one to the other.  Finally, any analytical 

approach must somehow encompass the plurality of property ideologies and legal 

institutions in many contemporary states, often rooted in different sources of legitimacy, 

including: the official legal system of the state with all its internal contradictions, traditional 

or customary law, multiple bodies of religious law, plus rapidly developing international 

law.  

We must generate more accurate descriptions of the ways in which property is 

actually organized and used before there can be much hope for theorizing about 

interrelations between types of property rights and economic performance or ecologically 

sustainable resource use.  In particular, we need a sophisticated analytical framework if we 

are to come to grips with the developments in new forms of property, whether created 

through technological and bio-physical innovations, or as a consequence of increasing 

government interference in the more conventional property rights to productive resources.  
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The second solution to property theory triviality is to keep the systematic nature of 

property in mind when discussing the potential impact of any change in property 

arrangements.  Change arrives, often without the theorists noticing or paying much 

attention.  And change is often introduced not through reforms to rights distribution, or to 

the nature of the objects given property status, nor even to the definition of rights or the 

source(s) of rights creation.  Change, as a result of the systematic nature of property, will 

often come from directions no one expects, as some of the above examples suggest.  I will 

briefly discuss what I mean by taking both the bundle metaphor and the systemic nature of 

property seriously before looking at the implications of this for sustaining biodiversity, or 

for any other perceived good that property arrangements are thought to further. 

 

4.  TAKING THE BUNDLE OF RIGHTS METAPHOR SERIOUSLY 

Conceiving of property as a bundle of rights in order to explore the relationships 

between persons with respect to valuable goods, material and immaterial, is a concept 

rarely elaborated and followed up consistently.4  One advantage of doing so is that 

property is not defined in overly simplistic terms, a problem endemic to much current 

property research.  Bromley and Cernea, for example, view property as a right to a 

benefit stream, the rights therein being dependent on the ability to “call on the collective 

to stand behind one’s claim” (cited in both Lu 2001, and in Knox McCulloch, Meinzen-

Dick, Hazell 1998).  However, as many of my introductory examples demonstrate, 

property is complicated by (among other things) the variation between collectives who 

                                                 
4 For exceptions see Schlager and Ostrom 1992, 1996; F. von Benda-Beckmann 1979, 1995, 2000, 2001; 
K. von Benda-Beckmann et al. 1997; F. and K. von Benda-Beckmann 1999; Wiber 1993. 
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might support alternative claimants and the ideologies they deploy as justification, and 

the wide variation in how these conflicting legal justifications characterize a benefits 

stream. 

Taking the bundle metaphor seriously also tends to work against any notion of 

“cookie cutter” property types.  When the focus is a descriptive rather than proscriptive, 

property relationships can be seen to vary dramatically across four major elements, 

including: the social units that are thought capable of holding property rights and 

obligations; the construction of valuables as property objects; the different kinds of 

relationships established in terms of rights and obligations; and the temporal dimension 

of property relationships.  In each of these elements, there is a wide range of variation 

both within and between societies and legal systems.  The social entities that can be 

holders of property relationships range from individuals to larger groups or associations 

of people, kin-groups, co-operatives, villages, large industrial enterprises, the state or 

even “mankind”.  In such cases where more than one person holds property together, 

there is a wide variety of relations possible between the members of the group.  

Constructions of material and immaterial valuables as property objects also show wide 

variation.  Most legal systems construct important differences by establishing categories 

of owned goods, and attach quite different legal consequences to them.  A major 

distinction in many legal systems has been the one between movable and immovable 

goods, another in recent years has been the distinction between tangible and intangible 

goods (C.M. Rose 2003). The range of autonomy for an actor, especially with respect to 

alienation or transferability, over different property objects varies considerably for goods 

in such different categories.   
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Technological, economic and political developments lead to an ever expanding 

variety of goods in which property rights can be established, creating a constant need to 

expand existing categories to include such valuables or to devise new categories for them.  

These innovations can challenge existing property categories along a number of dimensions: 

along the public and private divide, between movable and immovable categories, and across 

ethical or moral boundaries that separate things we feel comfortable turning into 

commodities and those we do not.  Patenting life, especially important food crops or folk 

biopharmaceuticals has strained the intellectual property envelop, for example.5  Valuables 

created under administrative law, such as tradable environmental allowances, enter the 

marketplace and take on property characteristics, with the consequence that pressure is 

brought on the government to regularize them as property.6  The market is often a driving 

force in this regard; debates about “new property” often result when objects or valuables 

enter the marketplace for the first time.  Examples include increasingly intangible and 

fragmented valuables such as bioinformatics, stem cells, and domain names on the 

internet.7  

                                                 
5  Bettig (1996:2) notes that the “peculiar nature” of informational and cultural commodities places them 
within the realm of “public goods” (the product cannot be used up by any one consumer) and that these 
commodities are “prone to market failure.”  He also notes, however, that capitalist firms have learned to 
use a variety of mechanisms to overcome this ‘public goods as commodities syndrome,’ including 
copyright, patents, trademarks, compulsory licensing, packaging, encryption, price discrimination and so 
on.  One might argue that having learned these lessons well with music and video, the corporate sector was 
well positioned to take advantage of the information explosion in bio-technology. 
6 C. Rose (1999) has called this the phenomenon of “too much property”.  The government discovers there 
are flaws within a concession regime such that public objectives are not being entirely met.  They address 
the flaws through another layer of “command-and-control” regulation, only to find yet more “new 
property” categories emerging as a result. 
7 Donna Haraway (2000) is critical of the role of science in particularizing the complete to make the parts 
subject to different rules than the whole – a process based on realms of western reductionist scientific 
knowledge production.  As with gene patents, the scientific labor of particularizing the complete then 
becomes the basis for a property claim. 
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Another aspect that seems new is the kinds of property holding entities that have 

rights in property objects, as in ‘cultural’ property, which requires delineating cultural 

boundaries with some precision (see Brush 1993).  Other forms of property are 

considered new because of the property relations that they establish and that are still 

evolving, as in rights to knowledge.  Bioprospecting and biopiracy, for example, are both 

terms to describe western pharmaceutical research among non-western cultural groups 

and suggest some of the complexities involved in understanding the often contested 

nature of relationships involved.   

Bundles of rights 

The bundle of rights metaphor can facilitate analysis of the possible variation in 

the relationships between property holders and others with respect to culturally 

recognised valuables.  Property relationships shape the contexts under which (full or 

limited) property may be appropriated, acquired or maintained.  The character of rights and 

of obligations are relative and variable, with respect to rights to property (more secure or 

less secure), the obligations of right holders (weaker or stronger), and of sanctioning 

mechanisms (wide or narrow jurisdictions).  Property rights may also be contingent upon a 

specific social status and the fulfilment of corresponding duties.  Theoretical rights may also 

require some negotiation and a process of decision-making before they can be converted 

into rights that can be acted upon.  

The bundle metaphor is useful here in at least four different ways, which I 

illustrate with several examples.  At the broadest level, the bundle metaphor attempts to 

capture analytically the total range of rights, the potential totality of “sticks in the bundle” 
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that can be distributed over different holders of rights and obligations.8 One example is 

the potential communitarian and commercial interests considered valid with respect to the 

genetic stock of a staple plant variety (rice, potato, corn, wheat).  These sticks (rights and 

obligations) comprise not only access to the valuable (in the form of seed stock) and to a 

variety of uses (as at the farm level), but also the management of the valuable (as in 

agricultural research labs), the (legal institutional) possibilities of transfer and 

inheritance, and the political or religious (legislative) authority to regulate and decide on 

(seed) distribution and associated (farmers’) rights and responsibilities.  In all societies a 

distinction is made between rights to regulate, supervise, represent  in outside relations, and 

allocate property on the one hand, and rights to use and exploit economically property 

objects on the other.9   Many have conflated this distinction into two separate types of loci 

for property rights, the public (often seen in ‘Leviathan’ terms as ‘the state’) and the 

private (often seen only to apply to the individual).  In fact, most property rights have both 

public and private domain aspects.10  These two loci have become dualized with each being 

seen as a solution for the shortcomings of the other.  The debate seems to be one in which 

private property is viewed as a brake on the worst excesses of the legislators, while public 

rights are seen as a brake on the worst excesses of private owners.  For example, the control 

and management rights to genetic resources might be vested in the highest political authority 

                                                 
8  Examples of scholars who have attempted to delineate the possible total range of rights in a valuable 
include Bromley 1989 and Schlager and Ostrom 1992. 
9  Gluckman called these two levels “estates of administration” and “estates of production” (1972:89).   
10 See Weintraub (1997), Geisler and Daneker (2000), F. von Benda-Beckmann (2000) on the multiple and 
quite divergent meanings embedded in the terms ‘public’ and ‘private’.  See also C. Rose (2003), who 
notes the complex constellation of types of ‘public’ interests inherited from Roman law, and also expands 
on their ‘private’ face.  In the case of res publica, for example, found primarily in physical spaces required 
for mobility such as navigational waterways, roads, the internet, these spaces are actually the “backbone of 
commerce.”  This argument may also be made for agricultural genetic stock, which under conditions of 
freely distributed public research can generated huge agricultural growth in the private sector. 
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in order to protect wide accessibility at the level of the user.  But would this outcome 

logically follow?  One suggestion for an alternative to TRIPS, for example, is sui generis 

laws in Less Developed Countries that would impose ‘prior informed consent’ on 

researchers employing genetic stock accessed from LDCs (Plahe and Nyland 2003).  This 

might work if national authorities could be trusted to always act in the best interest of all of 

the members of society, something that many commentators ask leave to doubt.  There is 

also the problem of the many levels of ‘public’ authorities who could demand some level of 

administrative control, some well recognized and some highly contested but functioning 

well in their own setting.  Many such authorities demand some degree of control over how 

life will be commodified or made available for a broader human benefit, or how the 

environment and biological diversity will be protected (Kirsch 2001, Orlove and Brush 

1996, Pálsson and Hardardóttir 2002).  The question is further complicated by the fact 

that actual use may diverge quite sharply from those ideal principles enacted by such 

administrators. 

The second use of the bundle of rights metaphor illuminates specific property 

categories (however legally elaborated), such as private property ownership or inherited 

lineage property, by viewing these categories as representing a bundle of rights in 

themselves.  In most legal regimes, there are "master categories" that encapsulate the range 

of rights bundled into each separate property category.  In Canada, for example, master 

categories of rights applied to land include private property (which can be owned by 

individuals, by corporate groups and even by a government agency), public or “Crown” 

lands, lands held in the public trust, timber leases, mining concessions, aboriginal reserves, 
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municipal land, national parks and others.11  But remember too that among these are forms 

in which lesser, conditional and temporary rights have been derived from more 

encompassing forms (i.e. leases, rentals, concessions).  These rights are not always easy to 

lump into private and public categories.  The problem is even more difficult when applied to 

the parts that have been increasingly abstracted from a whole.  To return to the crop variety 

example used above, an individual farmer in Mexico might assume that he/she holds a 

particular category of rights in their own bean seed (as private property) based on their own 

local legal regime, with associated rights to give seed to neighboring farmers or to sell their 

crop across the border in the United States.  However, from the perspective of another legal 

regime, the bundle here may look very different.  The holder of such bean seeds may have 

few or no rights, since many or most of the economic use rights have been recognized under 

U.S. patent law to be held by PODners, a company which has patented the bean variety, a 

claim challenged by the Center for International Tropical Agriculture, the Mexican 

government and others (Magnus 2002).12  Such cases illuminate how property rights (and 

the contests over them) may not only be derived from legal regulations of the private 

domain but also of the public domain, especially when dealing with new forms of 

property.13 

The third use of the bundle metaphor is to illustrate how the total property 

interests held by a single person (or other property holding unit) will form a bundle 

comprised of quite different kinds of property rights.  He or she may own a house, private 

                                                 
11 For a master list of “protected areas”, see Orlove and Brush 1996:332. 
12 Residual and provisional rights are relative notions.  A provisional property relation is provisional only in 
relation to the residual one from which it is derived, and itself is residual in relation to other rights.  One of 
the more interesting features of the patenting life debate is who has rights in this new valuable or set of 
valuables, and which rights are superior and which are derivative? 
13 For an early critique of “new” forms of property see Reich 1964. See also Wiber 1995. 
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land, financial holdings, pawned land, agricultural seed and animals, some component of 

lineage property including fruit from selected trees, rights to extract from a common 

resource, and units of water from a collective irrigation system.  This use of the bundle 

metaphor allows us to examine the ways in which a single person or property holder’s 

rights can form interacting sets, with implications for the uses and exchange value of any 

one piece of the total property in which they have rights.  Consider an international 

corporation, for example, that seeks to acquire rights to potentially useful plant genetics, 

while at the same time owning plant varieties developed at their research farms, the 

laboratories that do genetic testing, the genetic patents and process patents that emerge 

from the lab research, the databases that place the results in a broader genetic context, the 

patents for herbicides and pesticides used in agriculture, commercial seed outlets, and 

even a scientific publishing house.  This highly concentrated “ownership” of rights in 

particular kinds of objects, processes and outcomes, requires new levels of analysis to 

identify consequences for others, who may argue to protect academic freedom, public 

interest in crop seed biodiversity, or any other of a long list of potential values.  Here the 

legal pluralism concept can help us identify overlapping social fields that would confer 

these property rights to different domains, highlighting areas of conflict and assertion of 

one system against other competing ones. 

The fourth way to use the bundle metaphor is to examine the rights that have 

accreted to a given property object. In many cases, the rights accreting to an object are 

adjudicated under a single system of law – in other words, if I own a house and you rent 

it from me, our common legal system is able to sort out our respective rights and 

responsibilities.  But what happens when you cross boundaries of legal regimes?  

Consider, for example, a DNA test based on two genes (BRCA1 and BRCA2) that helps 
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to predict the risk of developing breast cancer (see special issue of New Internationalist 

2002: 25, Godrej 2002).  Myriad Genetics, a Utah-based biotechnology company, first 

patented the test, and then placed over 25 patents on these two genes, and the proteins 

related to them, attempting thereby to limit any further medical uses.  They argue that 

testing for these genes must be done through their labs, regardless of where in the world 

the patient is located.  European labs are boycotting Myriad and flout the patents by 

continuing to test for the genes.  The French government is mounting a legal challenge of 

the patents in the European Patent Office.  If we consider BRCA1 and BRCA2 as 

individual property objects, we can investigate that total package of rights claims that 

have accreted to them as a result of the process of their discovery, their presence in 

thousands of individual women, their documentation, patenting and use in medical 

testing, and their objectification in different legal regimes.  Here the bundle metaphor is 

able to expose the conflicting legal regimes concerned with one property object, as well 

as the different ways that rights are defined under these different legal regimes. 

With the help of the bundle metaphor, then, one can arrive at a differentiated 

description and comparison of the different aspects of property relationships in patenting 

life.  It shows that the four conventional property categories -- open access resources, 

private individual ownership, common/communal property, state/public ownership -- are 

not useful analytical guides nor sufficient descriptive categories for dealing with the 

complexity of bundled property rights involved in such new forms of property.14  The 

bundle typology also suggests that property categories, such as individual or state 

ownership, are often theorized in Western scholarship without paying sufficient attention 

                                                 
14 For a detailed critique of the Big Four, see F. von Benda-Beckmann 2001. 
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to the range of other rights pertaining to the property object in question.15  In particular, 

property rights tend to be thought of solely in relation to the realm of the private domain, 

disregarding the public rights pertaining to such property.  Private property is also usually 

identified with private individual ownership, ignoring the very real differences when the 

user is an individual, a joint or communal owner, or member of a group, association, or 

corporation.  Secondly, because of the preoccupation with ownership rights, a wide 

variety of individual rights others may hold in property objects are downplayed, such as 

rights of tenants, of holders of a mortgage, of marital partners, or of licenses and 

concessions.  These rights also may be held individually, or in various forms of group 

property or as state property.  In the category of common or communal property, 

furthermore, radically different mixes of rights of individuals, and of smaller and larger 

social groups are thrown together into one theoretical category. 

 

BUNDLES AND THEIR SYSTEMIC EMBEDDEDNESS  
 

We can apply the concept of bundles also to the systemic incorporation and 

embeddedness of property in the wider political, social and economic organization.  At 

the level of theoretical property relations, property law is just one part of wider, more 

encompassing sets of organizational and legitimatory structures and institutions.  Thus, 

property is “systemic” in a number of different ways.  For example, it is a part of a larger 

interdependent assemblage of legal ideas and practices, as in the fact that property law is 

part of a wider set of law that also is constitutive for property.  Property relations may be 

structured by property law, tax law, environmental law, family law, and corporate law, to 

                                                 
15 C. Rose (1998a) discusses how much of the complex dogmatic aspects of property law are a response to 
these real complexities. 



 

 

16

name but a few.  At another level of system organization, each single form of property 

comes as part of a complex of property forms.  For example, the much debated tragedy of 

the commons can only be understood in relation to private individual property in the form 

of cattle that graze on the land.  Furthermore, property is typically multifunctional.  For 

example, a particular plant variety may not only have economic value as a subsistence 

crop, but may also be thought to contribute to social security, have a religious value, and 

be important for ethnic identification, as with many maize varieties in the Mexican 

uplands.  And property is typically linked with and made useful through a number of 

other institutions, including market, transportation, educational and public health, among 

others.  Alexander (in press) has shown how this systemic nature of property has turned 

large parts of former socialist states into economic wastelands, as a factory here or a retail 

outlet there was privatized, while the rest of the infrastructure fell into collapse, rendering 

the new private property profitless and depriving the workers of many social services that 

used to be part of the socialist industrial complex.  Moreover, in many societies there is a 

plurality of normative orders such that each establishes their own property regime with 

their own specific property categories and institutional backing.  Further, these usually 

have many important interconnections, one with the other (see Wiber 1991, F. von 

Benda-Beckmann 1992, F. and K. von Benda-Beckmann 1994, K. von Benda-Beckmann 

1981, 1984). 

The degrees of interdependence will vary in such systems of which property is a 

part. While legal institutional orders are rarely fully systematized to the extent claimed in 

contemporary European legal ideology, changes in other parts of the legal order often 

spill over into property law, or changes in property law may be constrained by the 

structure of the wider order (see K. von Benda-Beckmann 2003).  For example, change in 
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family law will affect property rights, as changes in women’s property rights may be 

constrained by the overall position of women in society.  Many societies have undergone 

change in the balance of property rights between individuals, groups and the public 

sphere which affect the entire system of property rights.  In similar fashion, the actual 

uses to which property is put are often constrained or enabled by the economic and 

political institutions in which property is embedded.  At the ideological level, this 

systemic nature of property is often forgotten and one property form is promoted over 

another without reference to these interactions.  Debates about desired property regimes 

often neglect the systemic character of property at the behavioral level and remain at the 

layer of ideology.  

In everyday dealings with property and especially in disputes, property ideologies 

and legal rules provide a repertoire of social resources through which people can 

rationalize and justify their interpretations of current property conditions or claims for 

change.  But the kind of social relationships that interacting parties are involved in, the 

range of property held, and the nature of the concrete embeddedness of property 

relationships may have a much stronger influence on people's dealings with property than 

property rules and types of rights.  Poor people who hold only provisional and temporary 

rights, e.g. as a tenant, in a property object owned by someone else, have different 

options and are likely to act differently from rich persons holding a variety of property 

rights.  The point here is that while property interactions maintain (or change or create 

new) social relationships, the maintenance or change are also outcomes of wider 

interactions with wider intended and unintended consequences.  This will be no less true 

of intellectual property rights and other “add and stir” property solutions to new kinds of 
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natural resource management issues, whether retaining biodiversity or indigenous/local 

knowledge, promoting economic growth, or solving food security problems. 

 

5.  PROPERTY AND CHANGE 

In an opening vignette to an otherwise insightful article, Carol M. Rose (2003) 

compares people who try to develop intellectual property to poor villagers in India.  They 

put effort and time into developing small but productive properties, only to have the wild 

tiger or rogue elephant of the public domain trample them or eat them up.  In extreme 

cases, intellectual property “villages” are abandoned and left to “the jungle” of public 

property.  But Rose neglects another part of the story, and that is that the villagers are 

also hungry, and while they do not directly consume tigers, they can consume much of 

the environment a tiger needs to survive.  She also ignores the fact that some tigers have a 

lot of support from well-endowed international NGOs, while the villagers have the high 

moral ground of “custom immemorial”.  In many settings, the legal regimes that 

endorse/discount property claims are numerous, much as are the demands to any 

particular property object.  Further, if one recognizes the implications of legal pluralism, 

both private and public property categories appear to be increasingly voracious, dualistic 

and universalizing property types.  In recent exports of western property approaches, the 

private and the public forms of property each grow and expand by trying to ‘eating the 

other up’.16  While the process is particularly obvious in examples of ‘new forms of 

                                                 
16  Recent examples are expansive contests about the proper locus for property rights for many kinds of 
“new” property.  Macinko and Bromley (2002) have produced a glossy publication encouraging public 
stewardship of America’s fisheries (through limited term auctions) rather than “private fishing rights”.  
Magnus, Caplan and McGee (2002) explore public versus private ownership in “life”.  And Drahos and 
Braithwaite (2002) debate public versus corporate ownership of the knowledge economy.  The university 
campus is another setting for this debate.  Who should own “education” (see Turk 2000)?  
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property’ which create considerable anxiety, another locus of debate involves the 

environment and biodiversity (Rose 1998b, 1999).  What objects should be property 

(particularly given the commercial focus of intellectual property law)?  Should we allow 

patents on major food crop genomes?  Or on the human genome?  Or on potential 

pharmaceutical bonanzas?  What kinds of social entities should ideally hold the rights in 

such properties (private, communal, state)?  What kinds of rights should be involved 

(especially given arguments over externalities, transaction costs, economic growth, 

ecological sustainability)?  Can we respect the rights of all relevant stakeholders?  Does 

property law give us the flexibility to resolve these questions? And according to which 

property law?  Economists, ecologists, lawyers, anthropologists and sociologists are 

involved in these debates and increasingly they influence each other’s thinking.17  But the 

view from ‘outside’ is often quite different.  Western property theory promotes a dualistic 

game of voracious property types, public eating up private and vice versa.  In exporting 

this game world wide (TRIPS, privatization, vs. common heritage, public interest), many 

other more balanced approaches to property (which fall between the public/private 

divide) are being consumed as well (as in kin group corporate property, farmers’ rights, 

cultural property rights).  I would suggest that such voracious property forms are harmful 

for biodiversity in both their extremes, primarily because they ignore both the systemic 

and the deep complexity of real property arrangements. 

The model I have discussed illustrates that ideologies, legal institutions and actual 

property relationships are different factors necessary to the analysis of property practices.  It 

                                                 
17 For example, Rose (1998a) notes a recent shift in legal property textbooks such that the most popular 
approach has shifted from a doctrinal to a ‘utilitarian’ explanation for property rights, largely drawn from 
economic theory.   
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also suggests that these property aspects cannot be reduced to each other because all are 

conditions for constraining and enabling property practices.  This is especially important 

for the analysis of the actual and imputed economic or ecological significance of certain 

types of property relations and processes of change. 

If the distinction between ideological and actual property relations is not 

problematized, it will be difficult to analyze their potential interrelations.  It becomes 

difficult to explore, for instance, whether certain types of property rights are likely to lead to 

concentration and accumulation of property by a few or to a relatively secure access to 

resources for the many,18 whether they will have stronger or lesser functions for social and 

economic security,19 or whether they are likely to lead to more or less sustainable resource 

use.20   The von Benda-Beckmanns and I have argued that in most writings on the 

relationships between property and economic growth or ecological sustainability, categories 

of property rights are taken to affect resource allocation or sustainability of natural resources 

directly, while actual (and often highly contested) property relationships remain largely 

unnoticed.21  In fact, what seems to be an outcome of rules and categorical property rights 

may be a result of the specific set of property relationships people are involved in and of the 

various kinds of property they hold, or even of the contests between property regimes to 

achieve dominance within a single social setting.  It goes beyond the scope of this paper to 

attempt a comprehensive analysis of the relations between ideological and actual property 

relations and various utilitarian goals (economic or environmental).  It also goes beyond 

                                                 
18  See Peters 2002, Wiber 2000, Wiber and Kearney 1996. 
19 F. von Benda-Beckmann 1990. 
20 See e.g. Feder and Feeny 1993:241. 
21 When the embeddedness of property relations is the focus, however, attention is usually on the 
embeddedness of the property relation in other types of social relationships, and the embeddedness of 
theoretical property rights in the legal (or ideological) bodies is neglected. 
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the scope of this paper to demonstrate the many ways that legal pluralism is affecting the 

real property relations people are actually involved in.  I only want to point out that a 

clear association or congruence cannot be assumed between western categories of 

property considered dominant in property ideology, and sets of actual property 

relationships and their significance to a given historical period or 

economic/environmental outcome. 

 

6.  CONCLUSIONS 

Paying attention to the systemic nature of property and to the contexts in which 

property relationships and property practices are embedded allows one to study property 

change in its context “from the ground up”, and without assuming too much about how 

legislative changes will affect behavior (as in whether private or public ownership is 

“best”).  Interestingly enough, a deeper understanding of property also contributes to the 

question: in what respects are the new properties really new?  Expanding state powers 

that encroach on the entitlements of property holders is not new, but there are new types 

of objects that result, such as fishing quota or human genome databases.  State regulation 

can create new property simply because people begin to use and dispute these 

instruments of state regulation as property or as infringing on property rights.  In fact, 

partitioning off parts of what used to fall under an older bundle of ownership (as in 

creating patent rights in important food crops) has a long tradition – consider British 

common law and the wasteland debate in British colonies.  Patenting life is an extreme 

example, and an example that has deep emotional underpinnings.  But as the von Benda-

Beckmanns and I have pointed out, much of the partitioning that took place in colonial 
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forests and wastelands had very similar emotional repercussions for those newly 

excluded.  The systemic view of property allows us to see how changes in property are 

not one-way processes.  Change may be initiated at any specific layer, and that change 

then typically feeds back into other layers, leading to many subsequent adjustments not 

always easy to predict.  Any attempt to better understand these loops of influence must 

begin with a more sophisticated tool kit for understanding property regimes and their 

wider contexts.  Only then can we begin to understand the relationship between specific 

property categories and political, economic, or ecological change. 

 



 

 

23

REFERENCES 

Acheson, J. and J. Knight,  2000.  Distribution fights, coordination games, and lobster 
management.  Comparative Studies of Society and History 42 (1): 209-238. 

Alexander, C.  2004.  Value, relations and changing bodies: privatization and property 
rights in Kazakhstan. In Property in question: Appropriation, recognition, and 
value transformation in the global economy, ed. K. Verdery and C. Humphrey 
New York: Wenner-Gren.  

Balland, J.M. and J. Ph. Platteau,  1999.  The ambiguous impact of inequality on local 
resource management.  World Development 27:773-788.  

Binenbaum, E. and C. Nottenburg, P. G. Pardey, B. D. Wright, P. Zambrano.  2003.  
South-North trade, intellectual property jurisdictions, and freedom to operate in 
agricultural research on staple crops.  Economic Development and Cultural 
Change 51(2):309-35. 

Bromley, D.  1989.  Economic Interests and Institutions.  Oxford: Basil Blackwell. 

Brush, S. B.  1993  Indigenous knowledge of biological resources and intellectual 
property rights: the role of anthropology.  American Anthropologist 95 (3):653-
671. 

Brush, S. B.  1998.  Bio-cooperation and the benefits of crop genetic resources: the case 
of Mexican maize.  World Development 26 (5):755-766. 

Cleveland, D. A. and S. C. Murray.  1997.  The world’s crop genetic resources and the 
rights of indigenous farmers.  Current Anthropology 38 (4):477-515. 

Drahos, P. and J. Braithwaite.  2002.  Information feudalism.  Who owns the knowledge 
economy?  New York: The New Press. 

Feder, G. and D. Feeny.  1993.  The theory of land tenure and property rights.  In The 
economics of rural organization, ed. K. A. Hoff, Braverman and J.E. Stiglitz.    
New York: Oxford Press.   

Geisler, C. and G. Daneker.  2000.  Property and values.  Alternatives to public and 
private ownership.  Washington, D.C.: Island Press. 

Gluckman, M.  1972.  The ideas in Barotse jurisprudence.  Manchester: Manchester 
University Press.  

Godrej, D.  2002.  8 things you should know about patents on life.  New Internationalist 
349 (Sept):9-12. 

Griffiths, J.  1986.  What is legal pluralism. Journal of Legal Pluralism (24): 1-56. 



 

 

24

Hall, D.,  E. Lobina, O.M. Veiro, and H. Maltz.  2002.  Water in Porto Alegre, Brazil.  
PSIRU August 2002.  Accessed at www.psiru.org/reports/2002-08-W-dmae.pdf. 

Haraway, D.  2000.  Deanimations: Maps and portraits of life itself.  In Hybridity and its 
discontents.  politics, science, culture, ed.  Brah A. and A. E. Coombes.  London 
and New York: Routledge.   

Ignatieff, M.  2000.  The rights revolution.  Toronto: Anansi Press. 

Kirsch, S.  2001.  Lost worlds.  Environmental disaster, “culture loss”, and the law.  
Current Anthropology 42 (2):167-198. 

Knox McCullock, A., R. Meinzen-Dick, and  P. Hazell.  1998.  Property rights, collective 
action and technologies for natural resource management: a conceptual 
framework.  SP-PRCA Working Paper No. 1.  Washington, DC: International 
Food Policy Research Institute. 

Lu, Flora E.  2001.  The common property regime of the Huaorani Indians of Ecuador: 
implications and challenges to conservation.  Human Ecology 29 (4):425-447. 

Macinko, S. and D. W. Bromley.  2002.  Who owns America’s fisheries?  Washington: 
Island Press. 

Magnus, D.  2000.  Intellectual property and agricultural biotechnology: bioprospecting or 
biopiracy?  In Who owns life? ed. D. Magnus, A. Caplan, and G. McGee.   New 
York: Prometheus Books. 

Magnus, D., A. Caplan, and G. McGee, eds. 2000.  Who owns life?  New York: 
Prometheus Books. 

Orlove, B. S. and S. B. Brush,  1996.  Anthropology and the conservation of biodiversity.  
Annual Review of Anthropology 25:329-352. 

Ostergard Jr, R.L., M. Tubin,  and J. Altman.  2001.  Stealing from the past: 
globalisation, strategic formation and the use of indigenous intellectual property 
in the biotechnology industry.  Third World Quarterly 22 (4):643-656. 

Pálsson, G. and K. E. Hardardóttir.  2002.  For whom the cell tolls: Debates about 
biomedicine.  Current Anthropology 43 (2):271-301. 

Peters, P. E. 2002. The limits of negotiability: Security, equity and class formation in 
Africa’s land systems. In Negotiating property in Africa, ed. Juul, K. and C. Lund 
Portsmouth: Heinemann. 

Pretty, J. and H. Ward.  2001.  Social capital and the environment.  World Development 
29 (2):209-227. 

Reich, C.  1964.  The new property.  Yale Law Journal  72:733. 



 

 

25

Rose, C. M.  1998a.  Canons of property talk or Blackstone’s anxiety.  Yale Law Journal 
(December) 108: 601-628. 

Rose, C. M.  1998b.  Joseph Sax and the idea of the public trust.  Ecology Law Quarterly 
(August) 25 (3): 351-362. 

Rose, C.  M.  1999.  Expanding the choices for the global commons: comparing 
newfangled tradable allowance schemes to old-fashioned common property 
regimes.  Duke Environmental Law and Policy Forum (Fall) 10: 45-66. 

Rose, C. M.  2003.  Romans, roads, and romantic creators: traditions of public property in 
the information age.  Law and Contemporary Problems (Winter-Spring): 89-111. 

Schlager, E. and E. Ostrom.  1992.  Common property and natural resources; a 
conceptual analysis.  Land Economics 68 (3):249-252.  

_____,  1996.  The formation of property rights. In Rights to nature, ed. Hann, S. C. 
Folke, and K. G. Maler.  Washington, D.C.: Island Press.  

Sikor, T.   2003.  Land as asset, land as liability: property politics in rural Central and 
Eastern Europe.  Paper presented at the workshop on Changing Properties of 
Property, Max Planck Institute for Social Anthropology, Halle/Saale, Germany, 2-
4 July. 

Turk, J.L.,  2000.  The Corporate campus.  Toronto: CAUT.   

von Benda-Beckmann,  F.  1979.  Property in social continuity: Continuity and change in 
the maintenance of property relationships through time in Minangkabau, West 
Sumatra.  The Hague: M. Nijhoff.  

_____,  1990.  Sago, law and food security on Ambon.  In The world food crisis: Food 
security in comparative perspective, ed. J.I.H. Bakker.  Toronto: Canadian 
Scholars’ Press Inc.   

_____,  1992.  Uncommon questions about property rights. Recht der Werkelijkheid 
1992/I: 8-14. 

_____,  1995.  Anthropological approaches to property law and economics.  European 
Journal of Law and Economics 2:309-336. 

_____,  2000.  Relative publics and property rights. A cross cultural perspective.  In 
Property and values. alternatives to public and private ownership, ed. Geisler C. 
and G. Daneker.  Washington, D.C.: Island Press.  

______,  2001.  Between free riders and free raiders: property rights and soil degradation 
in context.  In Economic policy and sustainable land use.  Recent advances in 
quantitative analysis for developing countries, ed. Heerink, N. H. van Keulen and 
M. Kuiper,  Physica-Verlag.   



 

 

26

von Benda-Beckmann, F.,  K. von Benda-Beckmann and J. Spiertz,  1997.  Local law and 
customary practices in the study of water rights. In Water rights, conflict and 
policy, ed. Pradhan, R. F. von Benda-Beckmann, K. von Benda Beckmann, H.L.J. 
Spiertz, Shantam S. Khadka and K. Azharul Haq. Colombo: IIMI. 

von Benda-Beckmann, F. and K. von Benda-Beckmann,  1994.  Property, politics and 
conflict: Ambon and Minangkabau compared. Law and Society Review 28: 589-
607. 

______, and K. von Benda-Beckmann, 1999. A functional analysis of property rights, 
with special reference to Indonesia, in Property Rights and Economic 
Development.  Edited by Toon van Meijl and Franz von Benda-Beckmann, pp.15-
56.  Kegan Paul International.  

von Benda-Beckmann, F., K. von Benda-Beckmann, and M.Wiber.  2003.  The 
properties of property: aan introduction to the workshop.  Paper Presented at The 
Changing Properties of Property Workshop, Max Planck Institute for Social 
Anthropology, Halle/Salle, Germany, 2-4 July.   

von Benda-Beckmann, K.  1981.  Forum shopping and shopping forums.  Journal of 
Legal Puralism 19:117-159.   

_____.  1984.  The broken stairways to consensus: Village justice and state courts in 
Minangkabau. Dordrecht: Foris. 

_____.  2003.  The Contexts of Law In R. Pradhan, ed. Legal Pluralism and Unofficial 
Law in Social, Economic and Political Development. Papers of the XIIIth 
International Congress, 7-10 April, 2002, Chiang Mai. Thailand. Pp. 299-315, 
Vol. III. Kathmandu: ICNEC. 

von Benda-Beckmann, K., M. De Bruijn, H. Van Dijk, G. Hesseling, B. Van Koppen, and 
L. Rys,  1997.  Rights of women to the natural resources land and water.  The 
Hague: Ministry of Development Cooperation.  

Wali, Alaka,  2002.  Conservation concessions, national parks, biospheres, and other 
problematic concepts: property relations in the context of worldwide 
environmental conservation efforts.  Paper presented at the Annual Meetings of 
the American Anthropological Association, New Orleans, November 24, 2002. 

Weintraub, Jeff,  1997.  The theory and politics of the public/private distinction.  In 
Public and Private in Thought and Practice.  Perspectives on a Grand 
Dichotomy, ed.  J. Weintraub and K. Kumar, eds.  Chicago and London: 
University of Chicago Press. 

Wiber, M.G.  1991.  Levels of property rights, Levels of law:  A case study from the 
Northern Philippines.  Man 26(3): 469-492. 



 

 

27

______,  1993.  Politics, property and law in the Philippine Uplands.  Wilfrid Laurier 
University Press. 

______.   1995.  Everyday forms of violence: Farmer's experiences of regulation in the 
Canadian dairy industry.  Journal of Legal Pluralism and Folk Law 35:1-24. 

______.  1999.  Caught in the cross-hairs: Liberalizing trade (post M.A.I.) and privatizing 
the right to fish. Implications for Canada's Native fisheries.  The Journal of Legal 
Pluralism 44: 33-51. 

______.  2000.  Fishing rights as an example of the economic rhetoric of privatization: 
Calling for an implicated economics.  Canadian Review of Sociology and 
Anthropology 37.3: 267-288. 

_____.  In press.  Mobile law and globalism: Epistemic communities versus community-
based innovation in the fisheries sector, in Mobile people, mobile law: Expanding 
+legal relations in a contracting world.  Edited by Franz von Benda-Beckmann, 
Keebet von Benda-Beckmann and Anne Griffiths.   

Wiber, M. G. and J. Kearney.  1996.  Stinting the commons: Property, policy or 
powerstruggle? Comparing quota in the Canadian dairy and fisheries sectors, in 
The Role of Law in Natural Resource Management.  Edited by Melanie Wiber and 
Joep Spiertz, pp.145-166. 's-Gravenhenge: Vuga Press.   

Wiber, M.G. and J. Kennedy.  2001.  Impossible dreams: Reforming fisheries 
management in the Canadian Maritimes after the Marshall Decision.  Law and 
Anthropology 11:282-297. 

Wolf, E.  2001.  Pathways of power.  Building an anthropology of the modern world.  
Berkeley: University of California Press. 

Zerbe, N.   2001.  Seeds of hope, seeds of despair: towards a political economy of the 
seed industry in southern Africa.  Third World Quarterly  



CAPRi WORKING PAPERS 

 

 

List of CAPRi Working Papers 

01 Property Rights, Collective Action and Technologies for Natural Resource 
Management: A Conceptual Framework, by Anna Knox, Ruth Meinzen-Dick, 
and Peter Hazell, October 1998. 

02  Assessing the Relationships Between Property Rights and Technology Adoption 
in Smallholder Agriculture: A Review of Issues and Empirical Methods, by 
Frank Place and Brent Swallow, April 2000. 

03 Impact of Land Tenure and Socioeconomic Factors on Mountain Terrace 
Maintenance in Yemen, by A. Aw-Hassan, M. Alsanabani and A. Bamatraf, July 
2000. 

04 Land Tenurial Systems and the Adoption of a Mucuna Planted Fallow in the 
Derived Savannas of West Africa, by Victor M. Manyong and Victorin A. 
Houndékon, July 2000. 

05 Collective Action in Space: Assessing How Collective Action Varies Across an 
African Landscape, by Brent M. Swallow, Justine Wangila, Woudyalew Mulatu, 
Onyango Okello, and Nancy McCarthy, July 2000. 

06 Land Tenure and the Adoption of Agricultural Technology in Haiti, by Glenn R. 
Smucker, T. Anderson White, and Michael Bannister, October 2000. 

07 Collective Action in Ant Control, by Helle Munk Ravnborg, Ana Milena de la 
Cruz, María Del Pilar Guerrero, and Olaf Westermann, October 2000. 

08 CAPRi Technical Workshop on Watershed Management Institutions: A 
Summary Paper, by Anna Knox and Subodh Gupta, October 2000. 

09 The Role of Tenure in the Management of Trees at the Community Level:  
Theoretical and Empirical Analyses from Uganda and Malawi, by Frank Place 
and Keijiro Otsuka November 2000. 

10 Collective Action and the Intensification of Cattle-Feeding Techniques a Village 
Case Study in Kenya’s Coast Province, by Kimberly Swallow, November 2000. 



CAPRi WORKING PAPERS 

 

 

11 Collective Action, Property Rights, and Devolution of Natural Resource 
Management:  Exchange of Knowledge and Implications for Policy, by Anna 
Knox and Ruth Meinzen-Dick, January 2001. 

12 Land Dispute Resolution in Mozambique: Evidence and Institutions of 
Agroforestry Technology Adoption, by John Unruh, January 2001. 

13 Between Market Failure, Policy Failure, and “Community Failure”: Property 
Rights, Crop-Livestock Conflicts and the Adoption of Sustainable Land Use 
Practices in the Dry Area of Sri Lanka, by Regina Birner and Hasantha 
Gunaweera, March 2001. 

14 Land Inheritance and Schooling in Matrilineal Societies: Evidence from 
Sumatra, by Agnes Quisumbing and Keijuro Otsuka, May 2001. 

15 Tribes, State, and Technology Adoption in Arid Land Management, Syria, by 
Rae, J, Arab, G., Nordblom, T., Jani, K., and Gintzburger, G., June 2001. 

16 The Effects of Scales, Flows, and Filters on Property Rights and Collective 
Action in Watershed Management, by Brent M. Swallow, Dennis P. Garrity, and 
Meine van Noordwijk, July 2001. 

17 Evaluating Watershed Management Projects, by John Kerr and Kimberly Chung, 
August 2001. 

18 Rethinking Rehabilitation: Socio-Ecology of Tanks and Water Harvesting in 
Rajasthan, North-West India, by Tushaar Shah and K.V.Raju, September 2001. 

19 User Participation in Watershed Management and Research, by Nancy Johnson, 
Helle Munk Ravnborg, Olaf Westermann, and Kirsten Probst, September 2001. 

20 Collective Action for Water Harvesting Irrigation in the Lerman-Chapala Basin, 
Mexico, by Christopher A. Scott and Paul Silva-Ochoa, October 2001. 

21 Land Redistribution, Tenure Insecurity, and Intensity of Production: A Study of 
Farm Households in Southern Ethiopia, by Stein Holden and Hailu Yohannes, 
October 2001. 

22 Legal Pluralism and Dynamic Property Rights, by Ruth Meinzen-Dick and 
Rajendra Pradhan, January 2002. 



CAPRi WORKING PAPERS 

 

 

23 International Conference on Policy and Institutional Options for the Management 
of Rangelands in Dry Areas, by Tidiane Ngaido, Nancy McCarthy, and Monica 
Di Gregorio, January 2002. 

24 Climatic Variablity and Cooperation in Rangeland Management: A Case Study 
From Niger, by Nancy McCarthy and Jean-Paul Vanderlinden, September 2002. 

25 Assessing the Factors Underlying the Differences in Group Performance:  
Methodological Issues and Empirical Findings from the Highlands of Central 
Kenya, by Frank Place, Gatarwa Kariuki, Justine Wangila, Patti Kristjanson, 
Adolf Makauki, and Jessica Ndubi, November 2002.  

26 The Importance of Social Capital in Colombian Rural Agro-Enterprises, by 
Nancy Johnson, Ruth Suarez, and Mark Lundy, November 2002. 

27 Cooperation, Collective Action and Natural Resources Management in Burkina 
Faso: A Methodological Note, by Nancy McCarthy, Céline Dutilly-Diané, and 
Boureima Drabo, December 2002. 

28 Understanding, Measuring and Utilizing Social Capital:  Clarifying Concepts and 
Presenting a Field Application from India, by Anirudh Krishna, January 2003. 

29 In Pursuit Of Comparable Concepts And Data, About Collective Action, by Amy 
Poteete And Elinor Ostrom, March 2003. 

30 Methods of Consensus Building for Community Based Fisheries Management in 
Bangladesh and the Mekong Delta, by Parvin Sultana and Paul Thompson, May 
2003.   

31 Formal And Informal Systems In Support Of Farmer Management Of 
Agrobiodiversity: Some Policy Challenges To Consolidate Lessons Learned, by 
Marie Byström, March 2004.   

32 What Do People Bring Into the Game:  Experiments in the Field About 
Cooperation in the Commons, by Juan-Camilo Cárdenas and  Elinor Ostrom, 
June 2004.  

33 Methods for Studying Collective Action in Rural Development, by Ruth 
Meinzen-Dick, Monica Di Gregorio, and Nancy McCarthy, July 2004.  



CAPRi WORKING PAPERS 

 

 

34 The Relationship between Collective Action and Intensification of Livestock 
Production:  The Case of Northeastern Burkina Faso, by Nancy McCarthy, 
August 2004.  

35 The Transformation of Property Rights in Kenya’s Maasailand: Triggers and 
Motivations by Esther Mwangi, January 2005.   

36 Farmers’ Rights and Protection of Traditional Agricultural Knowledge, by 
Stephen B. Brush, January 2005.   

37 Between Conservationism, Eco-Populism and Developmentalism – Discourses in 
Biodiversity Policy in Thailand and Indonesia, by Heidi Wittmer and Regina 
Birner, January 2005.  

38 Collective Action for the Conservation of On-Farm Genetic Diversity in a Center 
of Crop Diversity: An Assessment of the Role of Traditional Farmers’ Networks, 
by Lone B. Badstue, Mauricio R. Bellon, Julien Berthaud, Alejandro Ramírez, 
Dagoberto Flores, Xóchitl Juárez, and Fabiola Ramírez, May 2005.   

39 Institutional Innovations Towards Gender Equity in Agrobiodiversity 
Management: Collective Action in Kerala, South India,, by  Martina Aruna 
Padmanabhan, June 2005 

 

 

 

 


