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Abstract As neoliberalism continues to influence environ-
mental governance, it affects notions about the appropriate
level of community involvement in resource management.
Under more recent iterations, hybrid forms of governance
are emphasized, including government–civil society part-
nerships and approaches geared towards harnessing the
strengths of local communities. Here we explore the
characteristics of different resource management rights,
strategies, and tools through which communities can find
political space to assert their own agendas within a
neoliberalized policy environment. We examine the suc-
cessful use of some of these approaches by communities
during the initial development of community forests policy
and practice in British Columbia, Canada. While we
confirm the complex, contingent and case-specific nature
of opportunities for comanagement created through neolib-
eral policy elements, we suggest that space does exist for
community forest bodies to assert local values, goals and
strategies, demonstrating the creativity, ingenuity and
determination of communities to attain a real voice in
management.
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Introduction

In an earlier paper (Silver et al. 2007), we considered how
neoliberalism and comanagement differ in ideology and

preferred tools for governance yet, in more recent iterations
of neoliberalism, share a theoretical middle ground based
on their common conceptualization of citizen power. We
identified ten political “spaces” where this convergence
appears: a focus on decentralization, the desire for
government–local partnership, the potential for communi-
ty-driven problem solving, a recognition of grassroots
power in improving the public good, the desire to partially
delegate management rights to communities, the practice of
cultivating local initiatives via non-governmental bodies,
the recognition that individual empowerment drives civil
society, the (economic) valuation of local knowledge and
expertise, the recognition that localized norms gain political
legitimacy (albeit via the market), and the need for
formalized citizen participation on management boards.
We are more optimistic than some scholars who believe that
comanagement initiatives will be merely co-opted by the
neoliberal agenda, and that there is little or no “political
space” (St. Martin 2001; Swyngedouw 2005) for their
authentic development under a neoliberal regime. Other
scholars emphasize the complex, contingent, and case-
specific nature of the opportunity (Lemos and Agrawal
2006; McCarthy 2006).

Recent analyses have distinguished “roll-out” from “roll-
back” neoliberalism, in an attempt to conceptualize differ-
ent phases in the neoliberal project and the types of
governing approaches used in each. Roll-back neoliberal-
ism refers to the restructuring of state-based regulation in
ways that promote privatization, free trade, deregulation
and global competitiveness (Lockie and Higgins 2007).
This is sometimes characterized as a withdrawal (or “roll-
back”) of state intervention in favor of “market rule”. The
more recent “roll-out” variants of neoliberalism are com-
paratively creative and draw together technocratic econom-
ic management with a deeply interventionist agenda in
social and environmental issues (Lockie and Higgins 2007).
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Roll-out neoliberalism seeks to more actively create
conditions for the rational and effective operation of
markets as a response (or form of crisis management) to
the problems associated with the roll-back variants (Peck
and Tickell 2002; Lockie and Higgins 2007; Lemos and
Agrawal 2006).

While the emerging literature on roll-out versus roll-back
neoliberalism normally refers to twenty-first century
changes in political approaches and ideologies, we use
these terms more broadly to categorize political actions
surrounding community forests of both past and present
British Columbia (BC) governments. The advantage of this
approach is that “it allows an engagement and debates over
whether and how we can identify and analyze ‘neoliberal’
elements amidst the complex, heterogeneous specificities of
empirical cases” (McCarthy 2006). While the categories of
roll-out and roll-back neoliberalism have only recently been
developed, we have found that the elements they represent
were present at different points in BC political history in
hybrid form, and categorizing them as such is a useful
exercise.

The BC Community Forests program emerged from the
governance dilemma of contending constituencies, which
led to the introduction of some important elements of
governance broadly thought of as aspects of roll-out
neoliberalism, and as such provides a useful test of the
hypothesis that, in some cases, roll-out neoliberalism may
afford the political space for the assertion of rights and the
use of strategies and tools which permit the authentic
emergence of comanagement. Following the nuanced
analysis of McCarthy (2006) that this an open question,
we look more closely at the rights, strategies, and tools
asserted and used by BC community forests. In the process
of doing this, we also find ourselves examining the claim
by James Scott that the ideologies of dominant groups
create conditions, categories, and claims under which these
same ideologies can be successfully challenged (Scott
1985), a question which overlaps with our first question,
and which has preoccupied anthropologists and human
geographers alike.

Methods

Our analysis emerges from discussions beginning fall 2006
within the comanagement research group in our graduate
program, whose most active continuing members in
summer 2007 comprise the coauthors. We reviewed and
discussed literature on neoliberalism and various forms of
comanagement, including community forests. The first
author also conducted a year of preliminary research on BC
community forests involving literature review, government

document review, attendance of the annual conference of
the BC Community Forests Association (BCCFA)1, inter-
views, emails, and informal telephone conversations with
staff of the BCCFA, the BC Ministry of Forests and Range
(MOFR), staff or board members of five BC community
forests, and foresters knowledgeable about the history of
BC forest policy development and practice. A number of
these individuals reviewed earlier drafts of this paper.

Historical and Political Context of Community Forestry
in British Columbia

We illustrate how a comanagement initiative has success-
fully used the political space created by neoliberalism by
first briefly considering the political conditions which
produced the BC Community Forests Program. Previous
analyses of the BC Community Forests Program show
skepticism that existing power structures leave more than
temporary and fluctuating space for local initiatives
(McCarthy 2006). However, an examination of a broader
political context and recent development allows more
optimism. The two decades preceding creation of the
Community Forests Program reveal its emergence from a
social movement demanding more sustainable forest prac-
tices, of which the movement supporting community-based
management was a part (Pinkerton 1993; Burda et al. 1997;
Cashore et al. 2001; M’Gonigle 1998a, b). The growing
strength of the environmental movement, and its expression
in logging blockades, reflected increased public awareness of
the loss of old growth forests and an accompanying demand
for more protected areas and higher environmental standards
in logging. The BC government began responding even
before the New Democratic Party (NDP) was elected in
1991, an election it won partly because of the popularity of
its “greener” platform. The province then began taking
tangible, incremental steps in response to this public
pressure, including: The Forest Resources Commission
(Peel 1991), The Old Growth Strategy (MOF 1992), The
Protected Area Strategy (Province of BC 1993), and
planning processes at various scales from large regional
(Commission on Resources and Environment 1992) to small
regional (LRMP 1992) to Landscape Unit (Klenner and
Huggard 1995), which became reflected in the Forest
Practices Code Act (1994). The latter built upon the pre-
ceding initiatives to lay out standards and procedures for the
protection of environmental values in forest management.

1 The BCCFA is a network of rural, community-based organizations in
BC that are engaged in community forest management, as well as
those seeking to establish community forests. It sees itself as part of a
global movement committed to culturally, ecologically, and econom-
ically sustainable forestry. See Gunter (2004) for a discussion of the
vision.

Hum Ecol



But the newly-elected NDP also drew major support
from the labor movement, only portions of which were
green in the 1980s and 1990s. The leadership of the
International Woodworkers of America, the union repre-
senting the majority of loggers and millworkers, had chosen
to ally itself with the major corporate holders of logging
rights (Hayter 2003; Prudham 2007). The NDP attempted
to reconcile its contending constituencies through promises
that the protection of environmental values would not be at
the expense of jobs. Ironically, it was environmentalists
who declared at this point that “the government is
irrelevant; it is the marketplace [that will decide]”, and
persuaded the retail giant Home Depot to boycott wood
products from forests labeled endangered by environmen-
talists (Wilson 2001). The NDP was eventually able to
broker a Jobs and Timber Accord among the warring
constituents. One notable area of agreement by environ-
mentalists, unions, and major timber corporations in this
Accord concerned the creation of community forests. For
unions and corporations, community forests were a better
alternative than more parks, consumer boycotts, and block-
ades. For BC environmentalists community forests prom-
ised an alternative greener than that practiced by the
majors2 (Burda et al. 1997; Hoberg 2001; McCarthy 2006).

Thus the political space for community forests was
originally created by important elements of a roll-out
neoliberal approach to resolving the dilemma of contending
constituencies. This involved a recognition of the capacity
of the environmental movement to use market instruments,
and the potential for community-driven problem solving
between environmentalists and forest workers, a theoretical
space hypothesized by Silver et al. (2007) and realized in
certain regions and periods in BC history (Pinkerton 1993;
Prudham 2007). The nature of the rights and tools available
in this space resulted from incremental policy development
toward greater environmental protection and community
involvement in the 1990s. However, in the following
decade when the NDP left office, analysts were generally
skeptical to pessimistic about the ability of community
forests to retain that political space and to achieve actual
comanagement (Hayter 2003; McCarthy 2006). Our goal is
to examine to what extent this pessimism is warranted, and
to what extent community forests have been able to retain
and apply the rights, strategies, and tools created both
through and in the face of roll-out neoliberal policy
developments in the 1990s. We also consider to what
extent additional political space has been created under new

iterations of neoliberalism (sometime roll-back) in the
twenty-first century.

British Columbia’s Community Forests Program:
1998–2007

The Community Forests Program of the British Columbia
Ministry of Forests and Range (MOFR) was launched
through amendments to the B.C. Forest Act in 1998,
providing the statutory framework for the Community
Forests Pilot Program. Between 2000 and 2004, 11 pilot
Community Forest Agreements (CFAs) were awarded for
five-year terms, to be renewable after a provincial assess-
ment. By June 2007, five of the original community forests
had been assessed and issued 25 year tenures, signaling the
confidence of the MOFR in their success, while three early
pilots encountering difficulties were renewed for a proba-
tionary five years. Ten more recent applicants held five-year
probationary agreements bringing the total to 18 commu-
nity forests altogether. In 2005 community forests held
about 0.1% of timber supply and major corporations 74%.
In 2003, the MOFR announced that its Forestry Revitali-
zation Plan would reallocate 20% of the annual allowable
cut away from the major corporations, awarding half of this
to First Nations, community forests, and woodlots, and the
other half to log markets and auctions, with the goal of
allowing the free market to become more influential in
determining log prices. By 2007, when some of these
reallocations began to come into effect, the Community
Forests Program accounted for about 1.5% of the total
annual allowable cut.3

Government and community objectives for the Commu-
nity Forests Program emphasized three main concerns: (1)
providing long-term opportunities for achieving a range of
community objectives, including employment and other
social, cultural, and environmental benefits, (2) the creation
of value-added industries, (3) environmental stewardship.
Thus in theory there was encouragement and opportunity
for communities to create a vision and set of objectives
which differed from that of major industry and even
government, an objective of roll-out neoliberalism. But
we shall see below that this aspiration involved consider-
able challenges in practice, given the more limited set of
rights given to community forests. In pursuing our main
question about whether neoliberal governance allows
political space for comanagement, we now turn to the
question of what tools and strategies community forests use
to overcome these challenges and occupy political space. If

2 We use “majors” as the common shorthand for the large multina-
tional corporations with integrated timber harvesting and milling
capacity in more than one country. In BC these corporations had been
granted long-term leases involving rights to harvest Crown timber but
some 95% of timber was still owned by the Crown.

3 It appears that the MOFR is reserving judgment about how much the
program might further expand, since the tenure taken back from the
majors has not been fully reallocated.
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the five community forests receiving 25 year tenures are
considered neoliberal “success stories” (if success is
defined as meeting the expectations and requirements of
the program administrators), to what extent are they also
comanagement success stories?

We address these questions by focusing first on the
weaker rights allocated to community forests, and on the
strategies used particularly by the Harrop–Procter Commu-
nity Forest, one of the five “successful” pilots awarded
25 year tenures, because it is the best documented so far
and because it is the community forest that has put the most
effort into asserting its own values and priorities where
these differ from those of the state. We begin by examining
how much political space was available to the Harrop–
Procter Community Forest in several ways. First we ask at a
general level (1) how the bundle of rights held by the
community forest defines the roles of the state, the
community, and the market in ways that constrain or permit
the community to achieve its goals. Then we examine (2)
the mechanisms used to keep the community accountable to
its goals both in the eyes of the community and in the eyes
of the state (i.e., how well the rights were implemented in
practice). Finally, we examine (3) to what extent the well-
documented tool of “counter-mapping” has enabled the
community to exercise its rights and assert its vision in the
face of the neoliberal ideal.

Rights Allocated to Community Forests Create Political
Space

When the Community Forests Program was created in BC,
no extensive effort was put into designing a separate tenure
arrangement or system of rights to reflect a vision or set of
goals and objectives differing from those of the majors.
Instead, community forests were granted a form of tenure
called a Community Forestry Agreement (CFA) whose
rights largely mimic the extensive rights of the major timber
companies, but are simply more limited in scope. This
suggests that the tacit goal of the state was to make
communities junior partners in the established management
system with a smaller subset of the same rights as the major
timber companies, not to allow the creation of a different
set of rights, goals, and objectives. In other words,
community forests were designed to fit into the neoliberal
system, rather than act as an alternative to it. Rights of
community forests under CFAs include: (a) creation of an
inventory of timber supply, and conducting timber supply
analysis, (b) access to lands within the boundary of the
community forest and withdrawal of timber from that land,
(c) regulation of logging activity through five-year man-
agement plans, (d) enhancement of timber production
through silvicultural techniques (replanting, thinning, etc.),

(e) exclusion of outsiders from timber in the CFA area, (f)
allocation of opportunities to log the CFA area to insiders,
and (g) enforcement of its plan.

These rights are limited by the right of the state (MOFR)
to set standards for, review, and comment on the manage-
ment plan and the rate of logging (annual allowable cut)
every five years. As such it is a fairly “complete”
(Pinkerton 2003) form of comanagement in which the
community enjoys a high level of initiative in making the
management plan (e.g. where, what, when, and how to log)
and could be said to hold the balance of power once the
tenure has been awarded. However, a CFA does not include
the (h) rights of alienation (selling or leasing) held by the
majors, and community forests hold only a weak version of
the majors’ de facto (i) right to influence policy and de
facto (j) right to return optimum value to producers, as
discussed below. The preceding list of rights is taken
partially from Schlager and Ostrom (1993) [b,c,d,e,f,g,h]
and partially from Pinkerton and Weinstein (1995) [a,b,c,d,
e,f,g,h,i,j].

Despite these extensive rights surrounding logging, the
right of community forests (j) to return optimum value to
producers is weak because of the small land and timber
base awarded, the small amount of operable timber (that
which can be actually harvested because of where it is
located) available on this base, the more difficult terrain
usually available for community forests, and (usually) the
lack of a mill. Thus community forests must compensate
for the lack of economies of scale4, the more difficult
logistical problems, and thus the higher operating costs by
other means. Unlike the majors, only a few community
forests have their own mills, and any local independent
mills that may exist do not necessarily offer competitive
prices for timber. Community forests thus face a dilemma
of whether to support local community businesses at a non-
competitive price, or face higher transportation costs to get
more competitive prices (Cathro 2004).

To our knowledge, only two community forests, Revel-
stoke (a community owned Tree Farm License created
earlier in 1993, although a member of the BCCFA), and
Creston (a temporary tenure holder which is applying for a
CFA) have regularly scheduled log auctions in which they
obtain competitive prices for their timber. These log
auctions were based on a 1993 government model

4 The BCCFA estimated after an extensive discussion at their 2005
AGM that a minimum annual allowable cut of 50,000 m3 in the
interior and 25,000 m3 on the coast is necessary for a viable
community forest, because of the costs of infrastructure (approxi-
mately $200,000/year). Only six of BC community forests operating
in 2007 meet this criterion for viability. Not all community forests
agree with this estimation applies universally, because of differing
situations regarding NTFPs, possession of a mill, and access to
competitive local markets.
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exemplifying the roll-out neoliberal idea of giving commu-
nities access to markets. The local log market in the Vernon
District of the Kamloops Forest Region became the
government-operated pilot to respond to the recommenda-
tion of the government’s 1991 Forest Resources Commis-
sion to test the economic and technical viability of
alternative logging practices, combined with selling such
logs in a MOFR public auction that would allow small
wood product manufacturers in the region access to wood
and increase financial returns on timber harvested under
alternative logging practices. The forester in charge of the
Small Business Enterprise Forest Program of the MOFR in
the Kamloops Region laid out the logging plans for 5% of
his annual allowable cut which incorporated higher envi-
ronmental standards, cultivated and hired contract loggers
to cut and transport the timber to the Vernon log sort yard.
By sorting logs into 48 different grades and selling
“character” and lower-value wood which would have been
discarded by the major mills, the MOFR demonstrated that
a log sort yard “is a very big part of the solution to both
environmental concerns and log supply for small operators”
(Smith 1997; Mater and Mater 1998). Many small
businesses which added value to wood through manufac-
turing could not operate without a guaranteed wood supply.

The log sort yard operated successfully for nine years
1993–2002 and, according to the forester in charge,
demonstrated that a small competitive log market generates
about four times the gross revenue of current industry–
government tenure models. Others emphasize that net
revenue was c. $45 per cubic meter vs. $15 per cubic
meter through the tenure system. In spite of the increased
costs to government of administering the logging and
auction activities, the log sort yard returned one-and-a-half
times the cost of its operation to the Ministry in the form of
increased revenues from the sale of logs (Smith 1997;
Donovan 1999). Alternative environmentally sensitive log-
ging costs were higher, but these were more than offset by
greater utilization of wood, higher value obtained for wood,
and higher government revenues (Mater and Mater 1998).

Given their higher logging costs and desire to protect
social and environmental values, it is clear that community
forests require access to such a log sort yard and public
auction to more effectively recover the potential value of
their wood. Most community forests have so far not solved
the organizational and logistical problems of volumes too
small to support individual log yards.5 However, through
the creation of the Vernon Log Market, this aspect of the
roll-out version of neoliberalism was able to create political
space in the form of a model for community forests to gain

meaningful access to markets, at least one community
forest has been able to permanently incorporate this model
into its ongoing operations and to retain the political space
to the present day. The log sort yard and auction model is
an economic one in illustrating the economic viability of
alternative logging methods, of utilizing a greater spectrum
of wood and of getting better prices for wood, as well as
returning higher royalties to government. The model is also
political in that it showed that community forests needed
independent access to the market (vs. selling only to the
majors’ mills) to demonstrate that much wood discarded by
the majors has economic value and that even higher value
wood can be sold at still higher prices to value-adding small
industries such as furniture manufacturers. Large industries
with mass production strategies tend to prefer to control
supply of raw product as a way of controlling price, and to
be less interested in small local production of many diverse
products which involves multiple skills and high transac-
tion costs (Pinkerton 1987). Aside from experimentation
with flexible production and niche marketing when the
political and economic conditions favoured it ca. 1987–
2000 (Hayter 2003; Young and Matthews 2007), this
strategy continues to be the one most pursued by the
majors and has been enabled by BC forestry policy.

Community forests’ access to markets was challenged in
a new way when the NDP left office in 2001. A Special
Advisor to the Forests Minister (Pearse 2001) was created
when the provincial Liberals returned to power, who
recommended removal of impediments to the free flow of
goods, in order to establish competitive log prices. This
roll-back neoliberal action removed encumbrances on
tenure holders which freed major forest companies from
50-year-old policies that had tied access to timber to social
objectives such as retaining jobs and value-added produc-
tion in BC communities. Policies adopted from this vision
and consequent 2003 and 2004 legislation (Forest Revital-
ization Act, Forest Revitalization Amendment Act, and
Forest Statutes Amendment Act) resulted in the closure of
the Vernon Log Yard Sort (in 2002), the abolition of the
appurtenancy clause which required some log processing
by local mills, and any restrictions on sale of mills or
tenures by the Minister (Marchak and Allen 2003) and
weakened log export restrictions. In theory and according
to the MOFR, the majors now control c. 54% of production.
According to Marchak and Allen (2003), the aim of the
legislation was for majors to retain c. 60% of the annual
allowable cut in long-term tenures. Economists Niquidet
and van Kooten (2006) note that this level of concentration
could still confer oligopsonistic power upon the majors. In
practice, it appears that the Forest Revitalization Plan has
acted to consolidate and further concentrate the allowable
annual cut by the majors, so there are now only four key
players in BC (Hamilton 2006; Dobbin 2006), with larger

5 According to interviewees, one economic analysis with widespread
credibility estimates that a log yard sort requires at least 45,000 m3/
year to be reasonably profitable.
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firms now controlling 93% of renewable tenures (Maness
and Nelson 2007). So it is not surprising that some analysts
imagine a scenario in which both small business and
community forests risk corporate buy-outs or bail-outs of
mills (Krogman and Beckley 2002). A roll-back neoliberal
policy with the stated goal of removing impediments to the
free play of the market has resulted simultaneously in the
removal of domestic and international barriers to market
transactions and also in the creation of much clearer
oligopsonies which curtail free market competition.

However, the impact of these recent policy changes,
containing elements of a roll-back neoliberal approach are
complex and not uniformly negative. One previously-
mentioned element of this change was the reallocation of
20% of the cut away from the majors (some of which went
to community forests) because of US pressure to remove
impediments to “market rule.” As discussed in our earlier
paper (Silver et al. 2007), more recent iterations of
neoliberalism recognize the potential positive impacts of
enabling communities to have greater access to markets,
and this policy contained these roll-out neo-liberal elements
alongside the roll-back “market rule” elements. In May
2007 the BC Community Forests Association exerted some
degree of policy influence (i) when they persuaded the
MOFR to continue the 2006 lower stumpage rates for
community forests to reflect their distance from mills and
their higher operating costs. This BC Liberal approach
indicates an appreciation of the need to cultivate local
initiatives, and the potential role that non-governmental
organizations can play (Silver et al. 2007; Young and
Matthews 2007), another roll-out element in the BC
Liberals’s neoliberal agenda. The MOFR also claims that
they will consult with the BCCFA on the standards for
judging future applicants for community forests, the
process for the review of these applications, the terms of
the pilot license, etc. At issue currently is whether the
BCCFA will be able to maintain the original goals of the
program that formerly required competitive applications
and meaningful community engagement and management
for a range of values besides timber. There is concern
whether the current system of invitations to apply for
community forests is already or will become a form of
distributing political favors, opportunities to access timber
and conduct business as usual.6 Thus the hybrid nature of
the roll-out and even roll-back elements of neoliberalism in
the twenty-first century continues to hold open some space
for community forests.

One right potentially held by community forests which
affects their ability to secure optimum value from forests is

non-contentious but incomplete. Because logging opera-
tions alone do not return optimum value to most commu-
nity forests, they may depend on other forest resources in
addition to timber. In many cases, community forests can
be expected to be financially viable to the extent that they
can balance a number of economic uses of the forest. Non-
timber forest products (NTFPs) are in theory a major
avenue available to community forests to make their
enterprise financially viable. Commercially valued NTFPs
include berries, mushrooms, medicinal plants, decorative
greens and recreation/tourism utilization. Although current
CFAs can grant rights to manage and charge fees for the
harvest of NTFPs, they include no right to exclude NTFP
harvesters from physical entry into community forests.
Thus community forests lack a firm legal basis for
implementing their desire to manage and control mushroom
harvests, for example. Therefore, only communities that are
isolated and have poor road access are able to exercise de
facto exclusion rights, and manage the NTFP harvests of a
limited number of actors licensed by them. Harrop–Procter
happens to have negotiated NTFP management rights
explicitly in its CFA and, because of its relative geographic
isolation, can exercise these rights.

However, the largest area of contention between the
Harrop–Procter Community Forest (HPCF) and the MOFR
involved a right and an area of governance not even
mentioned yet: the right to manage for ecosystem values
and services (in this case clean domestic water being
primary). We conceptualize this as (k), the right (or duty) to
exercise stewardship.7 This right became contentious: the
original intention of the 1994 BC Forest Practices Code to
protect ecosystem values, or at least fish, wildlife, soils,
water, etc., was curtailed by 1996 when a cabinet directive
stipulated that the Code’s provisions could not impact
timber supply by more than 6%. In other words, the
declared intention of the act to mitigate harm to the
environment from logging and road building would be
exercised on a very small portion of the landscape.8

Consequently it is not surprising that in 2000, negotiations
between the HPCF and the MOFR over terms of the tenure
and the management plan involved a difference in opinion
on what the annual allowable cut should be. MOFR wanted

6 Recommendation #19 in the 2006 Community Forests Program
Review states that “A consistent proposal review, agreement award
and issuance process should be applied throughout the province".

7 The range of benefits derived from community forests, including
place-oriented identity, subjective well-being, economic and cultural
stability, small-scale economic diversity, is not well discussed in the
literature but should include the “obvious and sustained commitment
of people to the places and ecosystems under their control” (Lerner
1993; Sheppard 2003).
8 Environmental provisions limiting logging were further curtailed in
subsequent years and governmental oversight of even these provisions
severely limited by the inability of government in most cases to
question the judgment of professionals privately contracted to approve
logging plans (Marchak and Allen 2003).
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a range of possible cut volumes over the five year period to
include a figure three times higher than the amount the
HPCF eventually managed to negotiate into the final
agreement (Pinnell and Elias 2002). HPCF based its annual
allowable cut calculations on an analysis of its forest as a
“landscape unit”, applying provisions of the Forest Prac-
tices Code Act for how to conduct this analysis, as
discussed below. HPCF’s successful negotiation of a lower
annual allowable cut demonstrates that the Code had indeed
created some political space for comanagement, allowing
the HPCF to far exceed the allowable 6% netdown because
of their capacity to argue their case based on their own
studies.9

In sum, while the BC Community Forests Program was
created for complex reasons, key elements of the neo-
liberal paradigm regarding the benefits of partnering with
communities were certainly involved. Furthermore the
program has clearly been given some space to survive and
grow in ways that suit local agendas. Awell-prepared forest
community with an analysis and plan drawing upon these
policies was able to negotiate its vision by occupying
available space, even on occasions when doing so was not
the original intention of government policies. The main
vulnerability of community forests is to market forces
which advantage the dominant position of the majors,
create high transaction costs for communities, challenge
their ability to secure market value for raw logs, and at the
same time force them to innovate to survive. In the next
section we examine to what extent mechanisms by which
community forests are held accountable to their goals help
them occupy or expand political space for comanagement.

Mechanisms of Accountability (Internal/External)
as a Tool/Strategy to Take Advantage of Political Space

The small communities (combined population 800) that
form the HPCF are found 30 km northeast of Nelson, in
southeastern BC. Over the 25 years (1975–2000) of trying
to obtain control over their local forest, the values of these
communities evolved and solidified (Elias 2000). Because
this area of BC proposed the first community forest before
there was a program (SVCFMP 1975) and has long been
perceived by MOFR as a “hot spot” for activism (Pinkerton
1993), the agency seems to have applied particularly
stringent standards of accountability. Logging rights were
held by non-local companies, and logging activities had

been plagued for decades with blockades by citizens
wishing to protect their domestic drinking water supplies
in this unstable mountainous terrain. Citizens sometimes
demanded that the logging companies post bonds which
they would forfeit if their activities caused landslides. A
locally-celebrated, internationally recognized, and contro-
versial local resident forester, Herb Hammond, had been
instrumental in organizing the BC Watershed Protection
Alliance (BCWPA 1988) in support of such demands, and
in promulgating standards for ecosystem-based forest
management (Silva Forest Foundation 2004). The MOFR
wanted to be certain that the proposed community forest
genuinely represented community goals, values, and prior-
ities, and not simply the views of an environmental
minority.

Therefore, a major dilemma faced when the HPCF was
finalized was creating a viable business strategy that met
the goals of the MOFR, yet remained accountable to the
community. Over time, the HPCF communities developed
(a) an organizational form to represent community values
and priorities in management, (b) vision, goals, and
objectives for what the organization and community wanted
their forest to be, (c) a method for the organization to make
decisions and work with the community at each planning
stage, (d) small value-added industries in both timber and
NTFPs, (e) sufficient revenue, combined with volunteer
labor, from these industries and from logging to support the
operation of the community forest, (f) the tacit, if not
active, support of First Nations whose traditional territories
overlapped with the area of the HPCF. The last three
strategies (d,e,f) were mechanisms by which the HPCF was
accountable to the goals of MOFR, in addition to their own
goals. However, the MOFR was likely also under pressure
from industry to consider the Harrop–Procter proposal with
particularly critical eyes, as communities in the region were
perceived as generally anti-logging and the proposed
annual allowable cut was exceptionally low by industry
standards.

Thus, the Harrop–Procter Community Forest can be seen
as a stark illustration of a community with an ideology and
goals at variance with those of the state. However, as is
illustrated below, it used state imposed accountability
mechanisms to its developmental advantage (i.e., occupied
the political space they created). This political space
includes the opportunity for developing processes for
articulating localized norms and in turn, for these norms
to gain political legitimacy. It also includes the cultivation
of local initiatives where non-governmental organizations
play a mediating role (Silver et al. 2007). This space may
have opened due to an evolving roll-out neoliberal vision of
decentralization in combination with stringent accountabil-
ity (Silver et al. 2007). We discuss below the five
accountability mechanisms built into the HPCF agreement

9 The funding, expertise, and studies done for HPCF to enable them to
take this position are detailed in Elias (2000) and Pinnell and Elias
(2002). The community performed additional studies to spell out its
assumptions about protection needed for unstable slopes and the
riparian zone, and the community and MOFR agreed to disagree on
these assumptions.
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and how they have been strategically used by the HPCF
communities, as discussed in Elias (2000), Pinnell and Elias
(2002), and the HPCF web page.

(a) An organizational form which represented community
values and priorities in management

The Harrop–Procter Community and Watershed Protec-
tion Committee (HPCWPC) was first formed in 1984 when
it was learned that a local logging plan has been made with
no community input, despite efforts by the community to be
involved in long-range planning since the mid-1970s. More
intense dialogue with the MOFR followed and the
community became involved in the Protected Area Strategy
and Commission on Resources and Environment (CORE)
discussions in the 1990s. Under the 1994 Forest Practices
Code Act, when an area qualified as a landscape unit, the
Ministry could develop a landscape-level plan to translate
broad objectives into “clear and measurable targets and
strategies to manage and conserve forest resources” and
thus inform forest development (logging) plans. By 1996 it
became obvious that these planning processes with the
MOFR would not allow sufficient expression of community
aspirations for their own area. Consequently, the HPCWPC
held new elections and evolved into Harrop–Procter
Watershed Protection Society (HPWPS) in order to take
advantage of opportunities afforded by the 1994 legislation.

The HPWPS was able to use funding obtained by
forester Herb Hammond to produce an ecosystem-based
plan for the landscape unit comprised of the five watersheds
in their area. Thereafter a newsletter was circulated along
with a questionnaire to all residents presenting options for
status quo, ecosystem-based management, or total preser-
vation. Fifty percent opted for the ecosystem-based (land-
scape-level) management plan. Under the new legislation,
such a plan required the establishment of a protected
network of riparian zones, representative stands (e.g., old
growth), sensitive areas (e.g., steep slopes), and cross-
valley corridors before forest use zones could be estab-
lished for any extractive activities. Even forest use zones
(which ultimately made up 15% of the Harrop–Procter
landscape planning unit) were required to apply stand-level
standards to protect and maintain forest composition and
function and prohibited clear-cutting as then practiced.
Additionally, this process required participation by local
communities in decision-making, equitable distribution of
benefits to the local community, and maximizing employ-
ment of local workers.

Although various requests to government to support the
landscape-level plan and some form of community-based
management to accompany it failed for a few years, the
HPWPS persevered, continuing to work on the plan and on
communicating progress on it to the community. By the
time they applied to become a pilot community forest under

the 1998 amendments to the Forest Act, 60% of the
community were members of the HPWPS. When the
community forest pilot agreement was approved in princi-
ple, the MOFR conducted a public meeting, open house,
and survey of 100% of community households to determine
the degree of community knowledge and support, the
facilitator’s report noted “near-unanimous support”.

For our purposes, what is most notable about this history
is that two pieces of permitting legislation, the Forest Act
and the Forest Practices Code Act created space for: (a) the
organizational form that would be recognized as a legiti-
mate representative of community interests (a community-
based society) and (b) the planning unit (“landscape unit”)
that could be managed by the community body at this scale
and using these criteria (ecosystem-based management).
The relevant sections of both acts could be considered to
have roll-out neoliberal elements in that the first fostered a
partnership with community-based groups and the second
permitted community-driven problem solving, based on a
recognition of grassroots power in improving the public
good. The HPWPS was able to take advantage of this latter
provision before it was removed in the later version of the
Forest Practices Code (the FRPA) when the Liberal Party
took over leadership of the province from the NDP in 2001.
This demonstrated creativity at the local level in using a
state-created mechanism to assert a local agenda.

(b) Vision, goals, objectives for what the organization and
community wanted their forest to be

Throughout the near quarter-century preceding the
creation of the HPCF, there was a core group of individuals
both in the community and in the west Kootenay region
who held a vision of local forests being locally managed in
accordance with local values and with the majority of
jobs being held by local people. As discussed above, this
vision became articulated in greater and greater detail as
the community found more opportunities to implement the
vision with the aid of professionals, such as with the
landscape-level plan. Interestingly, the high level of
scrutiny by the MOFR over community support for the
vision may have intensified the HPWPS’s effort to educate
and mobilize local public opinion. Thus accountability to
government apparently increased accountability of the
community to its members. Although the community
forests program was created as part of a roll-out neoliberal
agenda to delegate authority, increase competition, and
place more accountability demands (social and environ-
mental) on the community/civil society, in this case the
state exercising oversight may have increased the assertion
of a community agenda. Thus, the relationship more
resembled that of comanagers rather than one of detached
paternalism, and suggests that opportunities for collabora-
tion and partnership in forest management may emerge just
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as, or more, successfully under a roll-out neoliberal
paradigm than under a command and control approach. In
other words, in a neoliberal regime, a community with a
differing ideology is likely to encounter accountability
demands, dictated by the state through their partnership.
However, these demands may strengthen rather than
weaken a community’s commitment to its own vision, and
its ability to implement it. Instead of the power struggles
which characterize the development of a comanagement
regime replacing command and control, this comanagement
relationship may start with a more open (though still
critical) state attitude. (The NDP government was willing
to entertain innovation, but exercised considerable over-
sight and pressure for strict adherence to certain standards).

Through the landscape-level and forest development
planning processes, the community also worked toward
turning the vision of ecosystem-based management, com-
munity stability, and sustainability into other specific goals
and objectives such as equity in the distribution of benefits,
economic diversification and eco-certification. Economic
diversification in the form of a specialty mill, and
processing and marketing NTFPs has met both the
neoliberal and community goals. Eco-certification, another
neoliberal tool, has benefited the HPCF in gaining access to
niche markets.

(c) A method for the organization to make decisions and
work with the community

In the early stages of creating a vision, and affirming
understanding of the vision, a variety of methods to engage
the community were used by the HPWPS and its
predecessor the HPCWPC, including surveys of opinion,
newspaper articles, public meetings, workshops, radio
programs, door-to-door information campaigns/petitions.
As planning for ecosystem-based management became
more specific, workshops were used to present and promote
discussion on more detailed information. For example,
Herb Hammond came to the community and made an
extensive presentation on his analysis of landscape level
values and processes. After government approval of the
community forest, a Forest Planning Committee was
formed and met with water users living adjacent to the
area proposed for logging. Before submitting the 2000
required management plan to MOFR, the plan was
presented at a community meeting. In 2001 a revised forest
development plan was submitted to MOFR, but only after it
was aired at a community meeting, including a open house
with maps, plans, photographs of viewscapes, and a
presentation by the specialists who had assessed the terrain
and hydrology. Then a site plan for the specific area to be
logged was prepared through meetings with a committee of
five water-users representing those directly affected, in-
cluding two field trips to view partial cutting scenarios,

different logging systems, and to discuss both logging
options and whether more assessments were needed. A
two-day wildlife assessment was added, and the timing of
logging altered to protect nesting birds. A terrain stability
assessment was also added, but identified no risk. A
monitoring procedure, using 45 permanent plots, was
developed to measure changes in forest structure caused
by logging. Finally, before logging occurred, 15 community
members participated in marking trees to be cut, in order to
appreciate the complexity of management considerations.

Likewise, the rules and principles for decision-making
were collectively developed by the elected local board,
representing all perspectives. Any community member
could address a concern to either board, and participate in
decisions, and the boards were required to provide a
rationale for why a concern was not incorporated into a
decision. This level of community participation in planning
created very strong accountability to community goals,
values, and members, clearly exceeding anything envisaged
in permitting legislation and planning processes.

(d) Small value-added industries in both timber and
NTFPs.

In 1999 the Harrop–Proctor Community Cooperative was
formed as the primary business arm of the Society which
made operational decisions, and took over as the signatory of
the CFA from the HPWPS (although the latter held seats on
the Cooperative board and did joint planning with them).
The Cooperative was divided into two business branches:
Sunshine Bay Botanicals, producing and selling tinctures,
herbs, and teas of medicinal plants (some from the forest,
some from adjacent agricultural land) and Harrop–Procter
Forest Products, producing manufactured lumber (flooring,
paneling, exterior decking, siding, timbers) and timber
products (covered signboards, planter boxes, frame arbors,
vegetable storage boxes). Both industries add significant
value and are good examples of the connection between
logging at a smaller scale for higher value wood and the
production of higher value wood products.

(e) Sufficient revenue, combined with volunteer labor,
from these industries and from logging to support the
operation of the community forest.

The HPCF would not be able to operate at this scale
without the up to 300 (now 200) hours a month of
volunteer labor contributed by community members. Partly
this is because the community has made significant invest-
ments in educating other community forests nationally and
internationally. The HPCF example demonstrates that there
is no simple rule for economic viability, but rather that a
combination of strategies may be successful, including: (1)
large mill ownership for better price or small specialized
mill ownership to access niche valued-added markets (e.g.,
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HPCF), (2) log yard sort auction for better price and higher
utilization of wood not purchased by the majors or by the
community’s own mill (Revelstoke, Creston), (3) access to
competitive local markets (Revelstoke, HPCF), (4) access
to eco-labeled markets (HPCF), (5) NTFP production
(HPCF), (6) volunteer labour (HPCF), and (7) operating at
a scale of production which makes the management
infrastructure supportable (see footnote 4). The HPCF must
be seen as a unique case because it lacked both adequate
scale and a log sort auction, but had volunteer labour,
NTFPs, access to eco-labeled markets, and received so
much attention and support as a pilot case that this
compensated for these key missing factors.

(f) Tacit support of First Nations whose territories over-
lapped with the area of the HPCF.

The Ktunaxa–Kinbasket Tribal Council and the Sinix’t
Nation both consider the community forest to be situated
within their traditional territories. The requisite letters for
support for the creation of the community forest were
supplied, and a protocol agreement with the Sinix’t Nation
was reached. All plans are sent to these First Nations for
review. Various forms of engagement have taken place over
the years, including meetings, fieldtrips, and a Ktunaxa
camp-out in Harrop–Procter.

In sum, a number of mechanisms of accountability were
used to address the HPCF’s dilemma in having a viable
business strategy that met the goals of the MOFR while
remaining accountable to the values developed by the
community which were considerably at variance with those
of industry at large. While the MOFR used many
mechanisms to assure that the goals of the HPCF were
indeed supported by the majority of the community, the
HPCF in turn was able to hold the MOFR accountable to
the stated goals of the Landscape Unit planning process.
The HPCF has been on the cutting edge of developing and
marketing value-added products, especially non-timber
forest products, a goal highly valued by the MOFR. The
HPCF operates at a scale significantly smaller than what is
generally deemed economically viable in BCCFA discus-
sions (2,600 vs. 50,000 m3). Therefore, HPCF’s major
challenges will continue to lie in the generation of sufficient
revenue (offset by volunteer labor) from NTFPs and
logging, to support ongoing operation.

Counter-mapping as a Tool/Strategy to Take
Advantage of Political Space

Because the HPCF generated technical and cognitive maps
in resistance to the agenda of the BC MOFR, a great deal of
the work detailed above could be categorized as “counter-
mapping”, a tool for laying claim to specific uses of land in

which the community has a cultural stake. As James Scott
(1998) demonstrated, European state hegemony was estab-
lished when the state imposed its own cadastral maps on a
landscape previously illegible to it because of the com-
plexity of communal rights, boundaries, and detailed uses
of landscape. Through counter-mapping, local claimants
use the state’s language and tools to identify and reclaim
their own uses of landscape (Brody 1981; Peluso 1995;
Tobias 2000; St. Martin 2001).

It is useful to distinguish technical and cognitive
dimensions of counter-mapping. Technical mapping ena-
bles concrete representation and communication of a
landscape while cognitive maps express an alternative
vision and permit the education and mobilization of public
opinion. Both types of maps can express the local
importance of various plants and animals by identifying
their existence and their habitat needs, even if these have no
direct utilitarian value to the general public. The generation
of technical maps to lay out information in an organized
way while identifying the existence of valued species
(caribou, grizzly bear), opportunities (local recreation and
tourism), and NTFPs is an effective communication tool
between the community and state which can assist in the
formulation of business and management plans. Both
technical and cognitive counter-mapping occurred in the
HPCF example described above.

In the HPCF example, counter-mapping was a way of
reinterpreting the dominant neoliberal view of land, by
naming and giving meaning to the resources valued by the
community, some of which might be invisible on a more
conventional map displaying resources only if they are
considered to be marketable commodities. By using a
language that was understandable to the state, the HPCF
was also able to assert protection of areas and resources
with multiple users and interests. In this case, the temporary
identification of landscape-level planning in the Forest
Practices Code provided an ideal bridge for the HPCF to
assert its vision of ecosystem-based management and
appropriate scale of management.

To our knowledge, there are very few occasions in which
this planning tool has been successfully used on crown
forest lands not previously set aside from development
through a higher level planning process such as CORE or
LRMPs.10 Feit (2004) and Langdon (2006) have examined
how Cree hunters and Alaskan aboriginal fishermen
communicate with both their own members and the state
in a way which bridges these cognitive understandings of
their territory and those of the state. They show how the
ideologies of dominant groups create conditions, categories,
and claims under which these rights, strategies and tools

10 Hoberg (2001) notes that there were Landscape Units established in
only three of BC’s 40 Forest Districts.
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can be successfully used (Scott 1985). The Harrop–Procter
Community Forest successfully used both the technical and
the cognitive aspects of counter-mapping to assert their
vision and to use state-legitimized planning processes to
first assert and then to implement ecosystem-based man-
agement of their forest. As such, they demonstrated an
important way in which a neoliberal state created con-
ditions, categories, and claims under which a comanage-
ment agenda could be asserted.

Conclusions

Our goal was to examine to what extent British Columbia
community forests have been able to use and retain the
political space created through policy developments in the
1990s and the following decade in order to create an
authentic comanagement arrangement. By examining first
the general historical and policy context, and then a specific
case, we have found confirmation of the hypothesis that roll-
out neoliberalism affords political space for the assertion of
rights and the use of strategies and tools to build comanage-
ment. However, we also confirm the complex, contingent,
and case-specific nature of this opportunity. For example, we
found that a few community forests were in a position to
learn from and apply the government-designed model of the
log sort auction to obtain competitive prices for their timber,
and to maintain this strategy even after this roll-out
neoliberal policy was abolished in a return to roll-back
neoliberalism after 2003. Likewise, we showed that an early
version of legislation which identified a landscape planning
unit and criteria for ecosystem-based planning was success-
fully used by a community forest even after the legislation
had been revised to exclude these provisions. Thus some
communities were able to seize opportunities to assert and
retain the key rights to obtain optimum value for wood and to
practice stewardship. We identified these as the weakest
rights of community forests, and thus ones they were able to
assert only through specific opportunities. These opportuni-
ties were consistent with specific elements in roll-out
neoliberal policies which encouraged community access to
markets and community-based problem-solving. Although
we began with the assumption that only roll-out elements of
neoliberalism would create space for comanagement, we
discovered examples of even roll-back neoliberal policies
intended to further market rule which favored the continu-
ation and expansion of community forests, such as the
reallocation of a portion of the cut away from the majors to
small business and community forest programs and a
reduction in the royalty (stumpage) fee paid by community
forests.

To explore how a community forest used specific
strategies and tools to assert these rights and to occupy

the political space afforded by roll-out neoliberal policies,
we chose the clearest example available of a community
forest whose vision, goals, and ideology differed most
dramatically from those of the state and the forest industry.
We explored how the MOFR’s requirement for stringent
accountability was used by this community forest as an
opportunity to articulate local values and norms, to
thoroughly engage the community, and to mobilize com-
munity support. The strategies used by this community
forest exemplify the claim that the ideologies of dominant
groups create conditions, categories, and claims under
which these ideologies can be successfully challenged
(Scott 1985). Landscape unit planning as originally set out
by government, was used as a tool for asserting the right to
conduct ecosystem-based forest use planning. Counter-
mapping was used to identify community values and
opportunities to incorporate them into planning. The
community forest and its board of directors developed an
organizational form representative of the community, and
strategies and tools for extensive communication work with
the community at each planning stage, illustrating a highly
developed form of accountability. This case illustrated an
alternative strategy for economic viability, not through a log
sort auction, but through non-timber forest products, small
value-added secondary industries associated with timber
and non-timber forest products and volunteerism.

Thus through the examples of three major strategies used
by community forests (the assertion of rights to competitive
markets, the assertion of rights to plan to accommodate
their own values, and the use of NTFPs and small value-
added industries), we conclude that at least some commu-
nity forests will be able to hold their own if they have either
large enough scale and access to a log sort auction or
sufficient alternative strategies such as value-added milling,
NTFPs, access to eco-labeled markets, or volunteerism. It is
possible that BC will succumb to pressure from the US and
from the BC Liberal Party to privatize public forests, which
would curtail the expansion of community forests unless
these were classified as private. Barring detrimental policy
and/or market developments, community forests with a
sufficient number of these conditions will continue to
occupy the political space created by neoliberal policies.
As the mass production and low utilization strategies of
major producers become less and less viable, and the public
better understands the value of regional markets, higher
utilization, and value-added industries, we expect that BC
community forests will have their day.
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