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Preface 
 
This paper is a draft of my presentation at the Oaxaca conference, and where sections are still to be worked 
on, I have provided brief summaries. In the first response to this paper a respondent characterized what I 
presented as an “assault on the Commons”, noted that there is, as such no ‘theory of the commons’, and 
offered that focusing on enclosure rather than the commons is a profoundly disempowering strategy, 
emphasising victimization rather than positive activity at a community level. Another almost mocking 
response, offered, in private, the critique that the very activity I was engaged in, the reading of an 
obscurantist  theoretical paper, was profoundly enclosing, which contradicted my work, rendering it 
pointless. I will briefly address each of these. 
 
This is not an “assault on the commons”, if by that is meant an assault on the work of all those people who 
labour on behalf of what they think of as “commons” within contexts of community. This is, however, a 
critique of discourses of the commons, a critique of how we may make sense of our work in terms of 
“commons”. Declaring a situation a “commons” doesn’t explain anything, it simply calls for explanation - 
the declaration is not without the bounds of that which requires explanation.  
 
I will readily admit that there is no consensus on a ‘theory of the commons’. This paper never suggests that 
there is. What I do suggest is that the orthodox architectures of theories of the commons revolve around 
conceptualizations of resource management. Resource management is at the heart of the IASCP mission 
statement, and at the Oaxaca conference this was simply illustrated in a small matter of translation. The 
conference, entitled in English, “The Commons in an Age of Global Transition,” was rendered in Spanish 
as “Los Recursos de Uso Común en una Era de Transición Global,” that is, more or less, “Resources Used 
in Common in an Age of Global Transition.” Discourses of the commons are primarily discourses of 
resource management, particularly within Common Property Studies. To speak of the Commons is often to 
speak of resources. I want to talk less of resources and more of people and the character of their 
relationships. I don’t find that discourses of resource management help me much in this regard. To talk 
about enclosure without the commons is not to suggest that people should stop talking about the Commons, 
or about resource management. This isn’t prescriptive; people do what they do, say what they say, and they 
get to work it out for themselves. I acknowledge there are many discourses of “the commons,” and that 
they involve increasing rhetorical and emotive power. I also acknowledge that there are times when an 
emphasis on resource management can be very helpful, when methodologies that emerge from resource 
management analysis can be very helpful. I don’t think these concepts or emphases are necessary as 
analytic tools, however, or that they are appropriate for all contexts or analytical questions, and, until I do 
further work, I, personally, choose not to base my analysis of social, political, and economic changes on 
the concept of “the commons” or on models of resource management. 
 
If one were to take enclosure as the intruding privatization of common resources, or as external 
encroachments and intrusions into community life, then, yes, to focus on enclosure, as the opposite of the 
commons, would be to place undue weight on the victimization of the commons. Indeed, historically this is 
what has happened where enclosure is concerned. However, this is not how I mean by enclosure. The 
effects of enclosure, for me, can be traced back to dispositional dynamics, and particular characters of 
interpersonal relationship. Working with undualistic and unfoundational epistemologies, as I do, enclosure 
is not the opposite of anything, as I do not recognise binary oppositions as an adequate way to make sense 
of experience, although I do acknowledge that the deployment of binary oppositions can have very 
powerful consequences for our understandings of experience. Although not discussed here, this discussion 
of enclosure is based in a broader social theory of hope and gentleness, a social theory in which I aim to 
come to more adequate understandings of agency, and the possibilities for positive social transformation. 
My theory of enclosure is not about victimization, but rather, as far as I am concerned, it is through the 
identification and explanation of the dynamics that I refer to as enclosure that we might come to more 
adequate understandings of the possibilities for empowerment in our lives. 
 
The critique that the presentation of my paper was profoundly enclosing, profoundly audio-ocularcentric (I 
spent most of it reading from the page), theoretically obscure, and linguistically difficult, is well taken, and 
very insightful. However, it also returns me to a central point in my work, that it’s never all or nothing. 
Presenting a paper in a highly-commodifying fashion does not “contaminate” my work, or render it 
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irrelevant through contradiction. That’s an all or nothing position, and I don’t work with those. I’m 
interested in dominances, and if these kinds of presentations become dominant in my experience, and if I 
ever become blind to the expansionary allure of the more formal strategies of academic methodology, then, 
yes, I would be concerned. What this critique helpfully does, however, is to draw attention to the condition 
of academic environments, which tend to be, yes, predominantly highly-commodifying, audio-
ocularcentric, and textualized (hey, in passing, welcome to the Internet!). All of those in the room and at 
the conference were participating in a typically academic environment. In terms of the expectational 
environment of the room, it was appropriate to read a paper from the page, and, on a theory panel at an 
academic conference, appropriate to present a theory paper! If it isn’t appropriate to present a theory paper 
on a theory panel at an academic conference, then it never is, which may be worth exploring. What would 
be helpful to consider, in light of this critique, is the extent to which conference and other academic 
structures foster and facilitate highly-commodifying ways of making sense of the world, and thereby may 
undermine our work in much the same fashion as I believe resource management discourses do. But that is 
another paper entirely, although these are issues which I address to some extent in a paper called 
“Questioning Educational Strategies,” which is available in the ‘miscellaneous writing’ section of 
www.beyondthecommons.com 
 
The field of Common Property Studies is one of the most exciting that I have encountered. Normally 
academics get the luxury of only engaging with competing and conflicting methodologies and 
epistemologies in textual form. In many cases, I’m sure, we afford ourselves the extra luxury of simply 
bypassing those that we disagree with by leaving their work on the library shelves where we found it. At 
IASCP conferences we get the benefit of having to engage with competing and conflicting methodologies 
and epistemologies in personal form. We are reminded very forcefully that academic work is always and 
primarily an issue of relationship. This makes this field rare, as academic fields go. It also makes the work 
of those in Common Property Studies all the more important. This nexus of academic approaches is a 
wonderful opportunity for interdisciplinary engagement, a wonderful opportunity for people to dare to talk 
across methodologies, to dare to critique each other without our methodologies and epistemologies 
hardening into ideological positions that must be defended against any incursions.  
 
I’m guessing that most of us are in the field of Common Property Studies because we’re curious. We’ve 
noticed social, political, and economic changes and we’d like to work out what’s going on. I’m guessing 
that a lot of us are in the field of Common Property Studies because we noticed that the social, political, 
and economic changes we are interested in have real effects on real people in real communities, and those 
changes are not always for the better. I’m guessing that many of us believe that more adequate analysis can 
lead to more adequate responses to the social, political, and economic changes in communities, and that 
somehow the differences that we make can be positive differences, that we can somehow contribute 
beneficially to the lives of those we work with. I’m guessing that many of us are in this field because, quite 
simply, we care. I believe that the more we care, the more careful it helps to be. Best-intentions aren’t 
enough, and compassion and care don’t necessarily lead to long-term beneficial consequences. The 
histories of colonization and empire offer enough lessons in that regard, and although I won’t be exploring 
this here, I would suggest that many of our discourses and methodologies are still tinged with the 
architectures of empire, oppression, and violence. I believe that it helps to always be working for more 
adequate and representative ways of making sense of our experience, of the ‘realities’ we encounter, and 
that communities of scholarship such as ours offer us opportunities to do so.  
 
Introduction 
 
Over the last number of years I have been focusing on the expansion of intellectual property discourses and 
practices among those who involve themselves in Irish traditional culture. In particular, my theoretical 
focus has turned to the analysis of expansionary social dynamics that involve the accelerative 
commodification of everyday life. 
 
In this paper I will address some of the ways in which my attempts to use resource management models of 
common property theory left me unable to explain many of the aspects of the social situations and social 
dynamics that I encountered. I will also explain how it is that I have turned from models of “the commons” 
to a model of “enclosure” in a bid to come to less partial and more adequate analyses of expansion and 
commodification, and to more reflective and reflexive understandings of  whatever “the commons” is taken 
to mean. A brief overview of a new theory of commodification will be presented, and through this it will be 
argued that many of the social situations that we characterize as environments of common property may 
also be characterized as environments of enclosure, thus providing us with far greater explanatory power 
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than the limiting models of resource management. It will further be suggested that our emphasis on 
common property and the commons is seriously misleading, and that we would be better served focusing 
on the relational implications of enclosure (without the commons).  
 
Greater Awareness/”Participation” Analysis: Towards an Anthropology of the Present in Commons 
Theory 
 
I find the concept of discourse a helpful tool with which to explore aspects of commons theory, understood 
not as a coherent body of theoretical consensus, but as a field of inquiry. In simplistic terms, my approach 
to discursive analysis involves asking the following questions: 
 

• What do people, including myself, say about what happens? 
• What actually happens? 
• How can we minimize the discrepancies between what we say happens and what actually 

happens, and thereby come to less partial renderings of our experience? 
 
One of the most common ways of speaking about experience in ways that are grossly misrepresentative is 
to engage in what I have come to understand as “semantic closure”, that is, the assumption of exact 
equivalence, exact correspondence, between what we say about what happens and what actually happens 
(listed above as one of the characteristics of highly commodifying environments). This is a frequent and 
often unacknowledged feature of rhetoric within many orthodox academic discourses. From other analytic 
perspectives this may be critiqued as the facilitation of strategies of reification and/or naturalization. 
Through such rhetorical techniques it is often easy to become implicated in the unproblematized assertion 
or declaration of existential “givens”. I would argue that such assertions engage us in structural arrogance, 
whereby the “givens” that we “encounter” are acknowledged by us as independent of ourselves, while 
others who may not acknowledge them have merely to recognize the existence of that which is “given” in 
order to arrive at a “correct” comprehension of the truth of objective experience. To engage in semantic 
closure, then, is also to implicitly engage in an often subtle and understated politics of prescription that 
works in such a way as to close down meaning and diminish the transformative potential of our 
understandings of agency. Many might argue that semantic closure is a key aspect of ideology. It will be 
suggested that many of the dominant approaches to resource management, property, and, in particular, 
common property, allow us to engage in such “semantic closure” in ways which limit our analyses, 
systematically structuring occlusions and blindnesses within our work. 
 
French theorists Michel Foucault and Jacques Derrida have shown that what we don’t say in discourse is 
often as important or even more important than what we do say. Our discourses are often structured by 
occlusions and blindnesses, which are then both symptomatic of and constitutive of our understandings of 
power, knowledge, meaning, and relationship.  
 
In my own terms, I like to think of analysis as a process of asking “what is actually going on?”, and I tend 
to consider this question with the aid of a tripartheid structure of descriptive, explanatory, and participatory 
or “participation” analysis. Descriptive analysis tends to be privileged by those who adopt positivistic and 
empiricist approaches, and often involves audio-ocularcentrism, that is, a privileging of sight and sound as 
the primary means of accessing reality. Explanatory analysis, that explores the whys and hows of the 
situation described, tends to be limiting in explanatory power the more it, too, allows us to privilege 
observation as a dominant methodology. Description is often offered as explanation but is hardly adequate. 
Where explanatory models, as I understand them, become more interesting is when we can incorporate 
psychological insight into social structure and political theory analysis in ways that disclose some of the 
“less visible” aspects of social dynamics and social interaction. What is often left out, even in some of the 
more humanistic explanatory models, however, is the issue of what I understand as “participatory analysis” 
- how am I myself participating in this situation and what are the relational implications of my participation 
for the theoretical model which I myself deploy? It might be more helpful for you to think of this as 
“participation analysis”, given the history of the phrase “participatory analysis” in environmental studies 
and common property studies, referring to the involvement of communities in the analytic process. That’s 
not what I am referring to here. How we ourselves participate in the situations we encounter is, of course, a 
major concern for those who engage in the ethnographic traditions of anthropological research, and is a 
concern that has arisen within common property theory. As Pauline E. Peters, for example, has written, 
“Unless we demonstrate greater caution with analytical models that are products, as they all are, of 
particular histories, we are in danger not only of solving but also of producing tragedies and dilemmas in 
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the commons and elsewhere” (in McCay and Acheson, eds. 1987:193). This is consistent with what 
Richard Fox (1991) has referred to as an “anthropology of the present”. Shore and Wright outline the 
character of such an anthropology: 

 
“The task for an anthropology of the present ... is to unsettle and dislodge the certainties and 
orthodoxies that govern the present. This is not simply a question of ‘exoticising the familiar’. 
Rather, it involves detaching and repositioning oneself sufficiently far enough from the norms and 
categories of thought that give security and meaning to the moral universe of one’s society in order 
to interrogate the supposed natural or axiomatic ‘order of things’” (1997:17). 

 
We also need to be aware of Foucault’s caution that our scholarly practices may well be systematically 
forming the object of which we speak (through discourses, that is, the way in which we render our 
experience in and through what we say). Just because we say that “the commons” is there, doesn’t 
necessary mean that it is. To assume that this is necessarily so is often to engage in the quietly arrogant 
particularisms of semantic closure, in and through processes and practices of reification and naturalization 
that can leave us trapped within what I have come to understand as “discursive feedback loops”. It is 
important to understand that the theoretical constructs of the commons and of common property, are very 
much that, constructs, rather than universal truths that simply await recognition. To follow Judith Butler 
(1997:4), we cannot presume a commons with an internally dynamic system if the social or theoretical 
formation of the commons remains to be explained. 
 
Discourses of the Commons 
 
It is sometimes proposed, as in the conference announcement, that theoretical models in the field of 
common property studies can provide new insights into the structures, processes, and functions of 
commons arrangements, and that further use of analytical and theoretical tools to study “the commons” 
forms an important stage in the evolution of work on the commons. I would suggest that we become more 
aware of the dominant metaphors and architectures of discourses of “the commons”, both as popular 
discourses and as discourses of common property studies. There are clear differences. In popular 
discourses, for example, people tend to equate commons regimes with open access property, while in 
common property studies there tends to be a distinction drawn between open access arrangements and the 
social institutions of common property which now tend to be analytically assessed within CPR theory in 
terms of access to, control, allocation, and ownership of resources. Importantly, though, there is a general 
dominance of resource management models of the commons in both sectors, along with underlying 
conceptual architectures of property and propertization. Despite differences between and among various 
discourses of “the Commons,” the consistency of discursive architectures almost invariably leads to the 
equation of “the commons” and “common property” as synonyms, despite frequent claims to the contrary. 
It is my position that this dominant synonymity implicates many of us in the field of common property 
studies in the discursive inadequacies of resource management theory, which I discuss below. 
 
Theoretically Negotiating the Commons 
 
The theoretical structure of my doctoral dissertation (http://www.beyondthecommons.com) arose in and 
through an examination of the expansion of the Irish Music Rights Organisation during the period 1995-
2000. In the space of five years the organization went from being one of the most hated in Ireland to being 
one of the most accepted, with full government support and full legal sanction for their monopoly 
operations. I was interested in how this public relations miracle had been achieved. 
 
This was not, however, how I had started my research. I wanted to describe the life, the social and ethical 
codes of what might be considered the amateur and commercial practices of “Irish traditional music”, in 
Ireland and abroad. This was also something of a professional interest. From 1995-1997 I worked part-time 
as a freelance journalist and music critic specialising in Irish traditional music. I set about gathering 
information from descriptive sources on intellectual property, copyright, and performing rights. To this 
end, I undertook research in university and specialist libraries in Galway, Limerick, and Oxford. I believed 
that a clear understanding of both the social dynamics of “Irish traditional music” and of the legislative 
intricacies of copyright, would allow me to better understand the ways in which the concepts and practices 
of copyright conflicted with “traditional” practices. It seemed clear that they did. 
 
In 1997 I officially embarked upon doctoral study at the University of Limerick. The thesis was to be 
entitled: “Redefining Tradition: An Analysis of Copyright in the Context of Irish Traditional Music”. I 
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sought to assert the otherness of “Irish traditional music” by redefining the central concept of “tradition” in 
opposition to the conceptual frameworks of copyright. I argued that “traditional culture, and traditional 
music and song in particular”1 comes into conflict with the conceptual frameworks of copyright in two 
fundamental ways.  
 

• First, what I understood as an emphasis on process and variation in the communal dissemination 
of repertoire seemed to be in direct opposition to the “narrowly-defined, text-based concept of 
the “literary or artistic work”, which has at its core particular philosophical premises relating to 
authorship, creativity, originality, individualism, and intellectual property”.  

  
• Second, I thought that the key to understanding “Irish traditional music” was the concept of 

“community economy”. The “tradition”, I was ready to argue, constituted “a system of non-
reciprocal sharing which privileges participation, the “doing of the doing”, and generosity of 
distribution, none of which conform readily to the concepts of Market Economy, private 
property, commodification, and copyright”.  

 
A binary opposition was thus established between “Irish traditional music” and “copyright”. Nevertheless, 
I also exhibited trust in the legal system, stating that “It is hoped that the proposed research will help to 
effect change in current Irish copyright legislation and assist in the development of an adequate and 
sympathetic legal system for traditional Irish music”. Thus, I imagined, “this thesis will propose solutions 
to the problems outlined, in order to achieve optimum compatibility between musical practice and the legal 
system in Irish traditional music”. 
 
The clearest statement of my approach at this time can be found in an article published in the journal 
Ethnomusicology, entitled “All That is Not Given is Lost”2 (McCann 2001). This piece was originally 
presented as a paper at the annual conference of the Society for Ethnomusicology, in Bloomington, 
Indiana, in 1998. By this time the binary opposition was more pronounced. On one side, I sought “to 
clarify the nature of the social relationships that are inextricably bound up with Irish traditional musical 
practice” (89). For this purpose I used the concept of the “musical commons”. I surmised that the social 
contexts of ‘Irish traditional music’ are “based on the idea of gift, which supports what could be seen as a 
characteristically non-commodified common property resource” (95). This “commons” of “gift”3 was 
presented as “inherently non-commodified” and “deeply embedded in cultural practice” (97). I was 
influenced in this move by the research area of common property studies.4 On the other side, in direct 
opposition, I placed the Irish Music Rights Organisation (IMRO), and the commodifying constraints of 
copyright. Having established that the practices of “Irish traditional music” constituted a commons of gift, 
I argued for the usefulness of the concept of enclosure: “It would not be too difficult to then see the 
commodifying processes of neo-classical economics, commercialism in music, and of the conceptually-
bound and conceptually-driven agency of the Irish Music Rights Organisation as an example of enclosure 
in a musical context” (95). In this line of thinking, it was only through an analysis of the commons that an 
understanding of enclosure could emerge. Despite this simplistic polarisation, however, I nonetheless 
invoked protectionism within a sponsorial approach, that is, an approach whereby I assert the right to 
include a musical tradition, genre, or practice within the rubrics of copyright legislation and seek to find 
ways to justify that inclusion. Simplistically characterised as “It may not be obvious that we belong to the 
copyright club, but we do, and I’m going to prove it.” 
 
In this way, I wrote of “the need to develop a sui generis system of protection for traditional culture and 
traditional musical expression, one that grows from the nature of traditional systems as they are, rather than 
one imposed on them as the way they should be” (90). I concluded the article with a sponsorial flourish: 

                                                           
1 The following extracts are taken from an early research proposal for submission to the University of Limerick in 1997. 
2 The title of this article was taken from a proverb cited at the beginning of the film City of Joy. The film was directed by 
Roland Joffé (1992) and starred Patrick Swayze, Pauline Collins, and Om Puri. It was based on a novel of the same name by 
Dominique Lapierre. 
3 This emphasis on ‘gift’ led me to consider the works of Titmuss (1972), Mauss (1974), Gregory (1982), Hyde (1983), Frow 
(1997), and Schrift, ed. (1997). 
4 I came across this field thanks to the associative functions of the internet. I had encountered someone who spoke about 
“Irish traditional music” as “common property” in the context of copyright disputes with the Irish Music Rights 
Organisation. I then entered the term “common property” into a search engine. The results of this search led me to the 
website of the International Association for the Study of Common Property (IASCP). Intrigued by the possibilities and 
connections that might arise in relation to my own study of the ‘commons’, I attended the 1998 biennial conference of the 
IASCP in Vancouver. There I met many people who have continued to be very helpful and encouraging in my research. 
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“It is crucial that the legal system, informed by consultative scholarship, recognizes the wealth, the 
breadth, and, most importantly, the social nature of traditional musics and transmission, and that it 
invites a fair, accurate, and proportioned representation of the music and its cultural context. ... The 
challenge is to find ways to support traditional practices, by legal means, in education, and in 
community action” (98). 
 

In the period following the conference presentation of “All That is Not Given is Lost”, the emphasis of my 
research gradually shifted from a sponsorial to a revisionist approach, that is, an approach whereby I 
sought to redefine the relationship between music and intellectual property by asserting the absolute 
otherness of a musical tradition, genre, or practice, in opposition to current intellectual property regimes. 
Simplistically: “Copyright’s way of thinking is alien to us. It has nothing to do with us. We will never 
recognise it. Give us a chance and we’ll bring it down”, or, alternatively: “We wouldn’t belong to any club 
that would have us as a member.” The binary dichotomies remained, but the focus drifted almost entirely 
towards analysing the social contexts of “Irish traditional music” insofar as they constituted a “commons”.5 
For the following two years I undertook a period of intensive fieldwork, including interviews, participant-
observation, and theoretical investigation, in a bid to isolate the features of the “musical commons”. An 
analysis of these features would show, I surmised, that the underlying principles of “Irish traditional 
music” are anathema to the underlying principles of copyright and performing rights. To this end, I 
approached “traditional music” as a “resource” threatened by the encroachment of copyright. Following 
examples from common property studies, I used categories of subtractability and non-excludability to 
characterise the features of the “commons” I had identified, and paddled in the pool of public goods 
analysis (e.g., Berge 1994; Baden 1998). 
 
At this time, however, I encountered a critique of common property theory offered by Steins (1999), which 
deconstructs the dominant post-positivist or critical realist approaches of common pool resource (CPR) 
theory. Steins argues that present theoretical notions in CPR theory are often based on oversimplified 
representations of the internal characteristics of use and management of common-pool resources. She also 
makes the claim that variables linking collective action and the wider world tend to be absent. CPR theory, 
she argues, tends to focus on the internal dynamics of collective resource management only, thereby 
lacking in the explanatory power required for more complex problems. Another criticism is that, within 
CPR theory, collective action is primarily regarded as strategic behaviour aimed at the maximisation of 
utility (Steins 1999:17). In particular, Steins argued that “the development and use of prescriptive design 
principles inevitably results in the establishment of normative criteria for measuring outcomes, taking 
attention away from the users’ construction and perception of CPR management and the process through 
which collective action evolves” (1999:19). Prakash makes similar criticisms:  

 
“For the most part the conceptual analysis of the commons (also described as common property 
resources, common pool resources and CPRs) has concentrated on the universal principles, 
conditions or rules that characterise successful regimes and institutions …. In the process the 
analysis has largely circumvented the implications of internal differentiation or asymmetry including 
the plurality of beliefs, norms and interests involved in interactions between resource users, the 
effects of complex variations in culture and society, as well as wider aspects of social, political and 
economic conflict relating to the commons” (1998:168). 
 

Continued application of resource and goods analysis, then, would seem to simply reinforce the 
objectifying processes I felt I was trying to counter. This articulated certain frustrations I had already been 
feeling with regard to the various methodologies into which I had been attempting to squeeze my research, 
and echoed a critique that had been levelled against my work during an informal conversation by a helpful 

                                                           
5 The shift, as I say, was gradual. At a Society for Applied Anthropology conference in Tucson, Arizona, in April 1999, I 
argued for what I thought was a “total reorientation of our approach to the intellectual property debate. We are no longing 
speaking about just songs, but singing, not just stories, narration, not just knowledge as ideas or facts, but the act of 
transmitting that knowledge from one person to another”. Although the conclusion was the same as that used at the SEM 
conference, the paper at times hinted at a creeping revisionism. Folkorist Lauri Honko, for example, was cited as saying that 
“Copyright as such cannot be applied to folk traditions”. The protectionism of the sponsorial approach was eschewed in 
favour of equally protectionist demands from a revisionist perspective: “Communities should have the right, where they so 
choose, to engage in traditional practices of a non-commercial type without the encroachment of commercializing external 
forces, such as intellectual property application, well-meaning non-governmental organisations, or government sponsored 
tourism”. This was protection that could not be afforded by the legislative intricacies of copyright. This paper was an 
adaptation of the 1998 SEM paper (McCann 1999). 
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colleague, Martin Stokes. The foundational assumptions of methodological individualism, self-interested 
rationality, rule-guided behaviour, and maximizing strategies seemed to support many of the foundational 
economic assumptions underlying understandings of copyright. The assumptions embedded in copyright 
discourses clearly supported a resource-centred approach to the “commons”, rather than the people-centred 
approach that I sought in my own research. Awareness of this led me to reconsider and question the 
relevancy of a focus on a “musical commons”. A broader perspective was required if the research was to 
embrace a primary focus on people and the dynamic character of social relationships. I still believed, 
however, that the social practices that I encountered were inherently and essentially incompatible with the 
logic of copyright, or the practices of the Irish Music Rights Organisation, insofar as they constituted a 
“commons”.6  
 
It first appeared that an understanding of “traditional transmission” would provide the key to the central 
features of the commons of the Irish “tradition”. By March, 2000, I had begun to analyse “traditional 
transmission” as a “cultural commons”.7 This term was used in order to deflect attention away from an 
earlier focus on “music”, and to suggest that the primary feature of the commons under consideration was 
that it constituted an autonomous cultural system: 

 
“Traditional transmission ... constitutes a commons in the sense that this is the system of a 
community which is under threat of enclosure, not so much physical enclosure, but the enclosure of 
one way of being, doing, and acting by another ... By viewing traditional transmission as a cultural 
commons we highlight the need for protection, we can identify what it is that needs protecting, and 
hopefully we can do something to counteract the impending crisis.” 
 

To reiterate, I regarded traditional transmission as a commons because of the perceived threat of enclosure. 
Thinking of the commons in this way is quite typical: “It is arguably only in reaction to invasion, 
dispossession or other threats to accustomed security of access that the concept of common rights emerges” 
(Goldsmith et al. 1992:126). And if enclosure of the commons was the problem, then the solution seemed 
to be the achievement of protection for the commons.8
 
However, my focus on the “commons” itself, like my focus on the resources of the commons before, was 
becoming increasingly frustrating. The tendency for my focus on a “commons” to guide me towards 
simplistic, static, and essentializing binary analyses was in stark contrast to the dynamic, fluid, and 
relational approach that I felt I needed to account for the infinite complexities of human relationships in 
social interaction and the relational implications of the expansionary dynamics of copyright. The key 
elements, it seemed to me, were the centrality of people, personalities, and the character of relationships. 
Sociohistorical and analytic literature on “music and copyright”, while informative and thought-provoking, 
did not appear to offer much assistance for research that was increasingly moving towards a focus on more 
general, underlying anthropological, sociological, and, indeed, political concerns of agency, meaning, and 
power, operative in every context, and not just in those assumed to relate to whatever might be understood 
as “music” or “musical production”.  
 
Theoretically, it seemed, I had backed myself into a corner. I had been trying hard to essentialize the 
commons, first through the identification of resources, and, second, through the identification of a system 
of resource management. In the process, I had ignored two things. First, that the “commons” was only 
really a commons insofar as I had defined it in relation to enclosure. The emphasis, then, should not be on 
the commons but on the notion of enclosure. Second, I didn’t really know what enclosure was. 
 
I would focus on the process and practices of enclosure, and leave aside the concept of the commons 
entirely. It was a heart-felt case of “back to the drawing board” in order to find a way through the 

                                                           
6 This presented me with something of a problem, for at that time I was still a member of IMRO in my capacity as a singer-
songwriter. The strict binary opposition I established presented me with very particular personal tensions. 
7 I made a presentation entitled, “Traditional Transmission as Cultural Commons: The Conflicts and Crisis of 
Commodification”, at the conference of the International Association for the Study of Common Property (IASCP) in 
Bloomington, Indiana, on March 27, 2000. The presentation itself varied greatly from the paper that had been submitted in 
advance (McCann 2000a). Nevertheless, the text of the paper gives some indication of the general positions I held at this 
time. See also McCann (2000).  
8 I was greatly encouraged in this line of thinking by Whose Common Future?, a special edition of Ecologist Magazine 
(Goldsmith et al. 1992). This provided a useful, diverse, and accesssible introductory survey of the dynamics of common 
property and enclosure. This publication was important in the early development of my research, greatly increasing my 
political awareness in regard to the issues. 
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paradoxes and puzzles of copyright. My Ph.D. dissertation, then, provides a theoretical analysis of the 
expansion of the Irish Music Rights Organisation during the period 1995-2000 as an example of the 
process and practices of enclosure without the commons. It is available on the internet at 
http://www.beyondthecommons.com 
 
A developed theoretical perspective on enclosure did not exist. I did not, then, undertake analysis of the 
expansion of the Irish Music Rights Organisation with any particular, coherent theoretical framework. 
Nonetheless, certain principles guided my quest for an alternative set of assumptions.  
 
Perhaps first among these is the belief that people’s experience takes priority over abstraction. I believe 
that one of the true sadnesses in this world is that putting people first is regarded as a radical political 
move.  
 A second principle, related to the first, is a belief that uncertainty lies at the heart of our experience 
of the world. I have often seen that a refusal to acknowledge or accept uncertainty leads to people and 
personal relationships being subordinated to abstraction.  
 A third guiding principle is that we are all active participants in our experience of meaning and 
power, whether we realise it or not.  
 The fourth principle is related to the other three, that nothing has to be the way it is, that nothing is 
necessary, that nothing is fixed (though many things are experienced as stable and structured). This last 
principle is a principle of hope:   
 

Hope is the acknowledgement of more openness in a situation than the situation easily reveals; 
openness above all to possibilities for human attachments, expressions, and assertions. The hopeful 
person does not merely envisage this possibility as a wish; the hopeful person acts upon it now by 
loosening and refusing the hold that taken-for-granted realities and routines have over imagination 
(Simon 1992:3). 

 
Building on these principles, I allowed a theory of enclosure to emerge in the course of the research, one 
that I felt adequate for the analysis of the expansion of IMRO. The methodology of emergence employed 
throughout this thesis is, therefore, broadly sympathetic with the qualitative research method of grounded 
theory. This method was first presented by Barney Glaser and Anselm Strauss in The Discovery of 
Grounded Theory (1967).9 The primary characteristic of a grounded theory approach is that the research 
proceeds inductively, that is, “the intent of a grounded theory is to generate or discover a theory, an 
abstract analytical schema of a phenomenon, that relates to a particular situation” (Creswell 1998:55-56). A 
grounded theory approach does not test an a priori hypothesis, but “grounds” an emergent theory in 
empirical analysis: “One does not begin with a theory, then prove it. Rather, one begins with an area of 
study and what is relevant to that area is allowed to emerge” (Strauss and Corbin 1990:23). 
 
The Process and Practices of Enclosure Without the Commons  
 
The basic meaning of the verb “to enclose” is “to surround on all sides and confine in a limited area”. 
Hence, it may be associated with the verbal synonyms “cage”, “fence”, “wall”, or “frame”. As a noun, 
“enclosure” allows for synonyms such as “perimeter”, “frame”, “claim”, “territory”, “defences”, “trap”, 
“cell”, “box”, “cage”, or “prison”. This is to take a very literal approach to the term “enclosure”. It is 
perhaps more useful for our purposes to turn to usages which open up wider connotations of a social and 
political nature. Although the term “enclosure” is “an arena for the criss-crossing of disputed and 
competing values and orientations” (Siemon 1994:23), we can generally differentiate two ways in which 
the term has been used. We can perhaps broadly refer to these usages as the “first enclosure movement” 
and the “second enclosure movement”.10  
 
In simple terms, we can safely say that study of the “first enclosure movement” concerns land, property, 
and the commons (see Thirsk 1958; Mingay 1968; Yelling 1977; M. Turner 1984; Allen 1992). 
“Enclosure”, in this sense,  refers primarily to a series of changes to the English landscape from the 15th to 

                                                           
9 Since Glaser and Strauss’ initial publication, followers of grounded theory have split into ‘Glaserian’ and ‘Straussian’ 
camps. Glaser’s work remains grounded in a positivist approach that considers the research process to be value-free, while 
Strauss acknowledges the active involvement of the researcher as a participant in the research process. The approach of this 
thesis is more sympathetic to the Straussian approach which “allows for the potential of existing theory, non-academic 
publications, and personal and professional experiences to help researchers gain insight into the data” (Steins 1999:75). 
10 I take this bipartheid structural approach from Boyle (2001). 
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the 19th century. It entailed the changing of agricultural practices from communally administered 
landholdings, usually in fields without physically defined territorial boundaries, to agricultural holdings 
which were non-communal. Common lands were “enclosed” by man-made boundaries that separated one 
farm from another. Slater identifies three generic features of “enclosure” in this regard: 
 

(1) the laying together of scattered properties and consequent abolition of intermixture of properties 
and holdings; (2) the abolition of common rights; (3) the hedging and ditching of the separate 
properties. The third process is the actual “enclosing” which gives its name to a series of processes 
which it completes (1907:85).11

 
For many people, this “enclosure” is undoubtedly negative. William Carroll (1994) has noted that during 
the Tudor-Stuart period (1485-1714) the term “enclosure” is unstable, to the point where it is used as “an 
all-purpose signifier for virtually every negative socioagricultural development” (1994:36). Those who 
oppose the encroachment of enclosure as a negative almost invariably move in defence of “the commons”, 
or “common rights” as positives. This can primarily be characterised as a relationship-centred approach to 
the commons, whereby the commons is understood in terms of a particular character of social relations that 
are constituted, at least in part, by an ethic of interdependence and cooperation (see E. P. Thompson 1968, 
1993; Neeson 1993). 
 
There are others, however, for whom the “first enclosure movement” carries positive connotations. Allen 
notes that “Few ideas have commanded as much assent amongst historians as the claim that enclosures and 
large farms were responsible for the growth in productivity” (1992:2). Thirsk, for example, defines 
enclosure as “a method of increasing the productivity or profitability of land. This definition would apply 
accurately to all forms of enclosure” (Thirsk 1958:4). In a more recent commentary, Boyle agrees: “The 
big point about the enclosure movement was that it worked; this innovation in property systems allowed an 
unparalleled expansion of productive possibilities” (2001:3). Apologists of enclosure almost invariably 
criticise “the commons”, “common rights” or “common property” as negatives. This can be characterized 
as a resource-centred approach to the commons. The term “commons”, in this sense, refers to resources 
which are “held in common” or managed in such a way as to allow unproductive common access. As this 
approach is resource-centred, the privileged criterion is often the maximization of utility, such that 
“[Enclosers] deplored the insubordination of commoners, the unimprovability of their pastures, and the 
brake on production represented by shared property” (Neeson 1993:7). 
 
Study of the “second enclosure movement”, simplistically characterized, concerns resources, intellectual 
property, and the commons (see Lange 1981; Goldsmith et al. 1992; Brush 1996; Gudeman 1996; Shiva et 
al. 1997; Frow 1997; C. May 2000; Boyle 2001). The term “enclosure”, in this second general sense, refers 
to more recent developments concerning the expansion of intellectual property rights into more and more 
domains of life, and, in particular, the appropriation of genetic resources and scientific or indigenous 
knowledge by opportunistic researchers. This new understanding of the term “enclosure” speaks to major 
ethical issues that have arisen in the last twenty or thirty years, as advances in scientific research and 
development have ushered in a situation where “more and more, the traditional lifestyles, knowledge, and 
biogenetic resources of indigenous, traditional, and local peoples have been deemed by governments, 
corporations, and others to be of some commercial value, and, therefore, to be property that can be bought 
and sold” (Posey and Dutfield 1996:1).  
 
Parallels with the “first enclosure movement” are typically emphasised by critics of this contemporary 
“enclosure”.12 In addition, just as the “first enclosure movement” is predominantly understood in its 
relation to the phenomenon of the “commons”, so too, in a sense, is the “second enclosure movement”. It is 
somewhat ironic, however, that critical responses to the impact of the enclosure of intellectual property 
expansion is often framed in terms of protection of a resource-centred commons, despite intentions to 
implement “alternative, people-centred conservation models” (Posey and Dutfield 1996:3). This is perhaps 
most clearly illustrated by the anti-enclosure efforts of the Global Coalition for Bio-Cultural Diversity, 
which links indigenous peoples, scientific organizations, and environmental groups in a common cause. 
Although the Global Coalition’s working group is loath to use the term “property”, nonetheless the group’s 

                                                           
11 This is cited in Yelling (1977:5). 
12 This is reflected in book titles such as The Enclosure and Recovery of the Commons: Biodiversity, Indigenous Knowledge 
and Intellectual Property Rights (Shiva et al. 1997), or A Global Political Economy of Intellectual Property Rights: the new 
enclosures? (C. May 2000). 
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title reflects a general resource-centred bias, calling itself the Working Group for Traditional Resource 
Rights: 

 
“resource” is used in its broadest sense to mean all knowledge and technology, esthetic and spiritual 
qualities, tangible and intangible sources that, together, are deemed by local communities to be 
necessary to ensure healthy and fulfilling lifestyles for present and future generations (Posey and 
Dutfield 1996:3). 
 

The “second enclosure movement” is primarily understood to refer, then, to enclosure of common 
resources. 
 
Whether referring to the “land, property, and the commons”, or “resources, intellectual property, and the 
commons”, understandings of the term “enclosure” can most often be characterized, therefore, by the 
configuration “enclosure of”, and then most often within the binary of “enclosure of the commons”. The 
relationship between “enclosure” and the “commons” is, then, often unquestioningly presented as a 
dichotomous one. If nothing else, this is an invitation to take sides. Depending on which side you take, the 
term ‘enclosure’ can have either negative or positive connotations. For some, enclosure is undoubtedly a 
synonym for increased productivity or profitability (Thirsk 1958:4), for others enclosure refers starkly to 
“expropriation, exclusion, denial and dispossession” (Goldsmith et al. 1992:131).  
 
However, if we stay within this binary logic we can only ever understand “enclosure” in relation to a 
“commons” and only ever understand a “commons” in relation to “enclosure”. This leaves us bound by 
what rhetorician Kenneth Burke calls contextual or dialectical definition. In this formulation, something is 
defined in terms of something else, that which is not itself. As Burke notes, this is at the heart of the very 
idea of definition (1969:24). There is a clear temptation to reduce “the commons” first to a spatial entity-
of-sorts, and, second, to a set of features that are understood to express its essence, but only insofar as it 
stands in contrast to enclosure, for “It is arguably only in reaction to invasion, dispossession or other 
threats to accustomed security of access that the concept of common rights emerges” (Goldsmith et al. 
1992:126).13  
 
The Victimization of the Commons: The Commons Dilemma and the Dynamics of Enclosure 
 
It is also likely, as Derrida and others have noted, that within such a binary framework a power differential 
of superiority/inferiority will be established. This has, indeed, been the case with regard to discourses of 
enclosure and the commons. In many ways “the commons” has been characterized as the victim of 
enclosure. I would suggest we pursue this line of thinking with regard to the common deployment of the 
concept of “the commons dilemma”, through comparative analysis of feminist writings that critique notions 
of natural fragility, passivity, and inferiority within the context of imperialist and colonial discourses. We 
would, I think, do well to take note of some of these critiques when deploying the concept of the commons 
within a binary architecture. 
 
In my research I try to break away from the binary structures implicated in the study of “enclosure of,” 
which might well foster and facilitate these victimization paradigms, in order to come to a better 
understanding of enclosure itself - “enclosure without the commons”. Enclosure, I suggest, can be 
understood as a social process that is not helpfully identified with specific historical periods or associated 
solely with identifiable “movements”. Enclosure might be better understood, not as one side of a binary 
opposition, but, rather, as a character or mode of power relations. There would not, then, be any a priori 
assessment of enclosure as positive or negative, with associated tendencies to judgment and blame. Rather, 
in a Foucauldian move, the focus would be on enclosure as a particular mode or character of the exercise of 
power. In the course of my research I have become more inclined to view enclosure as a single process, or, 
rather, a characteristic modality of power, with undoubtedly infinite manifestations in social interaction. 
Any such analysis of enclosure as a characteristic set of power relations is faced with the challenge of 
achieving what Yelling refers to as “an appropriate set of generalisations”, the derivation of which “is the 
crux of the matter, and it is on the solution of this problem that any general work on enclosure must 
depend” (1977:4). The aim of my research, then, has been, in my dissertation of 2002 and since, both to 
identify the features of enclosure as a process, primarily through an examination of the expansion of the 
Irish Music Rights Organisation, and also to move towards an assessment of the effects or relational 
implications of enclosure for negotiations of social interaction. At this point in my research, two years on 
                                                           
13 The power of contextual or dialectical definition is explored in Occidentalism: Images of the West (Carrier, ed. 1995). 
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from the dissertation, I believe I have to begun develop an appropriate set of generalisations about 
enclosure. In the space I have here I will be unable to give any comprehensive overview of this work,  but I 
invite you to consider at least what I present here in terms of possible relevancy to the field of common 
property studies. 

  
Enclosure Without the Commons 
 
To avoid the theoretical and political difficulties implied by the use of the concepts of “the commons” or 
“common property” as a priori analytic categories within resource management models, I have in my own 
work instead turned towards the concept of “enclosure”. Importantly, enclosure can be understood as a key 
binary referent in the development of the concepts of “the commons” or “common property”. Nonetheless, 
enclosure is a surprisingly underdeveloped notion, being for the most part equated with privatization or 
commodification. There are few if any theoretical models of enclosure which explain either the 
expansionary character or the salient characteristic features of the process and practices of enclosure. In my 
research I have sought to define, identify, and analyse “enclosure” without taking recourse to the 
oppositional concept of “the commons.”  
 
Enclosure and Commodification 
 
In short, for me the concept of enclosure refers to an expansionary social dynamic symptomatic of and 
constitutive of accelerative commodification of everyday life. It is important, then, to clarify what I mean 
when I speak of “commodification”. Commodification (also commoditization) is a popular word among 
mainly left-wing thinkers, due to Karl Marx’s enthusiasm for the term “commodity” as part of his anti-
capitalist arsenal in Das Capital. It surprised me recently that the term “commodification” itself has only 
become a presence in the academic lexicons since the mid-1970s. It is interesting that people who write 
about the process of commodification concerns themselves almost exclusively with attempts to quantify or 
define the qualities of “commodities” (e.g. Appadurai et al. 1986). This seems to me a somewhat 
counterproductive strategy. To focus on commodities-as-things, to focus on access to, and the exchange, 
movement, allocation, control, and ownership of commodities in these discussions is ironically to adopt a 
peculiarly commodifying approach. I would further suggest that to consider commodification as primarily 
or solely an economic issue is further to diminish its usefulness as a concept in the analysis of areas such as 
research by making commodification in research contexts invisible. I don’t accept that commodification is 
a primarily or peculiarly economic process, or that it overly concerns the abstract exchange and movement 
of commodities. 
 
I will briefly mention that my understanding of commodification draws upon the work of Karl Marx, 
Georg Lukács, Georg Simmel, and Max Weber. From the work of these theorists I draw the following 
insights: 
 

• It is often the case that we think things are more important than people. 
• It is often the case that we naturalize or reify these things so that there are assumed to maintain 

an existence independent of ourselves. Thanks to the rhetorical strategies of semantic closure we 
often assume this to be “the way things are”. 

• On account of this assumption, it is often the case that these naturalized, reified things become 
very important, highly directive, even coercive, in our experience. 

• Importantly, however, the semantic closure (assumed exact equivalence between what we say 
and what is, to be discussed briefly later) that leads us to assume that these things are natural, and 
often therefore inevitable and necessary, is itself merely a rhetorical, discursive strategy. One 
way to bypass the semantic closure is to take it that such naturalization, reification, closure, and, 
often, coercion, are symptomatic and constitutive of a particular character of social relationship.  

 
The Effects of Commodification 
 
In my own terms, commodification arises from a particular character of social relationship, one dominated 
by a general expectation that uncertainty can be eliminated. This character of relationship, in turn, is 
understood to arise from the cumulative effect of particular people’s dispositions, in which that same 
expectation is dominant. It is to be remembered that the elimination of uncertainty tends to only ever be a 
discursive truthclaim, a rhetorical assertion that uncertainty has been eliminated. It is suggested that the 
more our dispositions tend towards the elimination of uncertainty, the more we are likely to engage in 
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power strategies of ‘closure’ and ‘separation’ in the way that we make sense of our experience. Closure is 
here understood as the discursive elimination of variables, and separation as the discursive establishment of 
difference as separateness. The conjunction of closure and separation as dominant power strategies is what 
I understand as the process of commodification. 
 
We close ‘things’ off, ring ‘things’ round, identify, isolate, eliminate variables, and thereby separate, 
distance, things from other things, people-as-things from other people-as-things, separate ourselves from 
acknowledgement of many of the realities of our own experience. Think, for example, of the way that 
thinking, speaking, and acting in military terms (e.g “collateral damage”) can keep actual effects on people 
in social situations out of the picture. Commodification allows us to not look too closely at “what is 
actually going on”. By focusing on “things” we can distance ourselves from ethical concerns, distance 
ourselves from the subtle and complex (power) effects involved in what happens, and keep ourselves from 
thinking about the character of our own attitude towards others and towards our experience. 
Commodification tends to be, then, inconsistent with what I understand as participatory analysis. As long 
as commodification dominates our experience, we are unlikely to personally, ethically challenge ourselves, 
nor personally, ethically challenge the negative effects of the dominant authoritative voices wherever we 
are.  
 
“Commodifying Environments” 
 
So, commodification, for me, is not considered merely in economic terms of commodities and commodity 
transaction but rather as the dominant deployment of strategies of closure and separation in the ways that 
we make sense of our experience, strategies which are symptomatic of and constitutive of accelerative 
enclosure. It seems helpful to suggest that there might be degrees of commodification, depending on the 
circumstances. For example, the more formal, rigid, or rule-bound the situation in which you find yourself, 
the more commodifying the environment. Or, the more unquestioned and unchallengeable authorities, 
roles, positions, icons, or symbols in your experience, the more commodifying may be your environment. I 
say “commodifying” instead of “commodified” to underline that commodification as I understand it is a 
process in which we engage and participate. To speak of a commodifying environment, then, is to speak of 
particular situations in which the predominant ways we make sense of things are in terms of closures and 
separations; often voiced in terms of atomised things, abstract entities, isolated individuals, or bounded 
communities. To reference Karl Marx, in commodification social relations between people come to 
assume, it would seem, “the fantastic form of a relation between things” (in Kamenka, ed. 1983:446-447). 
That is, the relatedness that we experience as humans-among-humans comes to be understood as 
separateness. 
 
Characteristics of Environments of Enclosure 
 
In this section I outline, in very brief summary form, what I have found to be the characteristic 
“architectures of expectation” that tend to be negotiated within commodifying environments. These, it is to 
be remembered, arise in and through the power strategies of closure and separation, which become more 
focused the more people are inclined towards the expectation that uncertainty can or should be eliminated. 
(It is perhaps interesting to note that I see the characteristics of such environments to be somewhat resonant 
with Charles Perrow’s work on tightly-coupled systems (1984), without taking on all the assumptions of a 
systems approach). 
 
Although none are necessarily present, some of the most salient architectures of expectation likely to be 
present within environments of enclosure as I have found them include the following (This list is 
admittedly very broad-ranging, but speaks to much of the work I am undertaking in other disciplines with 
regard to the project of enclosure analysis):  
 
• chronic heightened uncertainty (often including high levels of alienation) 
• semantic closure (reification, naturalization, truth claims, claims to certitude, positivism etc.) 
• thing-centrism (dominance of resource management approaches) 
• conflictive relations (competitive relations, truthclaim and counter-truthclaim dynamics, resistance) 
• audio-ocularcentrism (the privileging of sight and sound as modes of “access to reality”, often 

manifested as a dominance of monitoring and/or surveillance, or dominance of texts, or signs) 
• heightened individualism and/or heightened communalism 
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• politics of legitimation - deferral of authority to an authority of certitude for making sense of experience 
to a source other than oneself (often manifested as relations of obedience, rule-governed interaction, 
external authority, among others) 

• hierarchical discursive, social, and political arrangements 
• heavily gendered 
• dominance of highly directive structures of expectation (“frames”, often prescriptive social order, 

obligation, threat, displacement, coercion) 
• heightened inclusion/exclusion dynamics (e.g., membership) 
• norm cascades (snowballing or spiralling effects, e.g., overexploitation, gold rush) 
• untold unanticipated negative consequences 
• extremely misrepresentative dominant/orthodox renderings of what is actually going on 
• “the expansion of enclosure” (the consequence of extension of truth-claims) 
• Normalization (and often universalization) of enclosing/elimination-of-uncertainty dispositions (highly 

commodifying dispositions, e.g., homo economicus, rational choice, self-interest, utility/wealth/pleasure 
maximization, problem solving, desire-satisfaction etc.) 

• Normalization (and often universalization) of the characteristics of enclosing/elimination-of-uncertainty 
environments (highly commodifying environments, dominated by enclosing dispositions and 
expectational architectures). 

 
Common Property Studies, Commodification, and Enclosure 
 
In light of this last point, what I hope to draw attention to are the similarities between the characteristic 
architectures of expectation likely to be found within a highly-commodified environment of enclosure, and 
those outlined as characteristic of institutional arrangements of common property. It is to be suggested that 
what is often characterized as a “commons dilemma” is more adequately termed “a dilemma of enclosure”. 
It is to be further suggested that this is a methodological problem, that the central metaphors of common 
property research and the dominance of resource management models simply replay the dynamics of 
environments of enclosure, making it difficult to image an “otherwise”. The two dominant metaphors are 
the tragedy of the commons and the prisoner’s dilemma (the enclosure metaphor is particularly apt here). 
My analysis of enclosure would suggest that such models tend to lead to extremely misrepresentative, yet 
dominant and/or orthodox, renderings of what is actually going on. I offer that many aspects of institutional 
analysis within a CPR framework will effect similar (though often subtler) limitations in analysis. It may 
not help to address a so-called “commons dilemma” using models built upon these familiar architectures, 
or even through more efficient management solutions, as these strategies will likely serve to reinforce the 
enclosing dynamics of the situation in question.  
 
Implications of Highly-Commodifying Resource Management Approaches 
 
Resource management analyses, arising from deeply embedded, enclosing/commodifying principles, may 
well be able to describe access to, control, allocation, and ownership of resources (often what we would 
like them to help us with), but they tend to be quite limiting in their explanatory power. In particular, I 
would like to draw attention to some of the ways in which resource management approaches (shorthand for 
the dominant discourses of common property theory) leave us unable to either describe or explain the 
personal affects and effects of the encroachments of expansionary social dynamics. That is, resource 
management approaches tend to be unsuited to explain particular characters of change within the social 
dynamics of everyday life, in particular the dynamics of commodification and expansion. Resource 
management approaches tend to be unsuited to conceptions of power or agency that are not exclusively 
associated with control and management, and tend to be particularly unsuited to conceptions of agency that 
might support resistance to either commodification or expansion. They also tend to be particularly unsuited 
to explain our own participation in particular characters of change, that is, participatory or participation 
analysis. The four themes which I will develop here are commodification, power and agency, expansion, 
and participatory/participation analysis. 
 
Commodification 
 
As noted earlier, one of my primary research interests is the accelerative commodification of everyday life. 
Use of a resource-management model of the commons, in this regard, tends to have a number of effects: 
 

• With the application of resource-commons models people’s lives tend to be formalistically 
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reduced to involving little more than the exchange, transaction, and circulation of things and/or 
commodities. This allows for the erasure, in C. Wright Mills’ terms, of both biography and 
history. The internal dynamics of a posited resource system tend to become subject to analytic 
closure, whereby social, political, cultural variables are often left out of analysis. I relate this to 
critiques that have been leveled at CPR theory, for example, where it is claimed to be unable to 
explain changes in CPR regimes over time.  

• Resource management models, premised on the assumption that our experience is always-already 
commodified, can leave it very difficult for those who are concerned about the accelerative 
commodification of everyday life to explain or respond to the encroachments of such 
commodification. Such concern is often not only rendered irrelevant, but also discursively 
invisible. 

  
 Power and agency 

  
• Within a resource-commons model, it can be very difficult to conceive of power as anything 

other than power-as-control or quantitative power (power-as-possessed), whereby power tensd to 
be rendered equivalent to access to, and allocation, control, and ownership of resources. People, 
thus, tend to be formalistically reduced to their roles as “resource-users”. 

• Agency, understood here as the exercise of power, tends also, then, to be reduced to rational, 
goal-directed, means-end, decision-making, in and through the “maximization of utility”. 
Agency, quite simply, is often equated with the ability to control (see Roessler and Eilan, eds. 
2003). Rather than being understood as particular characters of agency, such dispositional 
inclinations are often understood to speak of all agency, all of the time. How does one, then, 
account for psychological variabilities of emotion, attitude, and disposition, which always-
already effect the social dynamics of any particular circumstance? 

• If power is understood as control or as a resource to be possessed, or agency understood as the 
ability to control, then those who do not seek to control or those who do not have resources are 
rendered powerless, often rendered invisible, and frequently rendered irrelevant. The less one is 
deemed to “manage” resources, it follows, the less one is deemed to exhibit agency. 

• The universalizing generalizations of methodological individualism or collectivism that often 
accompany “resource-user” models tend to leave us unable to account for or explain the 
subtleties of particular personal responses in particular circumstances. “Users” or “user-groups” 
tend to become theoretically interchangeable, as the prescriptivities of theoretical form are often 
privileged over what happens in actual circumstances of people’s lives. 

  
 Expansion 

  
• Resource management models typically leave us unable to explain expansionary dynamics. For 

example, finding an explanatory model for expansion has been one of the primary problems of 
neoclassical economics (where the resources are reconfigured as ‘capital’ of various types), 
particularly in the light of the expansionary and monopolizing operations of corporate firms. This 
weakness in neoclassical theory has been attributed to the dominance of methodological 
individualism within explanatory models. (In the light of my own theoretical orientations, I 
would attribute this weakness to a pervasive, discursive framework characteristic of enclosure, of 
which methodological individualism and resource management models are symptomatic and 
constitutive). 

• Expansionary enclosure is often misrecognised as growth, and the increase of resources is 
therefore often seen not as an indication of accelerative commodification, which it may be, but as 
a positive sign of economic health.  

• Resource management models are frequently associated with systems analysis models. If growth 
and expansion can only be explained by the internal dynamics of a system then there is no 
analytic accountability for the effects that such growth or expansion may have for those people 
or those conditions that would be considered external to that system, were they to be considered 
at all. Thus, the discursive achievement of analytic closure is often accompanied by the 
discursive achievements (or, at least, assertions) of apoliticality, value-neutrality, and 
objectivism. 

• This is in effect to discursively deprive many people of agency, through the corollary that people 
(“resource-users”) tend to be active (controlling, managing, accessing, allocating, owning) and 
exhibit agency when acquiescing to and participating in expansion (and accelerative 
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commodification) but remain passive (powerless, invisible, irrelevant, without agency) when not 
doing so, and hence not expected to in any way resist expansion or accelerative 
commodification. The resource-user model allows for active engagement when resources are 
being “managed” in the course of “utility maximization”, but leaves us unable to account for the 
complexities of personal response or, indeed, resistance, to the social or environmental changes 
that may occur in the course of such “use”. Coupled with the frequent depoliticization of analytic 
inquiry (previous point), this carries profoundly conservative and pessimistic implications. 

• The frequent de-agentification and depoliticization of resource management models (whereby 
the many are deprived of agency and political power in favour of the few) tends to provide 
resonant support for “invisible hand” models of influence (e.g., the Market, Evolution, Progress, 
Modernity, Globalization, Tradition, etc.), often brought in to explain expansion in the absence 
of more adequate explanatory frameworks. In this sense, “invisible hand” metaphors, naturalized 
as explanatory models, tend to be symptomatic of theoretical failures to adequately account for 
accelerative commodification, expansion, power, and agency, or to account for the participation 
of academics themselves within the field of inquiry. 

• The frequent de-agentification and depoliticization of resource management models (whereby 
the many are deprived of agency and political power in favour of the few) also tend to provide 
resonant support for normative rule-based models, with the concomitant political implications of 
obedience and disobedience, monitoring,  hierarchical political structures, persuasion, coercion, 
legitimation, and power-as-control. When such models are deemed to speak of desirable 
institutional arrangements, relation implications for understandings of power, agency, 
commodification, and expansion are often ignored in very unhelpful ways. Such models also 
invite prescriptive engagement within a problem-solution framework, which many working in 
the field of the anthropology of development have disclosed as tending to be politically and 
ethically questionable. 

 
Conclusion 
 
If we simply accept the “given” concept of the commons, with the accompanying architectures of resource 
management analysis, we will likely perpetuate occlusions with regard to the discursive power of much of 
our own work as scholars within the field of “common property studies”. The analytic and semantic 
closures that often accompany highly-commodifying resource management analysis are likely to blind us 
to many of the participatory implications of the theoretical constructs we deploy. This blindness, in turn, 
tends to reinforce, never mind foster and facilitate, the assumptions of analytic closure within the highly-
commodifying architectures of orthodox methodologies of common property theory. 
 
If there are indeed such fundamental paradoxes, if not outright contradictions within common property 
studies and within common property theory generally, considered as a field of inquiry, then a total re-
evaluation of the field would be called for. It is suggested that the whole focus of the field of common 
property studies may be misplaced, and would be more helpfully turned towards issues of expansion and 
commodification, understood in terms of social processes and dynamics rather than in terms of resource 
management. I would suggest that taking the focus away from resource management and methodological 
individualism may leave us not only with less misrepresentative analyses but with less limiting theoretical 
perspectives with which to undertake assessments of our own engagement as discursive participants in the 
very fields of our inquiry, that is, with which to undertake more helpful participatory analysis to 
supplement and inform other descriptive and explanatory explorations. 
 
Why is this important? It’s important because of the expansionary dynamic of enclosure, because of the 
accelerative dynamics of commodification. If we aren’t more aware of how we may or may not be helping 
with relation to such expansion and commodification, then we are likely to contribute to a long-term 
worsening of the enclosing dynamics we are often seeking to ameliorate, even if our short term intentions 
may frequently seem to be realized. The more appropriate, sensitive, fluid, dynamic, and flexible the 
methodologies we employ and deploy, the more appropriate, sensitive, fluid, dynamic, and flexible will be 
our participation as scholars and activists. This paper, then, is an invitation to less partial renderings of 
what happens, more participatory (or participation) analysis, and more adequate understandings of power, 
agency, expansion, and commodification as they relate to discourses of enclosure and the commons. 
 
Bibliography 
 

 15



R. C. Allen. 1992. Enclosure and the Yeoman. Oxford: Clarendon Press  
 
T. L. Anderson and R. T. Simmons, eds. 1993. The Political Economy of Customs and Culture: Informal 
Solutions to the Commons Problem. Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield. 
 
A. Appadurai, ed. 1986. The Social Life of Things: Commodities in Cultural Perspective. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 
 
M. S. Archer and J. Q. Tritter, eds. 2000. Rational Choice Theory: Resisting Colonization. London: 
Routledge. 
 
J. A. Baden. 1998. "A New Primer for the Management of Common-Pool Resources and Public Goods." In 
Managing the Commons. J. A. Baden and D. S. Noonan, eds. Pp. 51-62. Bloomington and Indianapolis: 
Indiana University Press. 
 
J. A. Baden and D. S. Noonan, eds. 1998. Managing the Commons. Bloomington: Indiana University 
Press. 
 
C. D. Becker and E. Ostrom. 1995. "Human Ecology and Resource Sustainability: The Importance of 
Institutional Diversity." Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics 26:113-133. 
 
J. Beckett. 1997. "Enclosures." In The Oxford Companion to British History. J. Cannon, ed. P. 348. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
 
E. Berge. 1994. Unintended Consequences of Purposive Action and the Provision of Welfare. 
Bloomington, Indiana: The Workshop in Political Theory and Policy Analysis. 
 
R. L. Bish. 1998. "Environmental Resource Management: Public or Private?" In Managing the Commons. 
J. A. Baden and D. S. Noonan, eds. Pp. 65-75. Bloomington: Indiana University Press. 
 
J. Boyle 2001. “The Second Enclosure Movement and the Construction of the Public Domain.” 
Preliminary discussion draft produced for a Conference on the Public Domain at Duke Law School, Nov. 
9-11. Internet: http://james-boyle.com. 
 
S. B. Brush. 1996. "Is Common Heritage Outmoded?" In Valuing Local Knowledge: Indigenous People 
and Intellectual Property Rights. S. B. Brush and D. Stabinsky, eds. Pp. 143-164. Washington, DC: Island 
Press. 
 
K. Burke. 1969. A Grammar of Motives. Berkeley: University of California Press. 
 
R. Burt and J. M. Archer, eds. 1994. Enclosure Acts: Sexuality, Property, and Culture in Early Modern 
England. Ithaca: Cornell University Press. 
 
J. Butler. 1997. The Psychic Life of Power: Theories in Subjection. Stanford: Stanford University Press. 
 
J. G. Carrier, ed. 1995. Occidentalism: Images of the West. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 
 
W. C. Carroll. 1994. ""The Nursery of Beggary": Enclosure, Vagrancy, and Sedition in the Tudor-Stuart 
Period." In Enclosure Acts: Sexuality, Property, and Culture in Early Modern England. R. Burt and J. M. 
Archer, eds. Pp. 34-47. Ithaca: Cornell University Press. 
 
J. W. Creswell. 1998. Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design: Choosing Among Five Traditions. 
Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 
 
Emma Crew and Elizabeth Harrison. 1998. Whose development?: an ethnography of aid. New York: St. 
Martin’s Press. 
 
Derrida (binaries) 
 

 16



J. Ensminger and A. Rutten. 1993. "The Politics of Changing Property Rights: Dismantling a Commons 
From Within." In The Political Economy of Customs and Culture: Informal Solutions to the Commons 
Problem. T. L. Anderson and R. T. Simmons, eds. Pp. 85-108. Lanham, Maryland: Rowman and 
Littlefield. 
 
D. Feeny, F. Berkes, B. J. McKay and J. M. Acheson. 1998. "The Tragedy of the Commons: Twenty-Two 
Years Later." In Managing the Commons. J. A. Baden and D. S. Noonan, eds. Pp. 76-94. Bloomington and 
Indianapolis: Indiana University Press. 
 
M. Foucault. 1972. The Archaeology of Knowledge. A. M. Sheridan Smith, transl. London: Tavistock 
Publications. 
---. 1980. Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other Writings 1972-1977. C. Gordon, L. Marshall, 
J. Mepham, and K. Soper, transl. Brighton: The Harvester Press. 
---. 1988. Madness and Civilization: A History of Insanity in the Age of Reason. R. Howard, transl. New 
York: Vintage Books. 
---. 1990. The History of Sexuality: An Introduction. R. Hurley, transl. Volume 1. New York: Vintage 
Books. 
---. 1991. Discipline and Punish. A. Sheridan, transl. London: Penguin Books. 
 
R. Fox. 1991. Recapturing Anthropology: Working in the Present. Santa Fe, New Mexico: School of 
American Research Press. 
 
J. Frow. 1997. Time and Commodity Culture: Essays in Cultural Theory and Postmodernity. Oxford: 
Clarendon Press. 
 
R. Gardner, E. Ostrom and J. M. Walker. 1990. "The Nature of Common-Pool Resource Problems." 
Rationality and Society 2(3):335-358. 
---. 1993. Crafting Institutions in Common-Pool Resource Situations. Bloomington Indiana: Workshop in 
Political Theory and Policy Analysis. 
 
B. Glaser and A. Strauss. 1967. The Discovery of Grounded Theory. Chicago: Aldine. 
 
M. Goldman, ed. 1998. Privatizing Nature: Political Struggles for the Global Commons. London: Pluto 
Press in association with Transnational Institute (TNI). 
 
E. Goldsmith, N. Hildyard and P. McCully, eds. 1992. Whose Common Future? Vol. 22. Sturminster 
Newton, Dorset: The Ecologist. 
 
C. A. Gregory. 1982. Gifts and Commodities. London and New York: Academic Press. 
 
S. Gudeman. 1996. "Sketches, Qualms, and Other Thoughts on Intellectual Property Rights." In Valuing 
Local Knowledge: Indigenous People and Intellectual Property Rights. S. B. Brush and D. Stabinsky, eds. 
Pp. 102-121. Washington, DC: Island Press. 
 
S. C. Hackett. 1992. "Heterogeneity and the Provision of Governance for Common-Pool Resources." 
Journal of Theoretical Politics 4(3):325-342. 
 
G. Hardin. 1968. "The Tragedy of the Commons." Science (162):1243-1248. 
 
M. A. Heller. 1998. "The Tragedy of the Anticommons: Property in the Transition from Marx to Markets." 
Harvard Law Review 111(3):622-688. 
---. 1999. "The Boundaries of Private Property." The Yale Law Journal 108(6):1163-1225. 
 
C. Hess. 1996. Untangling the Web: The Internet as a Commons. Bloomington, Indiana: Workshop in 
Political Theory and Policy Analysis. Internet: http://www.iascp.org 
 
B. Hindess. 1996. Discourses of Power - From Hobbes to Foucault. Oxford: Blackwell 
 
L. Hyde. 1983. The Gift: Imagination and the Erotic Life of Property. New York: Vintage Books. 
 

 17



R. Joffé, dir. 1992. City of Joy. Los Angeles: Tristar. 
 
W. F. Lam, M. Lee and E. Ostrom. 1997. "The Institutional Analysis and Development Framework: 
Application to Irrigation Policy in Nepal." In Policy Studies and Developing Nations: An Institutional and 
Implementation Focus. D. W. Brinkerhoff, ed. Pp. 53-85. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 
 
D. Lange. 1981. “Recognizing the Public Domain.” Law and Contemporary Problems 44(4):147-178. 
 
K. Marx. 1983. The Portable Karl Marx. E. Kamenka, ed. New York: Penguin Books. 
 
M. Mauss. 1974. The Gift. W.D. Halls, transl. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul. 
 
C. May. 2000. A Global Political Economy of Intellectual Property Rights: The new enclosures? London: 
Routledge. 
 
A. McCann. 1996. "Crosaire airgid don cheol." Dublin: The Irish Times, April 23. Pp. 6. 
---. 1999. “Addressing the Social: Irish Traditional Music and the Copyright Debate.” Internet: 
http://www.ul.ie/~iwmc/research/anthonymccann/Tucson.html 
---. 2000. "The Giving: Copyright, Conflict and Cultural Crisis in Irish Traditional Music." The Common 
Property Resource Digest (51):7-8. Internet: http://www.indiana.edu/~iascp/E-CPR/cpr51.pdf 
---. 2000a. “Traditional Transmission as Cultural Commons: The Conflicts and Crisis of 
Commodification.” Internet: http://dlc.dlib.indiana.edu/documents/dir0/00/00/03/02/ 
---. 2001. "All That is Not Given is Lost: Irish Traditional Music, Copyright, and Common Property." 
Ethnomusicology 45(1):89-106. 
---. 2002. Beyond the Commons: The Expansion of the Irish Music Rights Organisation, the Elimination of 
Uncertainty, and the Politics of Enclosure. Warrenpoint: Anthony McCann.  
Internet: http://www.beyondthecommons.com 
 
B. J. McCay and J. M. Acheson, eds. 1996. The Question of the Commons: The Culture and Ecology of 
Communal Resources. Tucson: The University of Arizona Press. 
 
B. J. McCay and L. Fortmann, eds. 1996. “Voices From the Commons.” Cultural Survival Quarterly 20(1). 
 
M. McGinnis and E. Ostrom. 1996. "Design Principles for Local and Global Commons." In The 
International Political Economy and International Institutions. O. R. Young, ed. Pp. 465-493. 
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing. 
 
C. Wright Mills. 1959. The Sociological Imagination. London: Oxford University Press. 
 
G. E. Mingay. 1968. Enclosure and the Small Farmer in the Age of the Industrial Revolution. London: 
Macmillan Press. 
 
R. Munck and D. O'Hearn, eds. 1999. Critical Development Theory: Contributions to a new paradigm. 
London: Zed Books. 
 
J. M. Neeson. 1993. Commoners: common right, enclosure and social change in England, 1700-1820. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
S. Nguiffo. 1998. "In Defence of the Commons: Forest Battles in Southern Cameroon." In Privatizing 
Nature: Political Struggles for the Global Commons. M. Goldman, ed. Pp. 102-119. London: Pluto Press. 
 
E. Ostrom. 1986. "An Agenda for the Study of Institutions." Public Choice 48:3-25. 
---. 1987. "Institutional Arrangements for Resolving the Commons Dilemma: Some Contending 
Approaches." In The Question of the Commons: The Culture and Ecology of Communal. B. J. McCay and 
J. M. Acheson, eds. Pp. 250-65. Tucson: University of Arizona Press. 
---. 1990. Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Action. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 
---. 1999. "Institutional Rational Choice: An Assessment of the IAD Framework." In Theories of the Policy 
Process. P. Sabatier, ed. Pp. 35-71. Boulder: Westview Press. 

 18



---. 2000. "Private and Common Property Rights." In Encyclopedia of Law and Economics. B. Bouckaert 
and G. D. Geest, eds. Aldershot: Edward Elgar Publishing.  
Internet: http://allserv.rug.ac.be/~gdegeest/tablebib.htm 
 
E. Ostrom and E. Schlager. 1996. "The Formation of Property Rights." In Rights to Nature: Ecological, 
Economic, Cultural, and Political Principles of Institutions for the Environment. S. Hanna, C. Folke and 
K. Mäler, eds. Pp. 127-156. Washington, DC: Island Press 
 
E. Ostrom and J. M. Walker. 1991. "Communication in a Commons: Cooperation Without External 
Enforcement." In Laboratory Research in Political Economy. T. R. Palfrey, ed. Pp. 287-322. Ann Arbor: 
University of Michigan Press. 
 
C. Perrow. 1984. Normal Accidents: Living With High-Risk Technologies. New York: Basic Books.  
 
M. M. Polski and E. Ostrom. 1998. An Institutional Framework for Policy Analysis and Design. 
Bloomington: Workshop in Political Theory and Policy Analysis, Indiana University. 
 
D. A. Posey and G. Dutfield. 1996. Beyond Intellectual Property: Toward Traditional Resource Rights for 
Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities. Ottawa: International Development Research Centre. 
Internet: http://lucy.ukc.ac.uk/Rainforest/SML_files/Posey/posey_TOC.html. 
 
S. Prakash. 1998. “Fairness, Social Capital and the Commons: The Societal Foundations of Collective 
Action in the Himalaya.” In Privatizing Nature: Political Struggles for the Global Commons. Michael 
Goldman, ed. London: Pluto Press. 
 
J. E. Roemer. 1989. "A Public Ownership Resolution of the Tragedy of the Commons." Social Philosophy 
and Policy 6(2):74-92. 
 
J. Roessler and N. Eilan, eds. 2003. Agency and Self-Awareness: Issues in Philosophy and Psychology. 
Oxford: Clarendon Press. 
 
A. D. Schrift, ed. 1997. The Logic of The Gift. New York: Routledge. 
 
V. Shiva, A. H. Jafri, G. Bedi, and R. Holla-Bhar. 1997. The Enclosure and Recovery of the Commons: 
Biodiversity, Indigenous Knowledge and Intellectual Property Rights. New Delhi: Research Foundation for 
Science, Technology and Ecology. 
 
C. Shore and S. Wright, eds. 1997. Anthropology of Policy: Critical Perspectives on Governance and 
Power. London: Routledge. 
 
J. R. Siemon. 1994. "Landlord Not King: Agrarian Change and Interarticulation." In Enclosure Acts: 
Sexuality, Property, and Culture in Early Modern England. R. Burt and J. M. Archer, eds. Pp. 17-33. 
Ithaca: Cornell University Press. 
 
R. T. Simmons and P. Schwartz-Shea. 1993. "Method, Metaphor, and Understanding: When Is the 
Commons Not a Tragedy?" In The Political Economy of Customs and Culture: Informal Solutions to the 
Commons Problem. T. L. Anderson and R. T. Simmons, eds. Pp. 1-13. Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield. 
 
R. I. Simon. 1992. Teaching Against the Grain: Texts for a Pedagogy of Possibility. New York: Bergin and 
Garvey. 
 
N. A. Steins. 1997. "We Have to Keep the Foreigners Out of Our Bay: Top-down Regulations and the 
Strategic Response of Irish Fishermen." In Property Rights and Regulatory Systems in Fisheries. D. 
Symes, ed. Pp. 216-229. Oxford: Fishing News Books. 
---. 1999. All Hands on Deck: an interactive perspective on complex common-pool resource management 
based on case studies in the coastal waters of the Isle of Wight (UK), Connemara (Ireland) and the Dutch 
Wadden Sea. Ph.D. Thesis, Wageningen Universiteit. 
 
G. G. Stevenson. 1991. Common Property Economics: A General Theory and Land Use Applications. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 19



 
A. Strauss and J. Corbin. 1990. Basics of Qualitative research: grounded theory procedures and 
techniques. Newbury  Park: Sage Publications. 
 
J. Thirsk. 1958. Tudor Enclosures. Leicester: University of Leicester.Titmuss 
 
E. P. Thompson. 1968. The Making of the English Working Class. Harmondsworth: Penguin Books. 
---. 1993. Customs in Common. New York: The New Press. 
 
R. M. Titmuss. 1972. The Gift Relationship: From Human Blood to Social Policy. New York: Vintage 
Books. 
 
M. Turner. 1980. English Parliamentary Enclosure: Its Historical Geography and Economic History. 
Folkestone, Kent: Dawson. 
---. 1984. Enclosures in Britain 1750-1830. London: Macmillan Press. 
 
T. Williamson. 1992. "Enclosure and the English Hedgerow." In The Cambridge Cultural History:  The 
Romantic Age in Britain. B. Ford, ed. Pp. 263-271. Cambridge: Press Syndicate of the University of 
Cambridge. 
 
J. A. Yelling. 1977. Common Field and Enclosure in England 1450-1850. London: Macmillan. 
 
 
 
 

 20


