s,

SC?W\O '(;\O'f “HAQ d‘e/(alo O\V\j ovr &L” Cgmn’a:x‘/’_ arg. D“/‘f P

Common Property and Power: an Initial Exploration
R 19727 ,
WORKSHOPIN POLITICAL THEORY
AND POLICY ANALYSIS
513 NORTH PARK
INDIANA UNIVERSITY
BLOOMINGTON, IN 47408-3895 U.SA
/(‘C/of/hﬂ‘ Y
Paper to be presented at the first annual
nmeeting of the International Association
For the Sudy of Common Property, Durham
North Carolina, Septenber 27-30

Jeffery J. Schahczenski

Department of Political Science
University of Florida

3324 Turlington Hall
Gainesville, FL 32611

I@;:’, S

Va4



ABSTRACT

Sust ai nabl e devel opnent depends on the nai ntenance of
institutions that can be effective in providing ecologically
sound devel opnent across generations. Recent research which
examnes |ocal common property nmanagenent of natural resources
clains that the sustainable use of these resources can be
attained wthout the need of state intervention or privatization.
The state and nmarket, however, represent strong and conpeti ng

social forces in all societies. at is the nature of the
internal power relationships that sustain such effective
institutions? O what basis can we expect that snall | ocal

groups will be able to maintain their common control of natural
resources? This exploratory paper exam nes several issues
surroundi ng the concept of power which are vital to our
understanding of the ability of common property institutions to
provi de sustainabl e use of natural resources.



| nt roducti on

The publication in 1987 of the Wrld Comm ssion on
Envi ronment and Devel opnent Report Qur Common Future have
pl aced issues of the environnment and devel oprnent high on the
internati onal agenda. According to Redclift (1989:365), what is
nost promnent about the Commssion's report is that its main
focus is "on the causes of, rather than the effects, of
envi ronnental degradation.” The causes are viewed in the context
of "heavily contested" political argunents. The key concept of
the Conmm ssion's report is sustai nabl e devel opnment, which is
defined broadly "as devel opnent that neets the needs of the
present wi thout conpromsing the ability of future generations to
nmeet their own needs"” (Wrld Conm ssion on Environnent and
Devel opnent : 43). Though the concept of sustainabl e devel opnent
has been promnent in previous work, the Commssion's report has
sparked new interest in the concept.?!

Achi evi ng sustai nabl e devel opnent requires effective
institutions that can provide for the ecol ogically sound
devel opnent of natural resources across generations. Theoretica
argunents about the possibility of devising such effective
institutions is marked by wi de differences in the expectations of
outcones. Investigations into the common property nmanagenent of
natural resources has been expanding rapidly over the last few
years and have been pronoted as an efficient and effective neans
by which to secure the sustainabl e devel opnent of natura

r esour ces. €



An often overlooked area of inquiry in the common property
natural resource nanagenent literature relate to questions

surroundi ng the sour ces and | egiti macy of community authority
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exercised in the attai nment of the common good. The ngj or
contention of this paper is that the possibility of effective
| ocal collective action in the sustai nabl e devel opnent of natural
resources requires an explicit understanding of the relations of
power that provide the basis for such activity. Wiile there has
been a great deal of confidence in the literature that | ocal
natural resource users can build institutional arrangenents to
nmanage resources sustai nably, there has been | ess agreenent or
exploration of the kind of political control necessary for
attai ning such an outcone.

| begin wth an examnation of the neaning of common property
institutions. | then turn to two broad questions: (1) Wat are
the nature of the internal power relationships that sustain
conmon property institutions? (2) Wat kind of external power
relations |lead to the preservation or destruction of |ocal conmmon
property institutions? | conclude wth brief renarks about the
necessity of further research concerning the issue of power and

comon property institutions.

Common Property Institutions Defined
Wthin the social sciences there has been a revitalized
interest in the study of institutions. U"lfortungt_;_al y, this new
interest in institutions has not been natched by'/ t'ﬁe devel opnent

of a_conS| stent concept ual i zation of what an "institution" is.
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Mor e mportantly, there has been a w de_di ver rgence of anal yti cal

T e b

approaches to the role institutions play in social, political and
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economc life. March and dson (1984) for instance, have witten
of a "new institutionalisni which they associate wth a new found
interest in the understanding of "the place of institutions in
politics and the possibilities for a political theory that is
attentive to themi (735). Economsts and gane theorists have al so
taken a greater interest in institutions. Gabowski (1988) has
witten about a broad group of economsts who have sought to
explain institutional change "through the application of nodern

e ——

choi ce theory based upon an individualistic nethodol ogi cal

approach"” (p.385). This group has been dubbed the "new
institutional economsts”. Students of international politics
have recently pursued an institutional approach to the study of
nation-states. A recent collection of articles edited by Caporaso
(1989) is illustrative of this trend. Finally, sociologists have
sought to understand how social action is structured by
institutionalized rules. The theory of structuration as presented
by G ddens (1981;1984) denonstrates this new enphasis.

In this section | will briefly reviewtw approaches to the
conceptual i zati on of common property institutions as represented
in the work of CBtrgm__(__l%Ga; 1986b; 1989) and Bronely (1989a;
1989b). These two authors have paid parti cul"ér:'ﬂtenti on to the
differentiation of common property institutions from other
property institutions and have examned the rol e such
institutions can play in the sustainabl e managenent of natural
resources. M/ intent is to explore their conceptualizations for

what they can tell us about about power and common property

institutions.



Gstrom |

Hinor Gstrom (1986b:5) utilizes the concept of rules as a
referent for the terminstitution. Institutions or rules are for
Gstrom (1986b: 6) "the nmeans by which we intervene to change the
structure of incentives in situations". Institutions like rules
are variabl e because they are subject to change by hunans.
Inportantly, Gstrom (1986b:6) does not viewrules as "directly
af fecting behavior" but rather as "directly affecting the
structure of a situation in which actions are sel ected".
Institutions as rules have prescriptive force that can either
forbid or permt a range of actions or forbid or permt specific
outcones or actions. For Gstrominstitutions are configurations
of rules that create various kinds of human social order or
governance. Inplicit in Gstroms analysis is the goal of
expl aining the range of individual and collective choice in the
construction of alternative forns of governance.

Gstroms interest in institutions and governance is clearly
denonstrated in her recent theoretical work concerning
"mcroconstitutional” change in solving what she terns common-
pool resource dilemmas (1989). For Gstrom (1989: 12),
“constitutional choice occurs whenever individuals change the
fundanental rules they use to determne who is a nmenber of a
pol i ti cal conmmuni ty, what basic rights and duties are conveyed by
nenber shi p, and how future col |l ective-choice will be nmade in this
community." Mcroconstitutional change refers to constitutional
choi ce where the group or community maki ng such choice is at the
sub-national level. Mre specifically, Gtromis interested in
expl ai ni ng how such groups or communities of common-pool resource
users devel op mcroconstitutions that are effective in nmanagi ng
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these potentially degradabl e resources. Gstroms definition of
common- pool resources is of fundanental inportance in

under st andi ng what she neans by a common property institution.
There are several related parts to Gstroms conceptualization.

Frst, Gstrom (1989:14) defi nes common- pool resources as

"large natural or nman-nmade resources" that are "costly (although
not necessarily inpossible) to exclude potential beneficiaries
from obtaining benefits fromtheir use". Common-pool resources

provide "a flow of resource units over tine that are
subtractive, in the sense that a resource unit harvested by one
individual is not fully available to others" and "nore than one
team of individuals wthdraw resource units fromthe resource"
(Gstrom 1989: 14-15). The exanpl es of comon- pool resources that
Gstrom (1989: 15) provides are groundwat er basins, fishing grounds
and bri dges.

Second, Gstrom (1986a) differentiates common-pool resources
fromthe "pure" cases of public and private "goods". For Gstrom
(1986a), public and private goods are analytically distinguished
by the two di mensions: exclusion and jointness of consunption.
Pure public goods are associated with high costs of excluding any
particul ar subset of the public from consumng them once offered.
Furthernore any individual's consunption of the good does not
subtract fromanother individual's possibility of consumng the
sane good. Lighthouses and national defense are often given as
exanpl es. Pure private goods are exactly the opposite in that the
costs of excluding "those who did produce the good” from
consumng it are |low and consunption of a private good "subtracts
that particular itemconpletely fromyour set of options" (Gtrom
1986a: 602). As noted in the definition above, comon- pool
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resources for Gstromrepresent a mxed phenonenon where excl usion
is difficult and consunption is subtractive.
Finally, Gstrom (1986a) suggests that these three types of
e gt

"goods" or "resources" are determ nat ive of the type of

| e

institutional arrangenent that will be used for its nmanagenent .
Common- pool resources are associ ated wi th common- property
nmanagenent, public goods with state managenment and private goods
w th narket nmanagenment. Thus, a common property institution is
for Gstroma configuration of rules that control the utilization
of a common- pool resource. There are problens wth this

concept ual i zat i on.

First, Gstroms association of conmon-pool resources wth
common-property institutions does not |ogically follow from her
concern with mcroconstitutional choice. If a coomunity is to be
| eft to choose how it will govern its use of a natural resource,
Isn't part of what is neant by choice the choice of defining
whi ch resources are to be considered private, public or common?
For instance, it is conceivable that one community woul d choose
to have the forests that surround it controlled by the state (a
public good), another commnity nmay choose to sell its forests to
an individual (a private good) and finally another community nay
choose to control the use of the forest as a commnity (conmon
property). In each of the cases a forest becones either a
private, public, and common-pool resource or good. Wat
determnes the forest as one of these three types of resources is
not only the nature of the resource itself, but how humans choose
to define and enforce the rules about its use.

Gstrom does nake the val uable point that there are certain
kinds of natural resources which have characteristics that nay
6



make themdifficult to utilize in sustainable ways if they are
treated as common, public or private resources or goods. The
flow of water froma ground water basin is potentially subject to
degradati on or exhaustion if access to that flowis treated by
each individual as a private enforceable right. Nonethel ess,
there is little analytical usefulness in defining a particul ar
resource a priori as public, common-pool or private when the
purpose of analysis is to determne the power of sub-national
groups to choose how they will define property rights over a
r esour ce.

Finally, it is inportant to note that institutions do
structure the situation in which actions are selected, but it is
also true that such structuring limts individual

B

and col | ective choice. Is it not possi ble that institutions are
e — — ‘—'\N

—

so powerful that individuals may not even conceive of alternative
institutional forns? A problemat the heart of understandi ng
institutional change is specifying the capacity of individuals or
collectivities to both perceive and establish alternative
institutional forns. Gstrom (1989:31) recogni zes that the
sust ai nabl e devel opnment of a resource nmay require a "variety of
rules to restrict future entry and use of the resource". Gstrom
(1989: 32) also argues that the capacity of |ocal resource users
to set such rules can be aided or hindered by "the enforcenent or
. non-enforcenent” of such rules by "surrounding jurisdictions".

Wat is mssng fromGstromis work is a greater recognition of

e —

/) Vd,,t‘he often subtle forns of constraints on choi ce which may i npact
e

)/W},/'p/“" t\he capacity of local users to even consider certain
‘("JA M institutional alternatives
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Brom ey

Fol l ow ng Commons (1961. 71), Bromey (1989a) defines
institutions as "collective action in restraint, |iberation, and
expansi on of individual action". Bromey (1989a: 35-80) has argued
that institutions fall in tw prinmary categories: conventions and
entitlenents. Conventions are defined as "social institutions
that arise to coordinate behaviors derived from shared
pref erences over outcomes but indifference over neans" (Broni ey,
1989a: 43). Entitlenents or rul e-based institutions differ in
that they "arise to regul ari ze behaviors in the face of
di scordant preferences over either social ends or neans"
(Bronmtey, 1989a:43). Bromey's conceptualization of entitlenent-
type institutions is very simlar to Gstromis. Brontey's approach
to conceptualizing institutions have several consequences as they
relate to an understanding of power and common property
institutions.

First, institutions both restrain and enabl e i ndivi dual
action. In common property institutions "group nenbers (the
"owners") have a right to excl ude non-nenbers, and non-nenbers
have a duty to abide by exclusion" (Bromey, 1989a:205).

Excl usion fromnenbership in the controlling group, neans that
non-nenbers are unable to participate in determning "the rights
and duties wth respect to use rates and mai ntenance of the thing
owned" (Brom ey, 1989a:205). Thus if a group of villagers
exer ci se conmon property rights to the agricultural |and
resources of a village, non-nenbers nust be bl ocked from pursui ng
activities that interfere with the villagers rights to the
utilization of those |land resources. That bl ockage coul d result
froma sense of duty to abide by that exclusion on the part of

8



outsiders or fromthe capacity of the group to use its collective
power to prevent such interference. Nonethel ess, the |oss of

excl usionary power on the part of group nmenbers often spells the
dem se of a common property institution.

Second, institutions have what Bromtey (1989a:57) refers to
as a "normative content". According to Bromey, all socia
institutions result in a certain distribution of benefits and
cost and therefor the social welfare consequences of an
Institutional formrequires assessnment. Bromey (1989b) has
proposed that institutional change has inportant wel fare
consequences dependi ng on the source of the change. Bronm ey
(1989b) identifies five possible sources of institutional change:
kl) t hose induced by changes in relative prices wthin the |arger
,econony; (2) the existence of new technol ogi cal opportunities

fwhich permt the possible capture of new incone streans; (3)
those induced by change in collective attitudes about incone

|
\shares across segnents of the popul ation; (4) those induced by
kchange in collective attitudes about the nature of goods that

fhould be provided for consunption; and (5) those changes where

particul ar economc agents are able to secure institutional

anrangenents that benefit thensel ves (rent-seeking).

Wiile the first two sources are famliar to nany
institutional economsts, the last three are often unexam ned.
That efficient institutional change can occur as the result of
collective activity to inprove the distribution of incone or to
open new kinds of goods to the consunption possibilities of
consuners in a society force greater attention to nornative
issues. Certainly the possibility that institutional change nay

9



only serve the interests of particular economc agents requires
nornative justification.

Third, if there are multiple sources of institutional change
then there is no necessary reason to expect that common property
institutions result in an equitable distribution of the benefits
or costs that the institution creates. For instance MKean
(1986:568) in a historical study of comron property institutions
in Japan has witten that participants "were deeply concerned
wth sone notion of fairness" but that "fairness was not
synonynous with equality in nmaterial possessions". In general the
case study literature provides contrary evidence and clains as to

the egalitarian nature of conmmon property institutions (see Wade,

1088 and Berkes 1989). gﬂ/
Finally, it is difficult to know whet her common property OA
| f

institutions are institutions of convention or entitlenent.
common property institutions were of the convention variety there
woul d be little concern wth the nmeans by whi ch behavior is
constrai ned and enabl ed. Wich side of the road one drives on is
generally inmaterial as | ong as their is an assured expectati on
that nost everyone agrees on one si\d/e or the other. Acceptance of
the convention is usually assured because of the overriding
concern wth the inportance of the outcone: coordination of
traffic. A problemof categorization arises wth common property
institutions because it is often difficult to identify to what
extent behavior is constrained and expanded out of shared and
dom nant preferences for the achi evenent of the ultinmate goal s of
the institution. It may even be difficult to knowwhat the
ultinate ends of the group formng a common property institution
are. Are common property institutions formed out of domnant and
10



shared preferences for the sustai nabl e devel opnent of natural
resources? Could they also be forned out of strong collective
preferences for the mai ntenance of group solidarity, identity and
mnimzation of social conflict? Do these notivations conflict?

For exanple, a village undertaki ng common property nmanagenent
of its agriculture land resources nay utilize a technol ogy of
swidden field cultivation that appears to provide for the
sust ai nabl e use of those resources. Is the technology utilised
the result of a collective choice reflecting the domnant and
shared preferences of all nenbers of the village? If a comon
property institution falls within the entitlenment category then
the col |l ective choice to use swi dden technology is a nmatter of
continually debate and re-evaluation. On the other hand,
agricultural practices nay be nore a natter of convention with no
coll ective evaluation of the means by which ends are pursued.
Furthernore, sw dden technol ogy may serve other collective ends
such as mnimzing disputes over agricultural |and resources.

In the literature on common property institutions several
authors claimthat natural resource m snmanagenent is not caused
by common property institutional arrangenents (Runge, 1984a;
1984b; 1985; 1986; 1987; \Wade: 1988a; 1988b; 1987). Yet few ask
whet her natural resource preservation was, is and wll likely

I3

continue to be the prinmary or only goal of those who form and ]

| i
(\1\\ gﬂb
institutions are indeed entitlenent institutions the contestation

nmai ntain common property institutions. If common property

. . . Vi
over neans and ends continues. If this is true then theoretically
there need be no reason to expect that the existence of a conmmon
property institution by itself results in the sustainabl e use of

\__\

natural resources. The dfffibulty Is to explain why common
11



property institutions sonetines provide for sustai nabl e natural
resource use and why sonetines they may not. An inportant key to
such an expl anation nay be a nmore careful exploration of power
rel ationshi ps both internal and external to common property

i nstitutions.

Power Wthin Common Property Institutions

The nmeaning of power is a highly debated issue wthin social
science literature. This contestation over the neani ng of power
reflects the inportance of the concept to many of the theoretical
approaches to the subject. In this paper | wll not attenpt to
sumari ze the social science literature regarding theoretical
approaches to power.® Instead, | will examne a recent analysis
provi ded by Wade (1988) of common property nmanagenent of nat ural
resources in South Indian villages. This analysis will serve as
an illustrative real world case through which theoretical
argunents about power can be nore fully presented. Wade's work is
particularly useful in this regard in that his study pays
particular attention to internal power rel ationships.

In Village Republics. Robert Wade is interested in explaining
why only sone villages in aregion of South India have
collectively acted to provide common property institutions to
manage water supplies for crop irrigation, to protect crops from
straying village livestock and to provide for the grazing and
folding of l|ivestock on post-harvest stubble. Wade calls these
collectively active villages "corporate exceptions" and clains
they sustain a previously unreported and sophisticated "public
realm (1988:5). Though the villages Wade (1988:134) studied are
in "an area snall enough for technol ogy, tastes and general

12



social norns to be constant”, large variations in collective
acti on managenent of the natural resources of irrigation water
and grazing |land are evident. Wade sets as his najor enpirical
task the explanation of this variation. Wade's (1988) st udy
however is nore than an enpirical examnation of what determ nes
the occurrence or nonoccurence of |ocal collective action. \Wade
al so provides a theoretical argument that attenpts to refute the
previous efforts of theorists he | abels collective action

pessi m st s.

Two prinary representatives of the collective action
pessimsts with whomWade (1988) takes issue are Hardin (1968)
and A son (1971). FromWade's (1988:16) perspective Ason's
"celebrated theoremi that "unless there is coercion or sone other
special device to nake individuals act in their common interest,
rational, self-interested individuals will not act to achieve
their coomon or group interests" (dson, 1971:2) is m sconceived.
Equal |y disputed by WAde is Hardin's contention that if people
are in a situation "where they could nutual ly benefit if all
adopted a rule of restrained use of a common resource, they wl |
not do so in the absence of an external enforcer of agreenents”
(1988:16). Wil e di sputes over these statenents have generated an
I mrense literature, Wade's di sagreenents are enl i ght eni ng
particularly as they relate to his understandi ng of power
rel ati onshi ps.> The key to Wade's criticismof collective action
pessimsts lies wth the inportance of free-riding as a dom nant
strategy of individuals taking part in collective activity.

To be a free-rider refers to a tendency of individuals to
collect the benefits of others efforts in collective activity
w thout bearing any or at |east an equal share of the costs such

13



effort requires. According to Wade (1988), collective action
pessimsts are too sinplistic in their assessnent that rational
self-interested behavior necessarily |leads an individual to
attenpt to free-ride given the absence of any coercive restraint
(sel ective punishnent or inducerment) to do otherw se. Wade (1988)
bel i eves that this sinple deduction is due to two assunptions of
coll ective action pessimsts: (1) participants in collective
action groups decide their strategies for action (free-ride or
not) in ignorance of each other's choices; and (2) each
partici pant chooses a strategy for action only once and cannot
adjust his/her strategy as the group continues to strive for a
coll ective goal. Instead Wade (1988) offers the follow ng
Interpretation:
" the rational individual nust cal cul ate the consequences
of his own attenpt to free ride (cheat or defect) on the
extent of free riding by others in the group. If his own
free riding is noticed and if others retaliate by thensel ves
attenpting to free ride, there may be no public good to free
ride upon, in which case free riding is not a rationa
strategy even for self-interested individuals. "Cooperate
first and defect if the other defects" is a nore rational
strategy. But if there are nmany players even this nay not be
rational, for the consequences of mass retaliatory defection
may be to stop provision of the public good. Here the
pl ayers have an incentive to respond to signs of
noncooper ati on by cooperating to increase each other's

incentive to cooperate, through exhortation and stiffer
penal ties for noncooperation.” (p. 203)

Thus sel ective inducenents or punishments are not needed to
account for the enmergence of collective activity. Individuals can
rational |y choose a cooperative strategy of action provided that
the collective good to be provided is of such high benefit to the
i ndividual s involved that it would be irrational for nmost to free

ride and so long as any future tendency toward free-riding is
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checked by "exhortation"” and "stiffer penalties for

noncooperation". There are three nmajor problens wth this argunent.
F rst, circunstances nay drive sone people to seek mutual ly

beneficial arrangements, but it does not necessarily follow that

the arrangenents provided reflect the interests of all who may

| ater be subject to what is arranged on their behal f. For

i nstance, ecological variables related to high risk of crop |oss

may provide the basis for individuals to rationally and

voluntarily choose to cooperate. The size of the net benefits to

be gained by collectively acting may becone the essenti al

determ nant of whether collective action takes place. However,

once a group begins to cooperate by establishing rules and

institutions (the corporate village), the "need for sone coercion

to back up agreements" necessarily follows (Wde, 1988:209).

Wade (1988:209) continues:

"At the constitutional |evel people can voluntarily _
negotiate a set of rules of restrained access or financial
contributions, their incentive to do so being the prospective
net collective benefit. At the action |evel, nost of the
conpliance with the rules nust also be voluntary, not the
result of a calculus of evasion and punishnent. But the
rul es nust be backed by a systemof punishnent, the existence
of which hel ps to assure any one person that if he follows
the rules he will not be suckered, and which at tines of
crisis can directly deter”

However not all nenbers of a |ocal community may have negoti ated
the set of rules which nonetheless all are subject to obey. This
Is an enpirical question and one that would require carefu
hi storical examnation of the mcroconstitutional process of
these sub-national communities.

Wade openly admts that the controlling institution (village

council) of at least one of the collectively active vill ages he
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studied is controlled by the landed with a "power elite of
perhaps 60 to 90 househol ds out of 575, fromwhich cone the
active participants in decision-making" (1988:190). Thus it
woul d be appropriate to claimthat the those wth |and

col lectively act to provide collective goods for thensel ves, but
it is quite inappropriate to claimthat such activity necessarily
provi des a public good. Wade (1988: 108) argues that "the |ot of
the landless would certainly not be inproved if the village had
none of these corporate institutions", yet he offers no evidence
that this is true (by for instance examning | andl ess incone in
corporate and noncorporate villages). Mre inportantly, he offers
no evidence that the |landless or non-elite ever exercised a role
in the establishnent the formative "constitutional" rules of the

vi |l | age.

Second, Wade underestinates the inportance of the
concentration of power and wealth in a community that nmay have
signi ficant consequences for the possibility of |ocal conmon
property instituitions to preserve natural resources. For
instance, what is the significance of the differences between a
village politically and economcally domnated by one or two
famlies which provides no collective goods, one domnated by
three or four famlies providing sone collective goods and one
dom nated by a substantial mnority of the village famlies
provi ding many coll ective goods? Wether or not ecol ogi cal
factors provide sone notivation for collective activity it does
not necessarily followthat it is the prinary notivation. \Wde
(1988) seens to be arguing that when the elite structure of a
village represents a "substantial™ mnority of the vill age

16



famlies it is nore authoritative or legitimate because it better
represents the "public" good. In what way are the collective
solutions of an elite mnority of famlies any less the "inposed"
sol utions of |ocal power?

Finally both Wade (1988) and the collective action
pessimsts share a conmon prem se that an understandi ng of
collective action nust be firmy grounded on expl anati ons t hat
start wth the individual as the prinary unit of analysis. In
short, their approach is nethodol ogically individualist. Such a
common approach nay mean that despite their real differences in
expl ai ni ng why collective action occurs and is sustained, these
anal ysts nay share a common conceptual ization of political power

which is itself open to question.

For instance, collective action theorists assert the need for
soneone or some nechani sm (whether inside or outside) the group
to exercise power over the individuals contenplating collective
action for such action to occur at all. Wade (1988) and ot her
collective action optimsts argue that individually perceived
nmutual benefit can notivate collective action, but its
continuance is still dependent ultinately on someone or some
nmechani sm for the exercise of power over individuals who may w sh
to free-ride. In both cases power is conceptualized in behaviora
terns, without any notions of power as a structural concept.
These alternative notions of power are concerned wth view ng
power as capacity. Here the concern is wth devel opi ng
"interpretati ve nodel s" which explain "social structures which
shape hunman action and distribute the capacities to act anong
social agents". (lssac, 1987:75) Wiy in Wade's (1988) study does
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common property nanagenent only occur in villages where the
structure of power is elitist? Is such a structure of authority a
necessary condition of collective activity? In a conpani on paper

to his book, \Wade (1987: 230)' suggest s one answer:

"corporate organi zations, to be effective, should be based
on existing structures of authori tc?/' In practice, this neans
that the council will be domnated by the |ocal elite, which

Is a disturbing conclusion for denocrats and egalitarians.

But rules made by the najority of villagers would carry

little legitimacy in the eyes of the powerful ."

But why is it that the legitimacy of the powerful is so
critical to collective action? If the weak and powerl ess do not
remain silent in both words and action would coll ective activity
be possi bl e? According to Hof fman (1988: 123), every enduring
social relationship inplies an "inseparable unity of authority
and power"” and what nakes the exercise of power nore legitinate
is the degree to which the relations of power in a given social
structure involve nore authority than power. Wat has not been
clearly denonstrated is whether common property institutions are
possi bl e under conditions where the rel ations of power are
characterized by greater authoritative control. In other words,
do common property institutions exist where control is both
denocratic and where the costs and benefits of the institution

are distributed on a nore egalitarian basi s?

Power External to Cormon Property Institutions
Many of the authors who support common property institutions
as a neans to the sustainabl e use of natural resources argue that
the state and private property are often inportant sources of the
dem se of common property institutions. For instance, driacy-
18



Véntrup and B shop (1975:718) argue that the nost inportant
interference wth societies exercising common property nmanagenent
of natural resources "has been contact wth the rmarket econony
and other aspects of western culture". Brontey and Cernea (1989)
al so argues that the demse of common property institutions are
the result of conpeting institutional arrangenents. According to
Bromey and Cernea (1989:18), the breakdown of common property
institutions nay occur because of "spreading privatization" which
limts the conpliance of co-owners to the conmmon property
arrangenents of natural resource use. Individuals lured into
private narket arrangenents by the possibilities of private gain
abandon conmmon property institutions. Furthernore Brom ey and
Cernea (1989:18-19) argue that if the nodern state "disregards
the interests of those segnments of the popul ation |argely
dependent upon common property resources-- then external threats
to common property will not receive the sane governrental
response as would a threat to private property”. Wade (1987:232)
el evates this argunent to a basic criteria of successful common
property managenent: "the less the state can or w shes to
undermne locally based authorities and the less it can enforce

private property-rights, the better the chances of success."

Wiat capacity does the state have to undermne | ocal
authorities and why woul d the state not w sh to exercise that
capacity? Do states pronote private property institutions at the
expense of common property institutions? Qurrent research efforts
have denonstrated that common property nanagenent of natural
resources is a far nore prevalent formof institutional control
of resources than had previously been recogni zed. However there
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Is less recognition and understanding of the external conditions
which |lead to the decline or expansion of |ocal common property
institutions across time. Here | examne the topic of state

soverei gnty whi ch provi des sone understanding of this issue. /

Sate Sovereignty and Conmon Property

e argunent that may inply the decline of |ocal comron LJW
property institutions is that a state in an anarchic world of
conpeting and hostile states can ill afford to relinquish
sovereignty. Ohe of the classic definitions of the state is that
it is a "systemof order” which "clains binding authority, not
only over the nenbers of the state, the citizens, nost of whom
have obtai ned menbership by birth, but to a very |arge extent,
over all action taking place in the area of its jurisdiction"
(Wber, 1947:156). The exi stence of common property control of
natural resources nay represent an inportant dimnution of state
sovereignty which in turn places the state inmm;iti on
mt her states where such dimnution is |ess preval ent.

M gdal (1987:22) has taken up such a theme arguing that the
state is driven toward social predom nance which "invol ves the
successful subordination of people's ow inclinations of social
behavi or sought by other social organizations in favor of the
behavi or prescribed by state rules”. As we have seen, conmon
property managenent of natural resources requires sone degree of
mby sub-national groups to establish the rules over
resource use and access. |Is there an inherent conflict between a
state seeking societal predomnance and the interests of comon

property nanagers? | offer three perspectives on this question.
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Frst, conflict is not inevitable if comron property and

S————

state nanagers arrange sone nmutual ly satisfactory limts to each

others clains of authority over natural resources. If states and
private property hol ders divide authority over nany aspects of
the use of natural resources, it certainly seens possible that
such authority could be divided between common property hol ders %pc
and the state. More inportantly, if common property nmanagenent of
natural resources is nore likely to result in the sustainabl e use
of resources, theoretically it would seemto be in the state's
interest to pronote such institutional forns of natural resource
managenent. An enpirical examnation of such an argunent coul d be
undertaken in a conparative study of cases where the state

pronot ed common property nmanagenent of natural resources wth
cases where it did not.

Second, the conflict may not really be between the state and
common property nmanagers. There are nmany theories of the state
whi ch argue that the state "consistently acts to guarantee the
Interests of capital” (BKkin, 1985: 5). If such consistent action
is assured then a strong case could be nade that conmon property
institutions will not remain viable against the conbi ned power of
these pronoters of private property institutions. Cnhe coul d argue
that the reason that nmost common property institutions are in
devel opi ng societies is because neither private property
institutions or the states whi ch supposedly pronote them have
reached a high | evel of predomnance in these societies. To test
such an argurent one woul d need first to denonstrate the
consi stency of state action in the pronotion of private property
Interests. In addition, one would have to account for the
exi stence of comon property institutions that nanage nat ural
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resources in nodern capitalist states. For instance, Acheson
(1987) denonstrates the common property nmanagenment of |obster in
the United Sates. Is this merely one mnor exception to a nore
general tendency of the state domnated by capitalist interests
to supplant |ocal common property nmanagenent of natural

r esour ces?

Third, there has been a great deal of debate in political
science about the relative autonony of the state as an
institution capable of action independent of the preferences of
cl asses, groups or individual s which conprise the society over
which it clains sovereignty (Evans et al, 1985; Mann, 1904). If
such autonony is sufficient, the state may be a viabl e source for
protection of common property institutions. In this case the
state could act as a protector of alternative institutional forns
and the pronoter of none. Here the enpirical problemwould be to
denonstrate the autonony and neutrality of the state in assuring
the existence of alternative institutional forns of control‘ of
nat ural resources.

The inportance of the above perspectives are not that they
provi de an exhaustive |list of alternative approaches for
understandi ng the power of the state or private property
institutions to dimnish the viability of |ocal common property
institutions. Rather, the inportant point is that researchers can
not take it for granted that proposals to naintain or pronote
| ocal common property managenent of natural resources wll easily
be supported by politicians, bureaucrats and private
entrepreneurs. Wile Regier et al. (1989) are correct when they
argue that community-based resource nmanagenment is often viewed as
“unconventional ", the political inplications are far greater. |If
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common property nmanagenent, inplies the necessity of a greater
decentralization of political power to comunities, then such
decentralization nay be viewed as threatening to those who

benefit nmost fromthe current distribution of power.

Goncl udi ng Renar ks

The underlying | ogic of many argunents about the viability of
systens of common property nmanagenent of natural resources stem
froma premse that the state tends to uses its coercive power
either to pronote private property control of natural resources
or to gain control of the natural resource itself. As Bruyn
(1987:5) has noted, we tend to be provided wth only two choi ces:
capitalismor state socialism No snall part of the effort of
those pronoting common property institutions has been to convince
the | eaders of states and international devel opnent agencies that
nei ther of these two options are inevitable. Mre inportantly,
the presuned inevitability of private or state control of natural
resources nay inply the inevitability of their non-sustainabl e
use. If such is the case, it is vitally inportant to keep
expl oring the necessary conditions whereby the potential of the
conpeting or coordinated power of the state and private property
institutions can give way to institutions of comon property. The
current existence of |ocal collective action in the nanagement of
common property resources tells us little about the |ikelihood of
the survival of this formof institutional arrangenment in the
future.

A second inportant research question is a nornative one:
should all common property institutions survive? Onh economc
efficiency and sustai nabl e resource use grounds the case for the
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survivability, if not pronotion, of this institutional formis
conpel I ing. However if Wade (1988) is correct in his assessnent
of the necessity for political elitismand lack of equity in the
distribution of benefits in common property institutions, the
normative case for such institutions is certainly danpened.
Gstrom (1986: 612) has argued that some, but not all, common
property arrangenents survive wth "extraordinary powers" that
"coerce nenbership and contributions for collective actions... even
when nost nenbers do not evaluate themas performng efficiently
or equitably". W are then left wth the probl em of
differentiating coercive fromvoluntary common property
nmanagenent. Wi ch of these two kinds of common property
nmanagemnment are nore pervasive? How can we be assured that that
the voluntary type will survive and the coercive type will be
ext i ngui shed? These are not easy questions to answer, but their
difficulty does not nmean that they can be i gnored.

Al social institutions create different kinds of socia
order, but all kinds of order are not nornmatively equival ent.
Institutional analysis is difficult because it requires what
NMacpherson (1978:11) calls "justificatory theories", that is, a
concern wth what institutions "are doing and what they ought to
be doi ng". The problens of power both internal and external to
common property institutions wll not go anay and will renain a

critical part of necessary nornative assessnents.
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Foot not es

1. See Tisdell (1988) for a recent review Redclift (1989;1987),
MIlbrath (1989) and De La Gourt (1990) provi de other sources.

2. See National Acadeny of Sciences (1986), Whoff (1986), MCay
and Acheson (1987), and Berkes (1989) for a collection of general
papers and case studies.

3. Arecent reviewis provided by degg (1989).

4. The idea of the corporate village is not new and has been
utilized by cultural anthropol ogists for quite some tine. Perhaps
the classic article is by Wl f (1957). Wl f (1986) has recently
ﬁda_t ed his earlier discussions of the corporate vill age.
3 eridan (1988) provides a critical review of Wl f's nost recent

| scussi on.

5. Wade's critique of dson's (1971) and Hardin's (1968) work is
one of many. Mbdst of the common property resource managenent
theorists are in nore or |ess disagreenent wth Hardin (1968) and
A son (1971). Runge (1984a, 1984b, 1986) is perhaps the best
representative of the views of these critics. Mtthew QO enson
(1987) provides an additional review of the many argunents
surrounding A son's and Hardin's work.

6. As noted above, Gstrom (1989) nakes an inportant point that
constitutions do not need to be understood as a fornal docunent
representing "rules about naking rules" for an entire nation-
state. Rules about making rules can be nade and changed by small
groups of |ocal-1evel users of resources.
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