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This issue of the CPR Digest begins the Digest’s contribution to the IASCP’s regionalization initiatives. It is the first in a
series of alternate Digest issues that will feature a special focus on a particular world region. We hope in the very long term to have a
section of the Digest that will be written by and for people in particular regions. If this issue is any indication, this effort to include
more regional content may spark some fiery debate, hotter perhaps than more abstract, global discussions of issues. For more on
regionalization see From the President on page 14.
The focus of this issue is on Southern and Eastern Africa. The Digest is very pleased to welcome Ms. Isilda Nhantumbo as a
guest co-Editor. With her help we have been able to gather a distinguished panel of Africans who take up the challenge posed by James
Murombedzi: Is community-based resource management really all that meaningful in the context of a history of colonial influence on
tenure systems and continued disparities in control over land? Monde Mayekiso wonders if that is really the right question given both
the scale of Africa’s resources and markets, and the real development aspirations of African people. Vupenyu Dzingirai questions how
much the colonial past really influences resource management and if land reform would be as good solution as many think. Ivan Bond
asks if history and land distribution are really the important factors or if ecology and demography explain more about resource management. A.Y. Banana describes the historical differences in land and forest tenure between Eastern and Southern Africa. Finally, Isilda
Nhantumbo reviews the experiments with land reform in Mozambique and draws lessons for resource conservation.
In addition to the Forum’s Africa focus, our Practitioner Profile interviews Henrique Amone Massango of the Tanga Community Management Project in Mozambique. Enjoy!
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Land is Africa’s key natural resource and as such is central to the
region’s development discourse and to all aspects of common property
resource management, including aquatic resources where access was often
determined through control of riparian land. Land has been the common
denominator of liberation struggles. African countries share a common
colonial history of land dispossession, dual land tenure systems and the
creation of rural labour reserves. In this historical context communal tenure
was developed specifically to deny the indigenous populations property
rights. Currently, most Southern African countries are implementing land
and tenure reform programs, or developing new land laws that reflect the
democratic aspirations of their populations in the post-colonial period.
Post-colonial political settlements in Southern Africa have tended
to be dominated by concerns over the fate of the colonial settler class,
resulting in the entrenchment of property protection clauses in almost all the
post-independence constitutions of Southern Africa. Thus the bills of rights
of the constitutions of Namibia, South Africa and Zimbabwe all have
property protection clauses, and appear to be modeled on the independence
constitutions of Nigeria and Kenya. The effect of these clauses, in practice,
has been to make land reform a legal and cumbersome process. Land
reform remains a major policy concern for almost all the southern African
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governments, and takes many different forms. In Namibia,
South Africa and Zimbabwe, land reform policies are based
on land redistribution as well as tenure reform to ensure
some security of tenure for the indigenous populations who
did not have such security during the colonial era. In
Mozambique land reform is aimed at developing a new
tenure system and legal framework for managing land in a
‘post-socialist’ era. Botswana has perhaps the most developed customary tenure system in the region, and this
continues to be developed and reformed through legal,
institutional, and organizational reforms. Zambia and
Malawi also grapple with a broad range of land reform
issues, as indeed do all other countries in the sub-region.
The issue of land tenure - i.e. ownership, control,
access and use of land - together with the extraction of
surplus through extra-economic forms, are the most important aspects of the agrarian question in Southern Africa
today. These questions have their origins in the land appropriation strategies of colonialism, and the subsequent land
policies adopted by the successive colonial regimes, which
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involved the alienation of land from the indigenous populations and its concentration in the hands of settler farmers (or
large companies). In most of Southern Africa today, land
distribution continues to demonstrate a distinctly dualistic
nature, between so called ‘modern’ and ‘traditional’ sectors.
The modern sector typically comprises land held under
freehold or leasehold tenure, mostly by the white settler
farmers, while the ‘traditional’ sector is mostly made up of
the indigenous populations supposedly engaging in subsistence agriculture. Thus an enduring impact of settler colonialism has been the creation of racially based land distribution and tenure systems.
Current concerns with land reform in post-independence Africa generally include land ownership, distribution
and access, land use patterns, policy options for optimizing
sustainable land use, legal and institutional frameworks and
processes governing land administration, land markets, and
rural labor processes. While most governments have embarked on land reform on attaining independence, the
implementation of these programs has met varying degrees
of success. In most cases, however, little progress has been
made in addressing land imbalances and resolving the
multitude of conflicts surrounding land. Consequently, there
have been numerous fora - including commissions, workshops and task groups - convened in the region to discuss the
land reform impasse and to make appropriate policy recommendations. While an impressive array of recommendations
have come out of these processes, little has happened in
terms of implementation due to a number of reasons including the lack of resources to implement some of the recommended land reform measures as well as a lack of capacity
to understand and implement the suggested strategies and
requisite policy measures.
Several approaches to land reform are being taken
in the region. In Zimbabwe, land reform focuses mainly on a
translocation relocation model based on the acquisition of
land from the mainly white farming sector to the poor black
peasantry. The South African programs are based on the
restitution of land rights established through a courts system,
and include programs aimed at strengthening security of
tenure. Mozambican and Namibian land reform programs
include elements of both resettlement and tenure reform,
while Botswana has a highly developed program of strengthening customary rights to land.
In addition to land expropriation and forced removals, colonization involved the invention of tenure systems for
the new native reserves. Because of the expropriatory origins
of the communal areas, communal tenure in Southern Africa
is, in fact, a very European attitude to land rather than an
African one. The creation of communal systems of tenure
during the colonial era reflected the ideological, economic
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and political concerns of the settler class. Ownership of land
in the reserves was vested in the colonial state, with the
residents enjoying rights of usufruct as regulated by the
various local authorities created or coopted by the state.
These provisions were clearly designed to extend the
colonial state’s control over the countryside.
In order to consolidate its control, over the countryside, the colonial state created a system of native administration that was based on the co-optation of existing ‘traditional’ authorities into a system of indirect rule by the
colonial state. This system involved, inter alia, creating a
separate legal dispensation, ostensibly based on customary
law, for the legitimation of these coopted traditional authority and for the governance of the natives. Land expropriation, governance, and state control over the reserves resulted
in the development of feudal relationships between the
colonial state and the indigenous peoples – while the settlers
were citizens of the new state, the Africans became the
subjects of the state. The colonial state thus retained the
power to interfere and reorganize land use and occupation
by the indigenous people .
In addition to the ambiguity of communal tenure on
state land, nowhere do communities exist as legal entities in
any legal system in the region in the same way as individuals, natural or artificial. Thus in the so-called communal
tenure regimes of the region, control over the land and
natural resources typically rests with some local government
authority, such as District Councils, or its appointee, such as
chiefs and headmen. Inevitably, as the land and natural
resources have assumed greater economic and political
values, these authorities have also expropriated them for
themselves. Communal tenure appears to imply that communities can control only those resources with negligible
exchange values. Thus, for instance, throughout the region
the rights to trees depend on their intended use. In terms of
the Communal Forest Produce Act (1987) and the Forest Act
of 1982 in Zimbabwe, individuals have the right to harvest
trees for their own use without a permit. The former vests
the management of common woodlands in the RDCs, who
thus have the right to grant concessions to outsiders to utilize
communal woodlands for commercial purposes without
necessarily consulting local residents. Like timber, the
granting of hunting concessions in communal areas is also
controlled by influential state bureaucrats and big business.
Legal powers that do not recognize the rights and interests of
local communities undermine local management systems.
Communities are thus currently constrained from
reaching their full potential of resource utilization by
entitlement failure. Land and natural resources in the region
continue to be concentrated in the hands of an elite. Evidence now at hand demonstrates that this land tends to be

grossly under-utilized. Thus less than 25% of the region’s
arable land is cropped. At the same time, because of continuing inequitable distribution, marginal rangelands are continually brought under cultivation by the poor peasantry.
It is against this background that current initiatives
to implement community based natural resource management (CBNRM) programs are being implemented in the
region. To some limited extent, these initiatives have
stimulated a debate about the nature of the communal tenure
systems themselves, and therefore about the prospects for
changing these tenure systems to increase community
control over land and natural resources. Thus the wildlife
programs of Namibia have led to the creation of conservancies, which are voluntary, registered (and therefore legal)
entities that come together for the express purpose of
managing natural resources for tourism development. The
CAMPFIRE program in Zimbabwe creates Village and
Ward Wildlife Management Committees. Zambia’s
ADMADE program and the CBNRMP in Botswana reinforce the positions of chiefs and other rural elites in the
management of land and wildlife. It is important that these
approaches to tenure reform are fundamentally minimalist as
they are not predicated on holistic land reform processes that
address the political, economic, social and historic bases of
existing land distribution and land tenure arrangements in
the region.
Consequently, these CBNRM initiatives have, to a
large extent, had only limited impacts on livelihoods in the
areas in which they are implemented. Secondly, the
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CBNRM initiatives continued to be contested by the
peasants in their struggle to access more and better land for
their own reproduction. These contestations take many
different forms. The most widely recognized being ‘squatting’ on designated wildlife management land in CAMPFIRE; the investment of CAMPFIRE dividends in arable
agriculture and other ‘development’ projects that directly
compete with the wildlife enterprise. Throughout the region,
there is an accelerating process of ‘marketization’ of
communal land that directly challenge the ideological bases
of current CBNRM initiatives. Increasing stratification
among the peasantry also means that competition for control
over land and natural resources is increasing. In the final
analysis, it is evident that unless the CBNRM initiatives are
predicated on more holistic land reform programs that
address once and for all the expropriatory bases of the
existing communal tenure regimes, these initiatives will not
be sustainable in the medium to long terms.

CPRRESPONSE
FORUM
Economic Realities and the Commons
Monde Mayekiso
Chief Director, Marine And Coastal Management
Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism
South Africa

I wish to thank the CPR Digest for inviting me to
participate in this discussion of property rights in sub-Saharan
Africa. My interest in the matter comes from my involvement
in living marine resources, specifically fisheries management,
in South Africa. While fisheries management is at a lower
analytical level than natural resource management and governance, I hope to illustrate that the challenges posed in James
paper are common in many aspects of resources management
in Southern Africa, whether it be land agriculture, minerals etc.
Our common law is based on Roman-Dutch Law
which classifies the sea as a thing incapable of being owned or
traded in. Thus in our case the sea and sea shore belong to the
State President and all citizens have a right to utilize its natural
resources. However, unlike the sea, natural resources such as
fish can be owned and traded in only after capture. The effect
is therefore that the sea and its resources are common property.
Southern African fisheries, to varying degrees, show
the common colonial legacy of dispossession, dual tenure
systems, relegation of indigenous people to labour, that the
article by James Murombedzi describes so eloquently. Further,
South Africa like other southern African countries, as he
observes correctly, have adopted new policies and programs
Page
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that “reflect the democratic aspirations of their populations.”
He suggests that only limited success has been achieved for
reasons that he advances in his paper and the point seems to
be valid.
To put things in perspective, I will briefly describe
the South African fisheries. The fishery shares many
features with those of Namibia, Zimbabwe, Mozambique,
Malawi and Kenya among others although the various
components may differ in value and level of participation.
The South African commercial fishery industry is
valued at about R2 billion annually and employs 27000
people, while recreational fishing attracts some 750,000
enthusiasts, employs over 130,000 people and generates
over R1,4 billion in revenue to direct and indirect participants each year. SOME 3.6 MILLION people in the country
depend largely on coastal food sources through subsistence
activities that are worth R1.1 billion a year to subsistence
fishers and their dependent communities. The fisheries
management objectives, as is the case elsewhere, are
biological, economic and socio-political. For management
to be successful these objectives need to be reconciled in the
reform programmes that are implemented in the case of
southern Africa. The challenge is magnified in post colonial
and post apartheid South Africa which finds itself in the new
world that has no boundaries and is dominated by the
market economy where we export our own products for
reasons of quality and import for domestic consumption or
change our biological regulations in order to satisfy demands of export markets. In reviewing some community
based natural resource management programmes that are
being implemented is southern Africa, James advocates
caution, suggesting that for the programmes to be successful
they would need to be predicated on holistic.... reform
processes that address political, economic, social and
historical bases of existing...distribution and ....tenure
arrangements in the region.” Whilst in total agreement with
James’ contention, I am rather disappointed that he has not
followed through with practical guidelines of how future
programmes should be designed. I suspect that the clue to
the difficulty for traditional community management that he
supports is revealed by his observation of “an accelerating
process of marketization of communal land.” I have
described the South African fishery in “economic” terms to
pose a challenge to how James’ contention could be
implemented, in such an environment that is by no means
unique to the South African fishery, in a world dominated
by markets.
It is my contention, that it is one thing to fully
understand the past, perhaps even with some nostalgia, and
another to select approaches for the future. I agree with
James that reform programmes must express the reality that
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they seek to address. In other words, programmes based on
philosophies that are contrary to the aspirations of society and or
realities of the market place will fail in the long run. I am
convinced that the people we call subsistence fishers or even
artisanal ones are no longer satisfied with remaining forever at
the subsistence level, but aspire to participate in the mainstream
economic activities. That is certainly the case in South Africa.
Successful examples of involvement of indigenous peoples have
been reported on around the world. Australia and New Zealand
have had some positive results. It is my contention that
traditional and community based management will be hard
pressed to cope with communities that yearn to live according to
contemporary democratic principles.

Artisanal Fishers in Mozambique. Photo Courtesy Bonnie McCay

CPRRESPONSE
FORUM
Land Reform And Community Based
Natural Resource Management
Vupenyu Dzingirai, Harare, Zimbabwe
Dr Murombedzi touches on an important and emotive topic
for Africa. He mentions two significant points. The first is that
majority of black peasants do not have land and therefore do not
have access to other resources and benefits dependent on it. The
second point is that those who have land do not have secure
rights. I suspect that Africanists would not have problems in
accepting his suggestion that much of the current activity on
CBRM will remain a sham until the majority of black peasants
have access to land as well as security of tenure. And there
would be others, no doubt, who will go further and regard
current CBRM as attempts to forestall land reforms.

Where I have problems with Dr. Murombedzi is on his
conceptualization of continued inequalities in land ownership
and access in Southern Africa. While the colonialists started the
process of expropriation of land and indeed devised legal
strategies to ensure that no comprehensive land reform takes
place after colonial rule, we cannot blame them for the present
and emerging inequalities in land ownership. Within Zimbabwe, and beyond, there is a great deal of research that is
beginning to suggest that the present ruling African elite, made
up of senior government, military and ruling party personnel,
has also developed an interest in land to the extent that it does
not support any populist land reform. The new class, if we can
call it that, wants land for itself and not for everybody. Indeed, it
is this elite that continues to support and agitate for a narrow
CBNRM that is predicated on unequal land distribution.
Secondly it is this elite that frequently presents CBNRM as a
viable and land use option which does not require to be
supplemented by land reform. I suspect that this new class
craftily uses ‘colonialism discourse’ to cover up for their
weakness and interests.
Secondly, the author argues that communal tenure as
presently found in Southern Africa is vague and devoid of any
legal consequences. For him, the state, whatever its legal
pretensions, owns all natural resources in communal lands and
often uses this legal privilege to deprive rural peasants of their
claim to environmental benefits. This, according to the author,
is why the peasants do not benefit much from the current
CBNRM. Many researchers would disagree with the author on
this matter. In countries with advanced CBNRM, peasants have
not been able to effectively and adequately reclaim their share
from natural resources management even where the law
supports them. There are a number of reasons for this but I shall
cite two. The first is that rural peasants, in the main, lack a full
awareness of their basic rights, both as citizens and as participants in community based resource management. The second,
and related to the above, is that rural peasants, where they are
aware of their rights, still fear to engage the state. Peasants fear
the state, which they know, is capable of sniffing and punishing
troublemakers. In my view, the condition of rural abuse
continues because environmental organizations that should take
the part of the peasants are, ultimately, interested in remaining
in the favor of the state.
While on this matter we must deal with the role of the
private sector, which the author seems to imply, is pervasive in
CBRM. The author says that the current tenure arrangements in
rural areas facilitate the exploitation of illiterate communities by
the private sector, in particular the safari operators doing
business in communal lands. Against this, it can be convincingly argued those local authorities - rural district councils - and
safari operators are CBNRM stakeholders by virtue of their
heavy investment in it. In some cases this investment far
outweighs that of the communities whose contribution may
Page
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amount to just living with wildlife, sometimes. Given this
background, it is unfair to expect these players not to get some
return for their investment. What should be condemned in
CBNRM is profiteering by the state and the private sector at the
expense of the communities. Perhaps this is what the author has
in mind. But even then, such excesses (profiteering) persist
because of communities’ ignorance of their rights and their
limited capacity to clip the wings of those who exploit them. It
does not persist on account of a particular tenure arrangement.
The author touches on ‘squatting’ or illegal settlement,
which he argues, is prevalent in CBNRM and impacts negatively on it. This is an important observation that continues to be
substantiated through research. At the University of
Zimbabwe’s Centre for Applied Social Sciences, CASS, we
have shown how squatters settle on wilderness zones, which are
the target for conservation by communities. But we have
problems with the way the author links squatting to landlessness. His point that CBNRM areas are targeted for illegal
settlement by the landless ignores the point that these squatters
are sometimes well-endowed peasants who seek to accumulate
capital through unfettered agriculture on common lands. In
some instances, the squatters on CBNRM are not people
interested in land but those hand picked by powerful classes
legitimately wanting a land reform programme that transfers
lands to themselves. I interpret this to mean that the relationship
between landlessness and squatting, if at all it exists, is not as
straight forward as suggested by the author.
Finally the author’s conclusion is also problematic. In
essence, he says that land reform and distribution are final
solutions to sustainable CBNRM in southern Africa. I suspect,
however, that there is a sense in which land reform can and will
draw people away from CBNRM. It must be recalled that
programmes such as CAMPFIRE were started in order to
enable people to live with landlessness. Such programmes were
locally valued because of their unchallenged contribution to
food security. When people begin to successfully grow their
own food, such as will be the case after a good land reform, we
can expect at least a decline in participation to community based
natural resources management. Already in Zimbabwe, those
households which are now able to grow their own commercial
crops are, in an effort to make more profit from agriculture,
doing exactly the practices discussed by Dr Murombedzi,
namely, converting wilderness zones into crop land. Does it
mean we should backtrack on land reform to save programmes
such as CAMPFIRE? I do not think so. We should take the cue
from Dr Murombedzi and begin to seriously think about land
reform and, if I might add, explore ways about how it might be
customized to solve both poverty and environmental problems.
The author can be reached at vdzingirai@yahoo.co
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CPRRESPONSE
FORUM
The Economic and Demographic Conditions
of Resource Management in Southern Africa
Ivan Bond
Resource Economist, World Wildlife Fund, Harare, Zimbabwe

Murombedzi’s analysis correctly identifies the
complex issue of the control of land as central to much of the
development debate in southern Africa. The analysis, however,
lacks an important consideration of the some of the basic
ecological, economic and demographic factors which combine
to compound an already complex and intractable problem. Over
much of southern Africa, conventional agriculture potential is
constrained by climate. Approximately 70% of the region is
defined as semi-arid to arid. The mean annual rainfall in these
areas is less than 600mm and is extremely variability. Further in
many areas of high rainfall, the soils are highly leached and
sustained crop production requires high levels of fertilisers.
Even if there were greater access to land through a reduction in
the inequitable land allocation it does not follow that poverty
will be eliminated and development goals achieved.
There are also important macro-economic
considerations which have not been taken into account by the
author. Typically, the economies of most of the countries in the
region are characterised by declining real gross domestic
product. Combined with the rapidly expanding human
populations (>3% per annum) the per capita gross domestic
product in most southern Africa countries has fallen over the
last decade. Further, real wages and the probability of securing
employment have also fallen significantly.
These factors are highly relevant to the debate initiated
by Murombedzi principally because of his conclusion that
squatting on land designated for wildlife is a primarily a protest
against emerging community based resource management
programmes, which are often focussed on wildlife. The
simplicity of this conclusion, which is largely a function of the
overtly historical and political analysis of the problem, provides
a misleading point of departure in the search for solutions.
Given the economic and demographic conditions noted above,
occupation of land nominally considered as wildlife habitat and
the disruption to wildlife production systems is a highly rational
strategy. Classical economic analysis predicts that the demand
for agricultural land will diminish only when the marginal
urban wage exceeds the marginal return to agriculture. In
southern African economies, characterised by economic
decline, it is entirely rationale for land of even very low
agricultural potential to be settled and cultivated. Settlement
provides the household with land for agriculture (albeit risky),
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natural resources (water, fuel-wood, construction material,
wildlife), and a resource which can be sub-divided and sold. It
provides the household with a secure home-base from which its
labour can optimally be allocated between agricultural
production, the harvest of natural resources and potential urban
employment. Typically the agricultural focus of most rural
development programmes, state agricultural subsidies (crop and
animal production) and food aid have further contributed to
making settlement and immigration a rational strategy.
Another factor not discussed by Murombedzi is the
uncertain framework for the allocation of land, especially
where there is a combination of state and traditional controls.
Thus given the very high demand for land, and the weak State
control, land is has in many areas effectively become an open
access resource. This has been exploited by political and

Thus the question not satisfactorily answered by
Murombedzi is what can be dome to increase the probability of
success of CBNRM programmes in southern Africa. The
answer has two linked components. The first is that
mechanisms to raise the financial incentives for institutional
change must be investigated. In some cases this might be
achieved through the diversification of CBNRM programmes
so as to include other natural resources. However the key lies in
recognising the parallel land markets. Simple mechanisms
which legitimise community control over land and critically
also allows communities to sell land, should immediately raise
the financial incentives for institutional change in many
CBNRM programmes. Both the diversification and option for
communities rather than individuals to commoditize land
require central and local governments to relinquish control over
these resources.

CPRRESPONSE
FORUM
Communal Tenure and Forest Resources
Management in Uganda
A. Y. Banana
Dept. Faculty Of Forestry and Nature Conservation, Makerere University.

Southern African Pasture. Photo Courtesy Bonnie McCay

traditional elites, who have commodified land for their own
financial gain. One Chief in a remote area of Zimbabwe
admitted to selling Z$400,000 (US$40,000) worth of land! Post
colonial governments (central and local) have found it
financially convenient to maintain control over land and many
natural resources as a way of extracting surpluses.
It is into these highly challenging conditions that many
wildlife focussed community based natural resource
management programmes have been introduced. Common to
all the CBNRM programmes in southern Africa is the goal of
institutional change for the management common pool
resources such as wildlife and wildlife habitat. The financial
benefits earned from wildlife utilisation are the primary
incentive for this change. However, fragmented wildlife
habitats, relatively high human populations and the ongoing
retention of some of the income derived from wildlife has
meant that in most programmes the financial incentives for
institutional change are often marginal. For example the median
gross annual household benefit from wildlife in Zimbabwe is
less than US$5. However, despite these constraints most of the
CBNRM programmes can identify communities in which there
high levels of incentives have resulted in a marked change
towards wildlife and natural resource management.

Security of tenure is critical for wise use of land and
land resources. In Uganda, over 80% of the land is under
customary tenure. Uganda, unlike Kenya, did not become a
white settler colony, only a very small percentage of crown land
was alienated to church missionary societies and to a few
individuals as freehold. The crown lands retained customary
land tenure up to independence, because from the inception of
colonialism in Uganda, the British recognised the importance of
local institutions and law for land management. According to
the theory of “indirect rule” the institutions, laws and customs
of the colonised peoples were to be retained with modifications
to make British colonial rule more acceptable to the local
people. Consequently, in 1900, the British introduced in
Buganda the “mailo” tenure system, which is a modified form
of freehold. Land was divided between the Kabaka (King),
notables and protectorate government. Thousands of chiefs
and private people received land amounting to 8,000 sq. miles.
The reminder of land, amounting to 9,000 sq. miles including
forests and wetlands was vested in the Queen of England as
crown land. Britain entered similar agreements with other
kingdoms in 1901 and 1933.
Customary rules of tenure in Buganda allowed a
peasant access to portions of mailo-land through the Kibanja
(rented plots) from the landlords. With the consent of the
landlord, the kibanja owner could transfer his rights to a third
Page
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party or through inheritance to his relatives. A land market
developed in Buganda after the introduction of mailo land and
wealthy farmers were able to purchase titled lands from the
original mailo land owners. In areas of Uganda where there was
no mailo land, access to land was determined by customary
rules. Only members of the clan had access to clan land.
Access, use and management of land closely followed common
property arrangements. Unlike Kenya and the Southern African
countries that were British colonies, Uganda was a Protectorate
and its citizens were guaranteed ample security of land tenure.
There was no large scale land expropriation. Non-Africans were
discouraged from owning land. For example, the Buganda land
law of 1908 disallowed a mailo owner to transfer his land to a
person not of the protectorate without the consent of the
governor and the Buganda Legislature.

and corresponding lack of ownership and local participation in
forest and tree management by local communities.
While legally, between 1975 and 1995, only leasehold
and customary tenure existed in Uganda, in practice there
was a complex mixture of mailo, freehold, leasehold and
customary tenure. In 1983, the Uganda government initiated
the Land Reform Programme to simplify and unify the nation’s
tenure system. The 1995 constitution made significant
provisions relating to land use and the environment. It is one of
the most revolutionary in sub-Saharan Africa, with a
fundamental move away from the state control and ownership
of land. The constitution states that “All land in Uganda belongs
to the citizens of Uganda and shall vest in them in accordance
with four tenure systems; customary, freehold, mailo and
leasehold.

Customary tenure
enjoyed statutory protection under
the Public Lands Act. It was
lawful for a person to occupy land
under customary tenure in rural
lands not alienated in leasehold or
freehold. Furthermore, a
controlling authority had no
power to grant a freehold or
leasehold of any land occupied by
customary tenure, without the
consent of the occupants. The
1928 Busuulu and Envujjo Law
also guaranteed the security of
tenants on Mailo land by limiting
landlord’s ability to evict tenants.

The 1998 Land Act
strongly enhanced security of
tenure to Uganda’s citizens.
Individual’s rights to land can be
secured by virtue of occupation.
It provides for the first time that
owners of land under customary
tenure be issued with certificates
of ownership. Customary
ownership may thus be
converted to freehold upon
registration. The Act further
states that a lawful or bonafide
Logging Trucks in Mozambique. Photo Coutesy Bonnie McCay
occupant on registered land shall
enjoy security of occupancy on
the land. Where a group holds any land communally, the land
The Land Reform Decree of 1975 radically altered
may be held on behalf of the group by a trustee(s) chosen by the
these relationships. The Decree vested title of all land in
group, according to the group’s customs Thus customary law
Uganda in the state. The Land Commission was authorised to
has been strengthened in the new constitution and will continue
alienate land occupied by customary tenants without their
to have great significance for natural resource management.
consent. However, the Decree was never effectively
Under this provision common property tenure and community
implemented. Mailo and freehold titles were never converted to
control over land and natural resources will be institutionalized.
leaseholds, customary tenants on public land continued to enjoy
Current initiatives such as collaborative forest management,
security of tenure and relatively few instances of evictions of
community managed eco-tourism and collaborative wildlife
customary tenants occurred.
management are provided for under this provision.
Like in southern Africa, both the colonial government,
and post independence governments severely restricted the
access of indigenous people to forests and forest resources.
Although security of land tenure under customary laws was
guaranteed, there was no tree tenure security. Most of the
economically important trees were “reserved” trees and could
not be cut without the permission of the state even on private
land. Thus communities could control only those resources with
negligible exchange values. Uganda’s forest policy has been
characterised by a strong concentration of power by the state
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As with earlier restrictive government policies, there is
a constitutional obligation to government or local governments
to protect the natural resources for the good of all land users.
Consequently government shall not lease or otherwise alienate
any natural resource such as natural lakes, wetlands, forest
reserves, national parks and any other land reserved for
ecological and tourism purposes. Government retains the right
to give out concessions, licenses or permits in respect of a
natural resource without necessarily consulting local residents.
Again local communities are have been given right to manage
natural resources with limited economic value.
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CPRRESPONSE
FORUM
Land and Resource tenure in Southern Africa:
other insights
Isilda Nhantumbo
Faculty of Agronomy and Forestry
Eduardo Mondlane University
Maputo, Mozambique

Murombedzi discusses a very pertinent issue in the
context of Southern Africa: the land and resources tenure. Many
governments see it as a necessary condition for assuring rights
to the most disadvantaged group - dwellers in rural communities. Land reform, including the drafting of new policies, laws
and regulations aims at ensuring that communities are involved
both in the sustainable management and benefit from the
resources. However, the approaches vary according to the
historical, social, political and economic context of the different
nations.
Most rural dwellers in Mozambique farm small plots
of generally low fertility, although in a few cases they farm on
alluvial and other fertile land. In most of the settings, especially
in the North where the colonial government granted fertile land
to the settlers for cash crop production, rural communities,
important sources of cheap labor, lived and farmed peripheral
and marginal land.
With independence, a new philosophy was adopted:
collective production systems. The state and farmers’ cooperatives formed a new type of land use with the aim of
rationalizing the use of agricultural equipment and inputs.
Ownership of land and other were vested in the state, hence to
all the Mozambicans as stated in the constitution. The ownership of companies was transferred to the state through nationalizations. With the adoption of the market economy and Economic Adjustment Program since 1987, a process of
privatization has been undertaken. This has included leasing
land to big companies such as Lonhro, and more recently to
South African farmers and others. Cooperatives have been
dismantled and, once again, the farmers farm the marginal and
unproductive land.
After independence land allocation, which in colonial
times had been entrusted to traditional leaders, became a
function of local representatives of government. However, in
both cases the communities had free access to forestry, wildlife,
grazing and water resources for their subsistence, whilst for
commercial purposes, especially of forestry and wildlife
products, they nominally needed a permit. This later provision
was not enforced! It can be argued that even though all rural

communities had limited access to the aforementioned resources there was no such thing as ‘common property’, a better
term would be “common access” because the state held
property rights over all the resources.
Land reform is taking place throughout the region and
one common denominator is that land policy is not always
looked at in conjunction with other sectoral policies such as
forestry, wildlife, water, mining etc. For example, in the case of
Namibia, the conservancies policy allows clear allocation, rights
to use and benefit from wildlife. Conversely, the land does not
belong to the conservancy, but to the state, which can allow
prospecting for mines, which could mean the transference of
ownership to a private entity.
I would tend not to fully agree with the statement
‘Mozambique and Namibia land reform programs include
elements of resettlement’. Mozambique resettlement, unlike the
case of Namibia, results from the displacement of the people
during the war, which in certain cases creates conflicts within
the communities or with other stakeholders. Furthermore, the
policy does not address this issue in particular, rather it addresses the overall issues of tenure and gives emphasis to the
rights of local communities, which includes the displaced. In
fact, Namibia and Zimbabwe have more similarities in that
respect. The resettlement policy in these countries entails the
purchase of land by the state from the white farmers - still
holding the biggest percentage of the rich and fertile land - to
re-distribute to blacks. The motivation being to boost the
emergence of a class of black commercial farmers. This is not a
case in Mozambique, which differs significantly as regards the
resettlement program in the context of Zimbabwe and Namibia,
mainly because it went through the process of nationalization
and privatization. Therefore, economic instruments played an
important role in the practical change in land tenure.
The aim of the land policy reform in Mozambique is
ensuring recognition or provision of land user rights to the rural
population irrespective of the means through which the land
was acquired. In this case the land policy and legislation give
importance to the testimony of the neighbors to resolve any
dispute. Hence, the new land policy does entail new structures
that ‘represent’ the communities in order to create a basis for
the ‘existence of the communities as legal entities.’ In areas with
CBNRM initiatives, these entities are called natural resource
management committees. I would fully agree that these new
structures might in fact have an adverse effect: they might be
dominated by influential people such as traditional leaders, local
politicians, the wealthy etc. This would happen irrespective of
having a democratic system (elected body) or not. This, plus the
fact that land delimitation, as it is envisaged in the new law, has
the potential for raising land conflicts, implies a need to build
capacity at the local and other levels for the prevention and
resolution of conflict.
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CBNRM seems to be seen as a panacea for the
economic problems faced by the rural communities, and even
local governments. In particular, countries such as Botswana,
Namibia, Zimbabwe that are very rich in wildlife resources
promote tourism and hunting, either in the Controlled Hunting
Areas, conservancies or the CAMPFIRE project areas etc. to
achieve such a goal. In many countries that are also rich in
minerals, the ownership or user rights over wildlife can be lost
in favor of minerals. So the question is again how far is the
tenure going. How can the farmers’ interests be at the forefront?
Can this and other valuable resources be owned by the community, i.e., get concessions from mining for forestry harvesting
etc..

Village Meeting in Tanga. Photo Courtesy Bonnie McCay

The new approach seems to take us back to collectivization, which might not necessarily be bad, through the idea
of Community Control. Then the questions are: who is the
community? Is it a homogenous social structure? What is better
– individual or collective control? How do we ensure fairness in
access of resources where social, economic, political power
differs? For example, despite the fact that the communities in
the conservancies in Namibia have rights to wildlife, now they
claim a Group Tenure title for land, and one day the demands
might evolve to a claim on diamond concessions. Fo we really
know where are we heading with land reform? I think there is
still a lot to be discussed. Why not let the market forces allocate
the land? What would be the impact in the region where
absence of food security still hinders development?
I would lastly point out that since wildlife occurs in
specific zones, zoning can ensure that revenues coming from its
exploitation (CAMPFIRE, being a case in point) are reinvested
in other areas. This means diversification, which ensures the
sustainability of livelihoods without being tied to wildlife,
tourism, etc.. These things are seasonal and the market may
soon be saturated with the same approaches, emphasizing the
same resources, especially as it concerns CBNRM.
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PRACTITIONER’S
PROFILE
This issue’s Practitioner’s Profile is of the Tanga Community
Management Project in Mozambique. Henrique Amone
Massango, the project’s Field Manager, shares with us some of
their experiences.
What does your program do?
The Tanga Community Management Project is a project of
the Forestry Research Center (CEF) within the National
Directorate of Forestry and Wildlife of the Mozambique
Ministry of Agriculture. Its main objective is the establishment
of a conservation area of chanfuta or pod mahogany (afzelia
quanzensis) through approaches that involve the participation of
the local community. The basic idea is to improve the living
standards of the Tanga community, through a more sustainable
use of local natural resource and to reduce the degradation of
the chanfuta ecosystem in Tanga through the local community’s
participation. We decided that we would be guided by two
principles to ensure the project’s objectives: local formal
institutions and NGOS which operate in the area would be
identified and encouraged to collaborate with project, and; we
would seek to bring about regular contacts between the formal
and traditional leadership.
How did you get started?
Beginning in 1993, CEF has been visiting several forest
zones and documenting the natural occurrence of forest species
in order to identify and select areas where we could collect the
seeds of indigenous species. This program has in mind not only
being able to supply the seeds of several forest species, we also
want to establish “in-situ and/or ex-situ” conservation areas for
the forest species.
Afzelia quanzensis (chanfuta or pod mahogany) has been
selected as a priority species by the 6 countries of the South
African Development Community (SADC) region (Malawi,
Mozambique, Swaziland, Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe).
Since the beginning of the CEF effort, it had been verified that
this species was being extensively exploited where it occurred
naturally. For example, in the case of Swaziland, the number of
existing trees has been reduced to the point where it can no
longer ensure the production of seeds with the diversity and
representation of genetic quality needed for sustainability.
A multidisciplinary team from CEF and SADC, the Tree
Seed Centre Network, visited different areas including Tanga,
with the aim to identify, in natural forest, possible permanent
areas for seed collection of the species. Tanga is a small forest
community in Matatuíne District, south of Maputo on the other
side of Maputo Bay. It is a community with 68 families in an
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area of 10,000 hectares. It is considerably inland from the coast
and to the north of the Blanchard Nature Reserve. The forests in
Tanga are fragile because they are “sand forests,” growing in a
very sandy coastal plain, and thus not easily regenerated after
cutting. The high conservation sense demonstrated by the
community and greater preservation of indigenous knowledge
among the community, and, hence their interest in developing
activities with CEF, accelerated the possibility of designing a
project with community participatory approaches. The high
diversity and particularly the quality of the selected species also
contributed to the decision to begin the project.
How is your group funded?
Currently the Ford Foundation is supporting us with a two
year grant for 1997/98 and 1998/99.
What have been your most important accomplishments?
Both the management of natural resources and agrarian
production through the use of appropriate agricultural practices
has improved. We have introduced alternative revenue practices
that help alleviate the pressure on the natural resources. We
have strengthened the local community’s capacity to manage
natural resources themselves. This has meant building trust with
community and traditional leaders, and between diverse
stakeholder groups, in order to honestly and forthrightly discuss,
bargain and negotiate points of agreement and difference. As a
way to establish a relationship of trust among the actors
involved in the project, it was necessary to create a local
committee that is responsible for co-ordination of all the
activities in collaboration with CEF. The role of women in
whole process, in both the organization as well as in execution
phase, has been guaranteed and their inclusion in decision
making has been important. Gender issues are reflected in the
planning, meetings and training. We have also carried out
studies and evaluation of Local Knowledge Systems related to
the identification potentials for developing non-wood forests
products and determining the actual state of the resources. The
high conservation sense demonstrated by the community and
their interest in developing activities with CEF has accelerated
the development possibilities of the project.
What have been your biggest challenges?
Our biggest challenge has been the poor communication
between stakeholders. Often some stakeholders make incorrect
assumptions about others. For instance, conservationists think
resource users are not interested in conservation. Government
policy-makers think agriculturists try to maximize field size
without considering range land capacity. Government officials
and conservationists think that only “conservation experts” or
NGOS know how to develop and implement management
plans for protection of protected areas. The key management
problems involve cultural, social, political, and economic
factors which are neither readily addressed nor mastered by
conservationists, government, or developers. I think, it should

be possible for participants of a large, political, culturally and
linguistically diverse group to communicate effectively together
and reach new levels of understanding. But, the government
commitment must be in place, for developing community-based
resource management approaches.
What lessons have you learned that would be useful for
other groups or communities involved in common pool
resource management?
The first lesson is the need to integrate local, national and
international conservation and development concerns for
sustainable use of natural resources. We also need more
innovative methods for conservation areas through identifying
and testing traditional resource use management systems, and
through other techniques using multi-use approaches. We have
learned that Community-based resource management is a new
approach in Mozambique and that is why its development
needs more involvement from different and diverse actors.
Local experience in dealing with natural resources is in place,
but a national and international vision for sustainable use of
natural resource is also needed. Through assessing indigenous
knowledge we have concluded that to get more efficiency use
of natural resources there is a need to incorporate new methods
and technologies. This incorporation of new methods of
conservation is needed because the pressure on resources is not
only local but is also national and sometimes international. Just
local and traditional knowledge will not be able to maintain
their sustainable use.
What would you like to learn from or about the experience
of other CPR groups?
From the experiences of other CPR groups, I would like to
know more about how they have handled the decentralization of
development of community-based resource management
projects and more about their experiences with the empowerment of communities. The interaction of these issues in the
management process can be helpful for developing such
projects. Decentralization and empowerment of communities
sometimes are hot issues among some government people or
agencies and their implementation has become difficult in the
field.
Another area I would like to learn about comes from the
fact that in Mozambique land tenure patterns differ between the
southern to northern parts of the country. This depends on
customary laws, although a new land law is in place. This
means that in managing community projects there is a need to
have more tools in order to achieve the programmed goals.
How can readers get in touch with you?
Henrique Amone Massango (M.Sc. Forestry), P.O.Box 8
Marracuene, Maputo Phone:+258 1 790011
FAX: +258 1 790018 E-mail: mutapa@zebra.uem.mz
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ANNOUNCEMENTS
Send Letters and Annoucements to Doug Wilson, Editor, CPR Digest.
Institute for Fisheries Management, North Sea Center, PO Box 104, DK9850, Hirtshals, Denmark dw@ifm.dk
For membership, dues, back issues, and missing copies contact
Michelle Curtain, IU, Woodburn Hall 220, Bloomington, IN, 47405 USA
iascp@indiana.edu New Phone: 01-219-885-1433
For questions about IASCP papers and research, contact Charlotte Hess,
Information Officer, IASCP, IU., 513 N. Park, Bloomington, IN 47408
USA iascp@indiana.edu

From the President
For some time members and sponsors have challenged us to
globalize the membership and activities of IASCP, which were
initiated and to some extent continue to be dominated by North
Americans. The Executive Council, which met in June 1999,
reinterpreted the challenge as regionalization, and the Ford Foundation
responded with financial support. Special issues of CPR Digest,
regional workshops and off-year meetings, and the development of
regional editorial and organizational initiatives are ways we plan to
increase the global scope and impact of IASCP and by so doing to
enhance the practical and intellectual benefits of our association.
We have begun. This is the first of a regular series of CPR
Digest issues with a regional focus. Charla Britt, a graduate student at
Cornell University, is working part-time to facilitate regional
workshops in the spring of 2000 and to help coordinate a special
regionalization session at the 2000 IASCP meetings in Bloomington.
She will also assist members in southern Africa in planning for the
2002 meetings, and for subsequent international and regional meetings,
including one in either Nepal or India. We are regionalizing on other
fronts, too. For example, we asked Antonio Carlos Diegues to compile
a bibliography on CPR work in South America, a region underrepresented in IASCP. Discussions are underway with Charlotte Hess,
our Information Officer, to create a mirror website for IASCP in
Australia. What we need now, most of all, are members willing to
become regional editors, organize regional workshops and meetings,
come up with new and better ideas for accomplishing our goals, and
help make regionalization a reality. If you have ideas and interest,
please communicate with me, Charla, Michelle, or any member of the
Executive Council. And come to Indiana 2000!
As centers of IASCP grow in South Asia, sub-Saharan
Africa, Central and South America, East Asia, Eastern Europe, and
other regions of the world, we cannot forget the functional center of
IASCP: Michelle Curtain. She and her family moved away from
Bloomington, Indiana and the Indiana University office of IASCP, but
she has agreed to continue as Secretary-Treasurer, the real Center of all
that we are and do. Thanks, Michelle! Nor should we forget our other
functional center, Doug Wilson, who recently moved to an exciting
new position in Denmark but agreed to continue the editorship of CPR
Digest. Doug plays a key role in designing and implementing the
regionalization initiative. Thanks, Michelle and Doug! And thanks to
Ken Wilson of the Ford Foundation and Peter Riggs of the Rockefeller
Brothers Fund for prodding us to improve and providing many of the
resources we need to do so. Finally, I cannot omit thanking the most
important person of all: you, the student, scholar, practitioner, policymaker who is interested enough in the use, care, and management of
common resources to participate in IASCP.
Bonnie J. McCay, New Jersey, USA, October 10, 1999,
mcaay@aesop.rutgers.edu
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CONSTITUTING THE COMMONS:
Crafting Sustainable Commons in the New Millennium
The Eighth IASCP Conference
Bloomington, Indiana, USA, May 31 - June 4, 2000
Organized by theWorkshop in Political Theory and Policy Analysis,
Indiana University, Bloomington; and the Center for the Study of
Institutions, Population, and Environmental Change, Indiana
University, Bloomington
We are pleased to invite you to attend the eighth biennial IASCP
conference. The conference will take place from May 31-June 4,
2000, at the Indiana Memorial Union, Bloomington, Indiana. Please
submit your panel, paper, and poster abstracts of less than 500 words
to Nives Dolšak or Elinor Ostrom, the Program Co-Chairs,
iascp00@indiana.edu by October 30, 1999.
Below, we list the conference sessions topics and present the preconference workshops. More detailed information will be available at
http://www.indiana.edu/~IASCP/2000.html. Online registration will
be available after November 20, 1999 at this web site. The registration
form will also be in the next Digest.

Session Topics
1) New commons created by, for example, technology, population
settlement, and publically available funds.
2) The global commons stemming from uses of the atmosphere,
oceans, and outer space.
3) Linkages among natural resources such as fisheries, water, grazing
lands, and forestry.
4) How CPR managers adapt to change.
5) Emmerging CPR theoretical syntheses.
6) Experimental economics: What have recent experiments added to
our knowledge about CPRs.
7) Failures and what we can learn from failing institutions.
8) Privatization: When do markets work most effectively in managing
CPRs?
9) Historical communal societies.
10) External influences on local commons: How much autonomy can
a common property regime have?
11) The role of outside donors in CPR management programs.
12) Advocacy as a means of empowering resource managers.

October 1999

Pre-Conference Workshops
We have organized the following workshops for May 31, 1999.
Experimental Economics: James Walker (Workshop in Political
Theory and Policy Analysis, and Department of Economics, Indiana
University, Bloomington) (Half-day workshop) The Workshop on
Experimental Methods will be organized around three broad themes:
(1) using the experimental methodology as a research and pedagogical
tool, (2) conducting in class (by hand) dilemma experiments, and (3)
lab experiments using networked systems. The Workshop will be
designed for participants who do not have a background in laboratory
experimental methods. Conference participants, who use laboratory
experiments in their research and teaching, however, are most
welcome to attend and participate!
GIS and Remote Sensing 1- Introduction to the Use of Spatial
Data in CPR Research: Tom Evans and Glen Green (Center for the
Study of Institutions, Population, and Environmental Change, Indiana
University, Bloomington) (Morning) Geographical Information
Systems (GIS) and remote sensing are powerful tools allowing
researchers to spatially integrate data from disparate sources and
rapidly assess land cover change for large areas. This workshop will
introduce participants to spatial data representation and acquisition and
processing of satellite imagery. Examples will be presented that
integrate data such as land cover/land cover change, demographic
data, political institutions and social data in a spatial context.
GIS and Remote Sensing 2 - Hands-on Workshop: Tom Evans
and Glen Green (see above) In the afternoon session, participants will
be given the opportunity to exercise these techniques through a series
of hands-on computer exercises using GIS and image processing
software. The objective is to expose participants to how GIS and
remote sensing can be used in a research setting rather than to provide
focus on specific software. This workshop is designed for participants
with little or no GIS/RS experience and is limited to 20 participants.
Participatory Rural Appraisal and the Commons: Bob Fisher
(Regional Community Forestry Training Center, Kasetsart University,
Thailand) (Full-day workshop) This workshop will explore ways in
which PRA tools can be applied to understanding institutional
arrangements for commons management. It will also explore some
potential risks involved in using PRA, including the risks associated
with partial participation in PRA (PRA rarely involves all stakeholders) and implications to recognition of legitimate stakeholders and

equity). Discussion will be based on some case study material from
Asia and the workshop will explore the experiences of participants.
Review of the Common Property Literature Over the Last 15
years: James Thomson (Associates in Rural Development, Burlington,
Vermont); Victoria Edwards (Faculty of the Environment, University
of Portsmouth, UK); and Nathalie Steins (Produktschap Vis Afdeling
Natuur & Milieu, Rijswijk, Netherlands). The workshop on basic
common property issues is designed to familiarize those new to the
themes of common property governance and management with a
broad area of the subject. It will introduce participants to topics that
underlie presentations at the IASCP 2000 conference. These include:
nature of goods (private, public, toll and common pool goods); the
roles of rules, both formal and informal, in structuring access and use
of common pool resources; property rights; and community-state
interactions. This day-long activity will be presented in a variety of
formats, including lecture, discussion groups, videos and possibly roleplaying or other participatory methods. More detailed information will
appear at the web site as it becomes available.
We are also in the process of organizing a workshop on Agent Based
Modeling with Joshua Epstein of The Brookings Institution.

IASCP Regionalization Initiatives
In order to develop stronger regional networks outside of North
America and Western Europe, a meeting will be held on May 31st in
Bloomington, Indiana, to reflect upon ways for strengthening the
IASCP’s regional capacity and expanding its global base of practitioners and researchers. Facilitated planning sessions, by region, will also
be held during the Bloomington Conference. These sessions will help
to shape ongoing regionalization initiatives that aim to make IASCP
more meaningful for its members and contribute to its value as a global
organization. Specific tasks include: collecting basic information
about networks of scholars, practitioners, organizations, and institutions concerned with CPRS, in order to foster regional networks and
compile directories for the IASCP and its members; identifying
regional editors to amalgamate material from their regions for
publication in the CPR Digest, perhaps in translation; and, conducting
regional workshops to produce materials for special issues of the CPR
Digest focused on CPR issues in that region. Members and other
interested persons should contact the Regional Liaison, Charla Britt,
cbritt@indiana.edu.

JULY 1, 1999- JUNE 30, 2000 IASCP MEMBERSHIP CARD
Renew your membership now and you will not miss any of your membership benefits; including: subscriptions to The CPR Digest; discount registration at our nearly
annual meetings; conference abstracts, and the opportunity to contribute to the growth of the IASCP. Contact the IASCP office for additional information or visit our web site.
MEMBERSHIP INFORMATION: Renewal____ New_____ (Please check one)
Last Name
First Name
Middle
Address:
City

State/Province:

Postal Code/Zip:

Country:

E-mail Address:
INDIVIDUAL MEMBERSHIP*
$15,000 or more......................US $30.00
OR $14,999 or less..................US $8.00

CHECK MEMBERSHIP YEAR(s):
_____ July 1, 1999- June 30, 2000
_____ July 1, 2000- June 30, 2001
_____July 1, 2001- June 30, 2002
Total dues payment @US $30.00..................$__________
Total dues payment @ US $ 8.00..................$__________
*Institutional membership fees are a flat rate of US $30.00.

PAYMENT INFORMATION:
You can return this card to IASCP with:
___ A check payable to IASCP
___ MasterCard ___Visa___Discover | Card Number_________________________________________________
Signature__________________________________________ | Exp. Date: _________________

OR E-mail, phone or fax the information to:

THE INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR THE STUDY OF COMMON PROPERTY
Indiana University, Workshop in Political Theory and Policy Analysis, Woodburn Hall 220 , Bloomington, IN 47405-7110
Phone: 812 855 9297 Fax: 812 855-3150
e-mail: iascp@indiana.edu http://www.indiana.edu/~iascp
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