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Welcometo aspecid issue of the CPRDigest. Thisissuefesturesan article from the Editor, Doug Wilson, on building aknowledge
commons for managing common resources. |n Doug’s provocative article, he discusses different forms of knowledge, and provides an
analysis of why certain kinds of knowledge sway more power than others. Fikret Berkesrespondsto Doug's lead by suggesting
scientists should perhaps be facilitators rather than answer providers. Barbara Neis provides an additional view, pointing out from her
experiencethat historical knowledgeiscrucial for understanding and using current knowledge. Diverging from the use of fisheriesin
examplesof knowledge, Heidi Ballard presentsan interesting reminder of the dlippery division of knowledgetypesand cultural

groups, like Fikret she suggests the use of holders of knowledge as facilitators of resource management, yet focuses on the role of the
locdl holdersof lesspowerful knowledge. The CPR Forum concludeswith aresponseby Anil Gupta. Inhisarticle, Anil remindsus
that diadlogue is possible among different knowledge groups through the blending of forma and informal knowledge systems.

| would like to draw everyone's attention to the fact that this specia issueisafarewe | by Doug Wilson as he ends histenure asthe
editor of the CPR Digest. | am sure everyone sharesin my thanksto Doug for hisyears of leadership in Commons research through
his editorship of the Digest and for his pushing for stimulating discussions and debate across disciplinary boundaries and regions of

theworld. Thank you, Doug!
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Knowledge is always acommunity product and
communities have different knowledge cultureswith
different ideas about what it means to “know” something.
In commons management we sometime use as shorthand
the idea that there are two basic knowledge cultures, i.e.,
the Western scientific and informal “local ecological
knowledge” (LEK). There are actually many different
knowledge cultures - among scientists and local
communitiesalike. Sometimes these knowledge cultures
attach to geographical communities, but they also attach
to different professions or fields of inquiry. These
communities” socially construct” nature differently.

Recognizing that knowledgeisacommunity product, that
different communities have different ideas about valid
knowledge, and construct different pictures of nature does
not mean we have to believe that facts about nature are
impossible to establish astrue. When asked how history
would interpret the beginnings of the First World War, the
French Prime Minister Georges Clemenceau famously
replied : “Onething isfor certain: they will not say that
Belgium invaded Germany.” The physical movements of
troops and unleashing of weapons were facts in nature,
not shared meanings. Clemenceau is reminding us that,
whilehistory isall about meaning and interpretation -
indeed, every trigger was pulled because someone
decided to do so based on their understanding of the
situation - the truth of facts can also be very
consequential.

In fisheries, large segments of the main stakeholders have
acknowledged that fisheries face aglobal crisis. Most
stakehol ders have endorsed the “ precautionary principle”
that when knowledge of the stocks is uncertain the
response should err on the side of caution. Most
stakeholders have also endorsed the participatory
approach that acknowledges that without cooperation
through participation thiscommonsisnot going to be
sustained.

But stakeholders have had a great deal of difficulty
deciding how precaution and participation can be done.
The majority of conflicts around fisheries take the form of
arguments about the facts, even when the underlying
conflict is about something else. Under the precautionary
approach a common understanding of nature does not
require an unattainable consensus, but, under the
participatory approach, it does need to be common enough
so that responseswill not be continually blocked by
disagreement. The only time we seem to be able come
close to such a common picture is when everyone more
or less agrees that an important stock has collapsed
entirely. Clemenceau might call thisthe fisheries
equivalent of aninvasion.

The underlying problem istransparency and
accountability. Only when stakehol ders account for how
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they know what they say they know isthere a possibility of
moving toward a common picture. There are two major
problems. Obviously, what stakeholders say is coloured by
their own activities, financial interests and concerns. The
other isthedifficulty of trandlating stakehol der knowledge
into aform that can be accounted for in a transparent
fashion.

Theissue of interests arisesfor al stakeholders, including
scientists and government management agencies. All
stakeholders are going to select a certain set of facts as
relevant. None of thisis necessarily dishonest, everyone's
tasks and problems help define their picture of nature. The
responseto this problemisnot to try to privilege one
stakeholder group asthe carrier of ‘ objective’ information,
because the other stakeholderswill not long accept this.
Nor should we decide that it isimpossible to create a
common picture of the resource and reject cooperative
management in favour of a pure political game where only
the winner’s picture counts. In the end cooperation is
needed for effective management. The response that is |eft
isto attempt to describe the activities and interests of the
different stakeholders and how they influence their
perception of the resource. Thisis another way to increase
transparency and help them consider things they may not
seein their own day to day activities.

The greater difficulty isthat different stakeholders and the
different knowledge cultures hold different forms of
knowledge. Oneimportant distinction is between tacit and
discursive knowledge. Tacit knowledge is knowledge that
isnot (easily) expressed, usually based on skillsand
experience. Gidli Palsson’s studies of boat captains show
that they find it hard to explain why they know things
because their knowledge comes from immersionin the
everyday world. We often think of tacit knowledgein
respect to fishers, but scientistsrely heavily on tacit
knowledge to accomplish their tasks. Because scientists
report their resultsfollowing formal conventions, thetacit
underpinnings of their knowledge remains hidden until itis
subjected to intense questioning such asduring alegal
proceeding.

A second critical distinction is between oral and written
knowledge. Walter Ong has written awonderful book
describing theimplications of these forms of
communication. Hismany insightsinclude such
observationsas: oral informationisorganized inflatter
hierarchiesthan written information and involves fewer
categories; because oral information is not stored in a
durableform, amuch smaller amount of informationis
preserved and this store tends to be conservative in
content; and, oral information isless abstracted from the
day-to-day and tends to be related to the immediate and
concrete.

A third distinction is between anecdotal and systematic
information. Thisappliesto data, i.e. aset of individual
observations, rather than to knowledge, which requires an
understanding of the processes that link the observations.
Systematic data is gathered by specific procedures. Its
purposeisto link scale levels. It isaway to package
information at one level so that processes happening at a
higher level can be understood. Anecdotal means that the
observation cannot be used to characterize phenomena at
higher scale levels. It is hot areference to the validity of
the information, although the word is often incorrectly used
that way.

These different forms of knowledge are important because
of the close link between knowledge and power. When it
comesto participating in the give and take of participatory
management, holding tacit, oral, or anecdotal knowledge
rather than discursive, written, or systematic knowledge
can mean real disadvantages. These disadvantages are not
based on the knowledge being invalid nor on the
unexamined assumptions of othersabout itsvalidity,
although such biases certainly play apart. They arise
because discursive, written, and systematic information is
easier to apply to the practical problems of managing
complex, multiple-scale, multi-stakeholder commons.

Several authors have described how incorporating LEK in
both scholarship and management changes that knowledge.
Petter Holm, drawing on Latour, describes processes of
“purification” in LEK fisheriesresearch, in which many
kinds of supposed beliefs, speculations, hopesand
exaggerations are stripped away transforming it into a
discourse that can ‘hold its own’ in scientific debates. Arun
Agrawal arguesthat LEK can be changed so much that it
becomes unrecognizable to the resource users. The
intention of empowering local communities by mobilizing
their knowledge does the opposite as the knowledge is
transformed, alienated and even distorted asit losesits
coherence out of context. This problem cannot simply be
ignored, however, because unless we are talking about a
very small and simple commons, any givenlocal community
isrequired to account to both other communities and other
parties with legitimate interests for how they know what

they say they know.

Interestingly, research on fisheries scientists has found
similar patterns. The way fisheries scientists assess fish
stocksin actual practice hasreal similarities with the way
fishers assess them. The scientists analyse their statistical
data and make practised judgements based on their
knowledge and experience, agreat deal of which isin fact
skill-based and tacit. In arecent study, European fisheries
scientists told us of the great frustration they experience as
they are being asked to assess fish stocks and give answers
in specific forms when the information they are working
with is extremely uncertain. Many scientists are
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experiencing aform of anomie arising from having the
results of their efforts disembedded from the culture of their
scientific community and changed into something they no
longer can identify with as“science”. Our attitude survey of
scientists shows that this experience has a significant,
negative impact on job satisfaction. In another study in the
United States we found that even when the scientists and the
fishers were in agreement about what was happening with a
fish stock the official description that the management
institutions required them to make was actually different
from the one everyone agreed on.

Many scientists are calling for more discussion among
stakeholders. They recognize first that they are not the only
experts in the process and second that the uncertainty of the
marine environment means that no single form of expertise
has the right, or even adequate, answers. If the exclusive
role of scientistsisto offer up to the political processthe
“objectively real” for all to see and make decisions about,
then scientists will continue to be forced to create something
inwhich they do not believe.

Rather than asking the scientists to be less than what they
understand “scientist” to mean, perhaps we need to ask them
to be more, but as facilitators rather than answer providers.
In some ways, scientists are the transparency experts, they
know what it means to explain how they know what they
know. They have alot of experience in changing their own
tacit, skill-based knowledgeinto clear discursiveclaims,
though to play the role | am suggesting they would have to
acknowledge that thisiswhat they are doing. Scientists can
help, and | have observed cases in which they are helping, to
facilitate interactions between stakeholders in respect to
building acommon picture of the marine environment
suitable for practical management. Thisisamuch more
realistic role than being The Experts who tell the other
stakeholders how it is. Such facilitation can go along way
towards building theinstitutionsfor the knowledge commons
we need to care for the commons we share in nature.

dw@ifm.dk
For further reading:

Walter J. Ong, 1982. Orality and Literacy: The
Technol ogizing of the Word. New Accents Series. London
and New York: Methuen.

Agrawal, Arun 1995. “Dismantling the Divide Between
Indigenous and Scientific Knowledge” Development and
Change 26: 413-439

Holm, P. 2003 “ Crossing the border: On the relationship
between science and fishermen’sknowledgein aresource
management context” MAST, 2 (1): 5-33.

CPR EQRUM

The Scientist as Facilitator or Adaptive Co-
M anager ?

Fikret Berkes
Natural Resour cesInstitute, University of
Manitoba, Canada

Doug Wilson's commentary addresses the crucia problem of
building the knowledge commons we need to be able to
care for the environment. The example he usesis the fishery,
the commons with which heis most familiar. But he could
easily have used other commons such aswildlife, forests, or
rangelands. In building the argument, he discusses different
forms of knowledge, and analyzes the reasons why certain
kinds of knowledge sway more power, while making the
important point that there are, in fact, many different
knowledge cultures (and not just the two kinds, Western
scientific vs. informal local knowledge).

Hisconcluding point carries significant implications. Perhaps
we should be asking (fishery) scientists to become
facilitators rather than answer-providers — facilitators of
interactions among stakeholders, to help build ashared
understanding of the marine environment.

My take on thisquestion is alittle different. Scientists are
highly trained people, but they are trained to specialize. They
may specialize by species, by fishing gear, by ecosystem
type, and/or by discipline, such asecology, genetics,
toxicology, and so on. A fishery scientist may be an expert on
the popul ation dynamics of, say, groundfish species, with little
knowledge or interest in the feeding ecol ogy of pelagic
species, and even less in the affairs of fishers. Of course
thereismuch variation among individual scientistsand
among countries. Scientistsin smaller countriesand
developing nations tend to be less specialized and have wider
skill sets.

However, | think it isfair to say that in most placesin the
world, facilitating stakeholdersisnot in the repertoire of
skillsthat scientists normally hold, except perhapsfor the
rare (very rare) fishery sociologist or fishery anthropologist.
Government fishery agenciesin many Western countries
make a distinction between fishery research scientists and
fishery managers. The scientists do the research and provide
advice to the managers. It is the managers (some of whom
were originally scientists) who havethe job of dealing with
stakeholders, different interests and different kinds of
knowledge.

| see two possible ways to proceed with the suggestion of
asking scientists to become facilitators rather than answer-
providers. One possible approach would be to go back to the
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drawing board in the education of scientistsand includein
the curriculum (fisheries curriculum in this case) the study of
epistemology, cross-cultural relations, conflict management
and facilitation. A second approach might be to redefine
“science” and “management” to merge them. Thisis not
such aradical view, given that the adaptive management
approach has always argued that learning-by-doing
ultimately eliminatesthe duality of science and management
(Lee 1993).

| see athird option aswell. (The options are not mutually
exclusive.) On and off over the last 15 years, | have been
working in the area of co-management, the sharing of
management power and responsibility between the
government and resource users. One of the main findings of
the vast literature that has accumulated on co-management
(fisheries, forestry, wildlife, protected areas) is that scientists
engaging in joint problem-solving with resource users, results
in better informed users, more humbl e scientists, and the
development of trust and cooperation. For example, co-
management researchers in Alaska found that, contrary to
expectation, direct user involvement in joint management
boards did not increase the likelihood of cooperation. Rather,
the key was the frequent and continued presence of
government biologistsin native communitiesthat established
trust and cooperation (Kruse et al. 1998).

Such co-management, | think, isthe most effective way to
ater therole of scientists from “The Experts who tell the
other stakeholders how it is’ to co-generators of knowledge
and the facilitators of acommon vision. | am guessing that
my modest third optionisalready anticipated by Doug
Wilson, the wily editor that heis, not only of the CPR Digest
but also of the excellent book, The Fisheries Co-
management Experience (Wilson et al. 2003).

However, one of the other findings of the co-management
literature is that such trust, cooperation, and mutual respect
and learning develop oh-so-slowly, at time scale of about a
decade (Kendrick 2003). Devel oping co-management
institutions requires attention to time and scale issues, and to
iterative feedback learning from the management
experience asit unfolds. So thereis an adaptive dimension
to collaboration, and thisrealization has brought in the
concept of adaptive co-management.

We need scientists and managers who are willing to work
with resource users in a hands-on fashion, to share
knowledge and decision-making. We need apolicy
environment that fosters learning networks and rewards
scientists and managers who participate in them. Perhaps
the agenda of the next phase of commons research and
action could include such adaptive co-management for
building institutionsfor knowledge commonsthat we need,
as Doug Wilson would put it, to care for the commons we
share in nature.

berkes@ms.umanitoba.ca
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CPRESRYM

A Need for Historical Knowledge for
Using Current Knowledge

BarbaraNeis
Professor, Depar tment of Sociology, Memorial
University, Canada

I cometo this discussion of the challenges associated with
generating agreement among scientists and others on
what is happening to the fish from more than a decade of
research on fish harvesters' knowledge and science in
Newfoundland and L abrador, Canada. Unlike Doug, my
work islessrooted in experiences with participatory
management (which are few and far between in this part
of the world) than in seeking to understand stock
collapsesin state-managed fisheries. In the beginning, |
worked by myself, talking to harvesters, exploring why
some disagreed with stock assessment science for
northern cod in the 1980s. Since then | have worked in
interdisciplinary teamsinvolving socia and natural
scientists and we have gone on to compare and contrast
fish harvesters' ecological knowledge and sciencein
multiplefisheries.

Consistent with abackground in historical sociology, |
take the view that understanding what is happening with
the fish now and might happen in the future require
understanding the past and how we got here. Thus, much
of the work we have done has sought to use fishers
knowledge and science to reconstruct the interactive
history of fish, fisheries and fisheriesknowledge. In
contrast to Doug, we have relied primarily on textual and
statistical sources when interpreting fisheries science
although we have had opportunitiesto participate in some
scientific meetings and to discuss our work with
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government scientists. We have used taxonomic and
career history interviews with fish harvestersto build an
understanding of their primarily oral knowledge about the
history and dynamics of their fish and fisheries. In our
most recent work, we have sought to use these historical
reconstructions to start a conversation with fish
harvesters about the ways and means to achieve
recovery.

From our work with harvesters
knowledge and fisheries science, |
have cometo see all knowledge
(scientific, harvesters,” my own and
that of others) as social-ecological in
that it ismediated not only by the
social-cultural location of the
knowledge producer but also by
where, when and how they interact
with biophysical environments. |
emphasi ze this here because | think
most socia scientistsare still not
sufficiently aware of the ways
ecology interactswith social
processes to inform knowledge
production. For example, harvesters
who fish with large mesh nets will
probably know little about the location
of juvenilefish and scientistswho

begin studying an ecosystem after it has been heavily
fished may have a different sense of abundance trends
than fish harvesters whose careers began before fishing
intensity escalated.

Reconstructing theinteractive history of fish, fisheries,
science and fish harvesters' knowledge (ideally in
conversation with these groups) can help us see the
complexity of knowledge production and change and their
relationships to changesin both fish and fisheries. In this
sense, historical work can contribute to the transparency
and accountability that Doug argues, correctly in my view,
are essential to effective management. It can do this by
bringing into the spotlight similarities between science and
other forms of knowledge, contributing to our
understanding of the basisfor knowledge claims, and by
helping to counter such problems as Pauly’s shifting
baseline syndrome which can lead us to underestimate the
productive capacity of oceans and hence, often, the
degree of degradation and potential for recovery in the
seaand in our communities.

Let meillustrate. Hutchings (afisheriesbiologist) and
Paul Ripley and | (sociologists) wrote a paper entitled the

IASCP
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Hope to see you there! Details on page 15.

“Nature of Cod” based on historical archival work in
which we tracked underlying assumptions about the
nature of cod from the late 19" century up to the 1980s
among harvesters and scientists. We found that in the 19"
century (based on media debates), there were two views
about cod: that they were wandering vagrants and that
they were local homebodies. The dominant view at the
time appears to have been that they were local
homebodies. By the 1980s, cod management was
premised more on the treatment of cod as wandering
vagrantswith multiple stocks and popul ations managed in

asingleunit. Sincethen, work on
bay stocks (often drawing on
harvesters' knowledge), cod homing
and Ted Ames work on the
extinction of cod and haddock
spawning groundsthrough trawling
activity (based on interviewswith
harvesters) has shifted the dominant
frame back towards the view of cod
as homebodies some of which
migrate considerable distances but
even those returning on aregular
basis to particular areas to spawn.
Needless to say, wandering vagrants
need to be managed differently from
local homebodies.

Doing work on the history of
science and fishers' knowledge has
helped me see that the stock

assessment science of the 1980s tended to marginalize
not only fishers' knowledge but also substantial areas of
fisheries science. Older inshore fish harvesters tended to
talk critically about technologieslike gillnetsthat “ fished
out” the “mother fish.” Reading stock assessment science
through the eyes of these fish harvesters, | found little
information about such impacts and nothing in local
fisheries management that sought to protect these large,
older, known-to-be more fecund fish. | then looked
elsewhere within fisheries science including to the work
of Ed Trippel on cod reproductive biology that began to
appear in the early 1990s. Since that time several
scientists have documented the complexity of cod
spawning behaviours (male and female) and evidence of
differential spawning success and duration between
inexperienced and experienced spawners.

In the 1980s there was little parallel science to match
harvesters' concerns about the effects of dragging on
benthic environments and thus on fish habitat and stocks.
A scientist | interviewed in the early 1990s commented
that at that time, within the Department of Fisheries and
Oceans, the bottom of the ocean was there to “hold the

Page 6



December 2005

fishin.” Hewas one of the first to begin studying potential
impacts of dragging. Harvesters' observations and
concerns about the effects of dragging on the “trees’ on
the bottom and their knowledge of where those “trees’
are located preceded and have informed recent research
on deepwater corals in the northwest Atlantic.

In the 1990s, my biologist colleagues Schneider and Ings
were funded to re-introduce juvenile cod samplingin
inshore areas along the northeast Newfoundland coast
that had been carried out in the 1950s. This research

hel ped them compare contemporary juvenile abundance
with that from this earlier period and added a new index
of abundance to stock assessment science. This work and
their involvement with our research on fish harvesters
ecological knowledge led to research on the location of
eelgrass (important habitat for juvenile cod and other
species). To date, we have no comprehensive database
documenting eelgrasslocationsand juvenile or nursery
areas in the waters off Newfoundland and L abrador and
thus no way of monitoring changesin that habitat or to
systematically protect it from degradation.

Thisdiscussion brings us back to the central questionin
thisforum: the rel ationship between knowledge, interests
and what is happening with the fish. Our historical,
comparative work on fish harvesters’ knowledge and
science reminds us that when we seek to understand
what is happening with the fish, we need to be clear about
what we are looking for. What fish are we talking about?
Should we be talking about? To know this, we need to
know more about stock structure. Do we simply mean the
fish we are targeting — what about the bait? What about
the juveniles and juvenile habitat — the dominance of stock
assessment science and management based on counting
fish and setting quotas in recent decades means we know
far too little about many thingsthat influencewhat is
happening to the fish.

Understanding what is happening with the fishis both
challenging and essential not only for successful
participatory management but for any form of
management. The need and challenge are particularly
great when, asis too often the case, we are dealing with
over-harvested stocks, degraded ecosystems and highly
conflicted fisheries. Depletion and habitat degradation
both narrow the margin of error and heighten uncertainty:
critical and often unknown thresholds can be easily
crossed and we know too little about how species respond
to these forces. Unfortunately, as our research with
harvesters has shown, depletion is commonly associated
with accel erating fishing efficiency, mobility, and shifting
effort across species contributing to uncertainty and to the
need to get it right. Fishing mortality datarequired for
stock assessments are often fouled by unrecorded
bycatch and discarding which can threaten the accuracy

of the stock assessments, their credibility among
harvesters, and the willingness of scientiststo trust
harvesters' information. As fisheries move from more
traditional to new target species and as they become more
mobile and dynamic, the quality and depth of available
science changes, as does the knowledge of fish
harvesters.

Working on fishers' knowledge and science can open the
door for discussions about management for recovery and
ways to achieve that which are not limited to reducing
fishing effort and thus harvester incomes. However, as
indicated by Doug, both types of knowledge are highly
complex and dynamic. Neither can be expected to answer
questions for which the data don’t exist (alegacy of
yesterday’s scientific preoccupations and of the ways
technologiesand industrial dynamism can mediatethe
shape and transfer of harvesters' knowledge) or to
compensate fully for dwindling research and monitoring
capacity which, too often, have accompanied stock
decline. Agreement between harvesters and scientists can
be comforting but must not lead to complacency. Points of
disagreement can provide clues for ways to strengthen
and improve our understanding of what is happening in the
ocean but, in some circumstances and certainly some
contexts, may have more to do with politics and agenda-
setting than with marine ecosystems.

One final point. | was struck by Doug’s failure to assert a
place for fisheries social sciencein the struggle to know
what is happening with the fish. Part of the value of the
work we do as social scientistsisto bring attention to the
ways knowledge is mediated by power, technologies and
other processes. Our work can help these groups see
what transparency might entail and working with them
can inform our social science research. Moreimportantly,
wewill ask questionsthat natural scientistswill not. Asa
social scientist, my response to a recent report on cod
recovery was to pose the question “Recovery for who?’
This question had received no attention in the report but is
central to differentiating between recovery strategies and
to interpreting scientists’, managers’ and harvesters
attitudes towards those strategies. Harvesters who are
struggling to survivefinancially and who feel government
istrying to force them out of theindustry arelikely to
respond differently to callsfor conservation and restraint
from those who are doing well (often because they have
access to other lucrative, limited-entry fisheries) and who
expect to survive. For the former, conservation becomes
yet another means to force them out; the support of the
latter may have lessto do with commitment to
conservation than with economic flexibility and the view
that strict conservation might reduce future competition
for the resource.

bneis@mun.ca
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CPRESBIM

Integrating Knowledge of Forest
M anagement

HeidiL.Ballard
Environmental StudiesProgram, Oberlin College,
USA

Doug Wilson discussesfisheries, fishersand fishery
scientists, but hisinsightsinto thetypical dichotomy of
local/traditional versus scientific knowledge appliesto
many fields, especially forests, forest workers and forest
scientists. Hisjuxtaposition of tacit and discursive, oral
and written, and anecdotal and systematic forms of
knowledge offersfiner distinctions of the two types often
provided. From the perspective of someone working
primarily on forest management in the United States, |'d
liketo add another layer to the discussion: many peoplein
forested areas in fact defy the dichotomy by holding and
using virtually al these formsof knowledge
simultaneoudly.

In looking at whether and how local ecological knowledge
getsincorporated into monitoring of and research on
forest management, |’ ve seen the line between scientists,
managers and “locals’ blurred quite abit. In many areas
of the U.S,, retired U.S. Forest Service personnel and
other private forestry professionals, both managers and
scientists, are also valuable members of alocal
community. These and other local people may have long-
term, tacit, oral and anecdotal knowledge of their forests,
and are also educated and/or scientifically trained in the
Western science traditions of discursive, written and
systematic knowledge. Hence, a number of people
involved in forest management hold and use all of the
above forms of knowledge. The same could be said of
many peoplein fisheries, range management, agriculture
and even urban planning, though these fields are not my
focus here. These“local scientists,” who hold a broad
range of different forms of knowledge, play an important
roleinthe many communities collaborating around forest
management on private or public lands. Examplesinclude
aretired technician from the U.S. Forest Servicewho isa
volunteer for the community wildfire protection
committee, alocal private consulting forester whoison
the advisory committee for the collaborative stewardship
project, or a Native American forestry department
manager who has an advanced degree and extensive
traditional ecological knowledge handed down through
generations. In these cases, the difference between
conventional scientific knowledge and local knowledge
becomes harder to distinguish. Thisisimportant when

agencies, foundations and other organizationsincreasingly
require“local stakeholders’ or “local knowledge” to be
incorporated into forest management projects and plans.

These local scientists have their feet in both worlds; they
form athird category that bridges the gap between
conventional scientistsand “locals’. This has at least two
consequences. First, inrelation to Doug's suggestion that
scientists become facilitators, it might makeit easier for a
scientist to facilitate the conceptualization of how the
ecological system works when everyone in the room can
speak the same techno-scientific language of public
agenciesand scientific journals. Secondly, it may also
mean that those local people who are not as able to cross
the boundaries between the two worlds, who don’t have
the discursive, written, systematic knowledge of the
ecosystem, are even further marginalized and left out of
any discussion of forest management. In asystemin
which agencies and other organizations oftentimes require
that a“quota’ of local stakeholders beinvolved in aforest
management project or plan, those locals who have
conventional scientific training may moreeasily fill the
dots, further excluding those with the less powerful forms
of knowledge. For example, alandscape assessment
project in Oregon was initiated and completed by alocal
community group, and is now being used to scope projects
by the U.S. Forest Service. The project is atestament to
how locals and local knowledge can produce useful
science for agency forest management. However, most
of the people that completed the project were well-trained
former or current professionalsin the natural resources
field. Doesthis mean that their local knowledge was less
“local” or tacit, or that their project does not therefore
include local knowledge? | don't think so. But it may
mean that some other valuable local knowledge was | eft
out.

Take the case of the thousands of non-timber forest
product (NTFP, also called non-wood forest product)
harvesters in the Pacific Northwest who spend ten
months of the year harvesting shrub and fern foliage used
in floral bouquets around the world. They gain accessto
large areas of private timber and public lands through
permits or leases, and then sell what they’ve picked at a
piece-rate to wholesalers for between $25-$100 per day.
These harvesters (like the many other forest workers who
plant tree seedlings, thin stands and do other forest
restoration work) have extensive ecological knowledge of
the forest, timber management practices and the impacts
of their own harvesting. They (like many other forest
workers) are also primarily immigrant or migrant workers
from Latin America and Southeast Asia who often speak
little English and have very littleformal education. While
there are active debates about whether these NTFP
harvesters should be considered “local”, thereal issueis
that they have knowledge of the forest that the
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professionally trained and educated scientists and
managers don’t have because of their livelihood activities.
There are also a variety of forest technicians, private
landowners, and retired forest professionals who havelived
and worked in these forests for generations and may fall
into the third category described above, with their feet in
both worlds. These people can be great assets to efforts
to aggregate knowledge of the forest ecosystem and
effects of management, and are much more accessible for
scientists and managersto gain local knowledge or public
input. But they don’t often have the knowledge of
overstory-understory relationships and impacts of NTFP
harvest that the forest workers have. As managers and
scientiststry to catch up in their understanding of the
impacts of the rapidly intensifying harvest of many species,
harvester knowledge should be integrated into the body of
information used to manage public and private forests.

With thisin mind, what istherole of thelocal scientists, the
people who combine the knowledge forms of conventional
scientists and locals? They may either help facilitate the
communication between scientists and (in this case)
harvesters, or instead provide a barrier between them such
that those with tacit, oral and anecdotal knowledge are
even more excluded from forest management and science
activities. An example of a person who chose the
facilitator roleisalocal retired forest technician, who has
also harvested NTFPs in the region for 50 years and
helped to found a harvester association. This association
helps primarily Latino harvesters negotiate for accessto
land and collaborate with ecologists. Asone of the
collaborating ecologists, | worked with the association
founder and other harvesters to design experiments
studying the impact of different harvest levelson the
commercial and biological productivity of aparticular
NTFP species. We arrived at an experimental design and
resultsthat could not have been achieved by only working
with forest professionals or ecologists because the harvest
treatments and commercial productivity measurements
more accurately reflected harvest conditions. Thiswould
not have been possible without the association founder.

The harvester example also reflects the issue raised by
Doug asto therole of scientistsin helping to integrate the
many forms of knowledge. Many scientists do not have
the needed skill-set for facilitating meetings of stakeholders
with conflicting values or inconsi stent understanding of an
ecosystem. However, some training during graduate
school, or even in the form of mid-career workshops, could
build scientists’ awareness of and respect for ALL the
forms of knowledge and all the different groups of local
people who hold that knowledge. Of course, some groups
may not want to contribute their local knowledgeto a
project for a variety of reasons, and may be wary of the
project or the organization running it. Theimportant thing
isthat all the groups of local people areinformed about the

forest management project or plan and can decide
whether to participate and add their knowledge or not, in
whatever formitisheld. Infortunate situations, then,
conventional scientistswith theseimproved skillscan
partner with local scientists who have both conventional
scientific and local ecological knowledge. Together they
can reach out and facilitate ways to include people who
hold less powerful but important forms of knowledge, such
as harvesters, other forest workers, non-English speakers,
some Native American groups, and those of low socio-
economic status. By partnering with the local scientists
who havetheir feet in both worlds, conventional scientists
may be better able to collaborate with those who's
knowledgeisoften overlooked.

heidi.ballard@oberlin.edu

CPRESRIM

Traversing Across Knowledge Domains

Anil Gupta
Professor, Institutefor Indian Management, India
Editor, Honey Bee Network

When theknowledge of peopleisneither fully understood nor
properly interpreted, itisunlikely to be used for making
decisionsthat help the same people. Thisisobvious. But to
suggest that people'sknowledge, becauseit isora, may not
thus be abstracted or conserved may not be very accurate
description of reality in certain parts of theworld. Doug is
right when he observes, “ holding tacit, oral, or anecdotal
knowledge rather than discursive, written, or systematic
knowledge can mean real disadvantages’ for the people. But
then sometimes disadvantage is mutual. The pressure under
which scientists have to declare agiven state of fisheriesin
an uncertain world as stable, is neither systematic, nor
discursive. Itissmply opportunistic. And opportunismisnot
somethingthat only loca communitiesthusindulgein.

Anecdota knowledge can help in scaling up the context
enormoudy which analytical perspectivemight just miss. In
Honey Bee newsdl etter, we published an article by Huntington
based on hisexperiencein interacting with acommunity in
theArctic Circle about how did they dedl with belugawhales.
The external researcher wanted to know about the behavior
of belugawhaesand local communitieswent onexplaining
about the behavior of salmon. After awhile, the expert got
exasperated. He said, “Look | am asking about belugaand
you aretalking about salmon, why not tell mejust about
beluga?’ thelocal elder then replied, “ Sorry, my dear friend,
you do not understand. When beavers make a dam, the
salmon can not go upstream. Belugathen do not get enough
salmon to eat, and thus move away” . To understand beluga,
one needed to understand the salmon and beaver behavior—
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all described through anecdotes. Local knowledge can thus
beunderstood in all itsrichnessand underlying systematicsif
it isseen as apart of loca epistemology which searchesthe
same questions of truth, vaidity and relevancethrough a
different semantics than used by formal science.

Mohbilizinglocal knowledge, pooling the best practices, and
sharing thisback with loca communitiesinloca language
and with due credits, indeed empowersthe people, as has
been demongtrated by Honey Bee Network for over
sixteen yearsin Indiaand severa other parts of the world.
Theknowledge however, isnot held just in commons.

It could be covered by private, common and public domains
(Guptaand Sinha, 2002) just as the resources could be
covered by similar three domains. Theinterplay between
resource and knowledge domains generatesinteresting
dynamicsof rights, entitlementsand reciprocities constituting
alocal community and itspool of shared meanings. Will
scientists reciprocate the rules of sharing that local
communitiesobserve? Thisisalegitimate question.

Power relationship between scientist and researcher are
neither stablenor fixed. Local communitiesor individuas
can sometimeswield enormous power expressed by silence
or eloquent denid of the meaningsthat scientists may have
derived. But it istrue that farmers or fishermen or women
generally do not get the same respect accorded to the
scientists. But things are changing. The Council of Scientific
and Industrial Research, signifying excellenceinformal
research, signed amemorandum of understanding with the
Nationa Innovation Foundation to pursueresearchinfour
areasof indigenousknowledge, innovationsand practices.
TheIndian Council of Medical Research hasaso initiated a
dialogue with NIF about a systematic research program to
anayzethenon-codified, non-classica folkloric traditional
knowledge systems. Here both theindividual aswell as
community aspect of the knowledge is dedlt with. We do not
believethat al the knowledge that communities posses
evolvesonly incommons. It could not just be so. After al,
dissent and discontinuity at individua level providesthespur
for tens of thousands of grassroots innovationsthat NIF has
documented over the years. Whileit istrue that much of the
knowledge existsin common, the scope of proprietary
knowledgeisnot inggnificant. Even here, whilemany inthe
community might know, not al have equal capacity or
expertisein practicing the given knowledge. Thusbeing
awareis not the same as being able to put into practice. And
being able to practiceis not dways same asbeing able to
explan.

During the recent Tsunami induced human disaster, it was
after dl, atribein Andaman (and not any scientificingtitution
or community) which anticipated the scale and intensity of
disaster and thus escaped al damage almost completely.
Their knowledge isnow being sought by scientiststo be
transformed for recdibrating their own understanding of

oceanic behavior. So much for the damage that maobilization of
local knowledge might bring abouit.

Elements of different kinds of knowledge systems when woven
or bundled together in various portfolios of ingtitutional meanings
and support structures, provide the basis of survival for severa
communitiesinenvironmentally stressed regions. The knowledge
commons can become even more crucia when climate changes
become more frequent and individual capacity of each formal or
informal community might get impaired or weakened by thelack
of sharing of survival strategies. How will such sharing take
place? Our contentionisthat respect for local individual
knowledge expertsisascrucid alink in thisknowledge chain as
the recognition of the knowledge commonsand the viable public
domain.

Doug hasraised severa interesting questionsin hislead article.
We compliment hisleadership and support to the CPR Digest dll
these years preci pitating debate and dial ogue across boundaries
of disciplinesand regions. In thisresponse, we particularly
appreciate the seeds of doubt that he has sown in the minds of
those who had believed that accountability and transparency was
possible only among shared realm of meanings. We add that
evenwithincongruent meanings, dialogueispossible;
transformation can take place by blending formal and informal
knowledge systems. Time has come to go beyond just one
domain of knowledge and thus traverse across private, common
and public domainswith facility and faithinloca ingenuity. The
precautionary principlejustifies genuine engagement and respect
for ecological integrity. But it can dso bean dibi for inertia
because in the absence of new interventions, old interventions do
not get de-legitimized. The damage by the ongoing practices of
resource management must be taken into account while
evaluating thelikely consequences of new technol ogical
interventions. The situation becomes more complex when the
benefitsand costs of exigting interventionsand new technological
change are not symmetrically distributed over space, season,
sector and section of societies. In the absence of scientific
assessment of the way these costs are distributed, the
precautionary principle can sometimes be ameansto perpetuate
status quo, no matter how unsustainable that may be. The need
istherefor balancing the interests of transparency, accountability
and sustai nability while negotiating the choicesacrossknowledge
and resource domains. History, after al, isalwayswritten by
those who survive, some how!

anilg@gidi.org
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Diagnostic Attributes and Practical Application of Co-
Evolutionary Theory.” Ecological Economics54:347-361.
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ANNOUNCEMENTS

Send L etter sand Annoucementsto Alyne Delaney,
Assistant Editor, CPR Digest, TheInstitutefor Fisheries
Management, North Sea Center, PO Box 104, DK-
9850, Hirtshals, Denmark. ad@ifm.dk Tel: 4598 94 28
55 Fax:: 4598 94 42 68

For member ship, dues, back issues, and missing
copies Michelle Curtain, P.O. Box 2355 Gary, IN
46409 USA Tel: 01-219-980-1433 Fax:: 01-219-980-
2801 iascp@indiana.edu

For questionsabout |ASCP papersand research
contact CharlotteHess, Information Officer, IASCP, 513
N. Park, Bloomington, IN 47408 USA
lascp@indiana.edu Tel: 01-812- 855-9636 Fax:: 01-
812-855-3150

Nominationsfor 2006 | ASCP Officers

Nominationsfor the 2006 el ection of President-elect and
Executive Council will soonbegin. Balotswill besentto

membershipinearly 2006. Memberswill votefor Presi-

dent-elect and two Executive Council members.

Accordingto | ASCPbylaws, candidates may benomi-
nated for el ected officesuponwritten petitionfromone
percent of themembership. Candidatesmust bedigiblefor
office, membersingood standing, and havegivenwritten
consent tothenominationtothe President. The President
must receivesuch nominationsnolater thanfour months
beforethe General Mesting.

Nominationsmay beemailednolater than February 15
2006 to any member of theNominating Committee:

SusanHanna, Chair susan.hanna@oregonstate.edu
RuchaGhate ghates ngp@sancharnet.in
|sildaNhantumbo isldan.iucn@tvcabo.co.mz
CavinNhira cavinnhira@yahoo.com
DianneRochdleau DRochel eau@clarku.edu
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Conference Announcement

The Eleventh Biennial Global Conference of
The International Association for the Sudy of Common Property

Survival of the Commons. Mounting Challenges& New Realities

June 19 - June 23, 2006
Bali, Indonesia

Conference Sub-themes

1.1 Contemporary analytical toolsandtheoretica
questions

1.2 Conservation policy and thecommons

1.3 Culture, identity, and surviva of thecommons

1.4  Locd resourcerightsand management ingtitutions
1.5 Newfrontiers(thenew globa commons)

1.6 Privatization

1.7  Resurgent commonswithinpublicor private
property

1.8 Thecommonsand thefateof agriculture, forestry,
and fisheries

19 Thedate, legal reform, and decentrdization

Special Pand Series. “ Thelnternational Journal of
theCommons’

A selection of paperspresented at this seriesof panelswill
bepublished inthevery firstissue of the* International
Journal of the Commons,” January 2007. Papersthat
provide an update of findingsrelated tofisheries, irrigation
systems, pastoral systems, digital commons, and forestry
would beof mgor assistancein hel ping summarizefor al of
uswhereweare. Synthesisarticlesontheimpact of thesize
of agroup, itsheterogeneity, thekindsof rulesin use, the
level of governance arrangements, and other major issues
areal so encouraged.

The conference secretariat will notify individuasof
acceptance by January 15, 2006. Thefinal papers
should be submitted by April 15, 2006.

Funding for ParticipantsThe FORD Foundation, IDRC,
and the Christensen Fund have supported travel to past
| ASCP conferences. We are hopeful that they will be
ableto partidly fund asmall number of conference
participantsat | ASCP2006. Pleaseindicate on your
abstract submission form if you will need partial
fundingto attend the conference.

Vist www.iascp.orgfor information regarding

M ultiple Submission Guidelinesand for thefull
conferenceannouncement.

Contact I nformation:
| ASCP2006 Conference Committee

Email: 1ascp06@indiana.edu
Website: http://www.iascp.org
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Book Series Announcement
MANAGING THE COMMONS: IASCP2004 POST-CONFERENCE PUBLICATIONS
A SeriesEdited by LeticiaMerino& Jim Robson

“So many edited books by academics are focused primarily on scientific topics of interest primarily to one
discipline. These four volumes dramatically differ from most post-conference volumes. The volumes are
written by scholars who address broad issues of interest across scientific disciplines that are of concern to
citizens and policymakers in all parts of the world. If scientists are to have any impact on the policy world,
efforts like this are essential to provide readable syntheses that document important findings and their policy
implications...these volumes provide excellent summaries of an immense body of research — and they are

written by authorities who know the field well.”

These four volumes have been put together as a follow-up to
the Tenth Biennial Conference of the International Associa-

tion for the Study of Common Property (IASCP), which took
place from August 9 — 13, 2004, in Oaxaca, southern Mexico.

A brief analysis of the conference showed that this was the
best-attended and most geographically diverse |ASCP
Conference to date, helping to attest to the global importance
of IASCP and the relevance of the themes under discussion.
The conference brought together a new configuration of
knowledgeacrossdisciplinary, institutional , regional and
generational lines. It produced analyses of direct and contem-
porary relevancefor policy-makersand political establish-
ments, and it introduced new topics for specific debate and
discussion at an IASCP event. These publications are the
result of the long-term project of producing a series of cutting
edge “referencing tools’, based around what were regarded
as the most interesting and pertinent conference themes
under discussion in Oaxaca.

-ManagingtheCommons. Payment for Environmental
Services  I1SBN:968-817-735-0, Paperback, 72 pages

-ManagingtheCommons: Conser vation of
Biodiver Sity ISBN: 968-817-734-2, Paperback, 61 pages

-ManagingtheCommons. Markets, Commodity
Chains and Certification 1sBN: 968-817-736-9 Paperback, 76 pgs

-ManagingtheCommons: I ndigenousRight, Eco-

nomic Development and | dentity. 1SBN: 968-817-737-7,
Paperback, 72 pages

These four volumes take alook at many of the problems and
challenges related to the management of natural resources,
and the work presented is a glimpse of the richness and
relevance of some of the most interesting research currently
being carried out within thefield of CPR study.

— Elinor Ostrom, Indiana University

CONTENTS: ManagingtheCommons. Conservation of
Biodiversity 1. Thematic Introduction. VictoriaEdwards; 2.
Knowledge, L earning and the Resilience of Social-Ecological
Systems. Fikret Berkes& Nancy Turner; 3. Designing Alterna-
tive Frameworksfor Conserving Biodiversity within Communi-
tiesand Local Governments: A Casefrom Pando, Bolivia. Janis
B. Alcornetal.; 4. A Framework for Designing Co-operative
Management for the Great Barrier Ref. World Heritage Area.
Helen Ross & James Innes; 5. Emerging Issues, Conclusions
and Recommendations. AugustaMolnar. Managing the
Commons:. I ndigenousRights, Economic Developmnent and

I dentity 1. ThematicIntroduction. Vicenzo Lauriola; 2. Sociopo-
litical Dimensionsof Indigenous Common Property Tenurein
Southern Belize. EmmaCaddy; 3. Community-based Frameowrk
for Measuring the Success of Indigenous Peoples’ Forest-
based Economic Devel opment in Canada. Peggy Smith; 4.
Community Resources: I ntellectual Property Systems,
Tradicional Knowledge, and the Global Legal Authority of Legal
Community. Johanna Gibson; 5. Emerging | ssues, Conclusions
and Recommendations. Peggy Smith. M anagingthe Commons:
Markets, Commodity Chainsand Certification 1. Thematic
Introduction. David Barton Bray; 2. Timefor Something
Different: Putting Marketsto the Service of the Forest Poor.
Sara J. Scherr, Andy White, Augusta Molnar and David
Kaimowitz; 3. Who Say’ sitsOrganic? Certificationand Small-
holder Participationinthe Global Market. AlmaAmaliaGonzalez
and Ronald Nigh; 4. Mapping Access to Benefitsin Cameroon
Using Commaodity Chain Analysis. A Case Study of the Azobé
Timber Chain; 5. Key Issues, Recommendations and Questions.
DanKlooster. M anagingtheCommons: Payment for Environ-
mental Services1. ThematicIntroduction. Heidi Wittmer; 2.
‘Marketing’ Environmental Services: LessonsLearnedin
German Devel opment Cooperation. Jorg Hartmannand Lorenz
Petersen; 3. Localizing Demand and Supply of Environmental
Services: | nteractionswith Property Rights, Collective Action
andthe Welfare of Smallholders. Brent Swallow, Ruth Meinzen-
Dick and Meinevan Noordwijk; 4. Reframing Joint Forest
Management in Tamil Nadu through Compensation for Environ-
mental Services. Jagannadha Rao Mattaand John Kerr; 5.
Emerging I ssues, Conclusions and Recommendations. Susan
Kandel and Herman Rosa.
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The Editors: Leticia Merino and Jim Robson both
work at the Instituto de Investigaciones Sociales of the
National Autonomous University of Mexico (UNAM).
They were President and Coordinator, respectively, of the
Oaxaca | ASCP2004 conference that provided the plat-
form from which these four volumes were devel oped.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION Please send an
email toiascp04@indiana.edu

For orders, contact directly:

Centro de servicios bibliogréficos S. A de C.V.
Calzada de Tlalpan 4985 col. LaJoya

C.P. 14090 México, D.F.

Tel: 5556552937 Fax: 5555737215

International Sales; 1-877-606-2005 Fax: 1-800-787-7153

Email: liefbfm@laneta.apc.org

Or use the order form available at http://www.iascp.org/
sales.html

Call for Proposals to Host IASCP 2008

| ASCPisnow accepting preliminary proposalsfrom
individuals/organizationsinterestedinHOST ING our
12th biennial confer ence scheduled for 2008.
Thoseinterested should submit atwo page statement
identifying your interestsin hosting an |ASCP confer-
ence. Themost useful statement will includethe
followinginformation:

1. proposed program chair (listing qualifications);

2. identification of the sponsoring organi zation;

3. list of potential co-sponsors,

4. proposed themes and sub-themes;

5. identification of appropriate venues,

6. proposed | ogistical arrangements, includingfieldtrips;
7. proposed funding sources; and

8. projected budgetary information.

Proposalsmust bereceived by MichelleCurtain,
| ASCP ExecutiveDirector, nolater thanM ay 10,
2006.

Y ou may send your proposalsby email to:
iascp@indiana.edu

orviapostal mail to:

IASCP, PO Box 2355, Gary, IN 46409 USA.
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