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Participation & Empowerment: Situating Community Based 

Natural Resource Management by Women 

We end, I think, at what might be called the standard 

paradox of the twentieth century: our tools are better than 

we are! and grow better faster than we do. They suffice to 

crack the atom, to command the tides. But they do not 

suffice for the oldest task in human history'. to live on a 

piece of land without spoiling it. 

Aldo Leopold (Fiader and Callicott 1991:254) 

2.1. Introduction 

In the following chapter, tr1at 1s divided nto ten sections, we 

have tried to situate Community Based Natural Resource 

Management (CBNRM) within the two broad parameters of 

'participation' and 'empowerment'. Section 2 deals with a brief idea 

of CBN RM. Section 3 is divided into two subsections and unfolds the 

debate on T and 'We' and seeks to understand the concept of 

'community' from a communitarian perspective. Section 4 is again 

divided into two subsections, the first one dealing with neo

!iberalism, neo-institutional economic project and social capital and 

the second one deals with the inter linkages between social capital 

and development. Section 5 deals with the concept of community as 

embedded within the discourse and practice of CBNRM and the 

emerging problems with it. Section 6 deals with the theoretical 

discourse on the relationship between women and nature and links it 

up with CBNRM. Section 7 lays bare the critiques on CBNRM. Section 

8 is divided into three subsections. The first section introduces the 

twin concepts of participation and empowerment, which would be 

discussed in detail in the two following subsections. Section 9 would 

link up the two concepts of participation and empovverment to 
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CBNRM practices. Section 10 would deal with the idea of the new 

model of development---SHG-PPP-CBNRM linkage. The last section, 

section 11 concludes the chapter. 

2.2. Introducing Community Based Natural Resource 

Management 

The failure to invent sustainable development for the people on 

the one hand and more important the emergent crisis of how to 

nlanage naturai resources in a way whereby human communities clc 

not stand m a bmar-y confl1ctual position with the environment ancl 

the natural resources, Colonial governments were charactenzecJ cJ 

,-, 
' 

,, ,, 

human communities as the sole reason behmd t:he degrddd 10 

tht.' natural resources and the environment, The postcolonial 

gover·nments continued with this understanding and followed a 

centralized exclusionary policy oblivious to the deep 

interconnectedness and the symbiotic relationship that existed 

between the natural resources and the human communities existing 

around. It placed people as the prime reason behind all bad that was 

happening to the environment. However, by the turn of the decades 

of the sixties of the last century of the last century the governments 

were facing lack of desired sustainable development that further 

gained focus with the Bruntland summit. difficulty in the 

management of natural resources/ realization that development was 

more in a participatory and decentralized set up, acceptance of the 

fact that natural resource management could facilitate social justice, 

equity and sustainability if only communities were involved in it. This 

was not something in countries like India and Nepal because this 

kind of community living and management of natural resources was 

also there in the past that changed with the incoming of the colonial 

rulers. Following these experiences the governments found it 
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imperative to change the approach to development as well as 

management of natural resources. 

A people-centered bottom-up paradigm in 

thinking is gaining ground (Chambers, 1994). 

development 

It stresses 

participation and decentralization in contrast to the top-down 

"paradigm of things" which still dommates development practice with 

a focus on large Infrastructure, Industrialization, and irrigation works .. 

the emergent paradigm for human living on and with the earth 

brings together decentralization. democracy and diversity. What s 

local/ and what is different, is valued. rn th1s paradigm/ the rHj'., 

rd:: lizatior. authoritaridnism, and homogenization are 

reversed. Reduct10n1sm, imea: irik:l g, :: 

wav to an mcius1ve nol1sm, 

options and actions. Cham 

n svstpmc; thinking, and diverse 

l99L p 66) The !ate 1970s and 

the early decade of the eighties of the last century, witnessed a good 

number of CBNRM experiments The inspiration was provided by the 

successful CBNRM experiments that were introduced in South As1a as 

early as in the decades of the seventies of the last century. These 

efforts emerged as a consequence to the disillusionment of the 

people with the developmental state. The initiatives of state driven 

development had not been successful and there was a growing 

demand for an alternative whereby the space and voice of the people 

could be registered. Social movements that emerged during the 

period challenged the authority of the state and demanded an 

increased role for the local communities. (Kothari 1989) Initially such 

efforts were carried out in the countries of Nepal and Bhutan 

basically through a government international development 

agencies partnership. Voluntarism and practical managerial 

conditions were the reigning ideas in such attempts. Since the 

nineties of the last century the concept of CBNRM has come to the 

forefront of rural development policy in developing countries. 
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Governments of these countries have invested in development 

programmes in individual as well as multisectoral programmes. 

Governments realized that centralised control ove1- resources has had 

detrimental consequences for both economic development and the 

sustainability of the natural resource base. Centralised, non local 

control over resources is believed to have caused widespread poverty 

and exacerbated inequalities for rural populations in particular, 

creating a situation 1n which people have been forced to use the 

resources to which thev have access 1n an unsustainable manner, or 

at least not providing any incentive for them rrtanage resout-c:es 

sustair-lclbly. At the same time, those individuals, companies or states 

tr1at have gained contrui over the bulk of natural resources have 

proven in many cases to be unsustainable users, exploiting and 

mining resources without regard for the future, or proving unable to 

enforce their conservation policies over the 'real' resource users. 

Community based natural resource management was intended to 

resolve both of these problems simultaneously. If communities are 

allowed to control their own resources, the argument runs, they 

should have a stronger incentive to manage resources sustainably as 

they will be the main beneficiaries. Further, they should be more 

successful at identifying and meeting their own developmental needs 

than external decision-makers. When people are managing resources 

for their own development, there should be less opportunity for 

individuals and institutions external to the community to use 

resources in ways that are illegal, unsustainable, and 

disadvantageous to the community. The shift within the discourse of 

development from state directed development to communitarian or 

civil society directed development has added a thriving push to the 

whole concept and practice of Community Based Natural Resource 

Management. 
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.A community, in everyday parlance, is a collection of people in 

a given location; that is, a village, town, city or even a country. As a 

political or a social principle the term suggests a social group that 

possesses a strong collective identity based upon the bonds of 

comradeship, loyalty and duty. CBNRM implies an involvement if not 

privileging of the local community in the management of natural 

resources. In doing so it is believed that there shall be a successful, 

sustainable environmental resource management and at the same 

time social 1ustice, equity and development could be made 

possible.The current process of globalization has brought in a 

transformatory change in the entire discourse and practice in the 

nature of the stLltc-civil societv relations and the enhanced role of 

the civil society in the matter of developmental decisions. Whereas 

traditional communities often were homogeneous, new communities 

seek a balance between diversity and unity. However, community as 

understood within the CBNRM discourse is fraught with complexities 

and diversities. Community-based natural resource management 

programmes are based on the premise that local populations have a 

greater interest in the sustainable use of natural resources around 

them than more centralized or distant government or private 

management institutions (Tsing et al., 1999). The term 

'communities' is used, but it is recognized that not all communities 

are alike and membership of communities is often negotiated and 

contested. 

2.3.1 Theoretical discussions on community: Debating 'I' and 

'We' 

The alternative thesis to the dominant individualist 

paradigmatic conception of development rests on the community 

centric conception of the process of development. Theoretical 

conception of a community however, is fraught with contestations 

and fluidity as can be derived from the brief scanning of the diverse 
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discourses and vantage points occupied by different thinkers on the 

idea of 'community'. Starting from the essential core of what 

constitutes a community the following subsections would delineate 

the diverse strands of conceptualizations on community. To start with 

situating the concept of community within the myriad 

conceptualizations the base line should be made clear. First 

community as a position needs to be understood through an 

understanding/sieving through of the diverse positions on the 

conceptualization of an individual. 

The liberal school defines individual as endowed with reason 

and of equal moral worth, but are not equal according to their talent. 

Therefore, they are to be rewarded on the basis of their talent. 

Individuals are supreme over any collective entity. At the core nested 

the essentia I concern that societies merely reflected the talents and 

efforts of individuals. Classical liberals emphasize that human beings 

are essentially self interested and largely self sufficient. Individuals 

are responsible for their success/failure. Modern liberalism also 

known as social liberalism/ welfare liberalism does not differ much 

from the earlier position on the conception of an individual but etches 

an interventionist role for the state so that there is justice and 

Individuals can enjoy more liberty. John Rawls, one of the major 

exponents of this contemporary brand of liberalism conceptualizes 

Individual in his effort to render a theory of justice. Rawls' mdiv1dual 

is a disembodied self populating the original position. Rawls while 

elaborating his conceptualization of justice opined that, when the 

question of justice comes up one must take the individual as distinct 

from their particular associations, their natural endowments and 

social position. The liberal political theory envisions of an individual 

who can conceive of his/her end prior to the society. The societal 

arrangement as well as the political arrangement does not impinge 

upon the individual. The society is nothing but a cooperative venture 
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for the pursuit of individual advantage. The individual is an asocial 

individual whose essential interests are defined independently of the 

community of which they are members. As Nozick (1974, 32-33) 

suggests, "There is no social entity .... There are only individual 

people, different individual people, with their own individual lives." It 

is not the liberals only who conceptualize individuals as apriori to 

their sociopolitical arrangements, the utilitarians too conceptualize an 

unencumbered self. Bentham wrote that "community is a fiction." 

2.3.2 Communitarian Construction of Community 

Communitarians oppose such a conception of the individual 

unencumbered. asocial, aprlori to socio-political arrangements. They 

have defined themselves in opposition to two maJOr positions thE· 

social liberalism of John Rawls and the market liberalism of neo 

conservatism 

Sandel one of the key proponents of arguments against the 

liberal conception of the individual raises the question of the 

embedded Self, the constitutive elements absolutely essential for the 

construction of an individual's identity. In Limits of Justice, Sandel 

picks up the question of the possibility of the existence of an a prion 

individuated subject, unencumbered and autonomous self that freely 

chooses her/his ends as conceptualized by the liberals especially by 

Rawls. According to Sandel, Rawls assumes not just that all human 

beings are individuals, but that they are individuated selves; their 

identities are fixed, prior to their ends. Sandel points out that there 

are three flaws in the Rawlsian conception of the person. The first is 

the voluntaristic nature of our association with the ends we choose. 

To Rawls a person's goals, ends and aims are always the things that 

one chooses freely to attach oneself to and therefore can easily be 

detached from the person by the exercise of one's free will. This 

picture of the self's relation to one's ends excludes a priori certain 
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alternative emphasis which have a long tradition in moral and 

political thought. The second problem that Sandel identifies in the 

Rawlsian conception of the person is, according to him, it is not that 

the 'conception fails to admit of the possibility that human beings 

may take as their goal or object the good of another or of a group of 

others; it arises because such ends must be held in a way that 

ensures that they can be no more than the interests of a person-

they can at best be possessed by the self, they cannot be integral to 

it Rawls thus excludes the possibility of purposes and ends held in 

common with others that inspire more expansive inter-subjective 

self- understandings.~ (Mulhal et al 2001) Sandel's third reason for 

concern is his belief that Rawis' conception of the self leads him to 

conceptualize a flawed understanding of the political community. In 

Rawls view community is not an 

individual but an aim of the 

Individuals who according to 

ingredient of the identity of the 

antecedently individuated self. 

Rawls happen to espouse 

communitarian aim in the political sphere can pursue them only 

within a well ordered society but cannot question whether the society 

is itself a community in the constitutive sense. In Sandel's opinion 

the possibility of a public life where the interests of the participants 

might be at take has been ruled out in advance, the possibility that 

the political community might specify the subject as well as the 

objects of shared aspirations has been obliterated. Therefore the 

Rawlsian polis would force its citizens to think of themselves as 

participants in a scheme of mutual cooperation but not tied to their 

fellow citizens by a bond, the severance of which would alter their 

identity as persons. This conception also does not allow space for 

those who would have strong communitarian conception of politics, 

who would consider a person's membership of a given political 

community to be a constitutive attachment, a vital aspect of their 

well being and identity. 
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Sandel's critique of Rawlsian self however sharp fails to 

develop a theory of community. Sandel has effectively pointed out 

the myopic nature of the construction of the Rawlsian self. In doing 

so he has provided snippets about the idea of a community but he 

has not been successful in conceptualizing a theory of the 

community. There is a lack of contextuality in his conception of the 

community. He criticizes Rawls for his impoverished conception of a 

political community but does not proceed furthe1· to develop a theorv 

of political community. Mor·eover, Sandel's understanding of the 

construction of an individual's identity based on its membership 

c:onfi with the notion of fiuidily in the formation and 

understanding ot cornmun1ty dfld rnembership 

Sande obser·ves that in a demouacy it 1S essential that the 

:nd1viduais embody the virtues that make them capable of the true 

freedom of self government (Sandel 1996,p6). The sate therefore, in 

a democratic society therefore, should undertake a project of forming 

its citizen's character by providing the necessary conditions under 

which tl1e communities' and hence the individuals who populate them 

can flourish. It is within a proper community that the virtues that 

make the individuals capable of enjoying true freedom can flourish. A 

state that fails to embrace this formative role is illegitimate since it 

fails to provide the conditions necessary for freedom, it cannot 

secure the liberty it promises, because it cannot sustain the kind of 

political community and civic engagement that liberty requires 

(Sandel 1996:p24). 

In the opinion of Macintyre ( 1981) the relationship of the 

individual to the community is an attempt to give a coherent account 

of the person and of morality understood as a rational enterprise and 

therefore, must make reference to the participation of individuals in 

essentially social phenomena like customary practices and traditions. 

Here communal membership is not merely essential to one sort of 
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human good, but is integral to the possibility of attaining any sort of 

human goods whatsoever. According to him the liberal conception of 

the self is a result of liberalism's failure to perceive the importance of 

the community in the moral life of the individual. The very possibility 

of sustaining rationality and objectivity in the arena of moral and 

political evaluation depends upon locating individuals and their 

arguments with other individuals within an overarching and nested 

set of inherently social matrices. This gives the concept of 

community a much broader framework than Sandel's 

conceptualization. In the opinion of Macintyre failing to recognize the 

way in which human beings can be and are constitutively attached to 

their communities entails an inability to give a coherent account of 

the circumstances necessary to achieve any kind of human good, 

whether communal In content or not. 

Macintyre criticized liberalism on four counts. First, liberal 

conception of self according to him is an emotivist style of self. 

(Emotivism is a theory about the meaning of sentences but the 

expression of feelings or attitudes is characteristically a function not 

of their meanings but of their use on specific occasions. Through the 

emotivist eyes, a character in a social world is a fusion of a specific 

role with a specific personality type in a way that emblematizes 

certain moral and metaphysical ideas embedded in a culture.) The 

modern self is fixed or bounded independently of any of its social 

embodiments or characteristics and lacks a rational history. Neither 

its identity at any given time nor its identity over time is fixed or 

dependent upon its attitudes, characteristics or lifestyles. The moral 

judgment made by this emotivist unencumbered self is bound to be 

inherently arbitrary and subjective. 

Second, the conception of the person and the commitment to 

moral subjectivism are consequences of a more fundamental liberal 

myopia namely their inability to comprehend or accommodate the 
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importance of the community in maintaining the objectivity of all 

moral thought and the integrity of human identity. 

Third, liberalism is a reflection of in politics of the general 

modern inability to perceive that every human good or end, whether 

communal in intent or not, has its origin in social matrices. According 

to Macintyre it is only through establishing and/or maintaining the 

shared communal understandings of the good, that we can confer 

any rationality or objectivity upon the course of those deliberations. 

Introduction of the concept of desert in relation to the common tasks 

of the community in pursuing shared goods can only provide the 

basis for rational judgments about social virtue and social injustice. 

Rawls inability to justify the importance he attributes to the principle 

of equality w1th respect to the needs against competing basic 

premises exemplifies the incommensurability that descends upon 

such matters when they are shorn of communal matrix. And finally, 

the neutrality that the liberals claim for the conception of politics 

may be far less significant than it appears. 

This debate was somewhat overshadowed in the 1990s by the 

emergence of a new concern within the political debate---the 

question of cultural rights. The issue now was to what extent the 

state should bestow official recognition of certain groups in the 

society. Communitarian's had shifted now to the \politics of 

recognition' and the main protagonist in this debate were Charles 

Taylor (1990, 1994) and Kymlika (1995). 

Charles Taylor too, has proceeded to criticize the Rawlsian 

'Self'. Taylor argues that any adequate conception of morality, 

practical reasoning and self must invoke qualitative frameworks 

which can be established, maintained and acquired only through the 

membership of a linguistic community. If human beings are self 

interpreting animals and the languages they need for self 
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interpretations are essentially social phenomena then community is a 

structural precondition of human agency. 

Taylor conceives of human beings as self interpretative, whose 

identity as persons depends upon their orientation and attachment to 

the conceptions of the good which they derive from the matrix of 

their linguistic community. He is against any such understanding that 

draws the identity of any individual as fixed and can be studied 

independently of any descriptions or Interpretations offered of it by 

human beings. 

It is only through the membership of a linguistic community 

thCJt one gains access self interpretation that is facilitated by the 

access to the vocabulary that embodies them. Secondly self 

definitions an" answers to ouestions about the self that are framed 

by relating them with other selves, through positioning the self within 

the family, the place from where one hails, amongst the friends, in 

short, positioning oneself as a self amongst other selves, the 

community. Taylor can be placed primarily in opposition to the 

philosophical rather than the substantive asocial individualism. If 

people are self interpreting animals they need not give most 

importance to conditions of the good whose content is strongly 

communal, but their self interpretation must be able to acknowledge 

the necessarily social origin of any and all of their conceptions of the 

good and so of themselves. Taylor is committed to the view that 

community is a structural prerequisite for human agency and 

selfhood. According to Taylor there is a need to accommodate the 

reality of cultural difference and the need for the preservation of 

cultural community. Taylor differs from the liberals, who argue for a 

procedural kind of political community, in claiming that community 

must also be based on a substantive moment and consequently the 

state cannot be neutral. In case of culturally divided societies, Taylor 

argues, it is essential for the state to grant official recognition to the 
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different groups. The politics of recognition is thus a politics of 

differentiation (Delanty 2003). Taylor regards language as the 

embodiment of community; the self is always culturally specific. 

The politics of recognition can take the form of an emphasis on 

equality--- the equal dignity of all citizens with respect to their rights 

and moral worth-or an emphasis on difference, where what is 

significant is the need of the majority culture to make concessions to 

particular groups, generally minorities, 'where the politics of 

universal dignity fought for forms of non-discrimination that were 

quite "blind" to the ways in which citizens differ, the politics of 

difference often redefines non-discrimination as requiring that we 

make these distinctions the basis of differential treatment'(Taylor 

1994· p39). He argues that a cultural community, in order to retain 

its integrity and flourish in the face of a majority must be supported 

by a public recognition by the state of that cultural community. 

Walzer's notion of community has two dimensions. (Galston, 

1989) One dimension linked to his Jewish heritage, is moral: he 

tlolds that community is defined by shared moral understandings 

which are, in a sense, already given to us as persons embedded in 

particular locations. The other dimension is legal, following classical 

liberal political theory, Walzer sees people coming together bound by 

acts of consent which limit any sovereign authority. 

The meanings of the goods for which any theory of justice 

must establish distributive principles cannot be grasped 

independently of the specific and widely varying socio- cultural 

context within which they are produced, encountered and utilized. 

Since their meanings are social meanings, the goods with which 

justice is concerned are social goods and as a consequence, both the 

practice of political theorizing and the very concept of social justice 
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itself must be understood as embedded within and relative to 

communal framework. 

According to him, different social goods are to be differently 

distributed, for different reasons, in accordance with different 

procedures, by different agents. These understandings are derived 

from the different understandings of the social goods themselves, the 

inevitable products of historical and cultural particularism itself. 

Walzer's focus on goods and the principles appropriate for their 

distribution involves a claim about the importance of the community 

as the repository of values and thus, implicitly, about the priority of 

the community over the individual. People according to him can set 

aside their particular interest for the public good. But the problem 

lies with the particularism of history, culture and membership of the 

community. Rawls in seeking a universal standpoint neglects the 

community. Meanings and values within which human beings inhabit 

are irreducibly communal and cannot be created by individuals acting 

alone. The liberals identify individuals as capable to choose their own 

good. The process of doing so is necessarily dependent upon the 

cultural constructions that are essentially communal. In his recent 

writings, Thick and Thin: Moral Argument at Home and Abroad 

(1994) there is a nuanced recognition of 'thick' and 'thin' forms of 

community 

Some scholars are of the opinion that the tendency to position 

liberal political theory as bereft of any communitarian perspective 

fails to do justice. The liberal conception of the autonomy of an 

individual has the seeds to generate an understanding of community. 

Will Kymlicka's Liberalism, Community and Culture (1989/1991) has 

as its central aim the refutation of the communitarian case against 

liberal political theory. At the heart of the book is Kymlicka's 

argument for a defensible form of liberalism, a reformulation based, 

not on what liberals have said in the past, but on vvhat they could 
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say in response to the communitarian critique of liberalism. The 

justificatory argument for liberalism that Kymlicka employs conceives 

of liberal principles as justified because they are essential to the 

good life and has the advantage of being able to answer the central 

objections to liberalism advanced by communitarian theorists. For 

example, Kymlicka claims that liberal political principles such as 

freedom of expression or religious freedom are not based on 

skepticism about the good life, as many communitarians contend: 

rather, they are constituent elements of the good life. It is, Kymlicka 

emphasizes, precisely because some projects are more worthy than 

others, and liberty is needed to explore what is valuable in life, that 

liberal political principles are so important (p. 13). Nor is liberalism 

based on an abstract conception of the person as pure chooser or 

autonomous agency, as Sandel claims: rather, liberalism is based on 

the recognition of both (a) the person's possession of the capacity for 

autonomy, and (b) the substantive values which she believes in and 

perhaps agonizes over (p. 11). This formulation also recognizes that 

the person's values are developed in community with others and that 

the community is an important context for choice. Liberal principles 

can recognize this, and consistently with this, also protect a sphere 

of action attaching to the person in which interference is not justified. 

The individual is conceived as free to choose among communal 

values, perhaps criticizing or even rejecting them (p. 13). 

Kymlicka attempts to consolidate his argument that liberalism 

does indeed give importance to the community by showing that 

liberalism can support special status for minority cultures. He 

concedes that many contemporary liberal theorists have not 

considered this issue and that those who have are mainly opposed to 

minority special status on the grounds of a conflict between 

individual and collective rights. He presents an innovative liberal 

argument for the protection of minority cultures, such as North 
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American aboriginal cultures, based on a particular conception of 

liberal equality. It is evident that Kymlicka's contention that 

liberalism has the resources to respond to communitarian arguments 

depends on the coherence of his formulation of liberal theory. This 

formulation is supported by two distinct but closely related 

arguments. (1) The first argument is that, since our essential interest 

is in leading a good life, and we may be wrong about what is truly 

valuable, it is necessary to support (liberal) institutions and practices 

which enable us to revise those of our beliefs about value which may 

be mistaken. (2) He also argues that this justificatory argument for 

liberalism-that it is an essential element in leading a life of value

does not iead to coercive perfectionism, because coercion is counter

productive. "No life goes better by being led from the outside 

according to values the person doesn't endorse". In his book 

Multicultural Citizenship: A Liberal Theory of Minority Rights ( 1995) 

he reiterates that group specific rights are compatible with liberalism 

and are particularly appropriate. He defines three such group specific 

rights--·-special group r·epresentation rights, self government rights, 

and polyethnic rights. 

However, Kymlika fails in developing a cohesive reformulation 

of liberalism. Kymlicka's arguments generate a tension, given that he 

accepts the importance of the community in shaping people's lives, 

and especially given that he accepts that some ways of life are better 

or more valuable than others (although many liberals have hesitated 

to ground principles in terms of good life), and the ultimate 

justification for his theory is living a life that goes well. In Kymlicka's 

formulation, community has no independent value of its own: its 

value is entirely derivative on its contribution to liberal autonomy. 

The radical pluralists object to the argument that the cultural 

minority communities must strive to adapt and integrate with the 

dominant culture. They have placed cultural or group based rights on 
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a different footing altogether (Isin and Wood 1991; Delanty 2002) 

and this development is very much the result of the feminist 

movements and many of its well known thinkers are feminist 

theorists (Benhabib 1992, 1996; Frazer &Lacey1993; Lister 1997, 

1998; Young, 1989, 1990, 2000). These theorists have argued for a 

group differentiated understanding of community, which is never 

holistic. Iris Marion Young argues for a community to be reconceived 

around group differences within the broader society. Will Kymlika 

regards self government rights for the minorities as the only way to 

empower the marginalized, 

Thus. following this argument ............ ...-"-;-;_""""',._i,.....""' ;,....... n••hlir· lifo ':lnr1 
f-JQILILIJ...IOLIVII Ill fJU!JII\.. '"'-- UII\.A 

social capital based on trust and networks have become one of the 

major themes n anv discursive construction m relation to 

community. The origmary point of this perspective, called civic 

republicanism or civic communitarianism, can be traced back to the 

writings of Jean Jacques Rousseau in the Social Contract in 1743, 

where he argued for a radical conception of citizenship as popular 

participation in the polity. For civic republicans, individualism reaches 

its highest point in public life, as opposed to the liberal emphasis on 

the private pursuit of interest or personal autonomy. The civic 

republican ideal of politics is one of positive freedom, for instance, 

the ideal of a self governing political community. Much of civic 

republicanism engages in the discourse on the loss of community. 

One of the most well known exponents, Robert Putnam engages in a 

discussion on the condition of the American society in his most well 

known book, Bowling Alone 1999. According to him contemporary 

American society is characterized by a decline in community values 

as measured by a decline in what he called 'social capital'. The core 

of the argument is not how community overcomes conflicts but how 

to promote the values of trust, commitment and solidarity, values 

that allow democracy to flourish. Social responsibility, according to 
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him, primarily falls on the civil society rather than on the state. The 

state can function well only when the civil society speaks in one 

voice. In his earlier study on Italy (1993) he had shown that what 

mattered were not the institutions but the cultural traditions, in 

particular those that reinforced civil society. 

He further argues that with the passing generations the 

contemporary society has forgotten the spirit of community life that 

is essential for the cohesion of society. In Bowling Alone (1999) he 

works on the 'collapse of the community' and the 'recovery of the 

community', and arrives at the reasons behind the collapse--

apathy, self interest, and disengagement from public life as the main 

reasons for the decline in social capital. 

However, according to Delanty (2003) Putnam's position is 

quite conservative. Putnam considers that there exists a direct 

relationship between the state and the civil society; the strength of 

one increases the other's strength thereby strengthening democracy. 

This is a position that ignores conflicts, instead uses social capital as 

an affirmative resource that may be translated into government 

policy (Whittington 1998; Cohen 1999 ). 

While the earl1er discursive formations advocated for a politics 

of recognition, the present trend has been to JUXtapose cornmunity 

with the 'third way style' litics rning away rrom sociai 

democracy, community has become more an effective vehicle for the 

smooth transition towards the neo capitalist restructuring as 

advocated through the trend of globalization. 

According to Nikolas Rose, adapting a Foucauldean analysis, · 

in the institution of community, a sector is brought into existence 

whose vectors and forces can be mobilized, enrolled, deployed in 

novel programmes and techniques which encourage and harness 

active practices of self management and identity construction, of 
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personal ethics and collective allegiances'. This according to Rose is 

government through community (Rose 1999, pl76). The emergent 

discourse of community, following Rose, is governmental 

communitarianism, since its aim is to construct a political subjectivity 

through policy making. In the opinion of Rose, community has 

become a quasi governmental discourse that facilitates new 

technologies of power and of social management. The new 

technologies of community are a diffused set of practices regulated 

cornmunity experts that cu across government and c1vil society 

!inking citizen to the state. Community becomes 'governmental' when 

>t- becomes technical. i.e .. as a sector for government. The discourse 

of community is thus infused with notions of voluntarism! charitable 

works and self or-ganized carP (Rose 1999 t p 171). The attraction of 

community lies in its moral overtones that equate the community 

with civic obligations and moral commitments to the society. This in 

turn produces political effect of removing the burden of state 

responsibility and at the same time facilitation of the dilution of social 

citizenship. The governmentalization of community facilitates the 

creation of the whole array of discourses about community, like 

community regeneration, local community initiatives, etc. (Rose 

1999: p189). It is not just an instrument of social control, it can also 

lead to the empowerment of the community. 

Amitai Etzioni (1995, 2001) one of the most well known 

exponents on community during the recent time, looks at community 

as essentially the moral foundation and the expression of a 

citizenship, of responsibility and of participation as opposed to one of 

rights. "Community is defined by two characteristics: (1) A 

community entails a web of affect-laden relations among a group of 

individuals, relations that often crisscross and reinforce one another 

(rather than merely one-on-one relations or chains of individual 

relations); and, (2) community requires a commitment to a set of 
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shared values, norms, and meanings, and a shared history and 

identity-in short, a shared culture. This definition recognizes that 

there are collective, historical actors and not merely grand 

individuals. Communities are not only aggregates of persons acting 

as free agents, but also collectives that have identities and purposes 

of their own and can act as a unit. In effect, these very communities 

often drive history and set the contexts for individual actions in 

society."(Etzioni 1996,p 5). He further puts forward another 

characteristic feature of the community. Communities are 

characterized by a relatively high level of r-esponsiveness. This thir-d 

--hiJracteristir excludes sociai entity that oppresses their members. It 

defines as part1ai commun es ose that arc responsive son1 

members or subgroups, but not to all; lt characterizes as unauthentic 

those communities that respond to the false needs of members 

rather than to their true needs. ( Etzion i 1996, p- 5) 

If one views the community as merely an aggregation of 

individuals joined for their convenience, one leaves out the 

sociological need for affective (nonrational) bonds as counterweight 

to centrifugal forces that seek to disperse communities. One also 

does not take into account the pivotal role of these bonds in 

sustaining common values that in turn provide criteria for 

community-wide shared decisions and policies.(Etzioni 1996: p156). 

Persons are social beings who for that reason have obligations 

toward each other. Autonomy does not exist in a vacuum but is 

developed, enunciated, and ultimately exercised in our common life 

together. To deny the social nexus of autonomy is threatening both 

to the social nexus and to autonomy. Persons cannot truly be 

persons outside their social nexus or outside their community, and 

the community cannot exist, develop, thrive, and grow without the 

unique contributions of the individuals within it. If, alternatively, one 

sees the community as the source of social order and authority and 
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seeks to impose its behavioral standards on individuals for· the sake 

of civil order, one leaves an insufficient basis for individual freedom 

and individual rights. Such a community would also be deficient in its 

innovative and creative capacity, and in its response to a changing 

world, by constricting the evolution of differing positions, which could 

in time replace the community's core values, thereby enhancing its 

adaptability to a constantly changing world. 

The tension is the result of the tendencies of at !east some 

Individuals to seek. expand their realm of unprescribed behavior 

and to change the community to reflect more fully their values and 

r1te vvhile mmun!ty attempts to extend its social rnoral 

prescriptions and to reformulate the mdividuai rnembers :n iint.· vvith 

its values and genuine or perceived needs. While the tension can be 

excessive and wearing (having high personal and social costs) or 

even lead to wars among families or among clans, up to a point the 

tension is creative. The uncommunitized personhood is a source of 

creativity and change for the community and fulfillment for the 

person. The communitized part of the person is a source of service 

for shared needs and a source of stability and support for social 

virtues of the community. If we enrich this view by examining the 

relationship in a historical perspective, we note that communities are 

continuously adjusting the relationship between the centrifugal 

inclinations of their members and the centripetal tendencies of the 

community (Etzioni1996, pS). Communities are subject to centrifugal 

forces that strain efforts to maintain order, and to centripetal forces 

that undermine autonomy. Hence, communities must constantly 

endeavor to balance both, or be thrown off into social anarchy or 

collectivism. The order of an authentic community is based on social 

formations that are continually reshaped in response to the 

members' true needs rather than relying only, or even mainly, on 

socializing the members to accept the community's demands or on 
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utilizing control processes. This is not to deny that, when all is said 

and done, communities do face tragic choices. They cannot meet all 

the demands of all members, but they can reduce the distance 

between the demands on members for order and what the members 

seek through a process of resocializing the members. Autonomy and 

order are complimentary up to a point, after which they grow 

antagonistic. It is the role of those who care to fashion authentic 

communities to pull their communities into the highly responsive 

zone, into one in which mutuality between the basic elements of 

order and autonomy is high and antagonism low (Etzioni 1996:p.10). 

Etzioni absolves the state of the responsibility for community. 

His responsive community is a community that is embedded in 'social 

virtues' and 'basic settled values~. This vision of community however, 

is a misfit with the discourse of diversity and social differentiations. 

Etzioni rather proposes to develop those social processes that foster 

what he calls layered loyalties in members of various communities. 

As a result, members see themselves as, and act as, members of 

more than one community. People who have a loyalty to a region (for 

example, the South in the United States{ or Scotland in the United 

Kingdom), but also to their nat1on, ar-e a case in point. A.ttempts to 

develop supranational communities, for instance, in Western Europe, 

reflect attempts to develop new layered loyalties To the extent that 

layered loyalties evolve/ they discourage exclusivity and tribal wars 

(Etzioni 1996:p10). When normative conflicts occur between the 

layers of communities on some select issues concerning order and 

autonomy, loyalty by all member communities to the overarching 

community must take precedence over loyalty to the immediate 

community. This ensures that the "community of communities" will 

be responsive to member communities' needs and not merely be 

imposed on them or be of only marginal significance (Etzioni 1996, 

p.lO). In short one could deduce that this discourse on community 
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intends to work towards an assimilation of the discourse on 

community with the official policy making. 

However, communitarians (at least the more enlightened 

among them) favour new communities in which all members have 

the same basic moral, social, and political standing. In these 

communities, values are reformulated and policies evolve in a free 

dialogue and exchange in which ideally all participate and particular 

groups do not impose their values. Whereas traditional communities 

often were homogeneous, new communities seek a balance between 

diversity and unity. As Gardner (1991, 11) notes, "To prevent the 

wholeness from smothenng diversity, there must be a philosophy of 

pluralism, an open climate for· dissent, and an opportunity for sub-

communtttes to retain their identity and share in the setting of larger 

group goals." The current situation of community has been greatly 

transformed by globalization. Globalization refers to an historical 

process which transforms the spatial organization of social relations 

and transactions, generating transcontinental or inter regional 

networks of interaction and the exercise of power (Held 1999). While 

globalization has fragmented many forms of local community, it has 

also led to the reinvention of others. Globalization is associated with 

the emergence of a post Westphalian world order in which the 

institutions of sovereign statehood and political community are being 

reformed and reconstituted. In this post-Westphalian order, there is 

marked shift towards hierarchy, a divided authority system, in which 

states seek to share the tasks of governance with a complex array of 

institutions, public and private, local, regional, transnational and 

global, representing the emergence of 'overlapping communities of 

fate'. Political communities and civilizations can no longer be 

characterized simply as 'discrete worlds'; they are enmeshed and 

entrenched in complex structures of overlapping forces, relations and 

movements. Today the locus of effective political power can no 
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longer be assumed to be solely with the national governments. 

Effective power is shared and bartered by diverse forces and 

agencies at national, regional and international levels. Political space 

for the development and pursuit of effective government and the 

accountability of power is no longer coterminous with a delimited 

political territory. Contemporary forms of political globalization 

involve a complex deterritorialization and reterritorialization of 

political authority. (Rosenau 1997) Giving a shape to prospective 

world orders virtually all nation-states have gradually become 

enmeshed in and functionally part of a larger pattern of global 

transformations and global flows.(Nierop 1994, p.171) Transnational 

networks and relations have developed across virtually all areas ot 

human activity. Goods, capital, people, knowledge, communications 

and weapons, as weii as crime, pollutants, fashions and beliefs, 

rapidly move across territorial boundaries. Far from this being a 

world of 'discrete civilizations', or simply an international society of 

states, it has become a fundamentally interconnected global order, 

marked by intense patterns of interaction as well as by evident 

structures of power, hierarchy and unevenness. Contemporary 

globalization is associated with a transformation of state power as 

the roles and functions of states are re-articulated, reconstituted and 

re-embedded at the intersection of globalizing and regionalizing 

networks and systems (Held and McGrew 1998). 

World community that is emerging is the opposite of local 

community and in reality is a negation of community as traditionally 

understood. To start with, this new conceptualization of community 

avoids the trap of social as a moral totality, Habermas whose notion 

of communication community is one such formulation. Habermas' 

social theory aims to demonstrate how communicative structures 

provide the basis for political possibilities. Communication for 

Habermas operates at two levels---it is the basic medium of social 
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integration and reconciliation of conflict; and on the other, the 

reflective and critical dimension of deliberative communication. In his 

study of the public sphere, Habermas argued how modern societies 

institutionalized spaces for public discourse (Habermas 1989). His 

idea of discursive democracy reflects this basic comrnunitarian 

understanding of politics as a dialogic process. In fact as Delanty 

(2003) argues, the very notion of 'life world' is a communitarian 

notion. The idea of 'communication community' means that social 

relations in this modern society are organized around communication 

rather than by other media such as authority, status or ritual. The 

most significant communicative space within modern society is public 

sphet"e and science. Trutr: can be arnved at oniy by consersus 

thr·ough deliberation Tt argues for an alternative communicative idea 

of commun1ty. mmunity to him, is never complete, it is 

continuously emergent. Habermas posits that the traditional 

discourse on community only looks at it as a moral/civic concept 

rather than focusing on its communicative dimension. Accordin~l to 

Habermas/ the traditional discourse on community denies the critical 

reflective capacity of the society. Habermas does not agr·ee to the 

communitarian stress on an underlying morality. The morality of a 

community not only lays down how its members should act, it also 

provides grounds for the consensual resolutions of relevant conflicts 

( Habermas 1998: p-4). In his recent work he stressed on the 

existence of multiple communication communities and in his more 

recent works a multidimensional view of political community existing 

at the level of global society has been taken up. (Habermas 2001) 

Globalization is by no means a homogenizing force. The 

ongoing transformation of the Westphalian regime of sovereignty and 

autonomy has differential consequences for different states. 

Globalization is not, nor has it ever been, beyond regulation and 

control. Globalization does not prefigure the 'end of politics' so much 
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as its continuation by new means. The impact of globalization is 

mediated significantly by a state's position in global political, military 

and economic hierarchies; its domestic economic and political 

structures; the institutional pattern of domestic politics; and specific 

government as well as societal strategies for contesting, managing or 

ameliorating globalizing imperatives.( Hurrell & Woods 1995, pp. 

447-70; . Keohane & Milner 1996 ) Political communities are locked 

into a diversity of processes and structures which range in and 

through them, linking and fragmenting them into complex 

constellations. The system of national political communities persists 

of course; but it is articulated and re-articulated today with complex 

economic, organizational, administrative, iega! and cultural processes 

and structures which limit and check its efficacy. If these processes 

and structures are not acknowledged and brought into the political 

process they will tend to bypass or circumvent the traditional 

mechanisms of political accountability and regulation. ( Held and 

McGrew 1998) 

In a major speech on 2:;o October, 2001, Tony Blair urged for 

the creation of a world community. Answering to the question, 'how 

can the world be a community?' he argued that, globalization has led 

to a situation in which interests of all countries are becoming more 

and more inextricably linked in many crucial areas. While Blair's 

speech reflects a view of world community shaped by the national 

governments, others have tried to understand world community in 

the context of global civil society. Conceptions of this cosmopolitan 

community varies from David Held's conception of a world 

government based on a revised model of United Nations to visions of 

post national governance based on more informal form and in which 

International nongovernmental organizations(INGOs) would play a 

more paramount role (Held 1995; Falk 1995; Boli & Thomas 

1997,1999) .To some world community comes only in the form of a 
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post national world in which the state will be a very reduced entity 

having been displaced by a network of democratic bodies and agents. 

Whether world community will be manifest in a global constitution 

and guaranteed by the international community of states or is 

secured by a wider variety of actors and discourses is one of the 

main dividing lines in the current literature on cosmopolitanism 

(Delanty, 2000b). The world community in this sense of global civil 

society is made up of four actors, states, non state actors, 

International governmental agencies and international law. The 

diverse new social movements like the ecological movement, human 

rights movement, humanitarian organizations and a whoie range of 

other social movements have given birth to th1s new perception of 

the world community. Viewing world community as something that s 

discursively constructed in communicative flows avoids reductionism. 

However, there is a point when the world community fades into what 

might be called a transnational community. It arises in the 

appropriation of the global by the local. It differs from the world 

community in its association with the local forms of attachment. 

Although the transnational communities operate at global context, 

are the projects of locally based communities. While the world 

community emerges out of the global civil society and international 

public sphere, the transnational community emerges out of 

migration. Their cosmopolitan nature is a derivative of their mobility, 

by which they transcend place and the resulting cultural mixing 

produces identities that are constantly in the process of definition. 
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2.4.1 Nee-liberalism, Nee-institutional Economic Project and 

Social Capital 

For the advocates of a neo-liberal world order, globalization 

today defines a new epoch in human history in which 'traditional 

nation-states have become unnatural, even impossible business units 

in a global economy'.(Ohmae, 1995, p. 5.) The neo liberals celebrate 

the fact that economic globalization is bringing about a 

denationalization of economies through the establishment of 

transnational networks of production, trade and finance. In this 

'borderless' economy, national governments are relegated to little 

more than transmission belts for global market forces. For the elites 

and 'knowledge workers' in this new global economy tacit 

transnational 'class' allegiances have evolved, cemented by an 

ideological attachment to a neo-liberal economic orthodoxy. Even 

amongst the marginalized and dispossessed the world-wide diffusion 

of a consumerist ideology also imposes a new sense of identity, 

displacing traditional cultures and ways of life. The global spread of 

Western liberal democracy further reinforces the sense of an 

emerging civilization defined by universal standards of economic and 

political organization. This civilization is replete with mechanisms of 

global governance, whether it be the IMF or the disciplines of the 

world market, such that states and peoples are increasingly the 

subjects of a plurality of new public and private, global and regional, 

authorities. Accordingly, globalization is considered by many neo

liberals as the harbinger of the first truly 'global civilization'. 

(Perlmutter, 1989) This represents a radically new world order; one 

which its advocates argue prefigures the demise of the nation-state 

and the liberation of peoples to pursue their interests unencumbered 

from the dictates of the stifling bureaucracy and the power politics of 

states. Economic power and political power, in this view, are 

becoming effectively denationalized and diffused such that nation-
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states are increasingly becoming 'a transitional mode of organization 

for managing economic affairs'. (Ohmae, 1995, p. 149.) For neo

liberals this is to be welcomed since it represents nothing less than 

the fundamental reconfiguration of world order to fit with the 

aspirations of peoples rather than states. 

While liberal-reformism emphasizes the necessary adaptation 

of core organizations in the existing world order, contempor·ary 

advocates of the 'radical project' stress the creation of alternative 

mechanisms of governance based upon civic republican pr·inciples: 

that is, inclusive, deliberative and self-governing communities in 

which the public good is to the fore (Burnheim 1985,Walker 1988, 

Falk 1995) The 'radical republican project' is concerned to establisr1 

the necessary conditions which will empower people to take control 

of their own lives and to create communities based upon ideas of 

equality, the common good, and harmony with the natural 

environment. 

These new social movements that have played an instrumental 

role in fostering this shift, are engaged in mobilizing transnational 

communities of resistance and solidarity against impending global 

ecological, economic and security crises. Underlying these projects is 

an attachment to the achievement of social and economic equality, 

the establishment of the necessary conditions for self-development, 

and the creation of self-governing political structures. Encouraging 

and developing in citizens a sense of simultaneous belonging to 

overlapping (local and global) communities is central to the politics of 

new social movements as well as to the search for new models and 

forms of social, political and economic organization consonant with 

the republican principle of self-government. The radical republican 

model is a 'bottom up' vision of civilizing world order. It represents a 

normative theory of 'humane governance' which is grounded in the 

existence of a multiplicity of 'communities of fate' and social 
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movements, as opposed to the individualism and appeals to rational 

self-interest of neo-liberalism and liberal-reformism (Held& McGrew, 

1998 : p.241). The cosmopolitan project, finally, attempts to specify 

the principles and the institutional arrangements for making 

accountable those sites and forms of power which presently operate 

beyond the scope of democratic control.( Held 1998. Linklater, 1998; 

Archibugi, Held & Kohler) It argues that in the millennium ahead 

each citizen of a state will have to learn to become a 'cosmopolitan 

citizen' as well: that is, a person capable of mediating between 

national traditions, communities of fate and alternative forms of life. 

Citizenship in a democratic polity of the future, it is argued; is likely 

to involve a growing mediating role· a roie which encompasses 

dialogue with the traditions and discourses of others with the aim of 

expanding the rlorizons of one's own framework of meaning and 

prejudice, and increasing the scope of mutual understanding. A 

democratic political community for the new millennium necessarily 

describes a world where citizens enjoy multiple citizenships .. Faced 

with overlapping communities of fate they need to be not only 

citizens of their own communities, but also of the wider regions in 

which they live, and of the wider global order. Institutions will 

certainly need to develop that reflect the multiple issues, questions 

and problems that link people together regardless of the particular 

nation-states in which they were born or brought up. 

2.4.2 Social capital and Development: State-Society Synergy 

Citizenship thus, in a democratic polity of the future, should 

encompass dialogue with the traditions and discourses of others with 

the aim increasing the scope of mutual understanding. State -society 

synergy has to operate as the catalyst to development. Norms of 

cooperation and networks of civic engagement among the ordinary 

citizens can be promoted by the public agencies for developmental 

ends. Social capital concerns the way in which citizens behave and 
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interact with each other. The form and character of institutions and 

organisations are therefore important. Social capital is created by 

citizens willingly participating with each other in mutually respectful 

dialogue to achieve shared goals. The greater the variety of citizens 

who can so participate, the greater is the economy's stock of working 

social capital. This latter point means that true equality of 

communicative status has to be extended to the greatest variety of 

participants in order to maximise the virtues and gains from social 

capital This requires genuine tolerance among individuals and 

absence of social exclusionist institutions. This can only be achieved 

through poiiticai change/ with its emphasis on active, participatory 

citizenship. The political institutions are to generate such synergiStic 

relations between the government and the groups of engaged 

citizens and this partnership can take a variety of forms. The policy 

of extending 'partnerships' between public and private sector in order 

to get things done has its corollary in the social capital literature in 

the concept of 'co-production' across the mythical divides between 

'the state' and the 'market'. The relevance of social capital here is 

that it is essential to the success of such partnership efforts. It is 

only where the various different parties to such an enterprise- central 

or local government agencies, small or large businesses, 

representatives of communities or pressure groups, and, of course, 

individual citizens with all their variety of interests and perspectives

participate together on the basis of mutual respect and 

communicative equality, that a 'partnership' to negotiate and achieve 

together a joint goal will really mean just that. 

Mutually reinforcing relations between governments and groups 

of engaged citizens can take a variety of forms. Complementarity 

and Embeddedness are the two concepts that promote and aid state 

society synergy. Complementarity is the conventional way of 

conceptualizing mutually supportive relations between public and 
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private actors. It suggests a clear division of labor, based on 

contrasting properties of public and private institutions. Governments 

are suited to delivering certain kinds of collective goods which 

complement inputs more efficiently delivered by private actors. 

Putting the two kinds of inputs together results in greater output 

than either public or private sectors could deliver on their own. When 

socialcapital is included along with goods and services as a desired 

outcome of public-private cooperation, complementarity gets a new 

dimension. Nugent ( 1993) points out, effective states deliver rule

governed environments which 'strengthen and increase efficiency! of 

local organizations and institutions. The state's contribution to social 

capital is general and from a distance Productive informai t1es, !ike 

nlarket excllange. require a basic ambience of rule-governed 

behavior The state provides the necessary ambience, but public 

agencies are not directly linked to societal actors. 

Complementarity is not just about government providing inputs 

that its scale and bureaucratic organization allow it to provide more 

effectively and leaving it to citizens to do the rest. Complementarity 

supports day-to-day interaction between public officials and 

communities, which is in turn essential to organizing 

complementarity. In addition to promoting social capital formation in 

civil society, complementarity supports embeddedness. 

Embedded ness complicates the analysis of synergy. If synergy 

depends on the day-to-day public-private interactions and the norms 

and loyalties that build up around them, then its institutional forms 

become more complex. Social capital is formed by making some who 

are a part of the state apparatus more thoroughly a part of the 

communities in which they work. The networks of trust and 

collabol-ation that are created span the public-private boundary and 

bind state and civil society together. Social capital is thus, not only 

inherent in civil society but also spans the public-private divide. 
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Endowments of social capital are very crucial to synergy, 

however, in nation states where social capital is limited, the 

developmental role of the state actors in translating local networks 

into developmentally relevant 'scaled-up' organizations. 1n most 

communities, ties among friends and neighbors based on trust are 

atleast latently available and these could be transformed into 

essential foundations. Another key ingredient for synergy is a 

competent engaged set of public institutions. If synergy can 

regularly emerge out of communities that possess a very ordinary 

endowment of social capital, then it is the second condition that 

influences synergy, for governments vary dramatically in their 

capacity to act as counterparts in the creation of developmentally 

effective civic organizations. Apart from this a competitive political 

system helps overcome barriers to synergy as long as the means of 

competition are not constrained by some set of mutually recognized 

rules. Egalitarian social structures and robust bureaucracies also 

facilitate its emergence. Thus, the state may not necessarily always 

be the enemy. An alliance of even an authoritarian state with the 

reformists may provide resources to popular organizations that are 

unavailable anywhere else (Evans 1996). 

As Alfred Stephan ( 1978) had articulated the role of the state 

(from a Weberian perspective that still holds well to this day), 'The 

state must be considered as more than the "government". It is the 

continuous administrative, legal, bureaucratic and coercive systems 

that attempt not only to structure relationships between civil society 

and public authority in a polity but also to structure many crucial 

relationships within civil society as well.' The states' intervention in 

the fostering of a partnership between the private actors and the 

public sector has been well acknowledged. Visions of a vanishing 

state have been reduced to a fantasy, fears of an overpowering state 

have given strength to models of good society that seek to constrain 
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and limit state action as much as possible. At the same time strong 

popular demands and social exigencies underlie a continuing 

expansion of state activity in the economy and social life of both the 

developing as well as the developing nation (Evans et al 1985, 

p364). However, the power of the state is dependent on the nature 

and extent of cleavages that run through the civil society and at the 

same time the diverse horizontal ties that bring different segments of 

the civil society together (Stephan 1985 ,p340). 

2.5 Community as understood in CBNRM-Problems 

Conventional literature on rural people and the environment 

often presents a 

poverty and the environment: poverty leads to environmental 

degradation Although this view was initially promoted by the World 

Commission on Environment and Development and soon gained wide 

popularity (WCED, 1987), more recently this poor-environment dyad 

has been seen as restrictive and evidence has shown that the 

converse is often true. Increasingly, attention is being given to the 

complexity and diversity of society- environment relationships, and 

the ways in which local practices are shaped and influenced by, and 

in return feed back into, global policies and international agendas. A 

number of reasons lie behind this paradigm shift: i) there is 

improved understanding of the dynamics of dryland ecosystems and 

the inherent variability of the natural resource base; ii) there is 

understanding of the appropriateness of local and indigenous 

conservation practices to the management of the local environment; 

and, iii) there is a recognition of the heterogeneity of the rural 

population and the ambiguity of singular concepts such as 

'household' and 'community', which are often inappropriate in local 

development contexts. Overall this leads to a greater appreciation of 

indigenous practices and local natural resource management 

initiatives, and to the acknowledgement that actors (individuals, 
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'households', 'communities' and institutions) play an important role 

in flexible resource use and management practices in marginal or 

variable environments. At a global level, for example, the 1994 UN 

Convention to Combat Desertification clearly identifies the role of 

poverty in desertification and recognises the vital role of local 

populations (particularly women and youth) and NGOS in preventing 

and redressing desertification (land degradation), This illustrates the 

qrowin~J recognition that, for global policies and inter-national 

directives to be successful, local practices and contexts must be 

considered. The catalyst for th1s shift in thinking within the global 

development comrnunity vvas the United Nations Conference on 

Environment and Development (UNCEDl in 1992. Tr-Je Convention to 

mbat Desertification. stemming from UNCED, advocates 

participatory development through recognising the rights of local 

communities to manage their natural resources. It emphasises the 

need for participation from the inception of development initiatives 

and the possibility that 'it may also be necessary for the government 

to delegate more decision- making authority to the local grassroots 

level'. This is a significant departure from top-down approaches to 

tackling environmental problems which have in the past centralised 

decision making and alienated people from their resource base. This 

approach reflects the wider paradigm shift and forms part of a re

evaluation by the global development community (aid agencies, 

governments, NGOS, etc from the North and South) of the ways in 

which people interact with their environment. At the centre of this re

evaluation is the concept of participation in the development process. 

However, it is a concept rarely defined by those advocating its use. 

Although academic arguments in favour of community-based 

development in general existed as early as the 1950s, the major 

discourses that directly or indirectly lent support to CBNRM emerged 

to a large extent as a result of the above 'lived experiences'. This 
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move in global and local development discourse is part of a wider 

reassessment of the goals of conservation by international bodies 

such as the UN (for example, the Convention to Combat 

Desertification and Convention on Biodiversity both advocate 

community-based approaches), national governments North and 

South (for example, indicated by the number of countries signed up 

to the sustainable development goals of Agenda 21), and, NGOs and 

·community-based' organizations across the world (UN, 1995; 

Forsyth and Leach, 1998). There is now increasing recognition that 

effective resource management must be linked with issues of 

equitable access to natural resources, the promotion of sustainable 

livelihoods and the alleviation of povei-ty through participatory and 

ernpower·ing rxocesses of development (Forsyth and Leach, 1998). 

2.6 Framing CBNRM within Women/ Nature Relationship 

What and how are women linked to environment? Trying to 

search out an answer to this makes us traverse the myriad alleys of 

the different conceptualisations The major schools of feminist 

scholarship and activism on the environment though has 

overlappings and incompleteness as everyday women in their local 

communities are continuously defining and redefining their roles and 

spaces in their interaction with environment, but can be roughly 

classified as: i) ecofeminism, including both essentialist and social 

constructivist rationales for the link between women and nature 

(Merchant 1980; Mies and Shiv a 1993; Shiv a 1989); ii) feminist 

environmentalism, based on the material and economic linkages of 

women's interests with "nature" (Agarwal 1991); iii) feminist and 

poststructuralist critiques of science, environmentalism, and/or 

sustainable development (Butler and Scott 1992; Harway 1990; 

Harding 1991; Hynes 1989, 1991 ; Seager 1993;) and iv) feminist 

alternatives for sustainable development (Sen and Grown 

1987;WEDO 1992; Thomas-Siayter and Rocheleau 1995b). 
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Maria Mies (1986) conceptualized women as nature as she 

gives birth and nurtures similar to nature. The sexual division of 

labour that patriarchy ordains 1s a necessary consequence of 

'qualitatively different' male and female bodies that the capitalist

patriarchy nexus uses to exploit both nature and women. However, 

the work falls into the trap of projecting women as victims and fails 

to explore the possibility of women emerging as skilled change 

agents and the perspective that is called subsistence perspective fails 

to visualize the role of women who may also degrade environment 

and also in understanding the interplay of different other factors that 

collude 1n differing angles with capitalism and patriarchy and 

accentuates the exploitation of both nature and women 

Van dana Sh1va ( 1989, 1993) sees the dominant mode of 

development as western, patriarchal and based on a reduct1onist 

model of science and technology that serves the global market and is 

instrumental in the destruction of women, nature and all other non

westem peoples.She sets up a model of the traditional Indian 

agriculture system that works in harmony with nature and stands as 

a binary opposite to the destructive white male patriarchal 

development model. She definitely like Mies sought to explore an 

alternative development model. Mies argued for a limit to 

unnecessary consumption with the aim to undermine capitalism 

whereas Shiva cites the life creating and preserving feminine 

principle embodied by the women who played a prominent role in the 

Chipko movement that must be reclaimed as an alternative 

development model. Though her model provides a new dimension 

especially in the validation of the marginal people's knowledge in the 

search for sustainable models for development and environmental 

protection. But her model is restricted by its inability to operate in 

different situations apart from agriculture. Moreover studies have 

shown that the gendered patterns of work related to agriculture and 
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biodiversity and other areas of NRM are context specific and the 

gendering tasks are basically based on sociocultural factors. What 

may appear to be women's intimate knowledge and connection to 

nature may be entirely socially constructed and not natural. 

Agarwal (1989,2011) like Shiva draws on experience in India 

but she differs from Shiva in the sense that she asserts the need to 

contextualize the fact that poor rural women have emerged as main 

actors in the environmental movements. According to her the 

woman/nature link is actually socially and culturally constructed but 

not biologically determined. She contextualizes the material situation 

of women within the ideological construction of the woman/nature 

connection, pointing out that in reality this construction caters to the 

vested interests. She exposes the mterplay of politics m the 

construction of the marginal positioning of woman and nature and 

their connection and also the fact that how women's knowledge are 

lost in the process as they get detached from nature. In this 

conceptualization the link between women and environment is 

structured by a given gender and class/ (caste/race) organization of 

production, reproduction and distribution. But the argument stops 

short in pointing out how women act in the community based natural 

resource management. She concludes by stressing the need for a 

transformation but how that is to be effected that remains absent. 

Agarwal ( 1992) argues for a shift in the policy making process from a 

top-down model to a decentralized planning and creation of 

institutions that would facilitate the involvement of rural women in 

the decisions regarding the kind of trees to be planted and also the 

validation of the local community knowledge as equally scientific as 

knowledge generated through Universities and laboratories. 

Harding (1991) observes that scientific and technological 

changes are designed by men and would obviously useful from the 

perspective of men's lives and therefore are unfit to produce an 
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overall improvement nor generate sustainable human development in 

the lives of the women nor of the communities'. The gendered 

dimensions of scientific and technological practices and cultures , of 

social relations in local communities within which they operate, and 

of the mediating institutions and agencies that deliver scientific and 

technological changes to local communities---all run alongside each 

other and work to obstruct development for women, and through 

them, the communities within wh1ch their labour· and services are so 

rucial. But those who tolerate the consequences of a decision, 

shouldn't they have a pr-oportionate share in its formulation as vveli. 

Obviously the social institutions and practices that people would find 

most effective and culturaiiy appropriate for organizing this kind of 

democratic participation would vary from culture to culture and 

context to context even within a culture. But the problem in this 

brand of understanding is it frustrates any sort of a formation of 

grand narratives and as practices are not constant the policies too 

need to adapt themselves and would create chaos and confusion as 

the alliances and equations between different factors may be in a 

fluid situation. 

In order to create effective and equitable policies related to the 

environment both broad and specific understanding across levels of 

analysis is required. Policies must be sensitive to local social 

contexts, perceptions and concerns. Policy must also reflect an 

understanding of the impact of the global processes on the national 

and local processes as well as the formal and informal structures 

need to be looked. Incorporating a feminist analysis can clarify the 

ways in which gender positions both men and women vis-a-vis 

institutions that decides access to land, to other resources, and to 

the wider economy. An ecological approach helps us to see 

environmental management, resource use, and technological change 

as a dynamic process, that is interactive and not incremental and 
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unilinear movement that seeks to include "nature" under economic 

progress and political control. "An emphasis on "politics" recognizes 

the social and political context in which national and international 

governments and development agencies, operating at all levels, 

make policy. Linking gender and political ecology allows us to focus 

on the uneven distribution of resource access and control by gender, 

as well as according to other social variables such as class and 

ethnicity/' (Thomas- Slayter and Rocheleau 1995b). 

2. 7 CBNRM CRITIQUES 

Amongst theoretical critiques, the use of the concept of a 

r1omogeneous 'community 

problematic,(Bryant. 1998, pp. 279--298; Leach, Mearnes and 

Scoones. 1999) alonq with the treatment of categories such as 

formal and informal as exclusive, dichotomous concepts (Biaikie 

2006 1 p. 281; Watson,Biack and Harrison, 1999). The CBNRM model 

has been criticised fol' considering only the material aspects the 

use of natural resources, ignoring their symbolic and cultural values,( 

Alexander and J. McGregor, 1996)) and for imposing an external or 

Western model of conservation( Murphree, 1996). and non

indigenous goals of social equality and democracy.(Bell 1999). A 

critique less widely debated in the literature is that the failure of 

some CBNRM projects to advance or even to initiate a process of 

decentralising power may be owed to the fact that states can try to 

use these projects as a means of extending their reach in rural areas, 

rather than handing over control to local people as the rhetoric of 

CBNRM would have us expect.(Hill 1996 pp. 103-121; Ferguson 

1990) 

Community-based natural resource management frameworks 

have at times been seen as solely conservation projects, and as such 

have rarely been critically evaluated in terms of development theory, 
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which would acknowledge the power and positionality of the different 

stakeholders. 

One of the major critiques that have evolved is from the 

Foucauldean perspective, the positioning of the projects within the 

wider hegemonic discourses of development. Grounded in 

Foucauldian ideas of development as a discursive formation, it 

highlights the fact that practices and perceptions of development are 

rooted in a certain form of rationality that allow for a limited form of 

agency and render 'unthinkable, unsayable, and undoable others' 

(Rossi, 2004). This means that envisaging alternative forms of 

development in the context fir-st of state-centred development and 

more recently a neo-liberal paradigm of development has its own 

limits, be it in terms of limited devolution to communities, the 

privileging of hegemonic market-based ideologies or the 

manifestation of what Ferguson calls 'depoliticised' development-·- all 

of which prevent the emergence of new forms of democratisation 

(Ferguson, 1990). The state's thinking continues to be very much 

situated in old state-centred thinking. (Sundar eta!., 2001; Kolavalli, 

1995). Even initiatives celebrated in the media, such as the Rajiv 

Gandhi Watershed Mission in Madhya Pradesh, have come in for 

criticism from scholars like Baviskar ( 2002, 2004) for their excessive 

state centric practice with very little real autonomy being channelled 

down to the community. The strategies soon become a part of state 

discourse of development with very little autonomy given to the 

people. 

Another 

understanding 

critique pertains to the 

of the community itself. 

shallow conservative 

Oblivious of internal 

differentiation and history and the cultural context of community, 

and even the state's influence in structuring social relations and 

community space, contemporary development practice is seen to be 

based upon a conceptualisation of community as a small, locally 
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situated and harmonious and autonomous social (in fact economic) 

formation (Agrawal and Ostrom, 2001; Mosse, 2003a;b; Manor, 

1999; Sundar et a!., 2001; Ferguson, 1990; Rossi, 2004; Baviskar, 

2002, 2004). The hierarchy that exists within communities do not 

subscribe to this kind of an understanding. Moreover, this 

conceptualisation does not address the elite capture that takes place 

in CBNRM projects. Do the women get an equal opportunity to 

participate in the decision makmg 1n the CBNRiv1 projects? Don't the 

diverse hler·ar-chies-socio~political and economic, affect the resource 

allocation/management and dec1s1on making regarding who gets 

what, when and how 7 

Ther-efore, ther·e 1s a need 

tiT!S ocai understandings ami opin1ons of community-based 

natural resource management initiatives, and the local relationships 

with the environment. The extent to which these programmes have 

been shaped by local priorities or government agendas reflects the 

power relationships involved and the balance between conservation 

and development objectives within the programmes. Central to the 

ethos of community- based natural resource management therefore 

lies the twin values, one, the 'participation' of local people and 

second, their 'empowerment' through the development process. 

2.8.1 Decentering 'Participation' and 'Empowerment' 

Foucault's exposition of power allows us to move away from 

more traditional notions of power as the ability to exert power over 

structures, people and resource. He reminds us that power is fluid, 

relational and connected to discourses/knowledge. This is an 

important insight for feminist analyses of power and empowerment. 

However, the relationship between structures, agency and discourse 

is also crucial (Deveaux 1996:230-37). Debates around gender, 

empowerment and development have influenced both mainstream 
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and alternative development practitioners and scholars. The 

language of empowerment and participation was particularly 

pronounced in what is often called alternative development 

approaches (Pieterse 2001; Munck and O'Hearn 1999). Robert 

Chambers ( 1997), for example, has crafted a participatory,. people

first approach to development known as participatory rural appraisal 

(PRA). This set of methodological tools is easy to understand 

especially for the poor grassroot communities. Although it is not 

targeted for women exclusively, but his approach targets the very 

poor, many of who are women. Amartya Sen has contniJuteci 

t-hese discussion~ as well He sees human capabilities/development 

k.:llc, at car' ernpnwer- individuals and improve their 

quai1ty \ 1990, 1995 n argues that poverty reflects poor 

people's inability to meet their basic needs, whether material or more 

intangible -- what Sen calls 'agency achievements' - of participation, 

empowerment and community life (Dreze and Sen 1989). Sen 

criticizes development economics for emphasizing quantity, such as 

longevity, rather than the quality of lives led (Crocker 1995: 156). 

He points out that women in particular face social as well as physical 

problems and that 'the remedies sought have to take note of the 

nature of the constraints involved and extent to which they can be 

removed' (Dreze and Sen 1989: 44), While one may point out the 

gap in Sen's lack of attention to the political processes required for 

equitable resource distribution, but one cannot also refute the fact 

that he raises some important issues for the study of empowerment. 

However, both Chambers and Sen focus on the local, arguing that 

empowerment most often occurs at the point where most people live 

their lives (Parpart 2002). 

The discourse surrounding 'participation' and 'empowerment' 

has received increasingly critical reflections in the works of 
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(Michener, 1998; White, 1996; liED, 1994; Cernea, 1994; Egger and 

Majeres, 1992). Infact effective participation of a community within 

the CBNRM practices ensures that development is inreal sense 

partcipatory and empowering for the people who are affected by the 

projects. However, while dealing with the idea of participation and 

empowerment we need to be cognisant of the fact that our 

world/community stands fissured and fragmented by diverse 

hierarchies.to integrate concerns with the limitations (and 

possibilities) n place bv structures and discourses of povver, ·Nith 

attention to individual consciousness/understanding power within L 

ancj role in coiiective action (power with). Thi:; broader 

understanding 1s necessa ·::;uccessfuiiv 

organ1Z1.::: ano cxe ha!lenge gender· hierarcnles, 

daily life and in state and locai governance ( Rowlancls J 9\J 

Inorder to acqu1re a better understanding it is absolutely essent1al 

that '0Jt:: engage In a discussion on the concepts of participation and 

empowerment as is understood and practised. 

2.8.2 Understanding Participation 

With the shift in the participation discourse beyond beneficiary 

participation to wider questions of citizenship, rights and governance 

(Gaventa, 2002), holding a lot of promise for inclusion of the 

marginalized, addressing challenges of equity and inclusion gain even 

greater importance.Michener (1998) reviews different participatory 

frameworks identifying the labels and positions which situate this 

discourse within contemporary development theory. She 

differentiates between planner-centred and people-centred benefits 

from participation. In the former, outcomes focus on administrative 

and financial efficiency. Participation is seen as facilitating local 

people's acceptance of new technologies promoted by outsiders; 

indigenous knowledge and local labour can be exploited and in kind 

contributions to programmes can lower implementation costs. 
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Between planner and people centred benefits is the belief that 

participation rescues the development industry from being top-down, 

paternalistic and dependency-creating. In the people centred 

perspective, it is the process which empowers poor people by 

enhancing local management capacity, increasing confidence in 

indigenous potential and raising collective consciousness, as well as 

meeting local needs and priorities. 

One of the most acceptable definition of participation in 

development has been provided by FAO Inforrnal Working Group on 

Participatory Approaches and Methods (IWG) gives its own definition 

participation in development as· ·· a process of equitable and 

active involvement of ail stakeholders in the formulation of 

development policies and strategies and in the analysis, planning and 

implementation, monitoring and evaluation of development activities. 

To allow for a more equitable development process, disadvantaged 

stakeholders need to be empowered to increase their level of 

knowledge, influence and control over their own livelihoods, including 

development initiatives affecting them,, (FAO, 2007). 

Before we embark on a detailed discussion of the different 

types of participation it would be worthwhile to delineate the 

different ideological underpinnings to participation in development. 

The ideologies of participation in development following Bastian and 

Bastian (1996a) may be categorized into three distinct position. A 

position close to the mainstream - i.e. liberal or neo-liberal -

discourse on development, such as that of the World Bank or the 

Development Advisory Committee of the OECD (DAC, 1995), where 

participation is proposed as a central element of a coherent model for 

sustainable development, which is however conceived 'within a 

framework of a market economy and a dependence on the private 

sector as the engine of growth, (Bastian and Bastian, 1996a). The 

main argument in favour of participation from this perspective is that 
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it is necessary for the relevance and sustainability of development 

efforts. 

A view of participation as 'a part of a "third way" of 

development, neither market-oriented capitalism nor state-centric 

socialism', a view supported by 'donor countries with a strong social 

democratic tradition' (Bastian and Bastian, l996a), as proposed for 

instance in the publication entitled Another Development, published 

by the Dag Hammarskjold Foundation of Sweden (Nerfin, 1997). In 

this view 'people' were given a central position, both as sources of 

needs that define the priorities of development and as actors of their 

own development. A set of more or less radical perspectives, 

characterized by an awareness of the asymmetric distribution of 

power in society and its consequences for poverty, and seeking in 

participation a new means of helping bring about social 

transformation by empowering the poor and ultimately changing the 

distribution of power. Empowerment of the poor and social 

transformation are clearly the main reason for participation in this 

perspective. 

Although there exists a number of typologies of participation, 

Pimbert and Pretty, (1994) provides one of the most acceptable 

typology. They categorise participation into the following types -

a) Passive Participation People are told what is going to happen or 

has already happened. Top down, information shared belongs only to 

external professionals. 

b)Participation in information giving People answer questions 

posed by extractive researchers, 

using surveys etc. People not able to influence the research. 

c)Participation by consultation People are consulted and external 

agents listen to their views. Usually externally defined problems and 
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solutions. People not really involved in decision making. Participation 

as consultation. 

d)Participation by material incentives Provision of resources, 

e.g. labor. Little incentive to participate after the incentives end, for 

example much farmresearch, some community forestry. 

e)Functional Participation Groups are formed to meet 

predetermined objectives. Usually done after major project decisions 

are made. therefore initially dependent on outsiders but may lJecome 

self dependent and enabling Participation as organization. 

f) Interactive Participation Joint analysis to joint actions Possible 

use nbling 

.::JiiC1 0'ri1 'NC n ,,,_, people have a stakF' 1n nlaintaminq Structures Or 

pr-actices 

g) Self-Mobilisation Already empowered, take decisions 

independently of external institutions. May or may not challenge 

existing inequitable distributions of wealth and power. Participation 

as empowenng. 

Others have developed different typologies of participation, for 

example: White's (1996) continuum between nominal and 

transformative participation; and II ED's ( 1994) continuum between 

passive and active participation. All suggest that genuine, people

centred, active or transformative participation leads to development 

which is truly empowering, whilst planner- centred participation 

tends to be nominal with local people acting as the passive recipients 

of development. Gaventa and Valderrama (2001) and White(1996) 

have tried to categorize participation in development on the basis of 

how participation and participants come to be constructed, as well as 

what part participation is held to play in the development process. 
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Modes of participation 

Table 1: Categories of Participation, Source Pimbert & Pretty, 

1994 

Mode of Associated 
Why invite/involve? 

Participants 
participation with ... viewed as ... 

Functional 

To enlist people in projects 
Beneficia I-V or processes, so as to secure 

pa rti ci pation compliance, minim1ze 
Objects 

dissent, lend legitimacy 

I rr1ake r:Jrc;Jects or 

i 
! 
i 

I 
l 
I 

Communtty I nstrun1enta I interventions run more Insti'U ments I participation 
t:::fficiently, by enlisting 

-~~ 

contributions, delegating 
responsibilities 

To get in tune with public 
views and values, to garner 

Stakeholder 
Consultative 

participation 
good ideas, to defuse Actors 

opposition, to enhance 
responsiveness 

To build political capabilities, 

Citizen 
critical consciousness and 

!Transformative confidence; to enable to Agents 
participation demand rights; to enhance 

accountability 

There exists a problem in these typologies. They carry the 

implicit assumption that different positions correspond to different 

degrees of one and the same thing (i.e. participation) and that 

therefore it would be possible to move gradually from one level to 

another. However, much of the theorizing of participation is based on 

an assumption that is rejected by many. The assumption that 
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participation is to be used from an instrumentalist perspective, 

participation would facilitate sustainable development, it does not 

necessarily lead to sustainable development rather it is the nature of 

participation that plays a determining role in the entire picture. 

Hayward et al. (2004) recognize that some of these models are not 

neutral; they encourage "full participation as the goal to be achieved. 

This value laden view delegitimizes non- and/or peripheral 

participation". Participation seen from an instrumentalist perspective 

leads to efficiency, may be at times entail sustainable development 

also but does not lead to effective equity and empowerment. 

However, there are some who argue that instrumentalist 

participation bears the potential of generating real empowerment for 

the poor and the marginalized. If rural development is protected 

from elite capture then, they claim that it may be possible to move 

gradually from the instrumentalist, numeral forms of participation to 

real participation to bring change. However, institutions do not 

usually work like that, because processes of empowerment can either 

stop or move backward or forward. Moreover, it is very difficult to 

pinpoint exactly under what conditions the change from one stage to 

another would take place. At the same time the change from one 

level of participation to another usually does not follow the sequence 

provided. The typology too does not shed light on the critica I factors 

that have an impact on the nature of participation. Communities in 

rural areas where the project of natural resource management would 

take place are not homogeneous in nature, crisscrossed by diverse 

factors like gender, caste, ethnicity, class, religion, etc., each factor 

again affects participation by its complicate interrelationship with 

other factors. In such a set up the above typology seems to be 

inadequate. 

We would propose the following categorization of participation, 

adding up some more types of participation with the typology 
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provided by Pimbert and Pretty, which would make a comprehensive 

categorization, adequate for understanding the diverse types of 

participation in natural resource management. 

Table 2: Types of Participation 

Types of Reasons for 
Participation Participation 

-- -·- ~-·------------------·-· - --· -------- ----- - ------- _,_. ~ ·- ----- -1 

Numerical Through Out of Aware and 
Participation Command Curiosity fnformed 

Strategic 
Motivated Induced Norm Participation 

Tntentiona 
Po we 

Personal 
Chan~w Participation r- . '-:;a1nc; 

Externally 
By Community 

Induced 
Elders as a part By 

By the NGOs 
Participation 

of community Government 
practice 

-- ----------------·-- - -------·---

The above table proposes a detailed typology of participation in 

the context of the question of who participates and who benefits and 

who gets what and when raises awkward questions for participatory 

development. The very projects that appear so transformative can 

turn out to be supportive of a status quo that is highly inequitable for 

women. While seeking to avoid the pervasive slippage between 

"women" and "gender" in development, it is important to emphasize 

that the marginalization or exclusion of women from participatory 

projects remains an issue (Mayoux, 1995). Women's involvement is 

often limited to implementation, where essentialisms about women's 

caring roles and naive assumptions about "the community" come into 

play (Guijt & Kaul Shah, 1998; Lind, 1997). With their emphasis on 

consensus, the institutions created as part of participatory 

development initiatives--whether committees, user groups, 
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community action planning groups and so on--can exacerbate 

existing forms of exclusion, silencing dissidence and masking dissent 

(Masse, 1995; Mouffe, 1992). The voices of the more marginal may 

barely be raised, let alone heard, in these spaces. Agarwal in her 

discussion on JFM, one of the most participatory projects(?) cites a 

female member of a forest membership group: "I went to three or 

four meetings. No one ever listened to my suggestions. They were 

uninterested" (Britt/ 1993. cited in Agarwal, 1997, p 1375). The 

quest1on therefore .. 15 1 how to ensure a participation whereby the 

marginalized are able to utilize the space they gain effectively and 

:.1se rhe opportunity 

hegemonic structu 

generate resista!'ICP against the established 

guarc.i against the assumption of an ungendered community and the 

conception of a hornogeneous category of women. Assumption of a 

female solidarity creates the danger of masking women's agency in 

the pursuit of their own projects that may be based on other lines of 

connectedness and difference. 

Therefore, to talk of participation without the capability to 

influence the decisions is simply a method of perpetuation of 

hegemony , a kind of watering the plant whose roots are chopped 

off. Empowerment of the marginalized and the development of a 

critical mass seems to be the best way out to realize effective 

participation. 

2.8.3 EMPOWERMENT 

Literature on empowerment and gender as an approach to 

development have become increasingly dominant in the alternative 

development literature, especially from the South. This has resulted 

in a chaotic eruption of different understandings of empowerment 

which have produced good as well as not so optimistic results. The 

term empowerment became a matter of discussion and debate in 
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circles ranging from government policy decisions to academic 

debates and discussions to the reports of the NGOS. This concept 

became like Aladin's magic lamp, the genie who could do everything 

alright. Srilatha Batliwala(1994) warned that 'empowerment,' which 

had virtually replaced terms such as poverty alleviation, welfare and 

community participation, was in danger of losing its transformative 

edge. She argued for a more detailed understanding of both power 

and empowerment and defmed power 'as control over material 

assets, intellectual resources, and ideology (1994:. 129). Batliwala 

therefore, defined empowerment as 'the process of challenging 

existing power re!at1ons, and of gaining qreater control over the 

r· l9C~}ll- 130) like BiJtiiVJa!a, Na!!a Kabeer (1994) 

toe poi!lt:~ 0ut. collective grassroots participatory action -- the power 

livork w Dthers 'to control resources, to determine agendas and 

to make decisions' ( 1994: 229). More concerned with action than 

theory, she continues to explore practical, measurable ways to 

empower women, especially at the local level (Kabeer 1999). Jo 

Rowlands (1997, 1998) brings a broader analytical perspective to the 

discussion of gender, empowerment and development. Using 

Foucault and feminist thinking about power and gender, she argues 

that 'empowerment is more than participation in decision-making; it 

must also include the processes that lead people to perceive 

themselves as able and entitled to make decisions' ( 1997: 14). She 

further pointed out that empowerment is not only a gender issue, but 

also a development issue affecting women and men. While 

acknowledging the complexity and difficulties of empowerment as a 

concept and a practice, to her, the key to empowerment lies in 

mobilizing marginalized people, especially women. According to her, 

'There is a core to the empowerment process which consists of 

increases in self-confidence and self-esteem, a sense of agency and 
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of "self" in a wider context, and a sense of dignity (being worthy of 

having a right to respect from others)' (1997: 129-30). 

Therefore, it is, as it can be seen from the above discussion, 

the concept of Empowerment lacks a consensual definition because 

of its changing connotations depending on the socio-cultural, 

economic and ideological contexts. The generally accepted definition 

of empowerment defines it as, 'the expansion of assets and 

capabilities of poor people to participate in, negotiate with, influence, 

control and hold accountable institutions that affect their lives.' 

(Empowerment Sourcebook,2002) 

The above definition mdicates the existent unequal DC:)Wei" 

relations within the society, between the poor and the state, civil 

society and market, in short the power relationship between the poor 

people and the more powerful actors within the society. Narayan 

(2006) has developed a conceptual framework for measuring 

empovver-rnem: 
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The first two building blocks constitute the opportunity 

structure that poor people face, while the second two make up the 

capacity for agency of poor people themselves. The opportunity 

structure of a society is defined by the broader institutional, social 

and political context of formal and informal rules and norms within 

which actors pursue their interests. Agency is defined by the capacity 

of actors to undertake purposeful action, a function of both individual 

and collective assets and capabilities. (Sen 1985,99) 

Examining the Building Blocks in Detail 

The Opportunity Structure 

lnvesunerit. 

uJrt>:-, 'hcFlCJeS ~ opportunity structures within which the 

poor peop pur suo::-. e1 Th involves the removal o1 

formal and informal institutional barriers that prevent the poor from 

taking effective action to improve their well being---individually or 

collectively---limiting their choices, It also implies the need for 

changes in socia! and political structures that perpetuate unequal 

power relations 

Institutional Climate 

The institutional climate creates incentives for action or 

inaction. Key formal institutions include the laws, rules, regulations, 

and implementation processes upheld by states, markets, civil 

society and international agencies. Informal institutions include 

norms of social solidarity, superiority, social exclusion, helplessness 

and corruption that can subvert formal rules. The rules, regulations, 

processes and actions of state are so important in 

creating/altering/destroying the conditions in which poor people and 

other actors make decisions. Empowerment efforts often focus on 

changing the unequal power relationship between the state and the 

poor people. 
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The same analysis can fit in understanding the relationship 

between the poor people and the private businesses or civil society 

organizations. In reality, the impetus for changes in state regulations 

often emerge because of the ground level experiences of the civil 

society or the private sector. Since social, cultural, political and 

economic conditions vary, and institutions are context specific, 

strategies for institutional change must vary as well. Although there 

!s no single mstitutional model for empower-ment of poor people but 

Narayan (2002 basing on the diverse expenences of the poor 

people, points out that there exists four key elements of 

empovverment that under-take institutional r-eforms, 'vVhich are access 

to information, inclusion and pal~ticipation, accountability and ioca! 

organizational capacity These elements act in synergy and increase 

the demand side of the governance. 

The critical areas within access to information include 

information about rules and rights to basic government services, 

about state and private sector performance and financial services, 

markets and prices. 

An empowering approach to participation treats poor people as 

co producers with authority and control over decisions and resources 

devolved to the lowest appropriate level. Inclusion of poor people 

and other traditionally excluded groups in priority setting and 

decision making is critical to ensure that use of limited public 

resources reflects local knowledge and priorities, and to build 

commitment to change. 

Accountability 

State officials, public employees" private providers, employers 

and politicians must be held accountable to make them answerable 

for their policies and actions that: affect the well being of citizens. 

There are three main types of accountability mechanisms---political 
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accountability of political parties and representatives take place 

increasingly through elections.;. administrative accountability of 

government agencies is enforced through internal accountability 

mechanisms both horizontally and vertically, within and between 

agencies; and social or public accountability mechanisms hold 

agencies accountable to citizens and reinforce both political and 

administrative accountability. 

Local Organizational Capacity 

This refers to the ability of the people to work together. to 

or-ganize themselves, and mobilize r-esources to solve problems 

mrr; n ~n rest. Organized communities arc lT .. iore likely' to ha\/e 

their vo1ces heard and the1r demands r11et thar1 commun t1e.<: \Nitr 

little: !ocai organ1zationai ~_:apacity 

AI! four components influence each other and togethe1 they 

have effects on developmental outcomes. Empowerment of poor, 

excluded, or subordinate group is a product of interaction between 

the agency of these excluded/marginalized individual and groups and 

the opportunity structure in which the agency is potentially 

exercised. 

Four aspects of this conceptual framework are worth 

highlighting. First, empowerment is a relational concept emerging out 

of the interaction between poor people and their environment. This 

takes place through the rights, rules, resources and incentives as 

well as the norms, behaviours and processes governing the 

interactions between the poor people and more powerful actors. The 

relationship plays out at multiple levels from the global down to the 

state, community and household levels and in different arenas (state, 

civil society and market). 

Second poor people's assets and capabilities are usually 

conceptualized as individual attributes. However, poor people's 
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collective capabilities and organizations are often critical in helping 

them break through constraints of powerlessness and voicelessness. 

Third, empowerment of poor people on a iarge scale requires 

both top-down changes in institutions and organizational processes 

and bottom-up changes in poor people's organizations and networks 

and in their individual assets. 

Finally, the intervention entry points vary depending on the 

nature of the constraints and barriers. on what is feasible,. and the 

development outcomes desired. The appropriate intervention points 

will also change over time. 

Since societies are always stratified to a greater or· lesser 

degree empowerment outcomes are also mediated by the nature ot 

social and political structures--- the extent to which they are 

open/closed, inclusive/exclusionary, cooperative /conflictua I. Where 

oppressive social structures and social cleavages are deeply 

embedded and systemic, opportunities and access to services are 

determined less by individual characteristics than by a culture of 

inequality that discriminates against and excludes entire social group 

(Tilly 1999). The more powerful groups control the entry and exit 

options of the less powerful groups and prevent or limit their 

participation and voice in economic, political and social life often 

along caste/ethnic/gender/class lines. While those who 'belong' 

benefit from this arrangement. The unequal access to power based 

on ethnicity can also generate conflicts ( Bates 1999, Weiner 2001, 

Varshney 2003a). 

Poor women and men have limited ability to act to further their 

own interests. This 'inequality of agency' plays a central role in the 

perpetuation of inequity and poverty ( Rao and Walton 2004). 

Embedded in a culture of inequality, poor people need a range of 

assets and capabilities to influence, negotiate, control, and hold 
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accountable other actors in order to increase their own well being. 

These assets and capabilities can be individual or collective. Assets 

here refer to material assets, both physical and financial. Such 

assets----including land, housing, livestock, saving and jewellery----

enable people to withstand shocks and expand their horizon of 

choices. The extreme limitation of poor people's physical and 

financial assets severely constraints their capacity to negotiate fair 

de a Is for themselves and increases their vulnerability. 

Capabilities are inherent in individuals and enable them to use 

their assets in different ways to increase their well being. Human 

capabilities include good health, education and productive or other 

life enhancing skills. Social capabilities include social belonging, 

leadershiP relationship of trust. a sense of identity, values that give 

meaning to life, and the capacity to organize. Psychological 

capabilities include self esteem, self confidence and an ability to 

imagine and aspire to a better future. Political capabilities include the 

capacity to represent oneself or others, access to information, form 

associations! and participate in the political life of a community or 

country. 

The importance of poor people's collective organizations in 

poverty reduction is only gradually being recognized. Given their lack 

of voice and power and given the deeply entrenched social barriers 

that exist even in many formal democracies, poor people are often 

unable to take advantage of opportunities to effectively utilize or 

expand their assets or to exercise their individual rights. To 

overcome the problem of marginalization in society, poor people 

critically depend on their collective capability to organize and 

mobilize so as to be recognized on their own terms, to be 

represented, and to make their voices heard. These aspects of voice, 

representation, collective identity, solidarity, and terms of recognition 

help overcome the deep external social and psychological barriers 
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that are usually internalized by poor people. Women who are abused, 

for example, often justify as appropriate violence against domestic 

partners. 

Social capital, the norms and networks that enable collective 

action, allows poor people to increase their access their resources 

and economic opportunities. Poor people are often high in 'bonding' 

social capital---close ties and high levels of trust with others like 

themselves (even tribal people have community history). Given the 

presence of limited resources these ties help them to cope with their 

poverty (Narayan 1999; Narayan and Woolcock 2000; Grootact and 

van Bastelaer 2002). There are 1mportant gender· differences as vve!! 

1n social capital (Narayan and Shah 2000). Bonding social capital is 

not enough; it must be accompanied by 'bridging' social capital 

morder to generate social movements that can bring about structural 

change. This can happen when small groups of people federate, 

gaining strength in numbers, or when their leaders take advantage of 

the political opportunities to form alliances with powerful actors 

(Tan·ow 1994) 

When poor people's groups establish ties with other groups 

unlike themselves, bridging social capital enables them to access new 

resources managed by other groups. Bridging can be established 

with other organizations of the state, civil society or the private 

sector. There exists a reciprocal relationship between individual 

assets and capabilities and the capability to act collectively. The two 

way relationship holds true for all groups in society, although the 

focus here is on the poor people. 

105 



Chapter-2 

The above model is fraught with multiple problems, viz : 

1. It is based on a liberal perspective and lacks an analysis of 

class; 

11. There is also an absence of a clear analysis of power, the 

dominant concept within the discourse of empowerment; 

lll The two building blocks, opportunity and structure are not 

stat1c but dynamic but this particu!a model fails to cast light 

on it; 

l\. The consequent problem !S m the problem to engage : 

:var-iate analysis for the concept is multidimensional in nature: 

Probably one of the most 1mportant dr·avv rh! ,_c· 

emerges from its focus on what can be called 'Brown agenda'. 

There is a an absence of environment as one of the key factors 

of development; 

fvJoreover, there is also a problem regarding an absence of 

analysis of why poor· are poor, 

\li It a!so lacks an understanding of the heterogeneous nature of 

the poor people as a community; 

\111 There also exists a lack of analysis of the enabling key factors 

structurai and environmental that facilitate/ hinder the 

empowerment process. 

An appropriate model of empowerment therefore should address the 

fragmented and fissured nature of its impact on different categories 

of individuals. Ideally (em)power(ment) should focus on whether the 

process has generated the voice of the people to just not converse 

but control decisions and challenge the existent dominant power 

relations flowing out of the institutional structures, governmental or 

extra governmental. A number of political, anecdotal, historical, 

autobiographical and journalistic as well as social-scientific accounts 
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have shown that collective action may engender experiences of 

empowerment, both for the individual participant and for the 

collective as a whole, typically accompanied by positive affect 

(Barker, 1999; Benford & Hunt, 1995, p. 90; Gallacher, 1936, pp. 

43, 199; Gregoire & Perlman, 1969, p. 37; Harford & Hopkins, 1984, 

pp. 92-93; Kelly & Breinlinger, 1996, p. 122; McAdam, 1982, pp. 

48-51; Pelton, 1974, p. 134; Piven & Cloward,1977, pp. 3-4). As an 

outcome of collective action, empowerment reflects the extent to 

which one's own action 1s understood as actualizing one's social 

tdentity. Empowerment can only be properly understood through an 

integration of macro- and micro-level social processes: social change 

CICCLHS ncn on v where soca: rr1ovc~ment:s ilave omver tJut where their 

Individual members are subjectively empowered; through their

identification vvitr1 the movement of which they are par-t they bring 

about ci·1ange. Dru & Reicher 2005 p.231) 

The dominant problem that emerges in matters related to the 

participation and empowerment of the community (here the 

community is not taken in the traditional sense of already/always 

existent community but in the sense of a constructed community, a 

group of individuals positioned within a particular grid and share 

solidarity) but the larger context of the concept of citizenship. To 

civic republicans, citizenship signals universal freedom through the 

act of participating in political activity in unison, away from the 

entanglement of the particularistic pursuits of material necessity. In 

contrast the deliberative model of democracy believes that the 

proper goal of collective participation is not communal unison, but 

public rationality and democratic legitimation. Thus, while Habermas 

prefers the civic republican model to the liberal model because of its 

emphasis on self-determination and public communication in a 

common praxis, he objects to the communitarian reading of the 

republican model that assimilates politics "to a hermeneutical process 
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of self-explication of a shared form of life or collective 

identity. "(Habermas 1994 p23-24) Rather, Habermas borrows 

elements from both the liberal and the republican paradigms to 

arrive at a new model of deliberative democracy. With its emphasis 

on public reason and rational argumentation, the ideal imagery of the 

citizen in the deliberative model is a rational deliberator who reflects, 

reasons, converses, compromises, and bargains, civilly, in a public 

sphere. Unlike civic republicanism, the public sphere in deliberative 

democracy is less a union of communal solidarity than a competitive 

arena that "allows the better arguments to come into 

play."(Habermas 1994 p24) The objective is less about community 

ct: rougn a coiiect1ve process of reason and 

e equa: ;flter ot ali. Habermas 1994 p 25 l 

Public deit cJpens tile pOSSibility for new Information to arise, 

insights to be gamed, and the potential for a transformation of 

preferences.' ... ,. Set communicatively a flow, sovereignty makes 

itself felt m the power of pubi1c discourses (Habermas 1996 p 486) 

Tn 'heorv tive A , Habermas combin CJCt:ICW 

theory and systems theory in a dual-perspective conception of 

societv· as both lifeworld and system. In his two-level conception of 

society, Habermas distinguished between the '!ifeworld/ constituted 

by communicative action 1n the medium of ordinary language, and 

'systems', which are steered by special codes' such as power and 

money. Communicative action is located within the horizon of a 

lifeworld of shared beliefs and meanings that are always already in 

play', providing both the context and the resources for the process of 

reaching understanding. This background of tradition, culture, and 

language, without which communicative action would be impossible, 

can only reproduce itself through communicative action. While 

Habermas had earlier claimed that the most we could hope for was a 

'democratic dam against the colonizing encroachment of system 
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imperatives on areas of the lifeworld'( 1992), in Between Facts and 

Norms the function of law goes beyond that of, a transformer in the 

society-wide communication circulating between system(those 

predefined situations, or modes of coordination, in which the 

demands of communicative action are relaxed in this way, within 

legally specified limits) and lifeworld(domains of action in which 

consensual modes of action coordination predominate) ( 1996 p 81). 

Modernization can become pathological, as when money and power 

"colonize the lifeworld" and displace communicative forms of 

solidarity and mhibit the reproduction of the lifeworld. The way out is 

to devise robust democratic institutions that would enable people to 

~. ooperate on the r.Jas1s l'l rests. 

in<:J w 1S proceaura! model of demouacy, the locus of 

popular sovere1gnty :s no longer 'the people/ constituted by a 

collective subject or general will. Instead, 'the democratic process 

bears the entire burden of legitimation'. (1996 p 450) Decisions 

about laws typically involve a combination of validity claims: not only 

truth claims about the likely consequences of different legal options, 

but also claims about their moral rightness (or justice), claims about 

the authenticity of different options in l1ght of the polity's shared 

values and histor-y, and pragmatic claims about which option is 

feasible or more efficient. Conflicts among particular interests that 

cannot be reconciled by discursive agreement on validity can be done 

through fair bargaining processes. Habermas differentiated 'three 

worlds' of Praxis with three types of rationality, the instrumental, the 

regulative, and the expressive, corresponding to three distinct 

interests in truth, justice and sincerity and linked them respectively 

to three systems of economy, polity and society. While regulative 

instrumental reason characterise the pursuits of money and power in 

economy and polity respectively, society is represented as a dual 

entity of both a system and a "life world", the sphere of everyday life 
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that gets increasingly colonised by instrumental rationality in a 

situation of systematically distorted communication while a 

consensus requires an ideal speech situation through a deliberative 

democracy (Sitton, 2003). 

A fully successful speech act, must satisfy the demands 

connected with these three basic validity claims (sincerity, rightness, 

and truth) in order to be acceptable. In order to engage in a dialogic 

proess, Habermas (2008 p 89) sets certain preconditions for the 

participants(i) no one capable of making a relevant contribution has 

been excluded, (ii) participants have equal voice, (iii) they are 

internally free to speak their honest opinion without deception or 

self-deception, and (iv) there are no sources of coercion built into the 

process and procedures of discourse. 

These idealizing presuppositions have an operative effect on 

actual discourse: we may regard outcomes (both consensual and 

non-consensual) as reasonable only if our scrutiny of the process 

does not uncover obvious exclusions, suppression of arguments 

manipulation self-deception, an<j the like (2003a. 108). In th1s 

sense, these p1-agmat1c idealizations function as standards cJ se 

correcting learning process ( 2008. 91). The state needs to be 

separate from the society as social power(measure for the 

possibilities an actor has in soc1al relationships to assert his own w111 

and mterests, even against the opposition of others' p. 175) has 

facilitative/restrictive power that, as he observes, ... civil society is 

expected to absorb and neutralize the unequal distribution of social 

positions and the power differentials resulting from them, so that 

social power comes into play only insofar as it facilitates the exercise 

of civic autonomy and does not restrict it (Haberrnas 1996). Social 

power is facilitative insofar as it represents the fulfillment of the 

social and material conditions that are preconditions for exercising 

one's political autonomy. But social power is restrictive insofar- as it 
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allows some actors (e.g. businesses, organizations, and pressure 

groups) to transform their social power directly into political power 

by influencing theadministration or by manipulating public opinion. It 

seems that if illegitimate forms of social power are to be directly 

challenged within the public sphere itself, then communicative power 

must act as a direct counterforce in such situations. Although ideal 

speech condition hardly exist as capitalism distorts the 

communication thereby creating a situation, in which participation 

may take place but its transformation to empowerment hardly takes 

place, for, the underlying conditions to effectivly deliberate in public 

sphere hardly exisL 

We propose to point out that by stretching the model of 

deliberative democracy developed by Habermas/ where he did not 

mention the organizational requirements for achieving deliberative 

politics, we have tried to construct a model looking at participation 

and empowerment as praxis. In the proposed model we have divided 

the areas of Praxis(Man and Nature) into three domains--

Scientific/Technical, Regulative and Expressive. The areas of 

Participation under SCientific/Technical have been divided into two 

categories-System and Nature and System and Society(that 

comprises economy and polity) . The Domain of Empowerment under 

System and Nature is Truth/Fact and under System and Soe1etv is 

Money/Power. The areas of Participation under Regulative is the 

System(System means a set of relationships abstracted for analysis 

with a predefined concept or goal.) and Lifeworld(lifeworld 

constitutes the site where people do things) and the Domain of 

Empowerment under this is Justice/Norms. Participation can be seen 

in instrumental terms , related to power in political System or related 

to money in economic system , and also in regulative terms, say in 

Life World, where people in producing their means of existence also 

produce and participate in norms-building or work within a 'just' set 
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of relationships. Participation can also be seen in expressive terms in 

society where people do not just do things but do it the way they like 

or value, a matter of aesthetics that is related to their expressive 

interests. Participation therefore are multidimensional along the 

aspects of reason. Empowerment then can be seen along these axes 

of science, norms and aesthetics where participation is positively 

linked to it. Neither participation, nor empowerment would be 

comprehensive if we consider them in instrumental terms alone. 

Moreover such dominance of instrumental reason constrains both 

participation and empowerment, as it is under the condition of 

systematically distorted communication. 

Figu1re 2 : Participation and Empowerment as Praxis 
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Focussing on CBNRM, although we may be too early to theorise 

(as it has emerged in our research, a lack of theorisation with regard 

to CBNRM as analysis is case specific and there are no 

generalisations emerging we propose to look at CBNRM as a micro 

site of both 'system' and the 'life-world', getting colonised in most 

cases by system's regulative practices, drawing in "substitution 

programme" of safety net and subsidy from State in an effort to 

solve its 'legitimation crisis' flowing out of state mediated production 

system with unequal outcome. However, it also offers all the 

participants with their diverse interests, a learning opportunity for 

adaptation and change. Honestly, it would be too much of an over 

t::xpectation to pm]ect CBNRI\'1 practices as 1deal speech situat1on, as 

1t points to the limits of instrumental rationality in assessing the 

c:;iq n ifica net:' CBN RJ•1 practices 

2.9 Linking Participation and Empowerment to CBNRM 

Linking these concepts to community-based natural resource 

management initiatives is helpful in assessing the different 

motivations for, as well as participation in, such projects by different 

stakeholders. Community rights-based property regimes over CPRs 

have existed for thousands of years and helped to manage resources 

such as irrigation systems, grazing land, forests, ground·- water and 

fisheries Hundreds of reviews and case--studies exist for such 

regimes including Berkes (1989), Bromley et al. (1992), Hanna and 

Munasinghe (1995), Hanna, Folke, and Maier (1996) and Ostrom 

( 1990). These studies, and others, provide a rich source of 

information that community rights can help resource users "avoid the 

conflict, uncertainty, and perceived unfairness of a poorly solved 

assignment problem, the over investment in appropriation efforts 

involved in an inadequately solved rent dissipation problem, or the 

deterioration or destruction of the resources involved" (Ostrom 1990, 

56). If community rights are to be successful in addressing common-
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pool problems, the collective interest must be accounted for in the 

decision-making and behavior of resource users. 

Numerous case studies brought to light the existence of old 

and new institutional arrangements for community management of 

forests, fisheries, pastures, tanks, etc. and highlighted the cultural 

specificity and ecological sophistication of these arrangements. As 

evidence for the existence of common property management grew, 

attention shifted to mapping out the conditions under which 

collective action would take place. '' growing body of research (e.g 

Baland and P!atteau 1996; Nugent 1993; Oakerson 1992; Ostrom 

990. 1994 . Rasmussen and Meinzen-Dick 1995; Runye 1986; 

Uphoff 1986; Wade 1988; White and Runge 1995, Agr·awal, 2001a, 

Agrawai and Ostrom. 2001) outlines conditions for creating and 

effectively sustaininq collective action for managing common pool 

resources. A resource that is to be managed or improved collectively 

should be accessible to group members to facilitate control and 

exclusion of outsiders/ and small enough for a group, or possibly a 

federation of groups. If management is to by direct user 

involvement, base units should be small enough for users to meet 

and monitor the resource. Federation of base units can facilitate 

collective action over larger areas, though very large areas (e.g river 

basins and oceans) often require state involvement. It helps too if 

use by one member has limited effect on the availability of the 

resource to other members (low 'subtractability'). Greater social 

cohesion within the group is facilitated by a smaller number of users 

and higher net benefits derived from group membership. There is 

varied evidence on the effect of wealth heterogeneity on collective 

action. Examining the political structure of Fulani society, Vedeld 

( 1997) concludes that heterogeneity in endowments can foster 

collective action and improve resource management. Yet, Baland and 

Platteau ( 1998) argue that wealth inequality can induce less efficient 
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collective regulation and more disparate effects on participants .. 

Wealth and power differentials aside, there appears to be general 

agreement that shared values and objectives are likely to promote 

group cohesion (Baland and Platteau, 1995; Schlager and Blomquist, 

1998). 

Institutional design is also important. Ostrom (1994) has 

identified seven design principles for effective local organizations for 

common property management. ( l) a clear definition of the members 

and the boundaries of the resource to be managed or improved; (ii) 

a clear set of rules and obligations that are adapted to local 

conditions; (iii) ability of members to collectively modify those rules 

to changing circumstances; (iv) an adequate monitoring svsterns in 

place, with (v) enforceable sanctions, preferably graduated to match 

the ser·iousness and context of the offense, (vi) effective 

mechanisms for conflict resolution; and (vii) the organization, if not 

empowered or recognized by government authorities, should at least 

not be challenged or undermined by those authorities. 

Davis and North (1971) base their principles for organizational 

capacity on transaction costs and how these influence the time 

between when people realize the potential benefits of collective 

action and when they organize for it. Collective action is enabled 

when participants are fewer and share socio-cultural values, the net 

benefits of cooperation are large and relatively certain, participants 

are less risk averse, there is access to transportation and 

communications infrastructure, and there are existing organizational 

structures for pursuing new collective action. Birner and Gunaweera's 

study of chena farmers in Sri Lanka (Birner and Gunaweera 2001) 

attributed their lack of organizational capacity to their large numbers, 

socio-cultural heterogeneity, lack of access to infrastructure and 

communication facilities, and aversion to risk. 
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Where these conditions are not met and collective action 

needed for resource management is lacking, one of the first 

questions to ask is why? Are ther-e sufficient incentives for people to 

participate? De Janvry, et al (1998) highlight the interdependency of 

appropriation and provision decisions when it comes to cooperation 

in resource management. That is, users decide how much to take 

from a common resource based on the quality of resource protection 

and maintenance they observe and anticipate, while they choose 

their own levels of provision based on observations and expectations 

of others/ appropriation. 

iviotivation to cooperate depends not only on quantifiable 

econornc costs and benefits! but alsc; ur; fa r-.s such as time 

:nvo!ved and I tensions or· qratific:ation from participation Where 

there are sufficient incentives but governance mechanisms are 

lacking, local leadership and/or external community organizers can 

play an instrumental role in developing local mechanisms. This can 

be seen as reducing the transaction costs of organizing. But to be 

sustainable over time, these governance mechanisms need to be 

institutionalized, i.e. not dependent on the actions of a single person. 

Lack of boundedness of the ~-esource is more complex. Clear 

boundaries are important in monitoring and enforcing, and in making 

sure that those who participate in collective action (either by 

contributing or refraining from taking too much) will be the ones who 

benefit from improvements. However, in some cases somewhat 

"fuzzy" boundaries may be preferred, especially in highly variable 

contexts, where people recognize that they may need to tap others' 

resources under crisis conditions (e.g. drought), and are therefore 

willing to allow others to use their resources under similar conditions 

(Cleaver 1998). 

Much of this literature implicitly assumes that the role of the 

State should be limited to facilitating community control. What 
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emerges from these streams of lived experiences and thought is a 

fairly compelling set of arguments as to why CBNRM is desirable and 

workable. First, there is the normative argument that greater (if not 

complete) control of the local environment and natural resources is 

the right of local communities (a right that was taken away by 

colonial and post-colonial governments) and needs to be restored. 

Second, there are severai Instrumental arguments why a community

based approach will be more effective (because it mobilises local 

knowledge and skills; ensures greater- accountability), •esult 1n 

greater conservation (because ass1gning clear rights spec1flc 1ocai 

groups wiii ciose open--cKcess s!tuatlnns and these groups can protect 

dnd rn0n1 rn ri_:_' ,_::qu1tab!e 

_ } ;;c t-h are rnor·e democratic) _ 

ln many cases, oroperty :-ights and collective action are 

mterrelated, especially in natural resource management. This is most 

clearly seen in common property regimes, which require both clearly 

defined property rights for the group, and a relatively high degree of 

collective action within the group. Conversely, shared property rights 

can reinforce collective action among a group, whereas privatization 

of a resource or government claims of "ownership" can erode local 

management institutions (Wade L 988; Coward 1986; Bromley and 

rnea 1989) 

North ( 1992) argues that societies can only take advantage of 

technologies if they are able to restructure the institutions shaping 

their choice sets to provide incentives for increasing productivity and 

technology adoption. With increased specialization and 

impersonalization of markets, the number and scope of transactions 

grows as monitoring and enforcement of contracts becomes more 

difficult. In response to a widening in the overall costs of transacting, 

technologies and institutions need to adapt in order to reduce the 

cost of individual transactions. 
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North ( 1995) asserts that most decisions are made within 

existing institutional frameworks, but the need to alter contracts puts 

pressure on ruies and norms causing them to be modified. Incentives 

for modification, in turn, arise out of individuals' perceptions that 

they will benefit from restructuring exchanges. Such perceptions may 

stem from exogenous factors or, more importantly, a process of 

learning. The rate of learning determines the speed of institutional 

change, while the kind of iearnin(~ guides its direction North argues 

that the latter is rooted in the mental constructs of individuals and 

the incentive structures embodied in the institutional framework. 

Putting this framevvork into a collective action context, we can 

iJSSurTH:" that groups th sr-1are cc,mmon environments and 

x .riences ar"? n:ore likelv to form similar mental constructs, which 

will shape th ~- !earning processes and perceptions. Presumably, this 

will foster a similar· set of modifications which would be reinforced by 

communication within the group. Through a process of consensus

building and collective mapping out of strategies for altering 

contracts and norms, interest groups may consolidate their power so 

as to be better positioned than individuals to drive a process of 

institutional change. Whether collective action is initiated and 

ultimately succeeds depends crucially on the transaction costs it 

imposes over time. 

The choice of NRM technologies would inevitably shape the 

institutions underlying property rights and collective action. Using 

North's language (1992), the 'adaptive efficiency' of a society or 

community is the critical variable in ascertaining the potential for 

technical and institutional change. Technologies with temporal 

externalities whereby the benefits of the technology are reaped at 

some future point in time carry implications for enhancing tenure 

security. Planting trees may establish a claim on land and often 

contribute to greater tenure security. While tree planting may 
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produce positive effects in terms of halting environmental 

degradation, promoting such practices without understanding the 

implications for tenure can lead to serious problems. In the Gambia, 

for example, elite men used a tree planting program as a means of 

reclaiming land that had been given to women, who had been using 

the land for high-value horticultural produce (Schroeder 1993). 

Furthermore, if technologies are to be employed by women and other 

less enfranchised groups, the institutions which govern their rights to 

use a technology and capture the returns on their mvestment must 

be in place, More generally, technologies that Increase the value of a 

resource may induce privatization, enclosur·e, and the exclusion of 

some' < u rna,-v use::;_ Yet, the qa1ns to some households and 

'nd!vid ua is frorTI such i nstitutiona i change frequently resu It in losses 

ers, usual the more vulnerable Empiricai stud1es have 

revealed a negative correlation between household income and 

reliance on the commons for subsistence purposes (Jodha 1986 and 

1992; Hopkins, Scherr, and Gruhn 1994 ). Women especially depend 

on resources accessed through common property and "interstitial 

spaces" of private property (e.g. hedgerows, reed beds) to provide 

for their family's needs (Maggs and Hoddinott 1997; Agarwal 1994; 

Rocheleau 1988; Rocheleau and Edmunds 1997), or for their own 

tenure security where private property does not guarantee them 

access in the case of widowhood or divorce (Fortmann, Antinori, and 

Nabane 1997). Well-defined and secure property rights to common 

property, and protection of secondary access and use rights on 

private lands are therefore highly important for the poor, and women 

who are poor in particular. Effective poverty alleviation strategies 

need to support common property regimes which enhance production 

over the long-term and ensure fair distribution to more marginalized 

interest groups. the outcome of technological change should be 

evaluated in terms of the contribution to broader goals of sustainable 
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development. Growth, poverty alleviation, and environmental 

sustainability form a "critical triangle" for development (Vosti and 

Reardon 1997). Although there may be trade-offs between these 

three objectives, all are necessary and interlinked. 

The way these play out in practice is strongly influenced by the 

nature of property rights and degree of collective action. Although 

common property regimes do not guarantee equitable outcomes 

among their members, they do accommodate multiple users beyond 

the household level and are therefore better equipped than private 

property to spread benefits more evenly. Technologies geared to 

improving the performance of resources held as common property 

!lkevvise may ha've more~ positive effects on equity, Hovvever, t-ecent 

resear-ch has cautioned against assuming common property regimes 

and collective action embody impartial sharing rules and equal 

distribution of power (Agrawal and Gibson 1997). In his research on 

communally owned land in Portugal, Brouwer (1992) maintains that 

mechanisms of social redistribution and security shape equity 

outcomes of resource exploitation, rather than property rights 

themselves. Although users have equal rights to the resource, ability 

to exploit the resources is conditioned by one's access to private 

means of production. Also, because collective action implies the 

exclusion of non-participants, negative equity outcomes emerging 

from collective action strategies are possible. 

Equity considerations do not only apply between households, 

but also to gender differences in access to and control over 

technology and resources. Women may be accorded less voice in the 

decision-making process while still being accountable for labor 

contributions, or being otherwise affected by the new management 

practices (Lele et a/ 2007; Ahluwalia 1997; Athukorala and 

Zwarteveen 1994; Mayoux 1993; Sarin 1995). Although it it is not 

necessarily that male dominance in many societies stems from their 
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monopoly on property rights, ownership or holding primary rights to 

resources enhances the status and bargaining power of individuals 

within both the household and community (Agarwal 1994 1997; 

Meinzen-Dick et al. 1997; Folbre 1997; Lele et al 2007). Greater 

control over resources tends to enhance men's influence over 

community power structures and wield political leverage with 

government officials and others responsible for technology 

distribution as well as infrastructure and market development. 

Used as an advocacy or political tool, collective action can be 

used by marginalized interests groups to challenge property rights 

institutions, existing po!!tica! and cultural institutions, and technology 

adoption. Agarwal ( 1994) reports how women's groups in Bihar, 

India succeeded in getting land titles assigned to women in their own 

right as part of a broader peasant land reform struggle. In another 

example, organization by artisinal fishermen in Kerala, India led to 

restoration of their coastal common property rights, state financial 

assistance and eventually a season ban on trawling by commercial 

fishermen (Kurien 1995). 

Collective action can be used to prevent the use of certain 

technologies, as seen in Katon, Pomeroy, and Salamanca's (1997) 

study of a fishers' organization in the Philippines preventing the use 

of beach seine nets, dynamite, and strong poisons for fishing. In 

other cases, it can serve to modify the features of a particular 

technology or its mode of adoption. In both the Philippines case and 

the case of the artisinal fishermen in India (Kurien 1995), local 

groups constructed artificial reefs as a means to lure more fish and 

increase their food supply. Harvesting technologies thus shifted from 

extractive practices to artificial reefs which not only benefited small

scale fishermen, but also enhance the productivity of coastal 

resources. 
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2.10 A new model of development : SHG-PPP-CBNRM 

The strategy therefore revolves around the potential of the 

SHG to provide space and support so that each of its members can 

identify and use opportunities for her/his empowerment both in 

private and public life, and the capacity of the SHG to relate 

effectively with other institutions. It is, therefore, necessary that 

SHGs are promoted in a way that facilitates the development of a 

participatory and empowering culture The groups provide a forum for 

collective learnmg wt1ich r-ural people find more "friendly'· and which 

is consequently more effective than the indtvidual or classroorr' 

.approa that is commonly adopted. The groups promote a 

democratic culture and prov1de the members w1th oppc;rtunitics tc· 

imbibe norms of behaviour that are based on mutual respect The 

SHGs foster an" intrapreneurial" culture where each member realises 

that while she/he needs the support of the group to achieve her/his 

objectives, the group also in turn requires her/his support in 

adequate measure. The groups provide a firm base for dialogue and 

cooperation in programmes with other institutions like Government 

departments, cooperatives, financial and Panchayat Raj institutions; 

if the groups are functioning well, they have the credibility and the 

power to ensure their participation in identifying, planning, 

budgeting, and implementation of Panchayat Raj programmes for the 

empowerment of the poor. The groups provide the individual 

member with the support required to exercise control over the pace, 

timing, size and schedules of loans and programmes, to broaden the 

pattern of asset provision to include a package which would help the 

individual to cover risk rather than to provide a single asset; it also 

helps to assess the individual member's management capacity which 

may fall short of what a "viable" investment package requires for 

optimum returns, as prescribed under regular IRDP norms. 
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2.11 Conclusion 

By the 1990s, the stage was thus well set to 'mainstream' 

CBNRM. The concept of community has generally been viewed as the 

consensus on which community based sustainable development 1s 

predicated. However, communities are complex, dynamic and diffuse 

and the conventional conception therefore requires reformulation to 

take full account of the dynamics of social agency if this unit of 

analysis 1s to be useful in development initiatives. In the past 

communities olanned and managed natural resources through 

traditional institutions. Government has realised that conservation of 

natura! resources can only take place through a reintroduction of the 

concept of community-based natural resource management The idea 

that a community can be reconstructed for community-based natural 

resource management projects assumes the existence of a cohesive 

and homogeneous community. Although such social conditions no 

longer exist in India and projects based upon these assumptions are 

likely to be misguided. However, it is felt that these local 

communities have a greater understanding of, as well as vested 

interest in, their local environment and are thus seen as more able to 

effectively manage natural resources through local or 'traditional' 

practices. (Leach et al., 1999; Tsing et a 1., 1999) The practice of 

CBNRM in India would be taken up for discussion in the next chapter. 
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