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Summary. — Across both the developing and developed worlds, community engagement has become a key strategy for natural resource
management. However, a growing number of studies report that community-based approaches are experiencing formidable challenges,
with limited outcomes in terms of livelihoods, decentralization and sustainability. Yet, policies continue to focus attention unduly on
‘‘community participation”, ignoring the ways in which the ‘‘community” is itself embedded in a wider social system. Recent studies
have shown that local communities are more complex than previously assumed, with local community actions being heavily shaped
by wider social and environmental contexts. Yet, scholarly research tends to focus on reporting such cross-scalar dynamics, with little
explanation of how and why they occur. This paper advances a framework to understand how local communities interact with the wider
world, through what we term ‘‘delocalization of communities” in natural resource management. Using Bourdieu’s theory of social field,
we present an approach to analyze various trajectories of delocalization involving the exchange of, and struggle for, a variety of re-
sources valued in specific fields of natural resource governance.
We extend the work of several researchers who have been critical of the conventional view of the community, and argue that a new
model of delocalized ‘‘community” needs to be envisaged, one that emphasizes the interactions among actors within and between spatial
scales and levels of political organization. While such a cross-scalar view is not novel, we deepen social field approach to assess how
cross-scalar processes unfold in the course of ‘‘delocalization” of communities in the context of rapid social and environmental change.
We draw on evidence from five different case studies from three continents that demonstrate specific aspects of the delocalization phe-
nomenon.
The cases selected are from Australia, Indonesia, Mexico, Nepal, and Papua New Guinea. We demonstrate through these cases that
increasingly diverse interests in natural resources such as forests have served to delocalize communities beyond ‘‘local” domains. We
conclude that local community is not a localized entity, and there are multiple cross-scale networks which need to be recognized, as
these have profound implications in community-based natural resource management. In such situations, open and exploratory
approaches - moving away from blueprint interventions - are required to facilitate context-specific fields and spheres of local democracy,
nurturing diverse, flexible, and networked models of community participation, along with the recognition of political and economic
influence coming from the wider domain.
� 2016 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Management of natural resources increasingly involves a
form of social organization widely known as ‘‘community”,
which can take a variety of forms from place-based groups
to interest-based alliances (Agrawal & Gibson, 1999; Berkes,
2004; Blaikie, 2006). Today, there is hardly any country in
the world without some form of policy and practice related
to community engagement in natural resource management.
This has been, in part, triggered by the recognition that this
approach can yield more satisfactory results compared with
individualized or classical firm-based market arrangements
or state-based management approaches (Agrawal & Gibson,
1999; Ostrom, 1990). The confidence placed in community-
based solutions rests on a number of expected socio-
environmental benefits, such as more effective environmental
stewardship based on collective action (Ostrom, 1990), the
potential for absorbing risks and creating safety nets for vul-
nerable members and strengthening human capacity to adapt
to climate risks (Adger, 2003; Ayers & Forsyth, 2009), and
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delivering economic benefits to the poor through social enter-
prises (Peredo & Chrisman, 2006). The challenges of climate
change and poverty in the developing world are further
increasing expectations from local communities (Adger,
2003; Ayers & Forsyth, 2009); in part, this has been driven
by the 2008 global economic crisis, which triggered more
community-oriented thinking in order to overcome social
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inequality exacerbated by market triumphalism (Grosh,
Bussolo, & Freije, 2014).
However, the expectation from community organizations to

deliver these outcomes has often remained unfulfilled. Critics
argue that community-based natural resource management
has at times become merely a discursive weapon to legitimize
other strategic actions of development agencies (Blaikie,
2006), state organizations or even the dominant market play-
ers, with local community actions increasingly shaped by out-
side forces instead of internal collective action (Berkes, 2007;
Ojha, 2014). Community organization is also seen as problem-
atic because it focuses attention unduly on the local level,
ignoring the ways in which the ‘‘community” is embedded in
a wider social system (Cleaver, 2012). As will be shown in this
paper, underlying drivers of such changes vary across regions
but generally include technological advancement, social and
cultural dynamics (including migration), rapid urbanization,
globalized markets for goods and environmental services,
exposure to an increasing array of environmental risks, and
the increasing networking of society through electronic com-
munication and social and conventional media. Despite such
drivers delocalizing communities, they are commonly por-
trayed as being inextricably linked to place with clear spatial
boundaries, usually ethnically and culturally homogeneous
with shared norms and being in harmony with a local, stable
environment (Leach, Mearns, & Scoones, 1999). This por-
trayal of community has prevailed in the policy discourse
despite the rapid transitions happening in the real world of
natural resource management.
A growing body of research shows communities are more

complex than previously assumed, and heavily shaped by their
wider social and environmental contexts (Berkes, 2004;
Cleaver, 2012; Stone & Nyaupane, 2014). In this paper, we
extend the work of several researchers who have been critical
of the conventional view of the community and argue that a
new model of delocalized ‘‘community” needs to be envisaged,
one that emphasizes the interactions among actors within and
between spatial scales and levels of political organization.
While such a cross-scalar view is not novel, we aim to more
fully describe how cross-scalar processes unfold in the course
of ‘‘delocalization” of communities in the context of rapid
social and environmental change, drawing on evidence from
five different case studies from three continents that demon-
strate diverse trajectories of the delocalization phenomenon.
The five cases cover various aspects of forest and natural
resource management—timber and biodiversity management
in an Australian rural setting, community forestry in Indone-
sia and Nepal, community-based forest enterprises in Mexico,
and the emerging shifts in forest management in Papua New
Guinea. These cases demonstrate how diverse community-
related forms and functions, which extend beyond local and
place-based communities, play out in natural resource man-
agement policy and practice.
In order to explain these delocalizing dynamics, we draw on

Bourdieu’s (1998) concept of ‘‘social field”, which emphasizes
dynamic interactions between individual and the social envi-
ronment for understanding social practices. This concept has
been useful in framing our analysis of delocalization as
cross-scalar politics of material and symbolic resources in
the domain of natural resource governance. Our approach
to analysis also resonates with views emphasizing social
embeddedness of community action (Cleaver, 2002), external
political drivers of community management (Blaikie, 2006),
and the importance of socio-environmental context in resource
governance practices (Nightingale, 2003). Following the social
field approach, we posit that local-level human collectives and
communities have increasingly become a part of larger dynam-
ics of social exchange, demonstrating that community action is
both constitutive of, and shaped by, the wider politics around
power, resource access and recognition. We highlight that, in
the contemporary context of ‘‘glocalization” (Robertson,
1995; Wellman, 2002), local communities in many parts of
the world are being rapidly integrated into multilevel net-
works, resulting in the reconfiguration of the geographical
boundaries and institutional arrangements that previously
defined local communities. Our intention is not to criticize
community based approach, but to demosntrate the ways in
local communities are being delocalized in the real world, thus
pointing to the new policy challenges, usually not recognized
within the domain of community based management systems.
Moreover, we do not reject the possibility that small-scale
place-based groups will remain functional in local domains
in areas that are less subjected to wider change; instead we
emphasize that a continued focus on the localized view of a
community is not helpful in understanding contemporary
socio-environmental challenges associated with community-
based resource management.
The paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we

review related literature to show how communities are
represented in dominant world-views, and then outline a social
field oriented framework to understand delocalization and
multi-scalar networking of communities beyond local-level
collectives. In the third section, we present five case studies
(as mentioned above) to illustrate different facets of our
argument. We then synthesize, in the fourth section, different
components of delocalized models of communities as reflected
in the case studies to illustrate theoretical underpinnings of
this approach. Finally, we conclude that a conceptual shift
toward recognizing the delocalization of local communities
is needed to capture emergent forms of networks and interac-
tions at different levels of political organization, which can
help better understand and explain the process and practice
of natural resource governance. The central contribution of
the paper is thus to advance a theoretical discussion to differ-
entiate local communities from delocalizing communities, and
then stimulate discussions on how local and non-local pro-
cesses can be integrated in environmental policy, development
practice, and natural resource management.
2. DELOCALIZING COMMUNITIES AND THE
EVOLUTION OF SOCIAL FIELD: A CONCEPTUAL

FRAMEWORK

In this section we define key terms and provide a framework
for the analysis of different cases of delocalization. By ‘‘delo-
calize” we mean the process through which local communities
become intimately connected to the actors outside of the local
domain. We use ‘‘community” to mean a group of actors that,
while not necessarily sharing a common geographic space, act
together for some common goals. The adjective ‘‘local” intro-
duces a geographical element. So, for example, the term ‘‘local
community” is used to denote what community-based natural
resource management policies and programs usually refer to—
group(s) of people sharing a common geographic space and
having common goals around the management of natural
resources. The process of ‘‘delocalization” refers to the devel-
opment of complex, cross-scalar social dynamics wherein local
communities become connected to or are influenced by a vari-
ety of external forces, resonating ‘‘social field” in Bourdieu’s
sense. We also outline the gradual evolution of thinking from
‘‘local community” to social field, demonstrating important
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shift that social field oriented analysis of delocalized commu-
nity marks in relation to previous works on local community.
While there is a long tradition of scholarly analysis of ‘‘com-

munity” and how it operates, natural resource policy actors,
by and large, assume place-focused groups of people, typically
following the Gemeinshaft notion of Tonnies (2011) (Fig-
ure 1a). The presence of a discrete community is often consid-
ered an overarching condition in the conceptualization of
community-based resource management (Charnley & Poe,
2007). Although robust in explaining how communities are
organized, this view does not adequately consider equity and
justice in natural resources management. Two problems are
evident here. First, a focus on place-based community over-
looks intra-community dynamics, although it is often within
the community itself where many roots of injustice are located.
In many situations, a community is composed of people who
are differentiated in terms of wealth, class, cultural markers
such as castes and ethnicities, gender, religious faith, social
values and historical identities, and in such situations, working
at community level without unpacking these local factors may
not result in equitable changes to livelihoods or environmental
sustainability expected from policy interventions. Second,
there is little attention to how diverse interests, values, and
powers of different people who claim stakes in local natural
resources, but are geographically located outside of the local
community, exert influence on the way local people act.
Indeed, when local and non-local stakeholders interact at mul-
tiple levels of political organizations around natural resources
governance, complex fields of practices emerge, connecting the
local politics with the politics at regional, national, and global
levels. Such a process of local–global linkage is interpreted by
some as ‘‘glocalization” (Swyngedouw, 2004). While place-
based community groups are still an important basis of partic-
ipatory and decentralization-oriented reforms in natural
Figure 1. Three models of community as foun
resource management, issues related to institutional failures
are being raised in the debate (Brown, 2003).
A key solution proposed to overcome the limitation of the

place-centric view of community in natural resource manage-
ment is to refocus attention on institutional arrangements.
This type of institutional view of community (as approximately
indicated as Figure 1b) in natural resource management
emerged with Ostrom’s (1990) response to Hardin’s famous
dictum of the ‘‘The Tragedy of the Commons” (Hardin,
1968). For Hardin, there is little possibility of a collective insti-
tution in a community of self-interested members locked into
the unavoidable problem of free riding. Through empirical
case studies and comparative analyses, Ostrom challenged
Hardin, arguing that collective action can emerge to address
the problem of free riding, institutional failures, and over-
exploitation of resources. Expanding Ostrom’s argument,
scholars of common-pool resources brought the institutional
version of the community to the policy and practice of envi-
ronmental management (Agrawal & Gibson, 1999). The main
conclusion from this body of scholarship is that groups of
local users are capable of creating necessary institutions (or
rules of the game) to sustainably manage common-pool
resources. This view combines the notions of place-based com-
munity with local institutions to understand and explain col-
lective action to sustain natural resources commons. Such an
institutional perspective has significantly advanced our under-
standing on how collective behavior results from norms and
rules. This is reflected in a large number of countries adopting
policies that support community and encourage community
participation (Agrawal, 2007).
However, this view falls short of explaining two crucial

aspects affecting collective action. It gives insufficient attention
to the role of context and social embeddedness of human
choice and action (Shrestha & McManus, 2007), including
d in environmental management discourse.
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the ways in which human choice is shaped through cultural
and emotional factors (Nightingale, 2011). In an influential
work on conceptualizing community as it relates to natural
resource conservation, Agrawal and Gibson (1999) have
explored the internal dynamics of a community, including
diverse interests and politics, arguing that an emphasis on
institutions can provide a useful means to understand and
act on the potential of community. However, their work ends
just at the point where this paper begins: the role of
interactions between local communities and ‘‘external actors”.
Further, despite significant extension of the concept of institu-
tion from local to multi-level governance (e.g., Adger, Brown,
& Tompkins, 2005), there is still limited understanding of the
role of emerging, shifting alliances and networks in shaping
local collective actions. In particular, there is a need to better
understand how members of communities are associated with,
and participate in, emerging networks and platforms across a
range of natural resource management domains—such as
those related to ecosystem services, climate change adaptation,
and enterprise management. In situations where networks
have been analyzed beyond the community scale, they appear
to be important sources of information for local action and
innovation. For example, studying Landcare groups in Aus-
tralia, Beilin, Reichelt, King, Long, and Cam (2013) identified
diversity across local groups and communication between
these as a basis for knowledge diffusion and adaptation in a
changing policy environment. This also points to the need to
go beyond actor-centric or voluntaristic activities, and at the
same time, avoid an over-socialized conception of human
behavior in which people are ‘‘obedient to the dictates of con-
sensually developed systems of norms and values”
(Granovetter, 2007:483). Attention to such cross-scale net-
works is particularly important in the context of glocalization
(Robertson, 1995) in which local ‘‘communities” may respond
to external pressures in different ways, sometimes resisting
such change, other times accommodating. Such responses to
pressures of glocalization require a more nuanced understand-
ing of multi-scale collective action in natural resource manage-
ment (as shown graphically in Figure 1c).
A community can enter the process of delocalization when

political associations are formed on the basis of shared polit-
ical and cultural imagination (Li, 1996: 509). A delocalizing
community is also likely to be a multi-stranded network of
social relations (McCay & Jentoft, 1998). The functioning of
local community organizations is increasingly linked to the
operation of higher level government systems, such as munic-
ipal, provincial, or federal governments. Unlike the conven-
tional emphasis on community as a local entity involving
groups of local people interacting closely, communities could
be seen as emerging through their location in specific fields
of discourses (Li, 1996:501) and the wider political economy
(Blaikie, 2006). Delocalization of community is further rein-
forced by policy processes aiming at decentralization and
strengthening of local community rights, as they are essentially
associated with national institutions choosing local groups to
receive power and usually with resistance at different levels
of governance, thus making policies and practices of commu-
nity participation a multi-scalar process (Poteete & Ribot,
2011).
In order to capture such cross-scalar dynamics, we turn to

the idea of ‘‘field” in sociology (Bourdieu, 1985; Martin,
2003). The field view resonates to some extent with ‘‘new insti-
tutionalism” (Powell & DiMaggio, 1991), which also empha-
sizes the merit of cross-institutional dynamics over the
individually focused rational-choice model of collective action.
Central to the idea of social field is the recognition of the
analytical value of connections and interactions between
groups and organizations to understand individual and orga-
nizational actions (Florian, 2008). The ‘‘field”-oriented analy-
sis is also consistent with the network model of governance
(Jones, Hesterly, & Borgatti, 1997), but it captures more
nuanced processes of interactions. Bourdieu’s notion of field
help characterize how social actors engage in complex social
universe to contest and access different forms of resources or
capitals, and in the process, how they take different positions
and develop differentiated dispositions to social practices.
For Bourdieu, social fields are ‘‘major areas of practice” with
‘‘distinctive features” sufficiently differentiated from each
other (Bourdieu, 1984), such as ‘‘sport, music, food, decora-
tion, politics, and language” (Bourdieu, 1984: 208). As such,
fields are defined as relatively bounded structures of social set-
ting in which a set of human dispositions co-evolve along the
development of the field (Swartz, 1997: 117). Fields refer to the
social world with relative autonomy (Pinto, 2015), and their
boundaries are not fixed but contested, yet there is a substan-
tial degree of shared understanding on the rules of the game
adopted in a field of practice (Fligstein & McAdam, 2011).
Social fields are to a certain degree constructed through the
market logic of demand and supply of different types of capi-
tals, but more importantly Bourdieu emphasizes structurally
embedded regularities as being important in shaping individ-
ual preferences and choices and the formation of particular
sets of tastes and dispositions among actors. As he asserts:
‘‘The relative strength which the individuals can put into the
struggle, or, in other words, the distribution at that moment
of different types of capital, defines the structure of the field”
(1984: 246). A key implication of the approach is that field
analysis shifts attention away from the particularistic or sub-
stantialist characteristics of individuals and groups toward
interactions and struggles within various arenas or fields of
practices.
A key theoretical argument, demonstrated through case

studies, is that such delocalizing trends linking local communi-
ties and other non-local actors in natural resource governance
could be better understood following Bourdieu’s notion of
social field. While Bourdieu is sometimes seen as unreasonably
emphasizing the structure at the expense of agency, and also as
avoiding a clear and verifiable definition of the concept of
field, we argue that for the purpose of understanding the delo-
calization the general approach to field offers important
insights. At the basic level, field emerges as dynamic social
platform when local community members actively seek and
build relationship beyond the local boundaries, while external
actors also actively seek to influence local-level choices and
preferences. Constituting the social field are a number of
exchanges and interactional processes among actors, includ-
ing: sharing information and knowledge, channeling natural
products in the market, engaging in payment for the provision
of ecosystem services, contestations over different types of val-
ues, and the formation and mobilization of advocacy coali-
tions around shared interests and goals. From the social
field perspective, ‘‘community-based natural resource manage-
ment (CBNRM)” can be understood in terms of three key
aspects: a) different types of resources, or capitals - economic
(values of natural resources), social (associations among peo-
ple in the field), cultural (ideas and knowledge), and political
(influence on forest policy) - valued by actors; b) forms of
exchanges and struggles for such resources; and c) processes
of legitimation and boundary formation. The field approach
thus suggests that CBNRM is beyond what a local community
does, and includes multiple, overlapping functioning groups
which are in turn connected to the wider societal dynamics
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at different scales. The dynamics of CBNRM fields occur dif-
ferently in different contexts and are explored in the empirical
cases presented in the next section.
3. DELOCALIZING COMMUNITIES: CASE STUDIES

In order to demonstrate the wide range of situations in
which communities are in the process of delocalization, we
present five cases of community-based natural resource man-
agement policy and practice covering Australia, Mexico,
Nepal, Indonesia, and Papua New Guinea (PNG). They are
all concerned with the management of forests, and yet reflect
a diversity of players across various levels of political organi-
zation, with interests in a range of products and services, and
operating in developing, middle income and industrialized
countries. The five cases together demonstrate a variety of
ways in which local communities, through the process of delo-
calization, are becoming part of wider and cross-scalar fields
of forest governance. Demonstrating diverse trajectories of
multi-scalar governance beyond the local community, we also
show that the actual dynamics of delocalized participation is
much more complex than what the policy narratives suggest.
While we do not mean that such delocalization is happening
everywhere at the same pace, the five cases across the three
continents suggest that it is happening in all of these, demon-
strating profound change in the forms of community engage-
ment in natural resource governance.

(a) Value-based heterogeneity in the community of the Wombat
Forest, Australia

Community Forest Management (CFM) in the Wombat
Forest in South East Australia demonstrates the importance
of local people’s networks with outsiders. Pre-existing value-
based conflicts within the local area and strong networks of
these groups with people from outside the local community
presented significant challenges to the design and management
of community forestry that were ultimately not able to be
resolved in this case. Governing forests in the face of conflict-
ing goals is challenging, and Australia has made various
attempts to resolve such conflicts, most of which are top-
down, such as through Regional Forest Agreement process
(Ford, 2013; Lane, 1999). This Wombat Forest case provides
an example of community forestry applied in a heterogeneous
community within an affluent industrialized context. As a trial
case of this type in Australia, it has attracted numerous studies
seeking to learn from the case (Ford, 2013; Matthews &
Missingham, 2009; Nelson & Pettit, 2004; Poynter, 2005). This
case also stands out in the Australian community-based natu-
ral resource management context in that there are limited for-
malized arrangements for community forestry. Apart from a
few examples, including the development of commercial forest
operations by a small number of indigenous communities in
northern Australia, the Wombat CFM experiment is the lead-
ing case of a trial of community engagement in commercially
harvested public forest in Australia. Its location close to Aus-
tralia’s second largest city (approximately 70 km north-west of
the city of Melbourne) means that the forest management field
has evolved as a very contested space, with a range of actors
within and outside the community concerned with various val-
ues of forests.
CFM in the Wombat State Forest was initiated in 2002 by

the Victorian state government through the Department of
Sustainability and Environment (DSE) and was envisaged as
a partnership between this agency and the local community.
This native forest provides a home to a number of endemic
and endangered flora and fauna. Within and around the forest
are a number of small communities such as Daylesford, which
in recent decades have been of increasing interest to
‘‘day-trippers” from Melbourne and people seeking a
‘‘tree-change” lifestyle (Poynter, 2005). Many new residents
brought with them strong ties to Melbourne. Associated with
this were shifts in cultural capital in the forest management
field, including stronger local links to city-based environmen-
tal groups. At the same time an increasing emphasis on ecosys-
tem services from forests in Australia has meant shifts in the
position of the forest industries in relation to economic capi-
tal. 1 The establishment of Community Forest Management
followed many years of debate and it was hoped that empow-
ering the community would help to ease tension between con-
servation and production interests and reduce conflict between
local communities and the state government (Baral, 2008;
Poynter, 2005).
Consultation with the community carried out prior to the

decision to go ahead with CFM revealed many differing views
about the Wombat Forest. 2 These processes revealed some
support for CFM among the general community, though
Poynter (2005) notes that this was mainly from people with
a specific interest in forest management, and that many local
people did not have a strong interest in the process. 3 Among
people who participated, there were different visions for how
the forest should be managed in the future. People involved
with the timber industry and DSE staff felt that earlier prob-
lems with management that had concerned the community
had already been addressed, and that there was little need
for a CFM process (Poynter, 2005). From other groups,
including moderate environmental groups, there was some
support for sustainable forest harvesting, but a desire for
greater community involvement in this. Other environment
groups preferred there to be no logging at all (Matthews &
Missingham, 2009; WFCC Steering Group, 2002). A number
of groups were primarily interested in maintaining access to
the forest for a range of non-timber uses such as mineral
prospecting, horse riding and four-wheel drive use (WFCC
Steering Group, 2002). Given the conflicting positions of the
stakeholders, the time allowed was inadequate for participants
to fully explore their different values and positions (Nelson &
Pettit, 2004). Commenting on these differences, the WFCC
Steering Group (2002) noted that the earlier forest debate
had caused considerable damage to the social capital in the
area, and many members of the community thought some
kind of healing was needed. 4 That different sections of the
Wombat Forest community had very different visions for its
management (Matthews & Missingham, 2009; WFCC
Steering Group, 2002) suggests that as far as the forest man-
agement field is concerned, community must be understood
as heterogeneous, with social capital consisting of multiple
and conflicting sub-groups.
More importantly, the state of heterogeneity within the

community was not purely an internal phenomenon. Several
groups within the Wombat Forest community had strong links
with organizations beyond the local area. In particular, this
was the case for recreationists and for the environment groups
opposed to native forest logging. One public meeting was
attended by a large number of four-wheel-drivers from
Melbourne who were accustomed to using the forest and were
concerned that their future access to it might be limited. Links
between some local environmentalists and groups in
Melbourne were also influential. Where such groups perceived
difficulties in furthering their interests within formal processes,
they engaged in strategic forms of bargaining outside them,
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including lobbying wood buyers in other countries and direct
protests operating through alliances and networks typically
operate across scales (Affolderbach, 2011). The shifts in cul-
tural and social capital described above meant that moderate
local environmental actors found themselves positioned
against other local environmental actors with positions
opposed to logging. Tensions between environmental groups
using these kinds of bargaining processes and local groups
more committed to place-based forest management have been
observed in the USA (Hibbard & Madsen, 2003) as well as in
the Wombat Forest (Matthews & Missingham, 2009). These
examples illustrate some of the new tensions that arise with
delocalization of the community and that affect forest manage-
ment.
In the early stages of the CFM development process, Nelson

and Pettit (2004) had considered potential sources of common-
ality that might constitute ‘‘community”, including a common
attachment to place and values for environmental steward-
ship. However, as Matthews and Missingham (2009) report,
a single sense of community never developed, that is the
CFM participants remained several ‘‘communities” and never
began acting as a single, cohesive and local group working
toward shared aims. A CFM governance structure emerged
in which issue-based working groups were formed to deal with
particular aspects of forest management (Baral, 2008), and a
Council of Stewards was established which had representation
from each working group. Wombat CFM process was discon-
tinued in 2004, when a majority of the working groups with-
drew from the process. However, while the formal process
was not successful, Matthews and Missingham (2009) note
that some aspects of CFM have continued, with community
networks and interest in the forest continuing to develop after
the formal process ceased. Overall in this context, delocaliza-
tion appears to have strengthened the positions of local people
and external actors who had a range of interests other than
commercial harvesting, expanding pre-existing conflicts with
the local timber industry. Lack of recognition of these com-
plexities by government decision-makers contributed to the
already difficult task of implementing CFM in this context.

(b) Community forestry enterprises and the emergence of cross-
scalar economic organization in Mexico

With more than 80% of national forest area under commu-
nity ownership (Antinori & Rausser, 2007; Bray, 2003; Bray &
Merino-Perez, 2002) and more than 800 community forestry
enterprises (CFEs) organized by indigenous or other local
communities (Molnar et al., 2007), Mexico’s community-
based forestry enterprises represent one of the world’s innova-
tion in community engagement in economic institutions for
natural resource management. Such decentralized reforms of
forest ownership laid the foundation for the Mexican version
of community forestry (Antinori & Bray, 2005) which has
been described as a ‘‘massive, state-structured experiment in
common property management’ (Bray & Merino-Perez,
2002:2). We have chosen this case to illustrate how local com-
munities engage in a variety of cross-scalar processes to plan,
develop and sustain enterprise activities for forest products.
The history of community involvement in forest resource

management in Mexico can be traced back to the early days
of the 20th century, around the Mexican Revolution of
1910, when land concentrated under the ‘‘hacienda” (large
landholdings) system was redistributed to peasant groups
and communities in the form of ‘‘ejidos” and indigenous
‘‘comunidades”. 5 Ejidos are groups composed of individuals
who have acquired redistributed land without necessarily
having a historical connection to the territory; comunidades
are made up of individuals who can claim a historical connec-
tion to the land (Antinori & Rausser, 2007). As communities
became active not only in managing the forest but also mar-
keting the products for incomes, they have developed a variety
of entrepreneurial institutions, beyond conventional and
place-based variants of local communities. Although some
forms of organization overlap completely with the place-
based community concepts of ‘‘ejido” and ‘‘comunidad” (the
communal form of organization), others take on individual-
ized or sub-coalition forms of organization (individual and
workgroup) (Carias Vega and Keenan, 2016). Regardless of
the form of economic organization, forestry enterprises in
Mexico have experienced beneficial results from openness
and interaction beyond their geographical boundaries.
Community-based innovation in forest management has itself
been catalyzed by a wide array of actors working across the
government, aid agencies, and national non-government orga-
nizations (Fox, 2007: 172).
Community forestry enterprise in Mexico refers to a wide

variety of forms of economic organization which do not nec-
essarily fit with a localized view of the community. Respond-
ing to market opportunities, community-forestry enterprises
(CFEs) emerged in the 1970’s aided by different government
agencies. These agencies attempted to promote CFEs at a
large scale, often forced them to sell the products to conces-
sionaires, and allowed them to freely interact with the market
if working outside designated concession areas (Bray &
Merino-Perez, 2002). Bray et al. (2006:473) argue that timber
production in CFEs means organization at different levels,
‘‘from selling timber on the stump through contracts with little
direct community involvement, to communities with advanced
processing as moldings and furniture with export markets, and
diversification into other forest products such as water
bottling and ecotourism”. This means that in a community
enterprise, not necessarily everyone within the traditional,
place-based concept of community will participate. It is
actually the choice of the economic organization driven by
several factors among which efficiency is a key one, that
defines who participates, how and to what extent, depending
on the on cultural, historical, and economic contexts. Any
variants in the organization could be a response to local prob-
lems and contexts (Antinori & Bray, 2005), but they could also
reflect some form of efficiency related behavior such as cost-
minimizing or optimizing within constraints (Antinori &
Rausser, 2010).
Research by Antinori and Rausser (2010) based on a sample

of 42 Mexican forestry enterprises in the states of Durango
and Michoacan has identified at least three distinct forms of
economic organization. These include (a) community-level
production and marketing organization, (b) workgroup-
based enterprises and (c) individually run timber businesses. 6

This demonstrates a specific pattern of delocalization in which
individuals, rather than the entire community, are the ones
who are active in enterprise development. Through the various
enterprise ownership models, members from different place-
based communities have successfully interacted to create
multi-community enterprises, while also fostering mutual
learning and collective bargaining capacity. 7 Key factors driv-
ing delocalization beyond the local community in this context
is the interest to learn from each other (sharing information),
which has brought multiple communities together, building
connections with external markets.
Mexican CFE demonstrates how horizontal networking

among communities and vertical linkages between local
communities and political forces are contributing to the
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delocalization of communities in CBNRM. In the case of San
Juan Nuevo and El Balcon communities in the State of
Michoacán (South-Western Mexico), for example, different
local groups interact with each other to learn from their expe-
riences and adopt innovations that have been successful (Bray
et al., 2006). Still another pattern of communities working
together is found in the case of Forestry Associations (FAs).
This represents a key way of capitalizing on the benefits of
group action and obtaining access to resources and support
from programs of the federal government (Antinori &
Rausser, 2010). Besides achieving considerable economies of
scale through cost sharing of forestry related services, political
action and voice are also major benefits from these associa-
tions (Antinori & Rausser, 2010). Studies show that the suc-
cess of community forestry enterprise in Mexico is
attributable to the active alliance and networking of commu-
nity leaders with political parties to influence policy regimes
(Orozco-Quintero & Davidson-Hunt, 2010). Such political
linkages are essential to the CFE success, and as such, evi-
dence of the kind of political exchange that favors delocaliza-
tion of CBNRM.
San Juan CFE further illustrates the ways in which the

diversity of groups within the local community creates situa-
tions for various groups to adopt diverse livelihoods and
resource management preferences, resulting in the formation
of diversified networks with external actors. Many have an
indigenous background, while others are descendants of set-
tlers from nineteenth and twentieth century movements as well
as recent immigrants. Even ‘‘indigenous” groups are often
made up of long-term immigrants to the community. With
the expansion of market-oriented and entrepreneurial manage-
ment of local natural resources, they are increasingly linked to
a wide variety of actors outside of the local domain. Overall,
the Mexican case shows that the development of CFEs based
on transfer of rights to communities has opened up new pos-
sibilities for local communities to interact with each other and
with markets, political parties and the government agencies,
thus demonstrating complex trajectories of delocalizing com-
munities in natural resource management.

(c) Community forestry success and the challenge of engaging
distant communities in Nepal’s Terai

Nepal’s Community Forestry (CF) is well recognized, both
in Nepal and internationally, as a successful model in
community-based natural resource management (MFSC,
2013; Pokharel & Tiwari, 2013; World Bank, 2001). About
one-third of the country’s total population of 28 million is
benefitted directly through seventeen thousand Community
Forest User Groups (CFUG) managing some 1.5 million hec-
tares of forest. After the introduction of community manage-
ment, the condition of these forest areas improved,
augmenting forest products supply and contributing to biodi-
versity conservation (Gautam, Shivakoti, & Webb, 2004;
MFSC, 2013). Here we demonstrate how such a successful ini-
tiative has met with limited success when attempts were made
to expand the program from the hills (where communities and
forests are both relatively small) to the southern plains or
Terai region (where communities and forests are both large
and social dynamics more complex). The success narrative is
interrogated in the context of the Terai situation to demon-
strate how the wider politics of identity and democratic inclu-
sion have led to the delocalization of community-based forest
governance.
The success of CF in the hills can be found across a variety

of attributes. For example, provisions for subcommittees
within CFUGs and the establishment of elected hamlet-level
representatives within the CFUG have helped to ensure that
concerns of various constituencies within the CFUGs could
find ways into community-level decision-making systems
(McDougal, Ojha, Pandey, Banjade, & Pandit, 2007). Many
efforts have been made to improve the inclusion of diverse
social groups, especially after the mid-1990s, when the Maoist
movement also gained momentum through the agenda of
inclusion and subsequent democratic processes at the wider
societal level (Ojha et al., 2014; Pokharel, Branney, Nurse, &
Malla, 2008). Nepal’s CF success is also attributed to innova-
tive models demonstrated by donor-supported forestry pro-
jects and civil society groups in relation to inclusion, equity
and participatory governance (Banjade, Paudel, Ojha,
Mcdougall, & Prabhu, 2007).
However, recent reviews of CF advances show that these

successes have remained limited to the middle hills region of
the country. Attempts to expand community-based forest
management in the Terai faced major challenges in relation
to how the values, interests, and expectations of diverse com-
munities could be accommodated in the CF institution
(Agrawal & Gupta, 2005). Proponents of community forestry
wanted to expand the idea in the Terai (in 1999–2002) but they
were not as successful as in the hills (Ojha, 2008). This is
because community forestry stakeholders tended to overlook
the complex and evolving dynamism of community, forestry,
market, and politics that shape local-level collective action
and institution building around forest governance. ‘‘Local
communities” in the Terai are composed of diverse ethnicities,
caste groups, economic classes, political ideologies, with
unique networks and associations connecting people,
resources and ideas outside the region (Satyal Pravat &
Humphreys, 2013). For instance, the exclusion of Madhesi
ethnic communities in the overall governance system and in
sharing benefits from forests led to radical opposition to the
idea of CF (which only allows the adjacent household to ben-
efit) (Ojha, 2008). Despite this, there is still a tendency to ide-
alize community forestry as forest management action only by
local people residing near the forest (Ojha, Cameron, &
Kumar, 2009), overlooking the question of how communities
not close to forest areas can also be part of the forest gover-
nance system. This preoccupation of CF stakeholders and pol-
icy makers on the image of a local community as a small
group, one that successfully guided CF in the case of the hills,
has precluded productive, imaginative and reconstructive
development of inclusive and democratic local institutions
for the governance of larger scale blocks of forest in places like
the Terai (Nightingale & Ojha, 2013). The presence of large-
scale illegal trade, together with the economic potential of
mature rainforest in the Terai, has further intensified chal-
lenges to conventional, subsistence-oriented institutional
modalities of community forest management (Banjade et al.,
2011).
A different model of community participation involving col-

laboration among all stakeholders was therefore envisaged in
the 2000 Forest Policy. The new program is known as Collab-
orative Forest Management (CFM), in which government
agencies and local communities share the responsibility for
forest management. The policy came at a time when local
political leaders, frustrated with the failure of democratic pol-
itics and the termination of elected local governments were
looking for alternative arena to amplify the dissent voices of
the communities not incorporated in the CF system. CFM
was introduced in the 2000 Forest Policy to accommodate
interests of the Southern Terai people who were left out of
the small-scale CF system implemented in the northern region.
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Large blocks of Terai forest were proposed for collaborative
management involving Department of Forest, local govern-
ment and people of both neighboring and distant locations
in the Terai. There are already 8 CFM groups. The dynamics
of the implementation of CFM, and the conflicts it generated,
illustrates the involvement of a wide range of actors beyond
the local communities living close to the forest (Bampton,
Ebregt, & Banjade, 2007). A different donor group also came
to support the program, with a desire to build their identity
similar to those supporting community forestry (Ojha, 2008).
Till the end of 2015, progress on community engagement in
forest governance remained limited on both endeavors - first,
to promote hill model of CF, and second, to implement the
CFM modality invented specifically for the Terai.
The contested history of CF and CFM in Nepal Terai shows

that conventional view of small-scale and locally focused com-
munity forestry does not fully acknowledge the diversity and
inequity within and between local communities, nor help
address issues of conflicts among a wide range of actors claim-
ing stakes in the management of forests. Madhesi ethnic
groups saw CFM as their opportunity to redress their exclu-
sion from CF economically and symbolically (Ojha, 2008).
The contestation has shifted to symbolic resources such as
the labels, identity and the institutional boundaries of the pro-
gram, regardless of the actual rights and institutional potential
CF and CFM. This case clearly demonstrates the ways in
which community-based forest management has become a
multi-scalar field, highlighting the importance of cross-scalar
dialogs, networking and multi-stakeholder decision making
arrangements to successfully implement community-based for-
est management.

(d) Local communities developing multi-stakeholder partnership
for forest management in Indonesia

Indonesia is the world’s largest archipelagic country, with
17,000 islands spread over an area of 1.9 million square kilome-
ters. It is also one of the forest rich nations, with high geograph-
ical, economic and social disparities, particularly between the
island of Java and the outer islands (Resosudarmo, 2004).
Natural resource governance structures in Indonesia have
undergone a rapid transformation since the late-1990s, when a
long-established and strong central government has progres-
sively given way to a more decentralized governance structure
(this point of transformation is commonly referred to in Indone-
sia as Reformasi). The transformation of governance has also
seen government needing to negotiate its desired outcomes with
multiple stakeholders, including the private sector, non-
government organizations, and local communities, far more
than previously. No longer can the central government dictate
the development agenda across the diverse archipelago of
Indonesia, including approaches to forest management. How-
ever, much of Indonesia’s biologically rich forest has been
acquired by the State, to be managed in the national interest.
For several decades leading up toReformasi, the central govern-
ment tended to view the outer islands, such as Sumatra and
Kalimantan, as essentially ‘‘empty” areas with an abundance
of natural resources—representing considerable economic
potential (Wibowo, Race, & Curtis, 2013).
Yet it was a myth that vast areas of Indonesia were

‘‘empty”, as numerous culturally distinct peoples continued
to practice their traditional lives, albeit with increasing impact
and interference from ‘‘outsiders”. The period ensuing
Reformasi has included a vigorous debate about how best to
recognize the aspirations of local communities in forest man-
agement, while utilizing the same forest resources to support
national economic development. A suite of community for-
estry initiatives have been designed and implemented over
the past 15 years, with mixed results in terms of contributing
to sustained economic development, allowing local commu-
nity control of forest management, and safe-guarding the
nation’s diminishing primary forests. Despite a degree of ten-
sion between forest agencies and forest-dependent people over
the control of forests (Michon, De Foresta, Levang, &
Verdeaux, 2007), local approaches to forest management are
increasingly regarded as a promising way to manage forests.
Conflict over access rights to forests is common and intensify-
ing, with the government recently stating it will transfer the
management rights of about 5.5 million ha of land currently
under concessions (long-term leases to forest companies) to
local communities, as a means to ease the tension between
local communities and companies, and to enhance the liveli-
hoods of smallholders via community-based forestry. This
recent announcement is part of the government’s pledge to
allocate 12.7 million ha for ‘‘partnership” forestry, with local
communities actively involved in forestry with a range of pri-
vate and public sector entities.
A key component of effective community-based forest man-

agement in Indonesia is active involvement of village-based
farmer forest groups (FFG). There is wide variation among
Indonesia’s FFGs in terms of a group’s internal organization,
membership participation, silvicultural experience and skills,
capacity to acquire and analyze market information, links to
markets, and partnerships with processors (Race & Sumirat,
2015). Nonetheless, the network of FFGs across Indonesia
provides important social infrastructure on which to build
community-led forest management, so that forestry can be
widely viewed as much more than a short-term opportunistic
venture or subsistence practice. A recent initiative of the
national government is the People’s Plantation Program
(HTR), which provides support for FFGs to take a long-
term business approach to managing forest plantations in
exchange for secure harvest rights (e.g., over a 40-year period).
However, some analysts are concerned that much of the mem-
bership of FFGs are unfamiliar with commercial forestry mar-
kets and long-term timber projections, and so are not in a
position to fully understand the terms and conditions of par-
ticipating in the government’s HTR program (e.g., long-term
forest growth rates, different silvicultural options, product
specifications and market prices, the value-chain of forestry)
(Van Noordwiik et al., 2007).
Despite the need to increase the analytical capacity of many

FFGs (Irawanti, Ginoga, Prawestisuka, & Race, 2014), there
is evidence that FFGs are going beyond the erstwhile depen-
dent relationship with the district forest agency, to establishing
more extensive two-way relationships with different govern-
ment agencies, a range of non-government organizations
(NGO), market brokers (‘‘middlemen”), and sometimes
directly with timber processors (Nawir & Santoso, 2005). Sup-
port from external stakeholders to FFGS have increasingly
been provided by local governments and business groups in
a way that reinforces the interests and stakes of these external
stakeholders in the local forest management (Race & Sumirat,
2015). The level of market influence is particularly notewor-
thy, as farmer groups are moving to more commercially prof-
itable timber species, such as albizia timber plantation in
Central Java leading to the expansion of community forests
(Irawanti et al., 2014).
This shift toward a ‘‘glocalized” community enables vil-

lagers to acquire a more sophisticated perspective of market
dynamics and how they might optimize the benefits for their
community. Rather than seeing it as a weakening of
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community cohesion, this is evidence that local communities
can use the process of ‘‘glocalization” as an empowering pro-
cess to establish two-way relationships with a diverse network
of partners (Swyngedouw, 2004), thereby allowing such delo-
calizing communities to make better informed decisions about
their own development. This observation is based on one of
the co-author’s experiences of working with a range of Indone-
sian forestry analysts over the past decade, with a particular
focus on the activities and effectiveness of FFGs in Java,
Kalimantan, Sulawesi and Sumbawa (Irawanti et al., 2014;
Race et al., 2009).
The re-configured social capital of FFGs is bringing addi-

tional economic opportunities as community-based forestry
evolves to include a greater focus on commercialization. That
is, the interaction derived from the expanding social net-
works of FFGs is building their economic capital and
increasing awareness about how to be involved in the politi-
cal processes. The multi-dimensional networks in various
stages of development throughout Indonesia’s forest-based
communities are an important enabling factor for remote
communities, as it allows stronger links with neighboring
communities and strategic partners across business, gover-
nance, and political domains. At the same time, such pro-
cesses of delocalization involve ‘‘capital and identity
formation” that arise ‘‘at the intersection of improvement
programs, land-seeking migrant, and boom crops” (Li,
2007). This demonstrates the inevitability of networking
and exchange between local communities and a wide array
of government, business and civil society actors from outside
the local community, which has substantially transformed the
conventional, place-focussed mode of community action. To
succeed in community forestry, local communities are
increasingly required to make better-informed decisions
about the management of their local forests, considering
market trends and policy signals, and in constant interaction
with a range of external stakeholders. In the rapidly changing
Indonesian contexts, local communities cannot succeed work-
ing alone, but to what extent they are able to negotiate equi-
table relationships with many CBNRM players is a question
that cannot be answered without considering the cross-scalar
dynamics in the wider the CBNRM field.
(e) From customary to commercial forest management in Papua
New Guinea

Papua New Guinea (PNG) is a place of extraordinary bio-
logical and cultural complexity and the study of the PNG
people and their environment has revealed complex interac-
tions between communities and the environment (Filer,
2011). As one of the forest-rich countries in the tropics (with
29 million hectares of forest) and increasingly exposed to
international markets and neo-liberal economic policies,
PNG offers an interesting case in which indigenous systems
of forest management encounter a multitude of economic,
social and political drivers (Keenan, Fox, Brack, & Saulei,
2011). PNG’s case is particularly interesting given the consti-
tutional protection of indigenous rights to land on the one
hand, and the prolific networks of market players under lib-
eralizing policy environment on the other, forcing the indige-
nous practice to the logic of global market (Laurance et al.,
2012). This complex and dynamic socio-ecological environ-
ment provides an interesting backdrop for analysis of the
interplay between local communities and the broader ‘‘com-
munities of interest” that have formed around the forests
of PNG. As Keenan et al. (2011) note:
‘‘Forest management in PNG faces many challenges—it finds itself in
transition from being driven by harvesting logs from primary forest
for export to an increased focus on secondary forests, regrowth and
plantations; domestic processing of forest products; and a growing
importance of other forest values such as C [carbon] and biodiversity.
Native forest timber production is increasingly subject to international
and local scrutiny, and forest-management standards need to be
improved to meet basic management requirements and international
certification” (p. 10–11).

The majority of forests are held under customary ownership
by local communities and tribal groups, and forests play a
vital role in sustaining traditional subsistence livelihoods and
support a rich endemic biodiversity. In the recent years, the
desire to increase the contribution of forests to national eco-
nomic development has led to the development of regulatory
arrangements that largely exclude communities from active
participation in forest resource management. The current rate
of timber harvest is over 3 million cubic meters per year,
almost entirely log exports, with about seventy percent of pro-
duction now controlled by one international logging company.
This situation arose with liberalizing policies favoring the
involvement of a range of external actors amidst concerns
about the capacity within communities to manage forest as
well as forest management related interactions with the
expanding industrial timber interests in the country (Filer &
Sekhran, 1998). As Laurance, Kakul, Tom, Wahya, and
Laurance (2012) argue, ‘‘PNG abounds with stories of foreign-
ers or cooperating government officials arriving with large
quantities of cash to purchase timber rights from landowners,
with the decision often made by a few ‘‘big men” in local vil-
lages”. Clearly, indigenous forms of community participation
in forest management have been exposed to multiple influences
from market, government and donors.
The intervention of the National Government and new reg-

ulatory arrangements for the allocation of forests for timber
production has failed to address many concerns and undue
influence of larger timber operators, which has intensified over
the 20 years after the 1989 Barnett Inquiry (Turia, 2010).
These policies have also exposed local communities to power-
ful and ‘‘predatory corporations” (Laurance et al., 2012). The
regulatory framework developed in the early 1990s, mainly by
international consultants, grossly overestimated the capacity
of the state to regulate the use of customary land and the for-
est revenue system has been unable to deal with the political
inequality between local community and the powerful logging
companies (Laurance et al., 2011; Mayers & Bass, 1999). Sim-
ilar concerns have arisen regarding governance arrangements
between the state and communities in relation to the establish-
ment of conservation reserves. The framework has also made
it very challenging to develop, manage and control
community-based forest operations and enterprises. The regu-
latory requirements, often ignored by larger scale operators,
are often not relevant or present very demanding challenges
for small-scale operations.
Another challenge in PNG is that villagers do not often see

logging of primary forest as a direct threat to subsistence life-
styles. Most of the trees which supply their food, fuel, or raw
materials for buildings or other local artifacts are either delib-
erately cultivated within the secondary forest zone, where shift-
ing cultivation is practiced, or harvested from garden fallows.
Small-scale forestry or non-timber forest products may not
be seen locally as real alternatives to large-scale logging or to
more certain income from cash crops (Mayers, 1999). While
there has been proliferation of portable sawmill operations,
often supported by environmental or social NGOs, they
generally operate in areas subject to previous log export
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concessions where they can utilize roads and infrastructure,
sometimes utilizing undersized trees or those left standing in
stream reserves. Through the use of sawmills, technologies,
and infrastructure related to logging, communities in PNGhave
entered new forms of relationships and exchange beyond
the conventional community practices. As Dalsgaard and
Pedersen (2015) notes with particular reference to the use of
sawmill—when looking at the portable sawmill, we should con-
sider it ‘‘notmerely as a piece ofmachinery that cutswoodbut as
an exchange object that creates relationships between people.”
Globally, timber production is increasingly subject to inter-

national and local scrutiny, and forest certification standards
have become important for international markets. In response,
a complex mix of non-government organizations (NGOs),
community-based organizations, and international conserva-
tion groups are aiming to support community forestry activi-
ties in PNG (Grigoriou, Yosi, & Keenan, 2011) and
certification under Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) has been
supported and implemented in a number of small-scale com-
munity forestry operations. These developments are often
aimed at providing product into what is seen as a more lucra-
tive international market. Despite the efforts to promote certi-
fication, most community groups in PNG have very little
capacity to achieve FSC standards and the costs of becoming
certified are high (FORCERT, 2010; Scheyvens, 2009) and
often not justified by the prices realized (Grigoriou et al., 2011).
An overall pattern of legalistic and bureaucratic response is

part of an inconclusive behavioral cycle in relation to forest
resource development in PNG (Filer & Wood, 2012). Demand
for ‘‘development” generates new forms of property in forest
resources, and these are ‘‘corrupted” by the multiplication of
contested claims to ownership and control, with the claims
being subjected to new forms of state regulation. The state
approach to managing these new ‘‘environmental service”
commodities is proving to follow similar patterns, with
place-based community owners largely excluded from the pro-
cess or under pressure to hand-over rights to these services to
external actors with limited understanding of the market or
the implications of the transfer.
Particular patterns of delocalization have emerged in manag-

ing the interactions between under-resourced local communi-
ties and the developing international carbon market.
Ownership of forest carbon and the control or knowledge of
this new commodity has been embedded within both a policy
process and a ‘‘property process” that is defined through cus-
tomary and constitutional laws. Forest carbon policy has in
some situations resulted in denial of property rights, the sup-
pression of market transactions, the exclusion of economic
agents, and the sequestration of expert knowledge (Filer &
Wood, 2012). The interest in forest carbon as a commodity
in PNG has followed a similar pattern to timber from a period
of ‘‘irrational exuberance” - with many agents seeking to secure
resources from communities on favorable terms in the absence
of a clear policy framework - to a period of ‘‘bureaucratic con-
solidation” (Babon et al., 2014; Filer & Wood, 2012). The dis-
course and practice of carbon market is thus creating
communities working across scales - to measure, monitor,
package, market and manage carbon as an environmental
good emanating from local forests but with global markets.
Overall, the PNG case of CBNRM is more like a field

emerging from outside of the local communities and penetrat-
ing the rural hinterland through the nexus among actors mobi-
lizing market force, regulatory influence or developmental
intervention. In the process, local elites are rapidly entering
the external domains as they interact with the outside actors
more promptly than the majority of the people in the local
community. To summarize, processes of interactions favoring
delocalization are happening in a variety of ways such as
through sharing information and learning, exchange of tech-
nology such as portable sawmills, employment in the logging
industry, leasing of land by local community groups to out-
siders and the like. In particular, the field linkages are stronger
between different sections of the community and particularly
external actors, including industries aiming to capture the
dominant share of the economic rent from natural resources
(in some cases in collusion with the state). Other links to wider
communities of interest are more tenuous, for example envi-
ronmental NGOs aiming to achieve global goals of biodiver-
sity conservation or reduction in greenhouse gas emissions,
or with organizations aiming to support community develop-
ment, and generally dependent on continued external inputs
of finance or expertise.
4. DELOCALIZING COMMUNITIES: A SYNTHESIS
AND DISCUSSION

A synthesis of the five cases presented above suggests that
community-based natural resource management is moving
through notable dynamics of delocalization in a variety of
ways. From the perspective of social field, these dynamics
can be understood as primarily driven by the exchange of,
and contestation for, four important types of capitals or
resources that are being generated and circulated in the field
of CBNRM in the rapidly ‘‘glocalizing” field of CBNRM (a
simplified view is presented in Figure 2 below). Here we syn-
thesize the major trajectories of delocalization, corresponding
to the four key capitals: changing economic values of natural
resources (economic capital), circulation of knowledge and
ideas from outside local communities (cultural capital), forma-
tion of differentiated and conflicting associations between
specific groups within local communities and external actors
(social capital), and modes and mechanisms of political legiti-
macy and regulatory practices (political capital). When seen
through Bourdieu’s lens, three modes of interactions among
actors in relation to these capitals are important: market based
and market-like exchanges, political contestation, and cooper-
ative engagement. These modes of interactions across four cat-
egories of capitals have led to the evolution of a multi-scalar
social universe akin to Bourdieu’s field, which in turn influ-
ences the outcomes of CBNRM practice at local level. The
key trajectories of CBNRM field in relation to the four capi-
tals are briefly discussed below.

(a) Circulation of knowledge and ideas from outside

All of the five cases have seen intensified circulation of exter-
nally sponsored knowledge or ideas in relation to CBNRM,
prompting local communities to increasingly draw on this
‘‘cultural capital” and to frame, plan and manage natural
resources at the local level. In the process of transmitting
external knowledge to the local domains, many external actors
(such as development activists and extension workers) have
also become new influential ‘‘local” stakeholders in CBNRM
in terms of the power of knowledge they share with local com-
munities in a glocalizing world where scientific, modern, and
imported knowledge is often seen as superior to local knowl-
edge and wisdom. Such a knowledge-driven trajectory of delo-
calization of community is evident in these cases. Although
four of the five cases (except the Wombat Forest) have had
some form of traditional community involvement in forest
management, all the recent policy frameworks related to



Figure 2. Social field, circulation of capitals, and delocalization of communities: a synthetic view.
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community forestry in all of the five case study locations have
been driven by the externally produced and circulated
discourses of decentralization, community-based natural
resource management, and participatory development.
Discourses and ideas often come from outside to local

domains (Li, 2002), propelled by the external political econ-
omy (Blaikie, 2006) or are being negotiated as a result of resis-
tance by, or domination of, actors operating at different levels
of governance (Poteete & Ribot, 2011). Irrespective of the tra-
jectories they follow, these discourses tend to structure the lan-
guage, thinking and practice of community-based resource
management, and have profoundly reshaped and transformed
the traditional practices and knowledge around resource man-
agement. CBNRM as a discursive field has provided a plat-
form for the production, circulation, exchange, contestation
and adoption of external knowledge in and around every local
practice of resource management. Such an expanding political
economy of knowledge has forced local communities to enter
the process of delocalization, and to enact externally spon-
sored ideas—such as decentralization and participation - as
entities of the wider CBNRM field, and operate beyond their
local existence. The externally framed need for local communi-
ties to draw on the knowledge from outside the community is
particularly important in changing social and environmental
contexts - such as for understanding and managing non-
timber forest products and ecosystem services (Beilin et al.,
2013; Costanza, 2008; Fisher, Turner, & Morling, 2009), iden-
tifying best value species amid changing market dynamics, for
becoming organizationally efficient in the competitive market,
and in dealing with complex and uncertain resource manage-
ment situations. Such a tendency of delocalization has in most
situations led to the formation of a nexus between local and
external elites, with chances that marginalized actors within
local communities will become further disadvantaged in the
process, unless there are strong safeguards in place.

(b) Change in the economic value of CBNRM products and
services

The five cases of community forest systems covered in this
paper demonstrate a variety of situations involving changes
in the production, circulation and exchange of various forms
of economic capital, with profound implications for local-
level CBNRM practices. A case in point is the growing value
of timber in Indonesia, PNG and the Nepal, contributing to
the delocalization of community forestry practices, as local
communities and external actors engage in more intense and
new forms of economic exchanges. In Indonesia, local commu-
nities increasingly engage with industry players when they
make local forest management decisions. In PNG, logging
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companies are a major player shaping decisions on forest man-
agement with involvement from only a limited part of the
community. In Mexico, local perceptions of potential benefits
of economies of scale are driving communities to pool commu-
nity forestry enterprise functions, with some effects on price
competitiveness in the market. The Wombat case also demon-
strates the importance of economic capital in local forest man-
agement but in a different way: as more people coming from
urban regions expressed their preference for biodiversity and
natural amenities of the forest ecosystem rather than timber,
the dominance of timber in the economy was contested, even-
tually leading to alternative forest management practices such
as eco-tourism 8. Economic organization in Mexico’s forestry
sector has revealed that it can take on many forms involving
various actor roles, not usually performed by the local forest
groups. As a result of such changes in the relative economic
value of various products and services, and the consequent
responses of the external actors, local CBNRM practices have
become increasingly a part of multi-scalar CBNRM field.
Another key development in the field of CBNRM is the

likely growth of the market for forest carbon as a key ecosys-
tem service in the climate change mitigation policy debate. It is
possible that the market for ecosystem services could reconfig-
ure the economic transactions and actor responses across the
field. As demonstrated in the case of forest management in
PNG, like many other forest-rich countries, much of the focus
of climate change mitigation policy has been on the potential
income for communities from Reducing Emissions from
Deforestation or Degradation (REDD+). In Nepal, Indonesia
and PNG, some pilot activities have already taken place to this
end. This has sent new and powerful signals to local CBNRM
actors, who are responding positively to such emerging eco-
nomic opportunities. The REDD+ economy is likely to alter
the practice of CBNRM by changing the relative economic
values of carbon and other forest products. The long value
chain of carbon trading under REDD+ is likely to further
delocalize CBNRM.

(c) Social differentiation and conflicting associations

The case studies also show that increasingly diverse eco-
nomic, cultural, and environmental concerns and interests
are being articulated in local forest and natural resources man-
agement. Corresponding to these interests are multiple groups,
not only with divergent interests, but also at times with unique
interest-based alliances, identities and ideologies, operating at
multiple scales of governance and geography (most obviously
illustrated by the Wombat and Nepal cases). Evidence shows
that local communities are also becoming even more heteroge-
neous in terms of internal composition, wealth and power,
particularly in the context of intensified urbanization and
migration occuring in many parts of the world. While commu-
nity heterogeneity is already accounted for in the analysis of
CBNRM (e.g., Varughese & Ostrom, 2001), a powerful lesson
that emerges from this analysis is that the internal difference
within local communities is increasingly linked to the external
world, giving rise to conflicting cross-scalar networks in the
CBNRM field. In other words, the internal difference within
local communities has led to the formation of parallel and
often conflicting social networks as different groups within
local communities establish connections with unique associa-
tions outside, often making it difficult for a local community
to develop common goals or act as single and autonomous
entity. This is particularly visible in Wombat and Nepal cases.
The Wombat Forest community forestry experiment in
Australia faced challenges related to such conflicting cross-
scalar associations involving local groups and external actors.
It is also important to accept that environment groups in par-
ticular, as found in the Wombat case, tend to be strongly net-
worked across multiple scales, from local to international
(Affolderbach, 2011; Hibbard & Madsen, 2003). In Nepal’s
case too, multiple groupings within a community are forming
diverse associations with political parties, non-governmental
actors, and human rights associations, thus politicizing the
CBNRM across scales. There are even two rival federations
in Nepal of community forest users, competing for rights over
forests and influence (Nightingale & Ojha, 2013). When such
community diversity is not adequately recognized in the policy
and practice, the CBNRM model may be too restrictive (or at
least be perceived as being so) to accommodate multiple inter-
ests, and to achieve equitable and sustainable outcomes.
In many situations, migration has emerged as a key to con-

tributor to the heterogeneity within local communities, and
subsequently to facilitatting different types of associational
activities across the field of CBNRM. In the Mexican case,
communities engaged in forestry enterprises are a mixture of
indigenous groups, migrant settlers, and long-term residents,
with differentiated external networks. Some members of com-
munities have moved to take jobs in nearby towns. In Nepal,
poorer members of the community tend to move to the city
(and also overseas) for part of the year for seasonal employ-
ment, and then become part of wider social networks as they
seek opportunities to market forest products, seek employ-
ment and leverage social identities.
In community enterprises in Mexico, what appears to be

more relevant is who is willing or able to take part in order
to ensure the success of the enterprise, rather than who lives
close to or away from the forest. As a result, CBNRM is expe-
riencing a flux of associations. Such ‘‘associational” communi-
ties, rather than the place-based communities, have featured
more prominently in recent years than in the past, leading to
new dynamics of conflict and cooperation in environmental
management. This is evident in the way many communities
in Nepal’s Terai work together as associations and through
political parties to influence community forestry practices
and associated institutional modalities. In the Indonesian case,
local communities are establishing more extensive two-way
relationships with different government agencies, a range of
non-government organizations, market brokers (‘‘middle-
men”), and sometimes directly with timber processors
(Nawir & Santoso, 2005), leading to a ‘‘glocalized” commu-
nity. Who benefits from these emerging cross-scalar communi-
ties of practice is complex and not always clear, in part
dependent on the relative power that different social alliances
mobilize within the field of CBNRM.

(d) Political legitimacy and the exercise of public power

It is well accepted that CBNRM practices do not occur in a
political vacuum, but in a rapidly glocalizing context. The
practices of exchange, contestations and engagement around
political capital are particularly the defining feature of the
CBNRM field. As Bourdieu argues, the circulation of eco-
nomic, cultural, and social capitals (as discussed above)
require a process of legitimation - which happens through a
concurrent process of exchange and contestation around polit-
ical capital (Bourdieu, 1991; Ojha et al., 2009). A variety of
political transactions are identifiable in the case studies,
demonstrating the ways in which transactions within the
CBNRM field are being legitimized or delegitimized, or just
held in a state of transition without any decisive state of polit-
ical validity. The State agencies often seek to recentralize
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power in practice while espousing the rhetoric of decentraliza-
tion and community-based management (as in the case of the
Wombat Forest) and as reported by Poteete & Ribot, 2011 in
the African context). The success of CBNRM, especially when
enterprises aim to sell products in the market, depends to a
great extent on how and to what extent local community lead-
ers successfully engage political leaders and government offi-
cials in formal and informal political exchange and deal-
making (as illustrated by the Mexico experience on CFE,
and in the PNG context dominated by big logging companies).
Political resistance to a particular form of CBNRM in Nepal
gave rise to an alternative policy (institutionalizing ‘‘collabora-
tive forest management”) which sought to accommodate the
interests of agitating groups who felt left out of the prevailing
form of CBNRM that evolved in the hills of the country. In
order to secure rights and sustain a conducive policy environ-
ment, local communities have also formed politically strong
networks and associations to articulate their concerns in the
domain of policy making (as found in the case of Nepal).
PNG’s case further illustrates how the constitutional security
of local community rights over forest is being compromised
in the actual governance practice, in favor of multinational
logging companies due to a weak governance context and lim-
ited government accountability to local communities.
In the context of rapid glocalization, many of the customary

institutions in the developing country cases of CBNRM
reported here have been transformed into essentially a state-
regulated regime, even in the case of weakly governed societies
like PNG and Nepal. In such contexts, local communities
involved in CBNRM have little choice than to engage in the
process of public policy and regulatory practice affecting their
rights and institutional autonomy, and this is possible only
through their interaction and exchange with a whole range
of intermediaries, brokers and political actors. In the process,
the CBRM regime is becoming reinforced as a cross-scalar
governance field, moving away from being a purely localized
practice. There is also a push from external actors for policy
reform and implementation. In view of such burgeoning polit-
ical exchanges, the policy narrative of CBNRM as a local
practice sits increasingly at odds with the reality of intensifying
claims of stakes by people located outside the local commu-
nity. Under these circumstances, in order to be successful,
local communities are required to engage with policy actors
through networking and in association with other intermedi-
ary actors outside of the local community. Clearly, CBNRM
represents a complex socio-political system as it relates to
how local and non-local actors engage to pursue their values
around environmental systems, negotiate rights and arrive at
a workable model of collective action across scale. A purely
local CBNRM practice is increasingly a rare phenomenon.
5. CONCLUSIONS

This paper has demonstrated how community-based natural
resource management is being delocalized, as local communi-
ties interact increasingly with non-local actors in a variety of
ways, and as external actors also come to local domains
through the channels of expanding market, civil society and
regulatory regimes. Drawing on our ongoing research on
community-based natural resource management in Australia,
Mexico, Nepal, Indonesia, and Papua New Guinea, we have
demonstrated how local communities dependent on natural
resources are forming diverse networks with external actors.
Challenging the view that CBNRM is a localized activity using
Bourdieu’s theory of social field, we have demonstrated that
CBNRM has become a cross-scale regime, involving both
local and non-local actors through exchange of, and struggle
for, a variety of resources and benefits that emerge from
CBNRM. As a result, a profound change is taking place in
the way community participation occurs in natural resource
management. Critiquing a narrow focus on place or collective
action as the primary basis of community institution, we dis-
cussed how the practice of community participation is actually
constituted through a larger set of discourses and complex
political negotiations, involving a wide range of non-local
actors across the CBNRM field.
The social field-oriented analysis of CBNRM challenges

assumptions about the nature of community, with profound
implications on the choice, design, and management of
community-based approaches adopted by by natural resource
management agencies and community leaders. A key conclu-
sion is that the local community hardly exists independent of
its relationships with actors beyond the local scale, given the
diverse forms and rapid trends of delocalization. A number
of defining features of delocalization of communities in natu-
ral resources management are identified. These include: con-
flicts between the values held by multiple interest groups, an
increasing political articulation of identity that extends
beyond local geography, interest in the use of resources
extending beyond the local communities, and rapidly evolving
national and international markets for specific forest products
or ecosystem services. These in turn lead to changes, such as:
local enterprises increasingly relying on external linkages to
access these markets, intensification of technological linkages,
the emergence of different communities of practice around
multiple and often conflicting interests, and the emergence of
product certification networks exerting influence at the local
level. Our findings thus challenge the ‘‘local community” fram-
ing of many attempts to implement community-based man-
agement, and emphasizes the need to move from idea of
‘‘CBNRM only” to the one that recognizes CBNRM as part
of the cross-scale regime of natural resource governance.
We conclude that the conventional view of place-based com-

munities and locally framed, rule-based collective action is
becoming increasingly inadequate in explaining the complex
dynamics of community participation in multilevel environ-
mental governance. Our finding reinforces recent multi-
country analyses in which authors claim that CBNRM success
is linked to a range of external factors such as ‘‘enabling reg-
ulatory framework” and ‘‘supportive bureaucracy” (Gilmour,
2016), local communities’ capacity to ‘‘liaise with the outside
world” (Baynes, Herbohn, Smith, Fisher & Bray, 2015) and
‘‘the ways in which CBNRM ideals are incorporated and
reconfigured through bureaucracies and other institutions”
(Dressler et al., 2010). This study highlights that understand-
ing CBNRM practices related to political articulation and eco-
nomic organization, especially in the context of complex
policy processes and dynamic market forces, requires a more
nuanced view of community participation than usually
assumed by existing studies. To overcome this gap, we suggest
a ‘‘de-localized” framework is adopted for research, policy and
practice.
This conclusion has three important implications. First,

effectiveness in poverty reduction in the context of developing
countries requires unpacking ‘‘local communities” on the one
hand, and ascertaining the cross-scalar political economy per-
taining to the rules of exclusion, on the other. Here, it is impor-
tant to understand how local rules are mediated by the wider
politics and macro-structures of state, civil society and the
market, with a clear focus on the analysis of the links between
internal and external domains, going beyond the conventional
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approach to intra-community analysis of collective action or
rule making. Second, the romantic view of indigenous knowl-
edge is less likely to hold sway in the networked world. It is
instead important to recognize how external discourses
mediate local knowledge, as part of widespread cross-scalar
processes known as ‘‘glocalization”. Third, in such situations,
open and exploratory approaches moving away from prescrip-
tive interventions are required to facilitate context-specific
fields and spheres of local democracy, with diverse, flexible
and networked models of community participation, along with
clear recognition of rights and responsibilities.
NOTES
1. The forest has seen two main waves of timber harvesting. The first
from the 1850s, when the forest was exploited extensively to feed the
demands of the gold rush and the second from the early 1970s under the
management of the Victorian government (Petheram, Stephen, &
Gilmour, 2002; Poynter, 2005). By the late 1990s, there was intense
debate in the community about levels of harvesting, and following a series
of reviews, harvest levels were reduced by around 80% (WFCC Steering
Group, 2002).

2. The consultation consisted of a survey of the general community,
workshops, information sessions and a community forum (Nelson &
Pettit, 2004; WFCC Steering Group, 2002).

3. During the consultation period prior to CFM, community members
raised the need for ongoing support from government (WFCC Steering
Group, 2002), but in practice DSE staff found themselves in a complex,
unfamiliar role (Matthews & Missingham, 2009).

4. In their analysis of the Wombat CFM, Matthews and Missingham
(2009) comment that ‘‘community” may be quite different to the kind of
idealized organic whole connected by place that is often associated with
the term.

5. The Mexican constitution of 1917 recognized these two forms of rural
property as in addition to the national ownership of lands (Bray, Antinori,
& Torres-Rojo, 2006).
6. Community-level production appears to be the most common form of
production. Timber production activities are organized at the community
level, contracting sales, extraction and processing occur with decision-
makers who represent the entire community although additional managers
are sometimes appointed. Work groups are usually based on family
affiliations or friends and may represent other non-forestry interests. Work
groups elect or appoint a leader within the group and proportionally divide
annual authorized logging volumes from a community management plan.
The flow of benefits is appropriated by the groups and then individually.
Workgroups have been deemed as a successful strategy for dealing with
corruption (Bray &Merino-Perez, 2002) and they are in fact sub-coalitions
within ejidos (Bray et al., 2006). Antinori and Rausser (2010) describe
individualized organization as that in which a forester or forest foreman
assigns an authorized volume to the community in a particular year and
defines the areas where harvest can occur. Individuals appropriate the
timber on their land but operate under a community management plan
coordinated by a forester. Sometimes individuals organize informally from
year to year to conduct extraction and sales efforts.

7. The community forestry enterprise of San Juan Parangaricutiro, for
example, formed an independent community enterprise in 1981 after years
of dissatisfaction with forest management by small rental firms and
unsatisfactory participation in government-imposed forestry unions
(Klooster, 2000).

8. Bushwalk for example is a popular form of eco-tourism activities in
the Wombat forest, and two of the co-authors of this paper also
participated recently.
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