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ABSTRACT
What are the democracy effects of ‘decentralization’ reforms and projects? Most
developing countries have launched decentralization reforms for the purpose of
improving service delivery, local development and management. In these reforms and
projects, however, governments, international development agencies and large nongovernmental organizations are transferring power to a wide range of local institutions,
including private bodies, customary authorities and NGOs. Recognition of these other
local institutions means that fledgling local governments are receiving few public powers
and face competition for legitimacy. Under what conditions is the new plurality of
approaches and local interlocutors fostering local democratic consolidation or resulting in
fragmented forms of authority and belonging? Drawing on case studies in Benin, Brazil,
Guatemala, India, Indonesia, Malawi, Russia, and South Africa, this working paper
explores the effects of institutional choices and recognition by governments, international
development agencies and large non-governmental organizations on three dimensions of
democracy: 1) representation, 2) citizenship, and 3) the public domain. This Working
Paper outlines an approach to the politics of choice and recognition while drawing out
findings from Working Papers 23 and 26 through 34 in this working paper series.
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INTRODUCTION
When does the mix of institutions being created and supported in the name of
decentralization contribute to the formation and consolidation of democratic local
government? This synthesis working paper and working papers it draws on (Chhatre,
2007; Spierenburg et al., 2007; Larson, 2007; Hara 2007; Xiaoyi, 2007; Lankina, 2007;
Bandiaky, 2007; Toni, 2007; Mongbo, 2007; Ito, 2007—Working papers 23 and 26 to
34) examine the effects of institutional choices by central governments, international
development agencies and large non-governmental organizations on three dimensions of
local democracy: representation, citizenship, and the public domain. In some
decentralizations elected local governments are receiving support. In most they are
avoided in favor of a plethora of parallel institutions. Is this multiplication of local
institutions and the cultivation of identity- and interest-based forms of inclusion over
residency-based citizenship fragmenting the local arena into competing and conflicting
identity and interest groups? Is the public domain—which we define as the material
resources under public control that are the basis for public decision making—being
enclosed and diminished via various forms of privatization and de-secularization of
public powers? 1 Is citizenship—the ability to be politically engaged and shape the fate of
the polity—being undermined as a result of these processes? This synthesis and the casestudy working papers explore the origins and effects of the emerging local institutional
mix on local democratization.
Since the mid 1980s, the majority of developing countries have legislated
decentralization reforms (Crook and Manor, 1999; World Bank, 2000; Ndegwa, 2002).
Most claim that they are undergoing ‘democratic’ decentralization (Ndegwa, 2002). The
stated aim of their reforms is to establish and democratize local government for purposes
of democratization itself and for improving service delivery, local development and
resource management. While adequately justified on the basis that democracy is a good
in itself, political and development theorists also emphasize the material benefits of local
representation. These reforms—whether administrative or democratic—are believed by
many theorists and practitioners to improve efficiency and equity through proximity and
representation of local populations in decision making (Mawhood, 1983; Crook and
Manor, 1998). 2 Local decision makers are supposed to be better able to decipher and
respond to local needs because they are physically close to the people and are mandated
to work on behalf of the whole population (as in administrative decentralizations), or are
systematically accountable 3 to it (as in democratic decentralizations). The general logic
of decentralization is inclusive and public. It is predicated on proximity and decisionmaking processes reducing transaction costs, producing better accountability of decision
makers to the population, and enabling decision makers to better match decisions and
resources to the local mix of needs and aspirations (Agrawal and Ribot, 1999).

In contrast to Habermas’s (1991) focus on discursive domain of public interaction, we emphasize the material
basis of authority, that is, the powers (resources and domains of decision making) over which citizens can
interact and attempt to influence public decisions.
2 But see (Treisman, 2007; Rubin, 2005; Lankina, 2004).
3 Accountability is counter power (Agrawal and Ribot, 1999) or the ability to sanction (see Manin, Przeworski
and Stokes, 1999).
1
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In the name of decentralization, central governments, international development agencies
and international NGOs are transferring power to local private bodies, customary
authorities and non-governmental organizations (NGOs). Transfers to these bodies,
however, are better labeled as privatization, participatory or empowerment approaches,
NGO and civil society support, social funds, and community-driven development (Ribot,
2003; Pritchett and Woolcock, 2004). Each approach empowers different kinds of local
institutions or authorities, with potentially different democratic and distributional
outcomes. Because of support for and the proliferation of local institutional forms,
fledgling democratic local governments often receive few public resources or powers and
must compete with a plethora of new local institutions (Ribot, 1999; Namara and
Nsabagasani, 2003; Manor, 2004). Democratic local government is rarely given the
means—discretionary authority, technical support, equipment or finances—to represent
or to engage local people in public affairs (Crook and Manor, 1998; Ribot, 2003). The
working paper case studies illustrate how local government has been fettered in this
manner (see working papers Toni, 2007; Bandiaky, 2007; Hara, 2007; and Spierenburg et
al., 2007) as well as how government or external actors have successfully—even if not
wholeheartedly—promoted local representation (working papers Chhatre, 2007; Ito,
2007; Larson, 2007; and Lankina, 2007).
This collection of working papers explores the reasons behind local ‘institutional choices’
and the effects of choosing or ‘recognizing’ different kinds of local authorities on local
democracy. In decentralization reforms—a reform being a policy change by
government—central actors are choosing powers to transfer and local institutions to
transfer them to. These reforms may be motivated by internal political or public dynamics
or by external pressures by donors or social movements. In this synthesis working paper
we focus on how these choices shape local authority. Institutional choice refers to the
choice of the locus of authority. We use the term ‘choice’ to attribute agency and
therefore responsibility to government and international organizations for their decisions.
Governments and international organizations choose local authorities by transferring
powers to them, conducting joint activities or soliciting their input. Through their
choices, they are transforming the local institutional landscape. The term ‘recognition’ (a
la Taylor, 1994) evokes the political philosophy literature on identity politics and
multiculturalism. 4 We use the concept of ‘recognition’ to better understand these choices
and to explore the effects that the chosen mix of local authorities has on representation,
citizenship, and the public domain. Different forms of local authority imply different
development and equity outcomes. Understanding the link between forms of authority
and outcomes is critical for motivating and for redesigning decentralization reforms.
The authors of the case study working papers were asked to examine which kinds of local
authorities are being chosen and why, and then to focus on the effects of these choices or
the ‘effects of recognition’ on democracy and development in their case studies. The
public justifications for the choices are varied, including pro-poor agendas, virtues of
civil society, superiority of community-based and/or indigenous systems, and advantages
of direct participation. Behind the public justifications are private interests such as donor
pressure, fear of loss of power and authority, fiscal crises, maintaining privilege, or
4

Also see Kymlicka (2002) and Fraser (2000).
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cultivating political constituencies. Understanding choice helps to separate the public
justifications from the complex of political and private interests driving them, potentially
illuminating ways to influence decentralization policy processes. Understanding the
effects helps us to identify approaches most likely to foster dynamic and articulated local
democracy (see Chhatre, 2007).
The cases are mostly rural and focus on natural resource decentralizations. Natural
resources are a powerful lens on decentralization because they are important to a
multitude of public and private actors. They are a source of subsistence and income for
the rural world and of income and wealth for central governments and national elites.
Transfer of natural resource powers from central to local authorities mobilizes a wide
range of interested parties. This synthesis outlines the ‘institutional choice and
recognition’ framework (Ribot, 2006) for analyzing the prospects for a consolidation of
local democracy in the context of decentralization reforms around the world.
The next section of this synthesis paper outlines our focus on authority. It is followed by
a section developing the basic concepts of choice and recognition while laying out
criteria with which to examine their effects. The third section draws out the findings of
the working paper case studies and is followed by a concluding discussion.

RECOGNIZING AUTHORITY
Taylor’s (1994) ‘politics of recognition’ describes a set of tenets for redressing identitybased inequities. For Taylor, recognition redresses inequities by privileging cultures and
identity groups that have been marginalized. The politics of recognition identifies
marginality as a product of ‘misrecognition’ or prejudices against cultures and cultural
forms. Taylor argues that misrecognized cultures must be ‘recognized’—promoted,
protected and empowered—so as to enable individual members to develop a positive
image of themselves and to fulfill their potential as individuals within the broader society.
Recognition, for Taylor, is an act of enfranchisement. We observe that states and
international institutions are always engaged in recognizing new authorities around the
world—strengthening some and weakening others. In the process, they are strengthening
and weakening different forms of authority and those authorities’ reign over their
constituent populations. This working paper shifts the focus from the recognition of
culture and identities to the recognition of authority. In doing so, we are also promoting a
shift in much of the economics, common property and development literature from a
focus on ‘property’ and ‘tenure’ to a focus on ‘authority’. While ‘property’ is an
enforceable claim (McPherson, 1978), too much attention is trained on the rules of the
game rather than the origins and construction of the authorities ‘enforcing’ the rules. We
find that critiques (Fraser, 2000; Tully, 2000; Markell, 2000; Povinelli, 2002) of Taylor’s
concept of recognition shed light on the enfranchising and disenfranchising effects of
recognizing different kinds of authorities. As such, the recognition literature provides the
conceptual tools for analyzing the production of democratic local authority.
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Recognition of representative authorities can provide for representation of diverse
interests. Recognition of non-representative authorities subjects individuals to the cultural
or ideological vagaries of those authorities. Tully (2000:477) argues, struggles over
recognition and distribution are not ends in themselves but must to be subject to
‘democratic disagreement, dispute, negotiation, amendment, implementation, review, and
further disagreement’. To remain democratic, these struggles need to be under democratic
authority. ‘A free and democratic society will be legitimate even though its rules of
recognition harbor elements of injustice and non-consensus if the citizens are always free
to enter into processes of contestation and negotiation of the rules of recognition’ (Tully
2000:477). But, rules are not easily contestable when chosen authorities are non
democratic and the choice of those authorities is imposed by inaccessible higher
authorities. The central irony of recognizing cultural authorities—chiefs, indigenous or
ethnic leaders—in the name of freedom or democracy is that this recognition can
constrain the very contestation that makes a society free and democratic.
Fraser (2000) argues that Taylor’s recognition of specific ‘misrecognized’ groups,
‘…insofar as it reifies group identities,… risks sanctioning violations of human rights and
freezing the very antagonisms it purports to mediate.’ By reifying culture, Fraser
(2000:112) suggests, the politics of recognition places ‘…moral pressure on individual
members to conform to a given group culture. Cultural dissonance and experimentation
are accordingly discouraged, when they are not simply equated with disloyalty. So too is
cultural criticism, including efforts to explore intragroup divisions, such as those of
gender, sexuality and class’. Fraser (2000:108-111) also argues that that privileging
culture and identity diverts attention from material and social bases of distribution,
potentially reinforcing material injustices. Recognizing identity and interest-based
authorities imposes their notions of culture and their interest on those under their rule—
similarly suppressing intra-group difference (see Mamdani, 1996). Indeed, by reifying
group identity, recognition obscures internal cultural differences and subordinates the
‘…struggles within the group for the authority—and the power—to represent it’ (Fraser,
2000:112; also see Povinelli, 2002:6-13).
These critiques are not limited to instances where culture-based injustices are redressed
through strengthening of cultural identities or privileging of one cultural form over
another. By focusing on the role of ‘recognition’ in the construction of local authority, the
‘politics of choice and recognition’ framework extends these critiques to analysis of any
reforms where powers are transferred to local authorities. Recognition is not merely an
act of acknowledging an existing identity or authority; recognition creates that authority
(Markell, 2000:496-7), and therefore must be analyzed as a political act with profound
consequences for the democracy.
The desire to privilege ‘misrecognized’ cultures often drives international development
interventions. Across Sub-Saharan Africa, South-East Asia, and Latin America, for
example, ‘indigenous’, ‘customary’ and ‘traditional’ authorities are making a political
comeback (Geschiere and Boone, 2003; von Benda-Beckmann et al., 2003, Larson,
2007). This re-emergence is at least partly cultivated from above—a result of
government, donors and international NGOs recognizing the authority of chiefs and
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headmen. The re-emergence of customary authority is so widespread and takes so many
forms that it must also be attributed to particular local histories reshaped by global
changes that give new life to traditional forms of belonging and identity (Engelbert,
2002). Important blind spots, however, are evident in development approaches that favor
indigeneity. First, political analysis and judgment of indigenous governance systems are
rarely featured in the new approaches (a new kind of ‘anti-politics’, a la Ferguson, 1994).
Second, custom and customary authority are conflated such that customary authorities are
favored rather than custom itself (also see Moore, 1986; Chanock, 1991). Focus on
indigenous identity and governance has increasingly shifted from the individual to the
collective, and from the culture to the authority.
But, not everything indigenous is ‘good’. Many of the ‘indigenous’ governance systems,
when analyzed as political systems rather than being viewed as cultural forms, would be
labeled totalitarian, despotic, oppressive, patriarchal, gender biased, stratified, or
gerontocratic. Some indigenous cultures condone and continue forms of servitude and
slavery. But when we call them ‘indigenous’, it is as if suddenly the nature of authority
and governance is obscured behind a fog of cultural relativism. Those who favor other
cultures and indigenous peoples do not want to judge them. The confusion is deepened
since many cultural or indigenous authorities are substantively democratic and do indeed
work on behalf of their people (Larson, 2007; Spierenburg et al., 2007; Spierenburg
1995; Olowu et al., 2004), while elected local governments often marginalize the poor,
women, indigenous peoples, and lower castes (Agrawal and Gupta, 2005; Crook and
Manor, 1998; Crook and Sverrisson, 2001). Where communities are already highly
stratified along the lines of power, income, wealth, and social status, recognizing local
governments can have the effect of ‘obscuring internal differences’ within the village,
thereby further marginalizing lower castes (Agrawal and Gupta, 2005).
Clearly, authority should not be legitimized just because it is labeled ‘democratic’,
‘customary’ or ‘indigenous’, nor should authority over the public domain be transferred
uncritically to NGOs or private bodies. While elected local government is often
scrutinized, the terms ‘culture’, ‘private’ or ‘NGO’ should not provide protection from
political analysis—even if these authorities are locally ‘legitimate’ or considered
‘authentic’ (see Ntsebeza, 2005). To avoid double standards, cultural and political
authorities as well as community and private leaders should be viewed in the same
critical light. This critical equity provides a starting point for a dialogue among cultural
and political stances. All local authorities need to be evaluated for how they represent
people, encourage citizenship and produce an engaging public domain.

THE POLITICS OF CHOICE AND RECOGNITION
This section outlines an analytic framework for evaluating the enfranchising potential of
forms of local authority. The working papers begin to explore the elements of this
framework.
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The Politics of Choice: Policy Processes in the Establishment of Local Authorities
Decentralizations can provide the infrastructure for popular engagement and expression
(Ribot, 2003; Heller et al., 2007:628). They can open the spaces to initiate active citizen
engagement by promoting inclusive participation and for new kinds of local agency
(Gaventa, 2002; Eckert 2006). But, as policy reforms they are ‘top-down’ affairs—
designed and implemented by central actors. How do policy makers and development
professionals choose local institutions in democratic decentralization or local
development interventions? Do their institutional choices reflect the aggregate aspirations
of individuals maximizing their own good (Ostrom, 1990)? Do they select authorities and
institutions to meet their own narrow economic and political interests (a la Bates, 1981;
also see Frye, 1997)? Do local institutions choose themselves and impose themselves on
emerging opportunities and decision-making processes (Eckert, 2006; Boone, 2003; von
Benda-Beckmann and von Benda-Beckmann, 2006; Gaventa, 2002)? Clearly all of these
processes are in play. Working papers by Chhatre, Ito, Toni and Hara address the politics
of choice. They describe how policies and decisions of higher-level authorities, with or
without influence of local citizens, result in the creation, selection or appointment of
specific authorities and/or enable local actors to engage or capture new opportunities.
Institutions—whether rules or and authorities—are not merely organically emerging
solutions to collective action problems. Rather, they are created or cultivated by powerful
interests. We start with Bates’ (1981) notion of ‘institutional choice’ to bring attention to
the motives and actions of the central authorities crafting decentralizations, and, in the
process, shaping the local institutional landscape. Bates’ formulation lacks mass politics,
social movements, and perhaps, also history—save the threatening urban mobs or
organized labour colluding with management. Taylor’s ‘politics of recognition’ brings in
the struggle of social actors to redress historical wrongs that force the state to ‘recognize’
marginalized groups. Combining choice and recognition enables an integration of both
choices from above and pressure from below in understanding institutional choices.

Recognition: the Effects of Choice
The effects of institutional choices on the emergence and consolidation of local
democracy often differ from stated objectives or expected outcomes of governments and
international organizations. Despite the extreme difficulty in establishing links between
institutional arrangements and development or ecological outcomes, a body of data is
emerging (World Bank, 2000; Conyers, 2002; Mansuri and Rao, 2003; Foster and
Rosenzweig, 2004; Heller et al., 2007). Rather than focusing on links to development
outcomes, the case study working papers examine democracy effects. Is the mix of
recognized institutions helping to establish, strengthen or consolidate local democracy?
The ‘politics of choice and recognition’ framework extends the discussion of
‘recognition’ to institutions. Like the recognition of culture or individuals, the recognition
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of local institutions or authorities confers power and legitimacy, and cultivates identities
and forms of belonging. 5 The choice of local authorities or organizations by government
or international agencies is a form of recognition. Following Markell (2000:496)
‘“recognition” is something used to refer not to the successful cognition of an alreadyexisting thing, but to the constructive act through which recognition’s very object is
shaped or brought into being’. This recognition takes place through the transfer of
powers, partnering in projects, engagement through contracts, or via participation in
dialogue and decision making. Recognition strengthens the chosen authorities and
organizations with resources and backing, reinforcing the forms of belonging these local
institutions engender and the identities of their members. In doing so, recognition shapes
three key aspects of democracy: representation, citizenship and public domain.
Representation is about having accountable and responsive leaders; citizenship refers to
rights and obligations in a polity, and the ability to engage with leaders to influence their
decisions; and the public domain is the material basis of that engagement. Each is
outlined below.
Representation
In recent decades many institutions have been created or cultivated with the purpose of
increasing popular participation and empowerment in planning and decision making
(Fung and Wright, 2003; Fung, 2003). 6 While increased participation may have
democratic characteristics by bringing a broader cross-section of the population into
decision making, participation is often neither representative nor binding (Mosse, 2001).
Following Manin, Przeworski and Stokes (1999), democratic representation is when
leaders are both responsive and accountable to the people. Accountability is about
positive and negative sanctions, and is a defining characteristic of democracy.
Responsiveness requires leaders with powers—the discretionary power to translate needs
and aspirations into policy and policy into practice (Ribot, 2003; Pritchett and Woolcock,
2004). So, to be democratic institutions must be representative: accountable to the people
and empowered to respond.
In decentralization and other local development interventions, outside authorities choose
to work with, and therefore recognize, local authorities. In doing so, they cultivate these
authorities, strengthening and legitimating them. But, how representative are the chosen
institutions? In current decentralizations—even those called ‘democratic’—governments
and international donors are largely choosing to avoid elected local government in favor
of other institutions—see the working papers by Hara (2007), Toni (2007), and Bandiaky
(2007; also see Romeo, 1996; Agrawal and Ribot, 1999; for exceptions, see Lankina,
2007). This choice is critical in that it deprives local elected authorities of the powers
transferred to the local arena while empowering alternative or so called ‘parallel’
authorities. Empowering local line ministry offices, NGOs, customary chiefs, and private
5

For example, policies are often created to assure the survival of a given cultural community. “Policies aimed at
survival actively seek to create members of the community, for instance, in their assuring that future generations
continue to identify as French-speakers [in Canada]” (Taylor 1994:58).
6 Fung (2003) writes, however, about participation of civil society and of people within civil society in processes
of decision making. Representation is not central to his approach however. He does not seem to view
representative forms of government as sufficient or even necessary to the democratic processes.
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corporations can de-legitimate elected local authorities while legitimating parallel bodies.
Elected local government is forced to compete and struggle with other local institutions
for the legitimacy that follows from control of public decisions and service delivery.
Representative local authorities can be strengthened through recognition (Lankina, 2007).
They may be weakened, however, 1) if they receive too little power to be effective (as in
Bandiaky, 2007; Hara, 2007; Toni, 2007; Larson, 2007; Spierenburg et al., 2007), or 2) if
parallel institutions overshadow or pre-empt their ability to serve public interest (as
described by Hara, 2007; Bandiaky, 2007; Toni, 2007). Manor (2004) describes underfunded local governments with a mandate to manage natural resources operating in an
arena with over-funded environment committees. Transferring public powers to parallel
authorities in the local arena can take powers away from, and produce competition with,
democratic local government. That competition can be divisive (see Toni, 2007) or it may
lead to more efficiency and better representation all around (see Chhatre, 2007; and Ito,
2007). It can undermine the legitimacy of local democratic authorities while producing
conditions for elite capture, or it may produce a pluralism of competition and cooperation
that helps establish and thicken civil society and articulation between society and the
government (Chhatre, 2007; Lankina, 2007). 7
Citizenship
Recognition of different kinds of authorities and organizations entails different forms of
belonging (see Toni, 2007; Lankina, 2007; Larson, 2007; Bandiaky, 2007). Under
democratic authorities, belonging infers citizenship and is residency based. Citizenship is
about the ability to be politically engaged and shape the fate of the polity in which one is
involved (Isin and Turner, 2002). In liberal democracies, it is usually associated with
entitlement to certain civil, social, and political rights irrespective of one’s identity and
interests (Sparke, 2004). In private groups and NGOs, belonging is based on shared
interest. Membership is limited by the initial members and rights are contractual.
Membership can also be based on identity, such as professional or any other entry criteria
the members establish. In customary and religious institutions, membership is often based
on identity—such as ethnicity, place of origin, language, or religion. Recognizing
different authorities translates into support for different forms of belonging. Individuals
usually have multiple memberships—in multiple private and public organizations.
Power transfers authorize. Empowering an authority gives it a role and resources, making
it worth engaging, giving people a reason to belong and exert influence. Different kinds
of authorities confer different rights and recourse. Under some authorities people are
citizens—with rights and recourse—under others they are reduced to subjects (Mamdani,
1996). Citizenship emerges where there are empowered and downwardly accountable
authorities—worth engaging and open to engagement. Choosing the locus of authority
establishes, strengthens or weakens citizenship. Where public resources are channeled
into private bodies or autocratic authorities, the scope for citizen engagement is
diminished.
7
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for efficient provision of public services (see Lankina, Hudalla and Wollmann, 2007).
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Public Domain
Without powers, no authorities are worth influencing—even if they are accountable. A
‘domain’ is that which is dominated by an authority. The public domain consists of the
powers (resources and decisions) held, or citizen rights defended by, a public authority. It
is the set of political powers vis-à-vis which citizens are able and entitled to influence
public authorities. Retaining powers in the public domain maintains and reinforces public
belonging in, and citizen identification with, the public authorities and with other citizens
in the polity. Conversely, privatizing public resources and powers to individuals,
corporations, customary authorities or NGOs diminishes the public domain. Such
enclosure shrinks the integrative space of democratic public interaction. Without public
powers there is no space of democracy—there is no ‘public domain’ for citizens to
engage in and belong to.
In decentralizations, the choice to allocate public powers among multiple interest and
identity groups may enclose the public domain and fragment society into interest- and
identity-based forms of belonging. The privatization of public powers to NGOs and other
private bodies is a form of enclosure. When actors receiving these powers are customary
or religious authorities, this enclosure constitutes a desecularization of powers. These acts
diminish the domain of integrative public action, undermining residency-based belonging
and citizenship. A public domain is a necessary part of representation and of the
production of citizenship. It is the space of integrative collective action that constitutes
democracy. For decentralizations to produce benefits in equity, efficiency, and
democratization, retaining substantial public powers in the public domain is essential.

THE CASE STUDIES
The institutional choice and recognition framework was used by case study authors to
interrogate the recognition of local institutions and authorities (elected local government,
pluralism, privatization, NGOism, support for customary chiefs) for local development.
By examining the effects of choosing these different institutions in sectoral
decentralizations, such as natural resource or health where real material transfers are
taking place, researchers can examine the propositions that: 1) the support of authorities
privileges and strengthens them—whether their constituencies are residency, identity or
interest based, and 2) when governments and international agencies empower local
authorities, they are enforcing upon the members of the groups the particular forms of
comportment, accountability relations, belonging, and beliefs of the chosen authorities.
The case studies are summarized here.
Ashwini Chhatre’s (2007) working paper details the process of democratic consolidation
in Himachal Pradesh, India. Here, legislators chose panchayats as local interlocutors
because local people chose to use them as a channel of influence. Local people chose
panchayats due to their political connections and their emerging powers under
decentralization reforms. Chhatre describes this political ‘virtuous circle’ linking people
to panchayats and panchayats to legislators as ‘political articulation’; defining ‘an
articulated democratic system’, as one that ‘will enable local communities to influence
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local institutions’. In a disarticulated political system elected representatives are alienated
from their constituents and lack incentive or ability to respond to demands from below.
The key to Himachal Pradesh’s local government success was the ‘space and opportunity
for community engagement’ generated by accountability. Chhatre’s articulation approach
enables a dynamic multi-layered analysis of emerging local democracy in which power
and accountability are relational and not located in a single authority. Here higher-level
competition explains the choices by parties that helped make lower-level authorities
locally accountable (a la Schumpeter, 1943). Recognition of the panchayat by parties and
via decentralization explains their consolidation as a local political force and locus of
engagement.
Fabiano Toni (2007) shows how in the state of Para, Brazil, the national ruling party,
local government authorities, donors and national bureaucrats marginalize elected local
government. In Brazil, the ruling party is supported by a union-based social movement
while local government authorities are dominated by an opposition party. In Para, the
ruling party is allied with an NGO Foundation representing some 100 grassroots
movements. The lack of political overlap between the Foundation-supported ruling-party
and opposition-supported local government—most mayors being of the opposition—has
institutionalized local government marginality. Further, donors sideline the few elected
pro-poor ruling-party mayors or councillors due to mistrust of local authorities and
choose to work instead through the NGO Foundation, which, despite its pro-poor stance,
does not appear to represent the ‘grassroots’. Toni describes the NGO Foundation as a
government-‘paid service sector’ accountable to the higher bodies and provides examples
of the marginalization of women within the movement. In Brazil’s Amazon rather than
fostering broad-based citizen engagement, the current politics of choice institutionalizes
social divisions between the traditional elite and the newly empowered social movement.
Such choices fragment the local public domain, and prevent the consolidation of local
democracy.
Takeshi Ito (2007) describes a dynamic decentralization in the Bandung district of Java,
Indonesia under which powers and resources are transferred to popularly elected district
governments, opening new opportunities to influence policy and its implementation at the
district (bupati) level. The bupati, however, chose to collaborate with ‘interest groups of
village elites’. The new elite-based civil-society approach to decentralization gives
village heads significant influence. Other parties now compete for the attention of the
village heads, who no longer need to show loyalty to the ruling party. There is a clear
opening of space for political competition in which the village heads have gained a
significant role in higher-level electoral politics (also see Chhatre, 2007). Despite the
advances of decentralization, Ito shows that a ‘civil society’ approach to local democracy
is systematically excluding marginal populations from ‘democratic’ decision making.
Indonesia’s central government chose democratic decentralization to the elected district
bupati, while in Bandung the bupati systematically chose to partner with local rural elite
associations tethered to the state in a web of patronage. These associations do not
represent a broad cross-section of civil society working with local government in a
voluntary and broad based manner. The resulting articulation (see Chhatre, 2007) is
starkly class based—it is between government and elite, while the poor remain
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disarticulated and unrepresented. The alignment of district government with village elite
associations—whose interests are antagonistic to those of the poor—is hemming in the
public domain by effectively reserving public decisions for village heads and the narrow
elite they belong to.
Tomila Lankina (2007) shows that promotion of a local sense of citizenship, belonging
and representation transcends the national state. Karelia, a region on the Finnish border of
Russia boasts relatively autonomous local government compared to other Russian
regions. Western involvement accounts for Karelia’s post-communist institutional
development: the European Union (EU) works with local governments while also urging
their cooperation with NGOs. In the 1990s, Karelia adopted the Nordic neighbors’ local
government model. In 2003 the federal government, however, embarked on
recentralization, including in forestry management, using the pro-Kremlin regional
governor as an ally in undermining local government autonomy. Lankina suggests that
local citizens and authorities resist being hemmed in by seeking to emulate Nordic and
EU practices across the border. By working with local government and by providing an
alternative vision of local democracy, external donors in Karelia inspire citizen
engagement and struggles for democratic local government. The sense of discrepancy
between what people see at home and abroad fosters a productive kind of ‘fragmented
belonging’ that motivates people to emulate their western neighbours. Lankina shows that
this fragmentation translates into local institutional choices. The regional capital city
councillors have successfully resisted the Kremlin’s local government reforms. They
attempt to expand citizenship and belonging in their polity by making appeals to
democratic norms and the authority of the EU and the Council of Europe. The result is
local governments that are more representative and downwardly accountable than in
many other Russian regions.
Anne Larson (2007) argues that poor and excluded indigenous people ‘need
organizations and collective action, allies, interlocutors and sympathetic, or at least open,
government officials’ if they are to be heard. In Guatemala, a long history of
integrationist policies has shaped indigenous people’s healthy mistrust of government and
consequently their ability to take advantage of new local government institutions. While
the government of Guatemala has chosen to work through local government, many local
people have chosen to exercise agency through a mix of parallel institutions and
individuals—in one of her cases through their indigenous leaders. These leaders helped
translate local concerns into policy by defending indigenous people’s rights to be
included in political decisions. Larson shows that empowering indigenous leaders can
enable communities to influence public policies in their favor, questioning whether
liberal democracy is the only means for people to achieve representation. The
empowerment of customary chiefs with discretionary authority over public decisions
carries the risk, flagged by Mamdani (1996), of encapsulating individuals in a customary
system they cannot influence—e.g. indigenous chiefs—depriving them of rights while
diminishing the public domain for those who are not indigenous. Larson confronts this
conundrum of liberal democracy showing that justice may still be better served for the
most-marginalized populations when indigenous leaders can speak and negotiate for their
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constituents. Larson suggests that local democracy can be supported through state created
spaces for contestation in which indigenous authorities can play a ‘representative’ role.
Roch Mongbo (2007) compares the disengagement of elected local government in the
forests of Toui-Kilibo and Lokoly in Benin. In Toui-Kilibo the forest service, under a
‘participatory’ forestry project, chose to set up forest management committees—pushing
elected local government to the sidelines (see Bandiaky, 2007; Manor, 2004). These
elected local committees carry out project-determined activities, acting as local
administrative branches of the central state. The committees implemented activities
against the interests of local people. When the local government tried to intervene, the
project committee members depicted them as agitators and the local government
remained marginal. By contrast, Lokoly forest is regulated by a customary chief and
priest. The local government has limited knowledge of its own stakes in the forest or its
management and takes no action to intervene. The head of the Arrondissement, the nexthigher level of government, tried to assert authority over the forests by calling a meeting
between the population and environmental NGOs. The NGOs suggested tourism as a
viable activity—discouraging income generating forest activities in favour of
conservation. Villagers and customary authorities asked for infrastructure to help them
market forest products. Seeing conflict, the local government was too timid to engage. In
Benin, as in Senegal (Bandiaky, 2007), the local public domain is diminished by the
inability of local elected governments to exercise their legal powers.
Solange Bandiaky (2007) shows how donors’ and Forest Service’s ostensibly ‘genderneutral’ institutional choices deepen existing gender, class, political and ethnic
hierarchies in the World Bank-funded Malidino Biodiversity Community Reserve project
in Senegal. Decentralization and forestry laws in Senegal give elected local government
(rural councils) the right to manage natural resources. The project, however,
circumvented the rural councils, creating ‘village committees’ led by village chiefs,
imams and village elite ‘wise men’ to manage the reserve. The project addressed gender
by assigning elite women to administrative committee positions, such as treasurer, and by
giving fictitious ‘paper’ positions to elite family women. In turn, these elite women
allocated project positions and resources to women in their families and ethnic groups.
Male committee leaders, mostly from the ruling Socialists Party (PS), excluded
opposition party members from reserve benefits. The Forest Service appointed an elected
PS rural councilor as reserve president who allocated project food assistance to his
extended kin and PS members. The reserve presidency allowed a private individual to use
public powers to further his political agenda (a la Bates, 1981). The project enclosed the
reserve from the larger citizenry in the service of one political party and associated
families. Bandiaky shows that by ignoring underlying power relations, ostensibly genderneutral arrangements continued to reinforce gender hierarchies. She also shows how
women are ‘dragged into male political rivalries’, dividing women along these same
political lines and fragmenting gender solidarity.
In Mangochi District, Malawi, Mafaniso Hara (2007) shows how the parliament, the
Fisheries Department and the international donors structured two levels of local
institutions to represent local people in fisheries management: Beach Village Committees
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(BVCs) and District Assemblies. Headmen in the villages traditionally played a
mediating role in fisheries decisions. The Fisheries Department with donor support,
however, opted for elected committees representing the whole population of each fishing
village in order to balance the vested interests of fishers. Subsequent to the creation of
BVCs, Malawi’s decentralization laws created District Assemblies with the power to
manage fisheries. The new laws would transfer supervision over BVCs from the Fisheries
Department to the District Assemblies. However, this shift was prevented by concerted
opposition from Members of Parliament, threatened by the creation of District
Assemblies. Conflict of interest and mistrust shaped choices by the Fisheries Department,
donors and the Parliament. The Fisheries Department did not trust the BVCs enough to
give them significant powers. Central government had no interest in empowering the
District Assemblies enough to allow sectoral committees—fisheries in this case—to be
transferred out of centrally controlled line ministries. Parliament had no interest in
allowing District Assemblies to even come into being. Donors did not trust local
communities enough to allow their elected representatives to control the BVCs. The
result was a weak BVC functioning outside of the legal framework of a decentralization
that never took place.
In 1969, the Makuleke people were evicted from South Africa’s Kruger National Park.
Marja Spierenburg, Conrad Steenkamp and Harry Wels (2007) describe how, in the
1990s, they used existing law to reclaim their land from the South African National Parks
authority (SANParks). To reduce tensions between the Makuleke and SANParks,
Germany’s international development agency (GTZ) introduced a multi-stakeholder
platform so the Makuleke could bargain with SANParks. But the South Africa Land
Claims Commission rejected the stakeholder approach and introduced an advocacy-based
approach emphasizing the differences in interests between the Makuleke and SANParks.
In lieu of ‘negotiating a compromise’, the commission helped the Makuleke articulate
and defend their position. The Makuleke chose the Land Commission’s adversarial
approach and brokered a solution with SANParks. The Makuleke established a
Communal Property Association (CPA) to collectively manage their land—including the
entire Makuleke community and an elected leadership. They elected their traditional chief
as chairperson. SANParks, however, attenuated the Makuleke’s gains with long-term use
restrictions. In addition, the CPA signed a 99-year lease with a private hunting
concession, further restricting their land-use options in exchange for a potential future
benefit stream. In this process, a global commons shifted from an ostensibly national
South African public under the control of SANParks to the control and management of a
private communal land association (the CPA) that represents a local identity-based, and
perhaps residency-based, public (the Makuleke), to a private firm. As control over
resources and lucrative opportunities changed hands, the public domain was
simultaneously expanded and shrunken at different scales.

CONCLUSION
The governments of India, Brazil, Indonesia, Russia, Guatemala, Benin, Senegal, Malawi
and South Africa have launched processes ostensibly to enable local people to govern
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their own affairs. In all, central government, donors or development professionals
proclaimed a belief in democratic local government. This belief seems to have driven
choices in India, Indonesia, Russia and Guatemala. In Brazil, Guatemala and Malawi
mistrust of local government, however, shaped the choice of local authorities in practice.
Mobilization of a union social movement in Brazil and an indigenous social movement in
Guatemala, instrumental management objectives in Malawi, Benin and Senegal, belief in
civil society in Brazil, Indonesia and Senegal, and a line ministry’s support for group
rights in South Africa drove the choice of local authorities. The outcomes of these
choices were mixed. Recognition of local government in India, Indonesia, Russia and
Guatemala helped local governments to become relevant and more-representative. In
Brazil, Malawi, Benin and Senegal, the circumvention of elected local government
channelled resources into ‘deconcentrated’ project committees and other private ‘civil
society’ organizations. In South Africa, recognition of collective private rights produced
a democratically chosen ethnic leader.
The empowerment of local government in India and Indonesia illustrates how democratic
competition shapes the political articulation of citizens with the state (see Chhatre, 2007;
Ito, 2007). While in India citizen engagement is broad based, in Indonesia engagement is
between the state and a narrow elite. This narrow engagement followed from a selective
civil-society approach to local democracy in which policy makers choose or cultivate an
elite state-allied civil society. While the Indonesia case shows the limits of a ‘civilsociety’ approach to local democracy and development, increasing competition to
influence decentralized public office could, over time, generate incentives for elite to
expand social inclusion, providing opportunities to poor villagers to influence policy. As
Chhatre (2007) argues, elections at multiple levels over time and several electoral cycles
are needed for articulation to trickle down to the most marginalized sections of society.
Lankina (2007) also shows how the struggle for local power in Russia has engaged
deputies with the population in a more articulated political struggle. The governor,
aligned with the Kremlin, is at odds with municipal deputies who are actively cultivating
a local citizenry and appealing to European donors and governance standards as part of
their struggle to consolidate their locality’s political power and autonomy.
The selective civil-society approach was also used in project implementation by the
forestry and fisheries departments in Senegal, Malawi and Benin where projects produced
‘civil society’ committees composed of hand-picked local actors allied with project
objectives. In these and the Indonesia case civil society approaches are used to selectively
empower class, party, ethnic and gendered allies, reproducing and entrenching existing
social stratification. This civil-society approach is not enabling all groups within society
to influence governance on an equal basis. In Brazil, however, the state chose an arguably
pro-poor local union movement as its institutional ally and in Guatemala the self-selected
indigenous leaders did effectively protect the interests of their marginalized population.
Where civil society emerged from social movements, it appears that the civil society
approach was effective at broad-based representation and serving interests of the poor.
Similarly, in the India case, a locally constituted social movement against a forestry
project articulated broad-based representation through local government—the panchayat.
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Democratic deepening is shaped by the way ‘unequal social relations and uneven
institutional environments impinge upon the exercise of citizenship’ (Heller et al.,
2007:627). In most of the case studies, transferred powers—whether discretionary or
merely the implementation of mandates—follow the contours of existing divisions and
inequalities shaping national and local politics. The powers took on a balanced political
competition in Himachal Pradesh, India. They divided along party lines in Para, Brazil.
They articulated via class divisions in Bandung, Indonesia. They fractured along
indigenous and settler-integrationist lines in Guatemala. Where few discretionary powers
are transferred, as in Benin and Senegal, project funds and interventions still flow along
lines of traditional ethnic and gender hierarchies. Agrawal and Gupta (2005) argue that
decentralization can exacerbate existing socio-economic inequality unless
decentralization programs are specifically biased towards disadvantaged groups, rather
than being formally neutral in their design and implementation. Bandiaky (2007) also
shows that gender biases are not addressed by gender-neutral projects and argues for
skewing recognition toward women and other marginalized groups.
The cases show that distributive aspects of recognition are not solely local. Mechanisms
are needed to ensure that marginal populations can engage in their own governance.
Local and central government play roles in assuring both inclusion and empowerment of
marginal groups. In the Indonesia case the choice of elite civil society is biasing
distribution by channeling investments toward elite interests. In Guatemala and South
Africa, however, it appears that marginal populations are being served by their own local
institutions—while in South Africa that success came with the support of the central
government’s land commission. When does local authority or local democracy serve the
poor? Are Crook and Sverrisson (2001) right that local democracy does not serve the
poor without central mandate to do so? How significant is Foster and Rozenzweig’s
(2004) research showing that democratic local governments in India are more pro-poor
than autocratic local authorities or Heller et al.’s (2007) findings that all categories of
respondents—including farmers, unions, scheduled castes and women found improved
service delivery following democratic decentralization reforms? Clearly, democratic
decentralization can serve the poor, but targeting women, low castes, and underprivileged
groups with focused attention on biased hierarchy is probably a needed complement to
any local authority if local democracy is to redress entrenched inequity (also see Mansuri
and Rao, 2003:11-14; and Heller et al., 2007:629).
More than progressive targeting of the poor, of women and of marginalized castes and
ethnicities are required. Criteria are needed to judge the likely human rights and material
equity effects of choosing particular authorities. Fraser (2000:115) does so by proposing
the ideal of ‘participatory parity’, by which all citizens and citizen groups, regardless of
identity, must have equal opportunity to participate in democratic institutions. In the
institutions chosen by governments and international organizations, inclusive parity is not
always evident. Chosen authorities are enabled to recognize other actors as authentic, or
to discipline those they consider inauthentic. They are able to determine who belongs and
who does not. In the cases we have explored, chosen actors are shaping who belongs and
benefits—they are choosing by gender, migrant status, indigenousness, ethnicity and by
interest. Recognition is enabling cultural and non-cultural authorities who can in turn
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shape the boundaries of inclusion and determine what resources and decisions are made
by a broad public and which are to serve individual and collective private ends. To
produce and maintain the ‘opportunity’ for equal inclusion will require built in bias in
favor of poor and marginal groups.

16

REFERENCES
Agrawal, Arun, and Krishna Gupta. 2005. Decentralization and Participation: The
Governance of Common Pool Resources in Nepal’s Terai. World Development 33
(7):1101-1114.
Agrawal, Arun, and Jesse C. Ribot. 1999. “Accountability in decentralization: A
framework with South Asian and African cases.” Journal of Developing Areas 33
(summer): 473–502.
Ahmad, Junaid, Shantayanan Devarajan, Stuti Khemani, and Shekhar Shah. 2005.
Decentralization and service delivery. Washington, DC: The World Bank.
Bandiaky, Solange. 2007. ‘Engendering Exclusion in Senegal’s Democratic
Decentralization: Subordinating Women through Participatory Natural Resource
Management.’ Representation, Equity and Environment Working Paper no.31.
World Resources Institute.
Bates, Robert. 1981. Markets and states in tropical Africa. Berkeley: University of
California Press.
Benda-Beckmann, Franz von and Keebet von. 2006. “Changing One is Changing All:
Dynamics in the Adat-Islam-State Triangle” The Journal of Legal Pluralism and
Unofficial Law No. 53-4:239-70.
Benda-Beckmann, Franz von, Keebet von Benda-Beckmann, Julia Eckert, Fernanda Pirie
and Bertram Turner. 2003. “Vitality and Revitalisation of Tradition in Law:
Going Back into the Past or Future-oriented Development?” Pp. 296-306 in Max
Planck Institute for Social Anthropology Report 2002 – 2003 Halle/S. Halle: Max
Planck Institute for Social Anthropology.
Boone, Catherine. 2003. Political topographies of the African state: Territorial authority
and institutional choice. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Chhatre, Ashwini. 2007. ‘Accountability in Decentralization and the Democratic Context:
Theory and Evidence from India,’ Representation, Equity and Environment
Working Paper no. 23. World Resources Institute.
Conyers, Diana. 2002. “Whose elephants are they? Decentralization of control over
wildlife management through the CAMPFIRE programme in Binga District,
Zimbabwe.” Environmental Governance in Africa working paper no. 4,
Washington, D.C.: World Resources Institute.
Crook, Richard C. and James Manor. 1998. Democracy and decentralization in Southeast
Asia and West Africa: Participation, accountability, and performance.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Crook, Richard C., and Alan Sturia Sverrisson. 2001. “Decentralization and povertyalleviation in developing countries: A comparative analysis, or is West Bengal
unique?” Working paper no. 130, Institute of Development Studies, Brighton.
Eckert, Julia. 2006. “From Subjects to Citizens: Legalism from Below and the
Homogenisation of the Legal Sphere” The Journal of Legal Pluralism and
Unofficial Law No. 53-4:45-76.
Engelbert. Pierre. 2002. “Patterns and Theories of Traditional Resurgence in Tropical
Africa,” Mondes en Développement 30(118);51-64.
Ferguson, James. 1994. The Anti-Politics Machine: Development, Depoliticization, and
Bureaucratic Power in Lesotho. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press

17

Foster, Andrew D., and Mark R. Rosenzweig. 2004. Democratization and the distribution
of local public goods in a poor rural economy. Mimeo. August 2004.
Fraser, Nancy. 2000. “Rethinking Recognition.” New Left Review. No. 3. May-Jun: pp.
107-120.
Frye, Timothy. 1997. “A Politics of Institutional Choice: Post-Comunist Presidencies,”
Comparative Political Studies. 30(523).
Fung, Archon. 2003. “Survey Article: Recipes for Public Spheres: Eight Institutional
Design Choices and their Consequences.” Journal of Political Philosophy Vol.
11, No. 3: pp. 338-367.
Fung, Archon and Erik Olin Wright (eds.). 2003. Deepening Democracy: Institutional
Innovations in Empowered Participatory Governance. London and New York:
Verso.
Gaventa, John. 2002. “Six Propositions on Participatory Local Governance.” Currents
29: pp. 29-35.
Geschiere, Peter and Catherine Boone. 2003. “Crisis of Citizenship: New Modes in the
Struggles over Belonging and Exclusion in Africa and Elsewhere.” Research
concept sketch for SSRC-programme. Nov. 2003.
Habermas, Jürgen. 1991. The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry
into Categories of Bourgeois Society. Cambridge: MIT Press.
Hara, Mafaniso. 2007. ‘Dilemmas of Democratic Decentralization in Mangochi District,
Malawi: Interest and Mistrust in Fisheries Management,’ Representation, Equity
and Environment Working Paper no.28. World Resources Institute.
Heller, Patrick, K. N. Harilal, and Shubham Chaudhuri. 2007. Building Local
Democracy: Evaluating the Impact of Decentralization in Kerala, India. World
Development 35 (4):626-648.
Isin, Engin F. and Bryan S. Turner (eds.). 2002. Handbook of Citizenship Studies.
London: Sage Publications.
Ito, Takeshi. 2007. ‘Institutional Choices in the Shadow of History: Decentralization in
Indonesia,’ Representation, Equity and Environment Working Paper no.34. World
Resources Institute.
Kymlicka, Will. 2002. Contemporary Political Philosophy, An Introduction. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.
Lankina, Tomila V. 2007. ‘”Fragmented Belonging” on Russia’s Western Frontier and
Local Government Development in Karelia,’ Representation, Equity and
Environment Working Paper no.30. World Resources Institute.
Lankina, Tomila V. and Lullit Getachew. 2006. A Geographic Incremental Theory of
Democratization: Territory, Aid and Democracy in Post-Communist Regions.
World Politics 58 (4):536-582.
Lankina, Tomila V. 2004. Governing the locals: local self-government and ethnic
mobilization in Russia. Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers.
Lankina, Tomila V., Anneke Hudalla and Hellmut Wollmann. 2007. Local governance in
central and Eastern Europe: Comparing performance in the Czech Republic,
Hungary, Poland and Russia. Basingstoke: Palgrave MacMillan.
Larson, Anne. 2007. ‘Indigenous Peoples, Representation and Citizenship in Guatemalan
Forestry,’ Representation, Equity and Environment Working Paper no.27. World
Resources Institute.

18

Li, Tania Murray. 2001. “Masyarakat Adat, Difference, and the Limits of Recognition in
Indonesia’s Forest Zone.” Journal of Modern Asian Studies Vol. 35, No. 3: pp.
645-76.
Mamdani, Mahmood. 1996. Citizen and subject: Contemporary Africa and the legacy of
late colonialism.. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Manin, Bernard, Adam Przeworski, and Susan Stokes. 1999. “Elections and
representation.” in Democracy, accountability, and representation. Przeworski,
Stokes, and Manin (eds). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Manor, James. 2004. “User committees: A potentially damaging second wave of
decentralization?” European Journal of Development Research, 16(1):192-213
Mansuri, Ghazala, and Vijayendra Rao. 2003. “Evaluating community-driven
development: A review of the evidence.” First draft report, Development
Research Group, World Bank, February.
Markell, Patchen. 2000. “The Recognition of Politics: A Comment on Emcke and Tully.
Constellations, 7(4).
MacPherson, C.B. 1978. Property: Mainstream and Critical Positions. Toronto:
University of Toronto Press.
Mongbo, Roch. 2007. ‘State Building and Local Democracy in Benin: Two Cases of
Decentralized Forest Management,’ Representation, Equity and Environment
Working Paper no.33. World Resources Institute.
Mosse, David. 2001. ‘“People’s Knowledge,’ Participation and Patronage: Operations
and Representations in Rural Development,” ch.2: pp.16-36 in Participation: The
New Tyranny? Bill Cook and Uma Kothari (eds). London: Zed Books.
Moore, Sally Falk. 1986. Social Facts and Fabrications: "Customary" Law on
Kilimanjaro, 1880-1980. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Ndegwa, Stephen N. 2002. “Decentralization in Africa: A stocktaking survey.” Africa
Region working paper no. 40, Washington, D.C.: World Bank.
Ntsebeza, Lungisile. 2005. “Democratic Decentralisation and Traditional Authority:
Dilemmas of Land Administration in Rural South Africa.” in Decentralization of
natural resources: Experiences in Africa, Asia and Latin America. Jesse C. Ribot
and Anne Larson (eds). London: Frank Cass.
Olowu, Dele, James S. Wunsch, and Joseph R. A. Ayee. 2004. Local Governance in
Africa: The Challenges of Democratic Decentralization. Boulder, Colo.: Lynne
Rennier Publishers.
Ostrom, Elinor. 1990. Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for
Collective Action. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Povinelli, Elizabeth A. 2002. The Cunning of Recognition: Indigenous Alterities and the
Making of Australian Multiculturalism. Durham: Duke University Press.
Prichett, Lant and Michael Woolcock. 2004. “Solutions When the Solution is the
Problem: Arraying the Disarray in Development.” World Development Vol. 32,
No. 2: pp. 191-212.
Ribot, Jesse C. 1999. "Decentralization and Participation in Sahelian Forestry: Legal
Instruments of Central Political-Administrative Control," Africa, 69(1)
Ribot, Jesse C. 2003. “Democratic Decentralization of Natural Resources: Institutional
Choice and Discretionary Power Transfers in Sub-Saharan Africa,” Public
Administration and Development. 23(1).

19

Ribot, Jesse C. 2006. “Choose Democracy: Environmentalists’ Socio-political
Responsibility,” Global Environmental Change. Vol. 16.
Rubin, Edward. 2005. The Myth of Accountability and the Anti-Administrative Impulse.
Michigan Law Review 103:2073-2136.
Schumpeter, Joseph A. 1943. Capitalism, socialism, and democracy. Reprint, London:
George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1976.
Sparke, Matthew. 2004. 'Passports into Credit Cards: On the Borders and Spaces of
Neoliberal Citizenship', in J.S. Migdal (ed) Boundaries and Belonging: States and
Societies in the Struggle to Shape Identities and Local Practices, pp. 251-283.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Spierenburg, Marja, Conrad Steenkamp, and Harry Wels.2007. ‘Enclosing the Local for
the Global Commons: Community Land Rights in the Great Limpopo
Transfrontier Conservation Area,’ Representation, Equity and Environment
Working Paper no. 26.World Resources Institute.
Taylor, Charles. 1994. “The Politics of Recognition,” in Multiculturalism.. A. Guttman
(ed.) Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Toni, Fabiano. 2007. ‘Party Politics, Social Movements, and Local Democracy:
Institutional Choices in the Brazilian Amazon,’ Representation, Equity and
Environment Working Paper no.32. World Resources Institute.
Treisman, Daniel. 2007. The Architecture of Government: Rethinking Political
Decentralization. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Tully, James. 2000. “Struggles over Recognition and Distribution,” Constellations. Vol.
7, No. 4, pp. 469-82.
World Bank. 2000. World development report 1999/2000: Entering the 21st century: The
changing development landscape. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

20

ABOUT THE AUTHORS
Jesse C. Ribot is a Senior Associate in the Institutions and Governance program at the
World Resources Institute (WRI). He currently directs the ‘Institutional Choice and
Recognition in Natural Resource Decentralization’ research initiative examining the
effects of decentralized and community-based natural resource management on equity,
rights and representation in natural resource decision making. He also directs the
‘Commodity Chain Analysis as a Policy Tool’ project, exploring how natural resource
regulatory policies shape distribution of benefits in natural resource extraction,
processing and marketing systems. While at WRI since 1999, he has taken leave as a
fellow at the Max Planck Institute for Social Anthropology in spring 2007 and at the
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars in 2005-6. Before coming to WRI
Ribot was a research associate at the Harvard Center for Population and Development, a
fellow at the Yale Program in Agrarian Studies, and a lecturer in Urban Studies and
Planning at MIT. His doctorate is from the Energy and Resources Group at UC Berkeley.
He has conducted research on natural resource policy and local democracy, resource
access and control, benefit distribution in resource markets, and social vulnerability in the
face of climate and environmental change.
Institutions and Governance Program
World Resources Institute
10 G Street, NE, Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20009 USA
Tel: (1) 202-729-7753
Fax: (1) 202-729-7759
Email: Ribot@WRI.org
Ashwini Chhatre is a Research Fellow in the Sustainability Science Program at Harvard
University’s Center for International Development. His research investigates the
influence of democratic politics and electoral competition on the ability of rural
communities to cooperate for natural resource management. Chhatre's current project
conceptualizes the co-production of environment and development outcomes at local and
higher scales as an interaction of demography, technology, and markets, and explores the
role of democratic institutions in explaining variations in sustainable development. He
will continue his work in India while developing comparisons with other countries.
Chhatre has collaborated with Vasant Saberwal on the politics of biodiversity
conservation and with Arun Agrawal on the role of property rights in explaining resource
condition in the Western Himalayas. He worked as a trade union activist in central India,
and a community organizer in Himachal Pradesh, and holds degrees in Economics from
the University of Delhi, and Political Science from Duke University.
Center for International Development
Kennedy School of Government
Harvard University
505 Rubenstein Building
79 JFK Street

21

Cambridge, MA 02138
USA
Tel: (1) 617-496-9330
Fax: (1) 617-496-8753
Email: Ashwini_Chhatre@KSG.Harvard.edu; Ashwini.Chhatre@gmail.com

Tomila V. Lankina is a research fellow at the Local Governance Research Unit of De
Montfort University in Leicester, England. Prior to that she held appointments as
associate at the World Resources Institute, Washington, DC; fellow at the Woodrow
Wilson International Center for Scholars, Washington, DC; senior research fellow at the
Institute for the Social Sciences of the Humboldt University in Berlin; and post-doctoral
fellow at Stanford University. She received her D.Phil. from the University of Oxford in
England. Lankina's research has explored various aspects of local governance. Her first
book, Governing the Locals: Local Self-Government and Ethnic Mobilization in Russia
(Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield 2004), analyzed the impact of municipalities on social
movements and grassroots politics in post-communist Russia. In her second book coauthored with Anneke Hudalla and Hellmut Wollmann, Local Government Performance
in Hungary, Czech Republic, Poland, and Russia (Basingstoke: Palgrave MacMillan
2007) she and her collaborators compared local government performance in economic
promotion and social services in Hungary, Poland, the Czech Republic, and Russia. Her
most recent research considers the importance of the connection between local,
international, and transnational factors for democratic local governance. She also
continues her collaboration with World Resources Institute researchers exploring how
decentralization affects community development, incentives for sustainable natural
resource management, and local equity. Lankina has also authored or co-authored articles
on local governance and democracy published in World Politics, Post-Soviet Affairs,
Europe-Asia Studies, and other journals, as well as edited volumes.
Senior Research Fellow
Local Governance Research Unit
Department of Public Policy
De Montfort University
The Gateway
Leicester LE1 9BH
United Kingdom
Tel.: 44 116 257 7784
Fax: 44 116 257 7809
Email: TLankina@DMU.ac.UK

22

Representation, Equity and Environment
Working Papers Series
(Formerly ‘Environmental Accountability in Africa’ Working Paper Series)
WORKING PAPER #1. Analyzing Decentralization: A Framework with South Asian and
West African Environmental Cases. Arun Agrawal and Jesse C. Ribot. January 2000.
WORKING PAPER #2. Breathing Life into Fundamental Principles: Implementing
Constitutional Environmental Protections in Africa. Carl Bruch, Wole Coker, and Chris
VanArsdale. April 2001.
WORKING PAPER #3. Partitioned Nature, Privileged Knowledge: Community Based
Conservation in the Maasai Ecosystem, Tanzania. Mara Goldman. December 2001.
WORKING PAPER #4. Whose Elephants Are They? Decentralization of Control Over
Wildlife Management Through the CAMPFIRE Program in Binga District, Zimbabwe.
Diana Conyers. January 2002.
WORKING PAPER #5. Co-Management in the Mafungautsi State Forest Area of
Zimbabwe— What Stake for Local Communities? Everisto Mapedza and Alois
Mandondo. October 2002.
WORKING PAPER #6. Concessionary Politics in the Western Congo Basin: History and
Culture in Forest Use. Rebecca Hardin. November 2002.
WORKING PAPER #7. Decentralization, Politics and Environment in Uganda.
Nyangabyaki Bazaara. January 2003.
WORKING PAPER #8. Environmental Decentralization and the Management of Forest
Resources in Masindi District, Uganda. Frank Emmanuel Muhereza. February 2003.
WORKING PAPER #9. Decentralization and Wildlife Management: Devolving Rights or
Shedding Responsibility? Bwindi Impenetrable National Park, Uganda. Agrippinah
Namara and Xavier Nsabagasani. February 2003.
WORKING PAPER #10. The Decentralized Forestry Taxation System in Cameroon: Local
Management and State Logic. Patrice Bigombe Logo. January 2003.
WORKING PAPER #11. Allocation of Government Authority and Responsibility in tiered
Governance Systems: The Case of Environment-Related Laws in Zimbabwe. Alois
Mandondo and Everisto Mapedza. January 2003.
WORKING PAPER #12. Decentralization Viewed from Inside: The Implementation of
Community Forests in East Cameroon. Patrice Etoungou. January 2003.

23

WORKING PAPER #13. Constructing Subsidiarity, Consolidating Hegemony: Political
Economy and Agro-Ecological Processes in Ghanaian Forestry. Aaron deGrassi. April
2003.
WORKING PAPER #14. Local Governance, Power and Natural Resources: A Perspective
from the Rural Areas of South Africa’s former Bantustans. Lungisile Ntsebeza. July
2003.
24
WORKING PAPER #15. Institutional Deficit, Representation, and Decentralized Forest
Management in Cameroon. Phil Rene Oyono. July 2004.
WORKING PAPER #16. Historical and Political Foundations for Participative
Management and Democratic Decentralization in Mali: A Synthesis of Two Case Studies.
Brehima Kassibo. September 2004.
WORKING PAPER #17. Legal Framework for Participatory Natural Resources
Management: Privileges or Rights in Mozambique? Alda Salomao. September 2003.
WORKING PAPER #18. Conference on Decentralization and the Environment (Bellagio,
Italy; 18-22 February 2002): Minutes. Rapporteur: Mehr Latif. June 2002.
WORKING PAPER #19. Le quota est mort, vive le quota! Ou les vicisitudes de la
réglementation de l’exploitation du charbon de bois au Senegal. El Hadji Dialigué Bâ.
February 2006.
WORKING PAPER #20. Décentralisation, pluralisme institutionnel et démocratie locale:
Étude de cas de la gestion du massif forestier Missirah Kothiary. Papa Faye. February
2006.
WORKING PAPER #21. Décentralisation sans représentation: le charbon de bois entre les
collectivités locales et l’Etat. Ahmadou M. Kanté. February 2006.
WORKING PAPER #22. Green and Black Gold in Rural Cameroon: Natural Resources for
Local Governance, Justice and Sustainability. Phil René Oyono, Jesse C. Ribot and Anne
M. Larson. October 2006.
WORKING PAPER #23. Accountability in Decentralization and the Democratic Context:
Theory and Evidence from India. Ashwini Chhatre. January 2007.
WORKING PAPER #24. Institutional Choice and Recognition: Effects on the Formation
and Consolidation of Local Democracy, Minutes of a Comparative Policy Research
Workshop. Rapportuers: Bradley L. Kinder, Nathaniel Gerhart, and Anjali Bhat.
December 2006.
WORKING PAPER #25. La réglementation de la filière du charbon de bois à l’épreuve de
la décentralisation: entre discours, lois et pratiques. El Hadji Diaigué Bâ. February 2006.

24

WORKING PAPER #26. Enclosing the Local for the Global Commons: Community
Land Rights in the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Conservation Area. Marja Spierenburg,
Conrad Steenkamp, and Harry Wels. August 2007.
WORKING PAPER #27. Indigenous Peoples, Representation and Citizenship in
Guatemalan Forestry. Anne M. Larson. August 2007.
WORKING PAPER #28. Dilemmas of Democratic Decentralization in Mangochi
District, Malawi: Interest and Mistrust in Fisheries Management. Mafaniso Hara. August
2007.
25
WORKING PAPER #29. Undermining Grassland
Management Through Centralized
Environmental Policies in Inner Mongolia. Wang Xiaoyi. August 2007.
WORKING PAPER #30. ‘Fragmented Belonging’ on Russia’s Western Frontier and
Local Government Development in Karelia. Tomila Lankina. August 2007.
WORKING PAPER #31. Engendering Exclusion in Senegal’s Democratic
Decentralization: Subordinating Women through Participatory Natural Resource
Management. Solange Bandiaky. October 2007.
WORKING PAPER #32. Party Politics, Social Movements, and Local Democracy:
Institutional Choices in the Brazilian Amazon. Fabiano Toni. October 2007.
WORKING PAPER #33. State Building and Local Democracy in Benin: Two Cases of
Decentralized Forest Management. Roch Mongbo. October 2007.
WORKING PAPER #34. Institutional Choices in the Shadow of History:
Decentralization in Indonesia. Takeshi Ito. December 2007.
WORKING PAPER #35. Institutional Choice and Recognition in the Formation and
Consolidation of Local Democracy. Jesse Ribot, Ashwini Chhatre and Tomila Lankina.
January 2008.

25

26

World Resources Institute
The World Resources Institute provides information, ideas, and solutions to global environmental
problems. Our mission is to move human society to live in ways that protect Earth’s environment for
current and future generations.
Our programs meet global challenges by using knowledge to catalyze public and private action:
•

To reverse damage to ecosystems, we protect the capacity of ecosystems to sustain life and
prosperity;

•

To expand participation in environmental decisions, we collaborate with partners worldwide to
increase people’s access to information and influence over decisions about natural resources;

•

To avert dangerous climate change, we promote public and private action to ensure a safe climate
and sound world economy; and

•

To increase prosperity while improving the environment, we challenge the private sector to grow
by improving environmental and community well-being.

Institutions and Governance Program
WRI’s Institutions and Governance Program addresses the social and political dimensions of
environmental challenges, and explores the equity implications of alternative environmental
management regimes. IGP aspires to inform environmental policy arenas with analyses of why
apparently sound technical and economic solutions to environmental problems often fail to be
implemented, and to generate and promote ideas for how constraints to such solutions can be lifted.
The program’s principal, although not exclusive, focus is on developing and transition countries, and
the representation of the interests of those countries in global environmental policy areas. For more
information, please visit http://www.wri.org/governance.
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