Pp. 3-29 in Ros-Tonen, M.A.F. and Dietz, T. (ed2005) African Forests
Between Nature and Livelihood Resources: Interdis@ry Studies in
Conservation and Forest Managemdrgwiston NY: The Edwin Mellen Press.

CHAPTER 1

Reconciling Conservation Goals and Livelihood Needs:

New Forest Management Per spectivesin the 21% Century

Mirjam A.F. Ros-Tonen, Fred Zaal and Ton Dtetz

The State of the World’s Forests 2003, publishedhgy Food and Agriculture
Organisation (FAO, 2003), paints a rather gloomgtyse of the prospects of
achieving sustainable forest management in Africathe foreseeable future.
Growing population numbers and large proportionstied rural population
suffering from food insecurity and energy scaraigan that more and more
people are falling back on forest and wildlife nesm®s in order to survive. At the
same time, deforestation rates are increasing lyagice to the transformation of
forest into farmland (for both commercial plantasoand shifting cultivation),
logging, fuelwood collection, heavy livestock gragiand increasing urbanisation
and industrialisation (UNEP, 2000). Drought, ciwiars and bush fires also
contribute to forest degradatioibifl.), as well as the over-harvesting of non-
timber forest products (NTFPs) and the bushmeatetf@ NEP, 2002). As a
result, tropical forests in sub-Saharan Africa eagidly shrinking. The FAO’s
latest Global Forest Resources Assessment of 2€iifiates that Africa’s forest

area had reduced from 700 million hectares in 1@35 per cent of the total

! Amsterdam Institute for Metropolitan and Inteioaal Development Studies (AMIDSL),
Nieuwe Prinsengracht 130, 1018 VZ Amsterdam, Theh&#ands. E-mail: m.a.f.ros-
tonen@uva.nl; a.f.m.zaal@uva.nl and a.j.dietz@uva.n



Table 1.1

Deforestation according to the FAO Global Foressdrieces Assessment 2000 —
World regions and top ten countries in Africa itatere and absolute terms

Region/country  Total land Total forest Total forest Area Forest cover change

area in 1990 in 2000 forested 1990-2000
(x 1,000 ha) (x 1,000 ha) (x 1,000 ha) in 2000  Annual Annual
(%) change change
(x 1,000 ha) rate (%)
World 13,063,900 3,963,429 3,869,455 29.6 -9.391 -0.22
Asia 3,084,746 551,448 547,793 17.8 -364 -0.07
Oceania 849,096 201,271 197,623 23.3 -365 -0.18
Europe 2,259,957 1,030,475 1,039,251 46.0 881 08 0.
N. and Central
America 2,136,966 555,002 549,304 25.7 -570 -0.10
South America 1,754,741 922,731 885,618 50.5 -3,711 -0.41
Africa 2,978,394 702,502 649,866 21.8 -5,262 80.7
Top ten in absolute terms (largest area of annaedgt loss between 1990-2000)
Sudan 237,600 71,216 61,627 25.9 -959 -1.4
Zambia 74,339 39,755 31,246 42.0 -851 2.4
DRC* 226,705 140,531 135,207 59.6 -532 -0.4
Nigeria 91,077 17,501 13,517 14.8 -398 -2.6
Zimbabwe 38,685 22,239 19,040 49.2 -320 -1.5
Cote d’lvoire 31,800 9,766 7,117 22.4 -265 -3.1
Cameroon 46,540 26,076 23,858 51.3 -222 -0.9
Angola 124,670 70,998 69,756 56.0 -124 -0.2
Ghana 22,754 7,535 6,335 27.8 -120 -1.7
Botswana 56,673 13,611 12,427 21.9 -118 -0.9
Top ten in relative terms (largest annual ratearekt loss between 1990-2000)
Burundi 2,568 241 94 3.7 -15 -9.0
Comoros 186 12 8 4.3 n.s. -4.3
Rwanda 2,466 457 307 12.4 -15 -3.9
Niger 126,670 1,945 1,328 1.0 -62 -3.7
Togo 5,439 719 510 9.4 -21 -34
Cote d’lvoire 31,800 9,766 7,117 22.4 -265 -3.1
Sierra Leone 7,162 1,416 1,055 14.7 -36 -2.9
Mauritania 102,522 415 317 0.3 -10 -2.7
Nigeria 91,077 17,501 13,517 14.8 -398 -2.6
Malawi 9,409 3,269 2,562 27.2 -71 -2.4
Zambia 74,339 39,755 31,246 42.0 -851 2.4

4 DRC = Democratic Republic of the Congo.
Source:FAO, 2001.

land area) to 650 million hectares in 2000 (21e8 gent of the total land area)
(FAO, 2001). The countries that contributed the’seshare (about 60 per cent) to

this forest loss were Sudan (9.6 million hectargambia (8.5 million hectares),



the Democratic Republic of the Congo (5.3 milliactares), Nigeria (4.0 million
hectares) and Zimbabwe (3.2 million hectares) (@dbl).

For Africa as a whole, the figures imply a net aadrfarest loss of -5.3 million
hectares or -0.78 per cent per year between 19802800. However, several
countries lost a lot more in relative terms. Thaggh the highest annual
deforestation rates between 1990 and 2000 werenButf.0 per cent), Comoros
(-4.3 per cent), Rwanda (-3.9 per cent), Niger7(y#r cent), Togo (-3.4 per cent)
and Cote d’lvoire (-3.1 per cent). In contrast &lier decades, deforestation
figures for Africa are now much higher than thosedther tropical regions in the
same period (-364,000 hectares or -0.1 per ceAsia and -3.7 million hectares
or -0.4 per cent in South America) (Table £1).

Among the topical issues in the current forest teelbae the role of forests in
poverty alleviation, their contribution to biologicdiversity, carbon sequestration
and other environmental services, and the roleciginse in bringing about sus-
tainable forest managemerd.f( FAO, 2003). These central themes, which are
also addressed in this book, are also key to rélaopaylobal environmental
values with local livelihood needs — a challengs #eems to be greater in Africa
than elsewhere. In most African countries, cons@raefforts have developed
into a predominantly protectionist or even ecolagjitindamentalist tradition, in
which a weakly developed civil society hardly plagsrole. Particularly in
biodiversity hotspot areas this has often resuladd is still resulting) in
exclusion of the rural poor from conservation armhagement efforts and loss of

access to resources that they used prior to thblestment of conservation areas.

2 The FAO figures should be interpreted with sometioa since its definition of forests — land
with a tree canopy cover of more than 10 per cewt @an area of more than 0.5 ha — has
changed in comparison with previous assessmen&s2000 assessment uses a threshold of 10
per cent canopy cover as compared to 20 per cewpygacover in previous assessments and
includes types of tree plantations, such as ruliger plantations, which were not previously
included in the definition. The FAO’s Forest Resmms Assessment has not only been criticised
for the artificial increase in the area of foreswver, but also for including monoculture tree
plantations and for not considering logging as deftation (WRM, 2001; see also Kessler's
contribution to this volume).



The question that runs as a common thread thrdugibbok is whether globa-
lisation (of environmental concerns and effortbiimg about sustainable and pro-
poor forest management) and the concurrent trendartts localisation
(decentralisation of power and shifts in forest gymance) generate new
perspectives on how deforestation in Africa can doebed. Both processes
changed the type of actors involved in forest managnt, creating new partner-
ships for the protection and co-management of foaesl wildlife resources.
These partnerships include international donorsegonents at various levels,
national and international non-governmental orgatioas (NGOS), private sector
actors, research organisations, community-basedangagtions and local
populations. Such multi-scale and multi-sector eghips in forest management
often aim and have the potential to link global semration objectives with local
livelihood needs, thus creating synergy. Howevell, these new partnerships be
able to overcome the problems of power imbalanoéscanflicting interests and
create the conditions for democratic and pro-poogdt management?

Before presenting cases and lessons learned framusacountries, this
chapter will first introduce some general notiomsl &rends, paying attention to
management and conservation approaches that airecticile conservation
goals with rural livelihood needs. Since the inédigm of livelihood concerns into
the forest management and conservation discoursé particular relevance to
this book, we then highlight some key conceptsteeldo livelihood strategies.
Finally, we note that globalisation and trends taisamore localised forest
governance have altered the context in which ceaten and forest
management are taking shape. This raises new gnestbout stakeholders and
the linkages between them that will be addressélisrbook.

1.1 A changing perception of forest management
The notion that sustainable forest management epasses ecological, economic
and social aspects is a relatively recent one. Wherman foresters launched the



concept of forest management as tNachhaltigkeitsprinzipin 1804 (Wiersum,
1999: 40) it was long taken to deal with sustaitiedber yields only. The primary
driving force behind the forest management coneegps the need to provide
strategic industries with secure supplies of tim@olchesteret al, 2003).
Colonial forestry acknowledged the need to maintaeforest’s ecological char-
acteristics (Wiersum, 1999), but this was generaltgrpreted in rather narrow
terms of maintaining heterogeneity of ages andispgethe capacity for natural
regeneration, the forest’s hydrological functioms&iwatershed and soil protection
through continuous forest cover (Schmidt, 1987 Tunction of forests as a pro-
ductive and cultural asset for forest-dwelling deopas neglected until late into
the 1970s (and in practice sometimes well intolt®@0s), while the preservation
of biodiversity and wildlife was considered theki@s conservation agencies and
international environmental NGOs.

Conservation, too, has been characterised for g tone by a neglect of
human needs and interests, to an extent that cdabbded as ‘ecototalitarian’
(Dietz, 1996: 13). Particularly in Africa, consetioadn has been dominated by an
authoritarian approach. Biodiversity and wildlifere protected in national parks
and nature reserves, supported by effective patrdspenalties for unauthorised
access. Environmental education and awarenesggaisiating to such conser-
vation efforts focused on instilling respect fowlanforcement. Permission to use
forest resources under a strictly protectionistmegcould only be acquired from
an official government body with an unambiguous sewmation objective.
Because it restricts access and sanctions non-@mplwith strict rules for use,
this approach has also been labelled a ‘fines andek’ approach (Hughes and
Flintan, 2001) or ‘fortress conservation’ (Hulmedaviurphee, 1999).

The Brundtland Repo®ur Common Futuré WCED, 1987a) has provoked a
change in the prevailing forest management and erwaBon narratives
(Campbell and Vainio-Mattila, 2003). By promoting type of development that
integrates production with resource conservatiaherhancement, and that links



both to the provision of an adequate livelihoodebasnd equitable access to
resources’ (WCED, 1987a: 39-40) it was made cldwt tforest resource
management and conservation could no longer ovepeoples’ needs and their
rights to a stable livelihood base. Since themibigon of sustainability as a three-
tiered concept encompassing ecological, econondcsagial aspects has gained
wider acceptance. This was further strengthenetheatUN Conference on the

Environment and Development (UNCED) in Rio de Jamé& 1992 where the

international community reached a consensus on twowanage the world’s

forests. The ‘Forest Principlésadopted at UNCED, as well as Chapter 11 on

Combating Deforestation in Agenda 21 recognisecthitural and spiritual value

of forests, the participation of interested partidge vital role of forests in

maintaining ecological processes and balance, tbed nfor biodiversity
conservation, the protection of indigenous rightd the rights of forest dwellers
to have an economic stake in forest use (UNCED2)198 addition, the forest-
related aspects of the UN Convention on BiologiBaversity and the UN

Framework Convention on Climate Change, also adopteUNCED, acknow-

ledge that forests should also be managed on tis batheir role in biodiversity

conservation and climate change. Many definitionfs soistainable forest
management have been circulating since then, sherafollowing features:

- It is now being recognised that forests can be geehdo different ends — not
only for sustained timber production, but also floe preservation of nature
and wildlife, for traditional uses or protectingethabitat of indigenous peoples
(Wyatt Smith, 1987; Poore, 1989).

- All definitions share the conception that sustaleamanagement should be
ecologically sound, economically viable, sociallgceptable and technically
feasible (Upton and Bass, 1995; Jonkers and FOaR0o03).

¥ The Non-legally Binding Authoritative StatemeritRrinciples for a Global Consensus on the
Management, Conservation and Sustainable Developofiddl Forest Types.



As noted by Foahom and Jonkers in Chapter 12 of ook, the concept of
sustainable forest management is now a dynamicamed at finding a balance
between various land-use options. Conservationsasthinable use are now — in

policy papers at least — being conceived as cotvlpdti

1.2  Approachesaimed at reconciling conservation and development
In both forestry and conservation circles it is ngenerally accepted that any
effort to conserve the forest or manage it suskdynes impossible without the
active participation of local populations and cdesation for their livelihood
needs (Borrini-Feyerabergt al, 2000). In forestry circles, many see the FAO
VIII™" Forestry Congress held in 1978 under the title éBty for People’ as a
turning point in this respect (Colchestet al, 2003). Social or community
forestry was launched as an approach to forest geament aimed at increasing
community participation in the development and nggmaent of forest resources
and providing the rural poor with fuel, food andchet products to meet basic
needs (FAO, 1978; Arnold, 1991; Wiersum, 1999)tidiy focusing on tree
planting and with attention shifting later to peipatory and cooperative
management schemes (Colchesgtr al, 2003), social forestry became an
important supplement to the industrial, timber-oteel approach to forest
management. Little effort was made, however, tegrdte both approaches.

By contrast, in conservation thinking several apph®s have been proposed
to enhance ‘participation’ in conservation effoatsd combine conservation and

development objectives. We briefly review the pipat ones below.

1.2.1 Transition zone management
The transition zone concept was introduced in 18y9the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural OrganisatiddNESCO) in its Man and

* Protection of endemic and/or threatened specis e incompatible with human interference,
but in such cases strict protection is now usuedignbined with buffer zone management (see
Section 1.2.1).
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Biosphere programme. The idea was to create a netafobiosphere reserves,
where the functions of conservation, developmend &wygistic support for

research would be integrated. This is done by icrgat core zone that is legally
protected; a buffer zone for research, educatiaming, tourism and recreation;
and a transition or multiple-use zone where stakiehe work together to manage

and sustainably use natural resources for the beriddcal communities.

1.2.2 Integrated Conservation and Development RtejdCDPSs)

The World Wildlife Fund (WWF) introduced ICDPs 085, as part of its
Wildlands and Human Needs Programme that encomgphaseaty such projects.
Today there are an estimated 300 ICDPs world-wadegse common feature is
that they aim to integrate biodiversity conservatiwith (participatory) rural

development, usually with external donor supportighes and Flintan, 2001).
ICDPs are usually linked to a national park withviaw to improving the

relationship between the protected area and itghbeurs. Unlike the
buffer/transition zone concept, it does not neadgdacus on the margins of the
protected areailfid.). Chapter 6 (Kaisa Korhonen, this volume) provides

example of an ICDP in Madagascar.

1.2.3 Community-based conservation

Community-based conservation aims at conservingliwgl and/or biodiversity
while providing incentives to local people, fortiausce by promoting eco-tourism.
It differs from the two foregoing approaches in é¢m@mfsing people’s
participation in the planning process rather thacu$ing on the mechanisms of
parks, reserves or land-use zoning (Campbell andid/&attila, 2003). This
approach therefore pays specific attention to teeollition of natural resource
management to local communities (Goldman, 2001).m@anity-based

conservation now dominates the policies of the Wddonservation Union

> URL: http://www.unesco.org/mab/nutshell.htm.
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(IUCN), the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) andr@ervation International
(Campbell and Vainio-Mattila, 2003).

1.2.4 Participatory resource management

This concept appears under various names, such oamagagement or
participatory, collaborative, joint, mixed, multagy and round-table
management (Borrini-Feyerabeatlal, 2000). It is not always easy to distinguish
from community-based conservation because it isnoftart of it and shares the
same ideals of social justice and democracy inrahtesource management
(Leach, Mearns and Scoones, 1999). According topbathand Vainio-Mattila
(2003) the difference is that community-based com®on focuses on
biodiversity and wildlife, while participatory natl resource management
usually deals with resources like forests and waBenrini-Feuerabenckt al.

(2000: 1) describe the concept as:

‘a pluralist approach to managing natural resoyroerporating a
variety of partners in a variety of roles, gengradl the end goals of
environmental conservation, sustainable use ofrakltasources and
the equitable sharing of resource-related benafitsresponsibilities’.
The Bonga Forest Conservation and Development &rojeEthiopia, described
by Yihenew Zewdie in Chapter 4 of this book, isexample of a participatory

forest management scheme.

1.2.5 Adaptive or negotiated management

Originally proposed by Holling (1978), adaptive mmgement was launched as an
alternative to community-based management thatavbelmore able to deal with

socially differentiated communities, multiple act@and dynamic ecological and
institutional environments (Leach, Means and Sceph899). Due to the unpre-

dictability of social and ecological processes, ttee=d was felt for a gradual

decision-making process in resource managementedbas negotiations,

accumulated experiences, social learning and mamgto(Wiersum and de
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Hoogh, 2002). Stakeholder and entitlement analydes those presented in
Chapter 11 (Njogu, this volume) are important tanladaptive management. The
same applies to the mediation or negotiation proedo help various stake-
holders reach consensus about possible land-usarge® as presented in the
Chapters 9 (van den Berg and Biesbrouck) and 12h@m and Jonkers).

1.2.6 Strategies based on the commercial exploiatf NTFPs

Since the early 1990s, several authors and orgamsaproposed that the
commercial extraction of NTFPs from natural forestslld simultaneously serve
the goals of biodiversity conservation and povettgviation €.9. Nepstad and
Schwartzman, 1992; Panayotou and Ashton, 1992kiRland Famolare 1992).
Proponents of the ‘NTFP strategy’ highlighted thgportant benefits of NTFP
exploitation for local communities, such as goold®d, fodder, fuel, medicine,
construction material and smallwood for tools arahdicrafts), income and
employment. At the same time, the harvesting of R§Eeemed to be possible
without major damage to the forest and its envirental services and biological
diversity. More recent publications seem to havepered the early optimism
about this strategye(g. Ros-Tonen, 2000; see also Demmer and Overman (2001)
for a case in Latin America) and more balanced siatwout the conditions under
which it is feasible have been put forward (Arnaldd Pérez, 1998; Sheil and
Wunder, 2002; Ros-Tonen and Wiersum, 2005). The MNT&pproach to
reconciling conservation and development objecthas been developed mainly
for tropical rain forest areas, but Wiersum and cBleon make it clear in
Chapter 3 that the approach is also relevant (aagbe even more so) for the
drier woodlands and savannahs that prevail in goaotand eastern Africa.

1.3 Liveihood strategies in vulnerable environments. concepts and
practice
Despite attempts to reconcile conservation goatslaelihood needs, the cases



13

in this book make it clear that the resource mamage practice is one in which
power conflicts and exclusion from access righésstill commonplace. Effective
integration of a livelihood perspective in conséiMa and sustainable
management efforts requires insight into the Ihvatid strategies of people in
vulnerable environments and the way access to ressus organised. The
Sustainable Livelihood analytical framework playsracial role in this respect.
The development of the Sustainable Livelihood cpheevery much linked to
a group of scholarse(g. Chambers and Conway, 1992; Scoones, 1998; Carney,
1998; Bebbington, 1999; Ellis, 2000) linked to wais UK-based institutéghat
are related through cooperative projects and funptiy the UK Department for
International Development (DFID). In turn, this gpinfluenced the work of
DFID to a considerable degree. The Sustainablelibived Approach marked a
departure from earlier neo-liberal and market-ezlgbolicies. The new approach
was seen as an opportunity to work through a meople-centred, pro-poor and
participatory approach, with activities, projectadaprogrammes that were
building on the possibilities, assets, views arefgrences of the poor themselves.
As such, the Sustainable Livelihood concept was dh&come of a longer
preference in the work of its main advocates, sashRobert Chambers and
Gordon Conway (1992). They had been promoting diggaatory and truly
empowering approach to development for years aritth the adoption of the
Sustainable Livelihood Approach by DFID, this ideas now being incorporated
into mainstream development thinking. The idea aftipipation was closely
linked to new ideas of defining poverty and martsadion. If the poor were to
participate in development planning, they would oiolly be actively involved in
the implementation of donor-funded activities, also in the design and selection

of these activities and, eventually, in the setectiof development goals

® Principally the Institute of Development Studi@®S) of the University of Sussex, the
Overseas Development Institute (ODI), the Inteoral Institute for Environment and
Development (IIED) and the School of Developmenid&ts of the University of East Anglia.
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(Chambers, 1995). It was considered to be moralbt o make the poor
responsible for their own development.

The Sustainable Livelihood concept, departing adidt from local needs,
aspirations and assets, fitted in well with thdieafocus on sustainability. If the
poor were to use their own assets, they would lglelepend on the sustainable
use of these assets which were almost exclusivaiyral resources. When the
International Institute for Economic DevelopmenEQ) published its book on
‘The greening of Aid: Sustainable Livelihoods iraBtice’ in 1988, it had not yet
developed the concept as it was used later, biad certainly merged the
thinking on environmental sustainability with tloat rural agricultural livelihoods
of the poor (Conroy and Litvinoff, 1988). The Brulashd Commission Report
Our Common Futurd WCED, 1987a) provided the forceful message thatréu
possibilities were compromised by inappropriateovese use in the present
world. The publication ‘Food 2000: Global Policfes Sustainable Development’
further described this link, coining ‘sustainableelihood’ as the integrating
concept which linked livelihoods with food securityasic needs, sustainable
agricultural practices and poverty alleviation (WELEL987D).

The definition of sustainable livelihood that is shavidely used is the one
presented by DFID (1999), adapting the definitiareg by Chambers and
Conway (1992: 6):

‘A livelihood comprises the capabilities, assetsclfiding both
material and social resources) and activities regufor a means of
living. A livelihood is sustainable when it can eowith and recover
from stresses and shocks and maintain or enhamcapiabilities and

assets both now and in the future, while not undeng the natural
resource base’ (DFID, 1999: 1).

Actors (an individual, household or community) vétrive to improve their own
health, educational level, status and general alhg by combining various
assets or capitals. The result will be a highereleg@f freedom and control over

the environment. The assets or capitals are géynéshed as:
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- Human capital:skills, knowledge, information, ability to work and health;

- Natural capital:land, water, vegetation and wildlife;

- Physical capital: basic infrastructure and tools and equipment neeted
produce food and commodities. Basic infrastructimeludes affordable
transport, secure shelter and buildings, adequatervwsupply and sanitation,
clean, affordable energy and access to informgtiommunications);

- Financial capital: savings, credits and liquid assets (livestock, |siwihat are
readily convertible to goods, remittances and paTssi

- Social capital:the social resources upon which people draw inypiucs their
livelihood objectives, such as relationships wamily members, connectedness
to wider institutions and organisations, memberstiimore formalised groups,
relationships of trust, reciprocity and exchanges iaformal safety nets.

These capitals are at the core of the DFID Sudt&nhivelihood Framework

(DFID, 1999) and appear prominently in other pudliens as well. Usually a

pentagon is used to illustrate the relative impuaréaof the capitals (Figure 1.1).

Figure 1.1
The asset pentagon
Human capital (H)

Natural capital (N
Social capital (S) apital (N)

Physical capital (P) Financial capital (F)
Source:DFID, 1999.

Since the 1990s, the ‘sustainable livelihood’ pecsipe has become a paradigm

in its own right in social science approaches #at to understand ‘development’
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and ‘poverty’ €.g. www.livelihoods.org; see also Kaagt al, 2004). This

paradigm is based on a number of core principldd¥D1999) which state that

any development intervention should be:

- People-centred: based on poor peoples’ priorities and on a proper
understanding of differences between groups of leeop

- Empowering:aimed at a more powerful position in society favgé presently
deprived, so that they can make their voice hedrdis means that
interventions should be participatory and respansiv all stages, seeking
processes and mechanisms to listen and respohd fmor.

- Holistic: based on the recognition that the lives of peopée amplex and
multi-facetted and on the need to understand thie reinge of capitals,
capabilities, actors, livelihood strategies and ihierrelationships between
them.

- Sustainablewhich includes economic, institutional, social armvironmental
sustainability.

- Building on people’s strengtl{sather than needs).

- Multi-level: attempting to bridge the gap between macro polices
institutions and micro-level livelihood activitiesd strategies.

- Conducted in partnershipwith public and private actors through transparent
arrangements.

- Dynamic and flexiblebased on the recognition that livelihood strategies
dynamic and require long-term commitments.

For a better understanding of ‘environment and kbgveent’ issues the

sustainable livelihood approach merged with thetlentent approach that was

developed by Sene(g 1981), but applied to natural resource managerognt

Dietz (1996), Leach, Mearns and Scoones (1999) raady others (see also

Njogu, this volume).

A range of analyses of people’s livelihood pathwaysrajectories have made
it clear that there are fluid and combined waygeaierating assets and income (in
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kind and in cash) for investment and consumptiv@ases. As a result, concepts
like ‘diversification’ and ‘multi-spatial livelihods’ (Ellis, 2000; de Bruijn, van
Dijk and Foeken, 2001; Maxwell, Urey and Ashley,02D have gained
prominence. Individuals combine various livelihoogtions from their own
(subsistence) food, water, energy, tools and shelia commercial forms of
agriculture, sylviculture, horticulture and liveskoproduction, to various non-
agricultural forms of production and service prawms The latter implies income
and goods from wage labour, (migrant) remittances @her gifts and a variety
of forms of rent, interest, theft and appropriatiGgee also Wiersum and
Shackleton, this volume). Individual people palyiabr completely combine
efforts to achieve this in various forms of econometworks, of which family-
based households (in its various cultural spetii) are important, as well as in
a host of other forms of micro-level cooperativeangements.

People’s access to resources differs and people tidfierent capabilities to
maintain or develop their endowmeft vulnerable environments, risks can be
considerable and exposure to risks may undermiee ctipabilities of large
segments of the population to maintain the quanébd quality of their
endowments. In stressful situations people havecdpe with idiosyncratic
(individual) risks or shocks and with covariate I{ective) risks or shocks and
many societies have developed various insuran@®aal security strategies to
prepare for risks, coping strategies to deal wihtbcks and recovery mechanisms
to regain strength. Poor people or households rawdifferent portfolio of
insurance, coping and recovery mechanisms compé#oedich people or
households, with women often having different oo@spared to men and older
people different ones compared to younger peopdm @er Geest and Dietz,
2004). In situations of (perceived) rapid enviromta¢ change people’s

adaptation abilities differ as well. This includibeir ability to mobilise support

" Endowments refer to the rights and resourcessibeitl actors have, while entittements are the
set of utilities derived from environmental goodslaservices over which social actors have
legitimate effective command (Leach, Means and Bes01999).
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from both public action and civil society (see Dsviand Hossain, 1997) and
from economic network partners elsewhezey(through migrant remittances or
the direct and indirect support networks of exdpatommunities and/or donor
agencies).

In livelihood and vulnerability analytic frameworkbe inclusion of forest
products and access to forest resources has gaiosdnence. Scientific interest
in the culturally, socially and politically diversastitutions of rights to forest-
based resources and physical and economic accdseesd and woodlands has
increased (see Part Il of this volume). Oftengftry or NTFP research focuses
on the specific forestry elements in the livelihcmad entitlement portfolio and
lacks the analytical tools for a holistic and dymapicture. Bringing together the
perspectives of forestry and livelihood researchiis book aims to move a step
forward towards developing a more comprehensiveststdnding of forest-based
livelihoods. This combination of approaches is mpsbtminent in the way
Wiersum and Shackleton look at the relative impua¢éaof forest resources in
livelihood diversification in southern Africa (Chigp 3 of this volume). They use
an image that is often employed in the analysigoént trends in southern Africa
(e.g.Tellegen, 1997): a bifurcation of diversificationtaf necessity (and related
to poverty and impoverishment) and diversificatidhat makes use of
opportunities (related to accumulation of wealtd anprovement of well-being).
However, elsewhere in this book attempts are alademo assess empirically the
relative importance of forest-based elements alilmods, based on research in
Ethiopia (Chapter 4), northern Kenya (Chapter @ siali (Chapter 8).

14  Globalisation and localisation: new changes and challenges

As Nwonwu illustrates in the next chapter, there grounds for fearing that
globalisation is a threat to tropical forests alnel livelihoods of forest-dependent
people. The opening up of markets boosts internatidemand for legally and
illegally logged hardwood and other commodities,ovoking excessive
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exploitation. The same globalisation process algesgan impulse to sustainable
forest management by stimulating new multi-scaled amulti-stakeholder
partnerships for conservation and sustainable neananqt.

Simultaneously, several localisation trends bringwnactors into the
conservation arena (see Chapter 15 for a more sxtemneview). In Chapter 8
Hautdidier and Gautier illustrate this fdecentralised forest management in Mali
and Ole Siloma and Zaal in Chapter 10 for the eprarg of new governance
forms in forest management in Kenya. These locabracare increasingly
connected with international actors, such as enumental NGOs and research
organisations lending support to sustainable fausst(see Part IV). As a result,
forest management is no longer in the exclusivelbaf a single entity — whether
government, private, NGO or local community. Newufos for stakeholder
negotiations, partnerships and alliances for thasewvation and sustainable
management of forests are being formed at glob@lragional level. The cases
described in this book provide examples of variquestnerships between
international donors, government agencies, natiaral international NGOs,
private sector actors, research organisations, eonties and community-based
organisations, for the protection and co-managemfurest resources in Africa.
The cases illustrate that environmental protectiand natural resource
management are increasingly becoming the produgbiot actions between
players at multiple scales to an extent that wasaginable in a world without
internet and e-mail.

These processes not only changed the actors invatveconservation and
natural resource management, but are also raisawg questions about the
stakeholders involved and linkages between actorsnaltiple scales. This
requires a rigorous analysis of stakeholder anora¢see Chapter 11 of this book
by James Njogu and Chapter 13 by Jan Joost Kesster)demands mediation
models which can be used to achieve a consensusdretstakeholders with

diverging interests in forest management planngag (Chapter 9 of this book by
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van den Berg and Biesbrouekd Chapter 12 bifoahom and Jonkers). It also
gives rise to new forms of governance, involvingditional leaders, formal

government structures, non-governmental bodiesyat@i sector actors and
external donors and sometimes a merger of thesasfd¢Chapter 10 by Ole

Siloma and Zaal). These public-private partnershigsnot restricted to forestry
and conservation, but have become a dominant fdrpost-etatist organisation
(Baud and Post, 2002).

The question to be answered in this book concémsanditions under which
the new alliances and partnerships will be ablintoglobal conservation object-
ives with local livelihood needs and overcome éxgspower imbalances and in-
equalities in access to natural resources. Wil the able to put into effect sus-
tainable forest management — understood as beiitgedee efforts to maintain
the forests’ ecological values, production serviaaed their role as a source of

livelihood for the rural poor? If so, what role csrientists play in this process?

15  About thisbook

The papers assembled in this book bring togethperéences and lessons learnt
from forest and woodland conservation and managenediorts in Mali,
Cameroon and other countries of the Congo Basimth®on Africa, Uganda,
Kenya, Madagascar and Ethiopia. They are arrangedour thematic parts. The
first part introduces the book theme and highliglasous aspects of forest use in
relation to conservation. Chapter 2 focuses on éimgxploitation, while Chapter
3 deals with non-timber forest products.

In Chapter 2, Francis Nwonwu illustrates the twaesiof globalisation for the
Congo Basin: on the one hand provoking excessipdogation with disastrous
effects for forests and people while, on the othemd, facilitating sub-regional,
trans-national and cross-border alliances promotisgstainable forest
management. Nwonwu argues that such initiatives lmarsuccessful only in

combination with measures to involve and delineaties and rights ofll
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stakeholders, combat corruption, stimulate compbamwith sustainable forest
management standards and impose sanctions on ibifecmimpanies.

In Chapter 3, Freerk Wiersum and Charlie Shacklstoow that NTFPs play
an important role in rural people’s livelihood digdication strategies. Triggered
by integration in external commercial and ruralamb networks, NTFP
exploitation can function either as a proactivepdida strategy to benefit from
promising markets, or as a coping strategy to cosge for a lack of other
opportunities. The authors argue that there is mpbex interplay between
livelihood dynamics, diversified landscapes and taemers’ role in shaping
them. Community-based forest conservation schemssdoon NTFP exploitation
can be successful only if this interrelationshipaisen into account.

The chapters in Part Il provide examples of howseovation goals and forest-
based livelihood needs may conflict and illustrstene attempts to reconcile the
two. Chapter 4 by Yihenew Zewdie deals with the @oRorest Conservation and
Development Project in Southeast Ethiopia, wherdtifacale actors aim to
reconcile conservation goals and livelihood asjprnst They do so by promoting
the sustainable use and marketing of wild fore$teeoas an integral part of
people’s farming strategy.

In Chapter 5, Grace Nangendo and co-authors idltestthe consequences of
depriving people living adjacent to the Budongo dsbrReserve in Northwest
Uganda of their rights to access the woodlands.tétarare no longer allowed to
light fires in the nature reserve. This not onlgjpdices their livelihoods but also
leads to a less dynamic and less diversified |aaquisc

Chapter 6 shifts the focus to East Africa (Madaggsdiere, Kaisa Korhonen
raises the issue of who should be regarded as|’‘lpeaple’ and ‘local
stakeholders’ in Integrated Conservation and Dgraeknt Projects (ICDP). This
touches upon the issue of social justice, the fair sharing of conservation-
related costs, restrictions and benefits. In Rarfanaa National Park in
Madagascar, beneficiaries of the development coemoof the ICDP appear not
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always to be the people whose livelihoods are tdtecand restricted by
conservation.

Chapter 7, which forms a bridge between the casdiest in Part Il and the
chapters dealing with forest governance issuesai IR, is about Kenya, where
forest management policy and regulations are basetumerous ill-coordinated
legislations, byelaws, government agencies and N&Z=®io Roba Adano and
Karen Witsenburg argue that this causes legal pseseto weaken rather than
strengthening conservation efforts. The authorsuearthat concerted efforts
should be made to coordinate global, national axdllinterests. Based on their
analysis of forest use on a small montane forestarthern Kenya they make it
clear that, without specific measures, the poongktiose because they are the
ones that depend most on forest and woodland resur

That brings us to institutional aspects of foremtservation and management
and shifts in forest governance, which are the gocuPart Il of this book. In
Chapter 8, Baptiste Hautdidier and Dennis Gautienglify a much wider trend
towards decentralised forest management in westiica (see Chapter 15) with
an analysis of the reforms in Mali’'s wood fuel metsk By giving people access
to wood resources, favouring sustainable managethengh a differential tax
system and creating markets under local governaheeRural Wood Markets
approach contrasts with conventional conservatigpra@aches that often deny
people access to forest resources.

One of the issues raised in this case is the oelstip between new
management structures and traditional chieftaitiagflects a dilemma typical of
the African situation, where formal and customanyd in forest management and
traditional leadership and western-type governrsamttures co-exist. Chapters 9
and 10 investigate this dilemma in even more delailChapter 9, Jolanda van
den Berg and Karen Biesbrouck deal with legal aspecforest management in
Cameroon. They show that, based on customary temtmagements, forests are
subject to multiple claims from various ethnic gosu The way forest use is
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arranged under customary law also differs from dotese regulations in state
law. This legal pluralism occurs in a situationusfequal economic, political and
social power between various stakeholders, inctydiovernment, the private
sector and various population groups. Van den Bady Biesbrouck argue that
such inequalities and conflicting interests in &rmanagement should be taken
into account from the moment new partnerships argaied between local
populations, public and private actors.

In Chapter 10, Morgan Ole Siloma and Fred Zaalllgghthe co-existence of
traditional and ‘modern’ structures from a govergperspective. Based on the
case of Loita Forest in southern Kenya, they hgitilithe recent emergence of
‘neo-African’ governance forms, which amalgamatenfal governing bodies,
traditional leadership structures and non-goverriasleand community-based
organisations. According to Ole Siloma and Zaathshiybrid governance forms
point the way forward to locally-controlled natunasource management and
conflict resolution in forest use in Africa.

New institutional arrangements and partnerships community-based
conservation and management require a rigorousysisnabf the stakeholders
involved and their values, needs, attitudes anerations. To that end, James
Njogu applies a combination of the entitlement andti-stakeholder approach to
the case of the Taita hills forests in Southeastemya. Based on his analysis, as
presented in Chapter 11, he concludes that locahumities lack the power and
legitimacy to engage effectively in forest managetnas a result of which real
partnerships between the identified actors didgetdoff the ground.

The final part of this book addresses the questibwhat role science and
research can play in developing sustainable ang@oo forest management and
conservation. In Chapter 12, Bernard Foahom and \dfyhkers present the
results of an interdisciplinary research progranthat aimed to develop methods
and techniques for sustainable forest managemestupport of revised forest
policies in Cameroon. They stress that multi-pueplmsest management requires

dynamic and participatory planning procedures andirdormed consensus



24

between all the stakeholders involved. The researdgramme presented in
Chapter 12 provided the corner stones to achieig thcluding a mediation
procedure.

Whereas in the case of Cameroon it is up to themorent and stakeholders
to apply the findings, the action research apprqaekented by Jan Joost Kessler
in Chapter 13 links an analysis of multi-scale extnd factors in deforestation to
concrete solution strategies. These strategiestairstimulate actors to adopt
sustainable practices by combining ‘pushing stiagg(putting them under
pressure) and ‘pulling strategies’ (stimulatingnthis adopt more sustainable and
socially just practices). Northern financial ingtibns receive specific attention in
this respect for their role in financing the corsren of forest to plantations.

The two research programmes above exemplify whadisbéelLeach and James
Fairhead in Chapter 14 call ‘globalised sciencdiey argue that, due to donor
dependency, national research institutions confiarimternational objectives and
conservation/management perspectives, which alsmgage local perceptions
and policy processes through mass media and tekisbéccording to Leach and
Fairhead, genuine pro-poor forest science requivesnclusion of forest users’
perspectives. This can be achieved only throughicgzatory agenda setting,
critical reflection on the concepts, values andgspectives that guide ‘globalised
science’ and donor support for independent resdardbcal institutions.

In the last chapter we synthesise the lessonsddapaying particular attention
to the role of science. We will summarise the ntaemes that emerge from the
present conservation/livelihood debate and put dodwproposals for policy
actions, institutional development and research.

By bringing together contributions by scientistenfr different backgrounds
and disciplines and by integrating forest manageémah a livelihood and rural
development approach, we hope this book will cregiteergy between two fields

that were separated for such a long time.
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