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Chapter x — Governance for non-timber forest produts

Mirjam A.F. Ros-Tonen & Koen Kusters

x.1 Introduction

The commercial exploitation of non-timber foresbgucts (NTFPs) was proposed in
the 1990s as a strategy to reconcile conservatondavelopment aims in tropical
forests. Recognised as an activity that has a nalnimpact on the forest (Petexsal.
1989) and that plays an important role for the Irpaor as gap filler and source of
income in situations where alternative livelihoativdties are scarce (Sunderlat al.
2005), it was thought to be able to reconcile comceabout dwindling forest
resources and poverty among forest-dwelling pedpexent literature stresses that
local governance plays an important role in malisimy these aims (Browet al.
2002; Mayers and Vermeulen 2002a, Ros-Tonen andekgs press. In line with
the objectives of this book outlined in Chaptethis chapter addresses the question
of how forest governance can respond to the nemdip@orities of poor people who
depend on NTFPs for their livelihoods, how it caelphthem to manage their
resources sustainably, and to do so at interlocléngls of scale. To this end, we first
briefly review the role of NTFPs in rural livelihds. Next, we introduce the notion of
forest governance and make it explicit for NTFP ejoance. We then zoom in on
challenges related to tenure rights, the pro-pade rof law, enabling market
opportunities and working in partnerships. Aftediacussion of the vulnerability of
NTFP users, we synthesise our review in a discassidhe key conditions for pro-
poor and sustainable NTFP governance.

X.2 Therole of non-timber forest productsin rural livelihoods

Although the exploitation of non-timber forest puats is a practice which is as old as
mankind itself, the terminology was introducedhra €nd of the 1980s by authors like
Peterset al. (1989) and De Beer and McDermott (1989) to refealtdangible plant
and animal products other than industrial timbeiciwltome from tropical forests and
other vegetation systems and which are used by peogle for subsistence and trade.
These authors wanted to make clear that what fnsestnded to label ‘minor forest

products’ because of their insignificant value canggl to timber, were of tremendous



value for people living in tropical rainforest aseaas a source of food, fodder,

medicines, construction materials and tools. Initamdto these subsistence uses,

NTFPs also provided a source of cash income in tenayeas where other

employment opportunities were scarce. Although Widgiticised later (see, for

instance, Sheil and Wunder 2002) — Charles Petatsca-authors illustrated on the
basis of an inventory of NTFPs in a Peruvian raiedg that the net commercial value
of NTFPs was higher than timber, considering thet that most NTFPs, unlike

timber, can be harvested annually.

In general, however, gathering NTFPs is an agtpérformed exclusively by
the poor, which tends to be replaced with otheivitiets once alternative livelihood
options become available (Ros-Tonen and Wiersunb20Bxceptions to this are
some specialised and culturally important actigitseich as handicraft making and
hunting, and the extraction of products for staitéernal markets such as those for
specialty food like edible bird’s nest and exclesimushrooms. This results in a
diversified picture of the importance in NTFPs paople’s livelihoods, with access to
markets being the main determining factor. Base@ oneta-analysis of 61 cases of
commercial NTFP production, Belcher al. (2005) analysed the role of commercial
NTFP production in the household economy and deeeldhe following typology:

1. Subsistencgroup — NTFPs contribute little to the total householdame (cash
and subsistence), but is the main or the only soafcash income. Households in
this group are typically found in remote areashwiinited infrastructure and low
population densities. The products (mostly low-eaproducts like palm fibres,
fuel wood and medicinal plants) are often extradiedn de facto open-access
lands.

2. Supplementargroup — NTFPs contribute less than 50% to the total hooise
income, and the households are well integratedthreacash economy The NTFPs
(e.g. fruits for local processing or consumptiord amedicinal plants for the
regional market) are collected from the wild angaments the household’'s
income, often in times when other sources of incanedow.

3. Integratedyroup— Similar to the supplementary group, NTFPs countghess than
50% to the household’s cash income and househoddsvall integrated into the
cash economy. In the integrated group, however,ptioeluct is cultivated and

integrated into a diverse set of income earningvidies. Production takes place



predominantly on private lands and markets are Ijntmstal. Examples of products
traded by this group are bamboo, high-value woavdrg, fruits and resin.

4. Specialised extraction groupthe NTFP contributes more than 50% to the
household’s income and the households are weljiated into the cash economy.
The product is harvested from the wild, is ofterhigfh value and traded regionally
or internationally. Examples are certain food iteand medicinal plants.

5. Specialised cultivation groug:he NTFP species (e.g. specialty food products or
resins) is cultivated in intensively managed systeand contributes more than
50% to the household’s income. Integration into ttlesh economy is high.
Cultivation is mostly on private lands and marketsd to be well developed —
often international. Products cultivated by thisugy include those with relatively
high yields per hectare, e.g. managed single-sp@tamtations using high yielding
varieties, fertilisers and irrigation.

A lively debate evolved around these products aed potential to contribute
to conservation and development aims. The undeylg@gasoning of such a strategy is
that local authorities and forest resource managérfiave an interest in preventing
indiscriminate forest use or the conversion of $oit® other land uses when NTFP
extraction contributes to the Gross National Prodund export earnings. As far as
local communities are concerned, increased incam fthe trade in NTFPs was
thought to provide a stimulus for protecting théarests and managing them
sustainably. Since it was assumed that many NTFs e harvested without
significantly altering the forest structure, theyowd maintain the forests’
environmental services and biological diversityl Alese factors have led to the
notion that the commercial extraction of NTFPs wiolle a potentially sound
conservation strategy, while also contributing écal development (De Beer and
McDermott 1989; Nepstad and Schwartzman 1992; Ruoeiiet al. 1995, Ruiz
Pérez 1996). In Brazil, in particular, NTFPs likdober and Brazil nuts also became a
symbol of the struggle of rubber tappers to endhee protection of extractive
reserves, where they could continue their susté@ndtrest-based way of life,
protected from threats from cattle ranchers anérodictors making a claim to forest
land (Allegretti 1990).

Whereas the discussion initially focused on NTHRRen natural tropical

rainforests, it later focused as well on productsmf other forest types, including



those from semi-arid areas and human-modified atiget types like forest gardens
and agroforestry systems. One of the reasons is MEFP exploitation is
economically more feasible in anthropogenic (hunmede) forests where product
density is higher (Wiersum 1997; Kustetsal.2001; Ros-Tonen and Wiersum 2005).

A few decades of research have made it clear Nid@&Ps are indeed an
important safety net for poor forest-dwelling pemgdut that they contributed little to
people’s escape out of poverty (Belchetr al. 2005). In connection with this,
Sunderlinet al. (2005) refined the concept of (forest-based) pgvalteviation and
distinguished between poverty mitigation or avomaand poverty elimination. In the
first case, forest products lessen deprivation prevent people to fall deeper into
poverty; in the latter case forest products helpppeto accumulate assets and escape
poverty. For that to happen, several problems arbet overcome that hinder the
trading of NTFPs, especially in isolated areas (deemann and Hirsch 2000 for an
excellent overview of literature). These includdaak of storage and processing
facilities, bad roads and high transportation costs a consequence, perishable
products in particular have to be consumed locdllye to the seasonality and
unpredictability of production cycles, the low diies of products in the wild and
their wide distribution mean volumes are low angmies irregular. Markets are
fragmented because NTFPs provide input to a widge®f industries including food
and beverages, pharmaceuticals, cosmetics anditeadtamedicines. Producers often
also face the difficulty of meeting internationalaljty standards prevalent on these
markets and these are also subject to trends antharefore changeable. All this,
combined with a lack of organisation among harvestand dependence on
intermediaries to market their products, makescthr@ribution of commercial NTFPs
to poverty alleviation generally limited.

Finally, NTFP exploitation alone is rarely suf@ait to survive, as a result of
which it is combined with activities such as farmiar gold panning, which have
more detrimental effects on the forest (Ros-Toatesl. 1995).

x.3 Governance and non-timber forest products
In order to address the limitations of NTFP strege@s regards their contribution to
poverty alleviation, increasing attention is paodtthie governance conditions that are

to be met. Forest governance is understood indépter as being the process of



implementing and monitoring the allocation of fdréend and resources and of
making the relevant policy (Macqueen and Bila 200dgncompasses decisions on
how and to what ends forests are managed, whaaotved in these decisions, and
what is done to enforce forest laws and policiest@nground. It also refers to the
regulatory and institutional frameworks for the servation, use and trade of forest
resources and the principles that guide the intierae between those taking part in
the design and implementation of different kind asfangements. In contrast to
centralised government by the national state, gmrere also includes governments at
other levels (including traditional authorities)wasll as private and civic actors such
as companies, communities and non-governmentaln@aons (NGOs). Forest
governance has become increasingly hybrid, muéllend cross-sectoral (Lemos and
Agrawal 2006, Ros-Toneet al. 2008) and hence increasingly ‘interactive’ (Koomma
and Bavinck 2005, p 17).

Below we seek to identify the conditions for good ¥ governance. In
addition to general conditions that enable the eoration and sustainable use of the
resource, we thereby pay specific attention toofacthat determine whether NTFP
governance meets the priorities of different catiegoof NTFP users outlined above.
The distinction between these categories is relef@nthe discussion on pro-poor
governance set out in Chapter 1 in two ways. Fitsshows that the livelihood
situation differs among the various kinds of NTFBens and, accordingly, the
productive activities they are engaged in. Secand, related to these differences, it
allows being more specific about what exactly &e needs and priorities of forest-
dependent people that local governance needs teessldAs the classification of
Belcheret al. shows, NTFP users differ in their dependence omé#teral resource as
well as on the market and therewith in their pties with regard to enabling
conditions that local governance could create.NFOFP users in the subsistence and
supplementary categories, the priority is accesSlT&EP resources and protection
from competing claims by other forest users. Wittréasing importance of market-
oriented extraction, enabling a level playing figlddorest markets will be of growing
importance. For specialised extractors, intervastionay be needed to prevent
overexploitation of the resource, while for thoskeowcultivate NTFPs (the integrated
and specialised cultivation groups) secure tensi@niimportant priority, in order to

guarantee that they will be able to capture theefisnof their investments. Before



discussing these different priorities and how lagalernance can meet them, we first

discuss some general features of ‘good’ forest gmaree.

x.3.1 What is ‘good governance’ of forest resouPces

If we apply UNESCAPs eight characteristics of good governance tdfohest sector

(cf. Mayerset al. 2002, Brownet al. 2002), it follows that forest governance should
be:

Accountable- meaning that all actors involved in forest goagrice (governmental
institutions, private sector or civil society orggations) are held responsible by
those affected by their decisions;

Transparent- meaning that forest policies and regulationscéar to all who will
be affected by them, and that information aboutrthe freely available to all
stakeholders in an accessible and understandainte fo

Responsive- meaning that it meets the livelihood needs amakripes of forest-
dependent people;

Equitable and inclusive meaning that it stops marginalising the foregtehdent
poor and enables them to maintain and improve theilbeing based on equitable
shares of forest benefits;

Effective and efficient meaning that it promotes efficient use of forestources
for both conservation and sustainable use, andgfté@stive arrangements in place
to include the various stakeholders;

Following the rule of law— meaning that it applies forest laws and reguhatio
impartially, without excluding forest-dependent pkofrom access to, or trade in,
forest resources;

Participatory — meaning that all relevant stakeholders are thremr indirectly
involved in forest decision-making processes tffacathem;

Consensus-oriented meaning that it is based on a shared and ra¢gadtvision of
the societal role of forests and the role of eatkeholder in terms of rights,

responsibilities and use.

It may be impossible to comply with all these asped good forest governance, so

the question here is what are the key conditiomgpfo-poor NTFP governance? In

addressing this question and to align with the grspecific needs and priorities of

! URL: http://www.unescap.org/huset/gg/governaimre, accessed Oct 2010.



different NTFP users, we follow the four main ckaljes in forest governance put

forward by Mayers and Vermeulen (2002a):

« Strengthen rights, capabilities and local deasitaking so that poor people can
take action to improve local livelihoods;

* Reduce poor people’s vulnerability by cutting tlegulatory burden on them and
promoting the rule and legitimacy of law;

* Enable market opportunities by removing the leasrto market entry, appropriate
valuation of forest resources, ensure that marketsenvironmental services
benefit poor people, support associations and @edacal forest businesses (i.e.
value chain governance);

* Work in partnership by supporting participatorpgesses, promoting inter-agency
learning and action, and making private sector B@IOs partners in poverty
reduction.

In the rest of this chapter we elaborate on thesees and specify them for NTFPs

and different groups of NTFP users. We then sunsaea@aome lessons learned for the

governance of NTFP resources.

X.3.2 Strengthening rights

Strengthening property rights is arguably the nmedement of the first challenge put
forward by Mayers and Vermeulen (2002a). Follow#ahlager and Ostrom (1992)
we use property rights in this chapter in the serise bundle of rights that includes
access, withdrawal, management, exclusion andadimn Property rights for local
people have been promoted on four grounds, theambe of which is different for
the different categories of NTFP users. First, levenership or long-term access and
control rights to forest assets may effectivelytdbute to poverty reduction because
they enable local people to capitalise on forestoweces through deals with
businesses (Mayers and Vermeulen 2002b) and/acipatton in certification, PES
(Payments for Environmental Services) and REDD (Red Emissions from
Deforestation and Degradation) schemes (Arnold 28@herret al. 2003, Skutsclet

al. 2008). Tenure security as a way to capitaliseooest resources through company-
community deals and/or certification is a relevargument in particular for groups
already integrated in (international) markets, whPES schemes may be more

relevant for subsistence-oriented groups whoseyatoa activities are by and large



compatible with forest conservation. The secondument for well-defined and
secure property rights is that they are a key dmndito achieve sustainable
management of natural resources as they would enbat managers can reap the
benefits of management, protect the resources feerexploitation, and promote
long-term investment. For obvious reasons, thigasticularly relevant to users
specialised in cultivated NTFPs. Third, communiaséd organisations (CBOSs),
NGOs and researchers have drawn attention to tttettiat state authorities often
deny local people access to forest resources. Ryopghts are therefore regarded as
a justice issue (e.g. Zerner 2000). This relateparticular to subsistence-oriented
groups whose rights to exploit natural resourcasmercially are often neglected.
Fourth, secure property rights are expected to pedfect areas that are used by local
people from appropriation by outsiders. For exampl& TFP management systems
are located on state lands, conflicts may arisé g@ivernment-sanctioned land uses
such as forest concessions or plantations andctrislead to tenure insecurity and
jeopardise the continuation of these productiortesys (e.g. Pagdeet al. 2006).
Similarly, insecure property rights lead to the lagmon of people from the
exploitation of forest resources, and to conflioiger forest land resulting from
competing claims. Both exclusion and conflicts &tea the livelihoods of the rural
poor (e.g. Hobly 2007). This argument is valid &l categories of NTFP users
distinguished above.

In the last few decades. several countries haveldeed legal instruments to
grant rights to forest resources to local commasitBased on the extrapolation of
official tenure data for 24 of the top 30 forestmmlintries that together hold 93 per
cent of the world’s natural forests, White and MafR002, p. 7) suggested that 22
per cent of the forests in developing countriescareently reserved for, or owned by,
community and indigenous groups. Many of thesengements imply rights to
extract or cultivate NTFPs. Well-known examples tre Certificates of Ancestral
Domain Claim (CADC) in the Philippines (Lynch andlfott 1995), the extractive
reserves in Brazil (Schwartzman 1989, Allegretti9@® and the Joint Forest
Management schemes in India (Kumar 2002). Suchréesmuangements are generally
expected to promote sustainable forest managentald @nabling local communities
to capitalise on available resources.



Although these efforts to reform property rights limcal people are promising
(Scherret al. 2003), the frequently quoted figures presentedAtiyte and Martin
(2002) may present an overly optimistic picturetfo following reasons: (i) many of
these property rights involve a range of restritdiofor example on commercial
timber (e.g. Boaz 2004); (ii) the highest qualityests usually remain in the hands of
governments or large-scale enterprises (Sabteal. 2003); (iii), property rights are
often designed on the basis of unrealistic assumgtilack proper implementation
and involve onerous procedures (e.g. Palis 2004)tiie formalisation of property
rights may threaten security if it fails to addréss complexity of the existing system
and competing claims (Neumann 1997); (v) grantirgperty rights may continue or
even increase existing inequalities which prejudieeleast powerful, such as women
and minorities (Ben White quoted in World Bank 20@7 115); and (vi) clear
ownership rights are insufficient if poor people anaware of their rights or if these
rights are not backed up by local institutions (lliy and Vermeulen 2002a,
Shackletoret al. 2002). The first issues go against the prioritieforest users whose
livelihoods already depend to some degree on magkébrest products and seek to
diversify their incomes. The last issues partidylaiscriminate against subsistence

users, who are among the poorest and least powerful

x.3.3 Reducing vulnerability by promoting pro-poole of law

An important feature of good governance is the oiléaw. In the context of forest
use, promoting pro-poor rule of law means thatdblaws and regulations should not
negatively affect the livelihoods of forest-depemdepeople (for example by
excluding them from access to, or trade in, forestources) and are applied
impartially. This is often not the case (Mayers afetmeulen 2002a, Shackleten
al. 2002). In a lot of countries, forest-dependentpbeare facing overregulation with
regard to the use and trade of forest resourceticydarly when they live close to
conservation areas. More powerful forest users,camtrast, encounter fewer
restrictions particularly with regard to logging dorest clearing for farming.
Furthermore, many of them often succeed in undengithe rule of law through tax
evasion or illegal forest exploitation due to thederstaffing of forest agencies
(Mayers and Vermeulen 2002a). Even where land ostaqeiand authority have been

devolved to local communities, as in Botswana amaniia, the state continues to



control natural resource use by setting wildlif@@s, renewing tourism and hunting
concessions with the private sector and prohibiso@sistence hunting without a
permit (Shackletoret al. 2002, p 3). Such a situation may adversely aftbet
poverty-reducing potential of NTFP production byhgiag people’s access to forest
resources or hampering their rights to exploit éhdisis particular the subsistence and
supplementary group of NTFP users who suffer mosh these ways of exclusion.
The need for a clear and coherent governance frankew illustrated by the
study of Adano and Witsenburg (2004) in the Mars@bstrict in Northern Kenya
where both the forest’'s safety net function for gu®r and the conservation of the
Marsabit forest reserve are threatened as a refstéficient rule of law. The lack of a
coherent governance framework and poor coordinasiorong institutions hinder
them to deal with conflicting land-use practices #me underlying power imbalances
and conflicts of interests over forest-based resesir(Mbugua 2001, p 14) as well as
with the threat of conversion to agricultural laawd human settlement (Bulehb al.
2004). Furthermore, local people face increasingfrictions in their access to
products from the National Park or Forest Reserwhieh provide wood fuel for 80
per cent of the households. These restrictionsidecmonthly payments for permits to
access forest resources and periodic bans in tihegess. Households furthermore
appeared to pay varying permit prices, suggestitapés in the prices charged. The
command and control approach to forest access lendlual endorsement of forest
permits raises concerns about the dominance of p@nd mistrust confronting
resource users. The weak regulation of the praleei®as created open access
problems associated with the exploitation of theurs forest and is one of the main
threats to the conservation of forest resource® rEsource control measures also
have unequal effects on households, since it isetlagively resource-poor households
that derive a significant share of their incomanrirfiorest resources and recur to these

resources in times of scarcfty.

X.3.4 Value chain governance to enable market acces

Scherret al. (2003) analysed the role of forest markets inldivalihoods and argued

2 Although the discussion in this section has fodusainly on formal state law, it should be noteat th
the rule of law should also apply to arrangementieu customary law in situations of legal pluralism
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in favour of a level playing field for low-incomerest producers in forest markets.
They highlighted the fact that conventional forgsas well as approaches which are
more sensitive to the livelihood needs of foregiedwlent people such as social
forestry and integrated conservation and developrpenjects, marginalised these
people’s position on forest markets and at besp@ied subsistence activities. They
referred to new market opportunities resulting frhma transition towards increased
community ownership and control of forests, a grmvdemand for forest products
versus increasing scarcity of accessible timbed amerging niche markets for
certified forest products and environmental sewif&hich if supplied by forested
landscapes can be considered non-tangible NTFs)sRall forest producers to
benefit from these new potentials, enabling posicieould be required to remove
market barriers, reduce the regulatory burden amthand find new financial
mechanisms and incentives. Stimulating producersSoeiations and strategic
business partnerships would be another way of exigurihe participation of small
producers in profitable forest markets. Coupling tb the different groups of forest
users, effective value chain governance can pudtPNiSers from one category to the
next, with increasing income-generating opportesitieing the result.

How the existence of market barriers and a lackerabling conditions can
hinder a promising NTFP trade is illustrated by H@nboo producers’ case on the
island of Luzon in the Philippines (Kustessal.2001). In spite of being a substantial
source of income based on sustainable exploitatioe,bamboo gatherers think it
offers little future due to the illegality of theactivities. As individuals they cannot
meet the bureaucratic requirements of getting anppeRemoving this barrier could
be a solution, but the bamboo gatherers thems#iidsthe solution mainly has to do
with becoming an organised producer associatiarooperative.

As regards enabling market opportunities, an ingmrguestion is whether
‘conventional’ NTFPs have sufficient potential teduce poverty, and whether
governance efforts should not be directed towarls promising markets. A lot of
NTFPs fulfil an important ‘safety net’ and ‘gaplifilg’ function to the poor, but this
does not automatically imply that they have potdntd lift people out of poverty
(Arnold and Ruiz Pérez 2001, Belchatral. 2005). Quantifying the value of several
forest goods and services in the Amazon regionwéget al. (2009) also support the

conclusion that returns from NTFPs and ecotourisoukl not be overestimated. This
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is largely due to contextual factors, such as geaure security, infrastructure and
market access, but it also has to do with seasgraald the low densities at which the
NTFP resources occur and their irregular distrdou{iRos-Tonen and Wiersum 2005,
Boot 1997).

In terms of poverty reduction, more is currentlypegted from markets for
certified forest products (including timber and ftonber forest products) and
payment for environmental services (PES) such abobastorage, hydrological
services, biodiversity conservation, preservingds&mape beauty or pollination
services (Angelsen and Wunder 2003, Sundetlial. 2005, Verweijet al. 2009). As
regards certification however, there are still tadbobstacles that need to be removed
before NTFP extractors can capitalise on these etsulsee Piercet al. 2003 for an
overview). Most experience in the field of PEStiHl experimental (Sunderliet al.
2005) and markets and effective financial mechasifmnenvironmental services still
have to be developed (Verwei al. 2009). Skutsclet al. (2008) also point out that,
in relation to carbon payments under REDD sches®ggral governance challenges
still need to be met at local, national and inteomal levels. These include questions
related to (customary) ownership rights, the fatrtbution of carbon benefits among
various stakeholders, the institutional infrastmwetto govern REDD, accounting
methods to register carbon gains and losses, amdparent criteria for payments.
Last but not least, there is the risk that bendften REDD and PES — as in the case
of other high-value NTFPs such as wildlife — remisirthe hands of more powerful
groups in society, with there being little interésthanding over control to local

communities (Nelson and Agrawal 2008).

x.3.5 Alliances and partnerships

The last challenge for good and pro-poor governgndgeforward by Mayers and
Vermeulen (2002a) concerns the need to build pestiies between local forest
dwellers and actors from other sectors (governmeritjate sector and/or civil
society). Partnerships are perceived here as beioge or less formal arrangements
between two or more parties from various sectavarat (at least partly) shared goals,
in the expectation that each party will gain frdme arrangement’ (Ros-Tonen al.
2007, p 5). The main idea behind the need for pastnps as an avenue via which to

reach good and pro-poor governance of NTFP ressuscas Sunderliet al. (2005,
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p 1388) put forward, that ‘forest-dependent peaghe live in or near forests tend to
be politically weak or powerless’. By pooling poweaissets, knowledge and skills
with actors at other levels of scale, local fordsellers can compensate for the lack
of political and economic leverage. As mentionedva this lack of power comes to
the fore mainly in insecure property rights to &ireesources, the skewed rule of law,
and limited capacity to seize market opportunities.

In addition to being a way of obtaining greaterelege and increasing
people’s command over natural resources, partnesre also needed to deal with
the larger number and wider variety of actors ire$d management. The past decades
have shown an evolution from centrally guided fomesnagement to decentralised
governance, as a result of which several actorsrdtfan the state have a say in the
allocation and use of forest resources. Severaébifacontributed to the inclusion of
other actors in forest governance, with the mogiartant at global level being (i)
neo-liberal policy reforms and the declining rolé the state; (i) the ‘good
governance’ debate in the 1990s, (iii) the tendetmayards global environmental
action and governance; (iv) globalisation and tleresponding improvement of
transnational communication and information floarsd (v) increasing reliance on the
market and the role of corporate actors. At nati@mal sub-national levels, factors
favourable to the shift from centralised governmenmulti-actor governance include
(i) decentralisation policies, (i) the claims fand devolution of property rights to
indigenous and other local communities, and (hi democratisation wave in the
1980s which resulted in strong civil society depat@nt and engagement in many
places (Lemos and Agrawal 2006, Ros-Toeteal.2007).

As a result of these developments, forest policyntaland implementation
shifted from the traditional centralised ‘commam &ontrol’ approach to a network
approach, in which government, corporate and siodiety actors at different levels
of scale collaborate on the basis of (at leastlyashared beliefs and dependency.
The term forest governance was coined to incluéentbtion of democracy and the
involvement of non-state actors in decision-makiegarding the allocation and use
of scarce forest resources.

The increasing number of actors also implies #edrto deal with competing

claims and diverging interests. Partnerships anea of coping with this increased
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complexity of actors and claims. This holds truetipalarly for NTFP governance
due to the limited means, power and market acdets® roducers involved.

That is not to say that partnerships are the pan&wmethe poverty among
forest-dependent people. Partnerships around ¢xageserves in Brazilian
Amazonia are a case in point. These reserves weeded with the aim being to
improve both tenure security and the livelihoodsNJfFP gatherers. Research by
Brown and Rosendo (2000) and Rosendo (2007) shuoatghe partnership approach
IS promising as regards efforts to secure the ipaliempowerment of extractivists
and their rights to and command over forest ressyrout that there are still immense
challenges to be met with regard to their econosmgpowerment (Brown and
Rosendo 2000). In spite of considerable technicdlfanancial support, it seems to be
hard to improve the living standard and wellbeifgNdI'FP extractors living in

isolated conditions, even if proper governancerg@aents are in place.

x.4 Discussion: how can pro-poor forest governance reduce the vulnerability of
forest-dependent people?
As outlined in Chapter 1, poor people — and evemenso poor forest people who
often live in isolated conditions — have difficelsi to secure their livelihoods in
absence of equalising institutions and well-funatig markets. A key concept in this
respect is vulnerability. Although wvulnerability canpoverty are not the same
(Chambers, 1989), poor people tend to be more ralbte to adverse events. Poor
people try to reduce their vulnerability througle tiise of different types of insurance
strategies such as risk spreading and increasifigrmapacities. The more effective a
household’s insurance strategies are, the morby likes to cope with adverse events
or seasonal shortages. Insurance strategies apgeddm anticipation of adverse
events, while coping strategies are adopted inoresp to adverse events (c.f. Dietz
and Van Haastrecht, 1997). Both strategies hefziaeve a higher level of livelihood
security, preventing people from falling deepepipbverty (i.e. poverty mitigation).
They therefore are important elements of poor pEsfivelihood strategies.

In the subsistence and supplementary groups of NIelPs, NTFP extraction
from natural forests is often part of people’s S@w#l coping strategies’, i.e. people
turn to the extraction of NTFPs from natural foreshen faced with seasonal

shortages that are to some extent expected. Whé&i Xtraction from natural forest
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takes place in response to a sudden unexpectedesensis, it can be labelled a
‘genuine coping’ or ‘survival’ strategy (see Vanrdgeest and Dietz, 2004, for an
elaboration of these terms).

For the integrated group, the cultivation of NTFRsdiverse tree-based
systems may also have important insurance functiSosh systems can produce a
range of commercial and subsistence products whedh to spread risks and reduce
farmers’ vulnerability to adverse events such @sop disease or price fluctuations.
The maintenance of diversified systems can thezeb@ considered an element of
farmers’ insurance strategies and even lead ta¢hemulation of assets and poverty
elimination. The same may hold true for the spesadl cultivation group, as a focus
on one marketable NTFP does not necessarily imphoaoculture system, but can
also result in a diverse system that provides gbheducts and services. The mature
damar agroforests in Sumatra, Indonesia, for exampleyigeo secure monthly
income through the sale of resin, but also serva aaving account in the form of
timber (which can be turned to in times of unexpdateed), access to fuel wood and
vegetables for subsistence purposes, and seasmeasisato fruits for both subsistence
and commercial purposes (Kusters 2009).

What then, are the critical governance factors lilest reduce the vulnerability
of forest-dependent people? In the first placé important to protect the insurance
functions of NTFP production. NTFP extraction fromatural forest and NTFP
cultivation in diverse systems both help to redpeeple’s vulnerability. If a farmer
relies on a lot of forest products as part of &-ggreading strategy, efforts designed
to stimulate specialised extraction or cultivatiah a particular species may
compromise the farmer’s flexibility and increase thulnerability to price fluctuations
and production failures. Moreover, specialisingxtraction from the wild often leads
to overexploitation. When designing interventiomsied at increasing income from
NTFP extraction or cultivation, care should be takigat insurance functions are not
threatened.

Second, appropriation of forest resources by oetsidhould be prevented. In
the subsistence and supplementary groups, in wigople use wild products to make
ends meet, NTFP-related interventions should becthd at preventing appropriation
of forest resources by outsiders with differenérasts, as to ensure that people do not

lose access to these resources.
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Third, it is crucial to avoid blue-print conceptsdastart from local problems
and opportunities. Any intervention aimed at insieg the returns of NTFP
production systems should start from an in-depttietstanding of the local context
and local particularities, rather than blue-primincepts. Therefore, interventions
should preferably be developed in close collabonatfpartnership’) with resource
managers (the farmers), researchers and otherhsldies (c.f. Ros-Tonen et al.
2008) in a dynamic and adaptive process (c.f. Sayer Campbell 2004), taking
differences between various categories of NTFPsusén account.

Finally, the question is how to increase forestgie's command over natural
resources and their capacity to mobilise foresbusses to improve their livelihoods.
Among the factors discussed above tenure secunty raulti-actor partnerships
generally stand out. Tenure security may effecivantribute to poverty reduction
because it enables local people to capitalise msfaesources in various ways. The
PES and REDD schemes in particular are expecteffdo great potential as regards
forest-based income in the near future (Wollenlzerg Springate-Baginski 2010). In
addition, well-defined and secure property rights a key condition for achieving
sustainable resource management as they ensurprtitkicers can reap the benefits
of their management efforts which, in turn, stimegathem to protect the resources
from overexploitation and make long-term investrsefmhportant in this respect is to
design tenure arrangements that account for melpgrspectives. Decision making
regarding tenure arrangements also implies moraiderations, such as the question
of whether certain environmental considerationgifjughe restriction of land-use
options for people. When designing new tenure gearents, it is up to the decision
makers to answer such questions, but they would teedo so by taking into account
the perspectives of all stakeholders and be awardifierences in resource and
market dependence between them.

Furthermore, it should be noted that the relatigndbetween tenure and
sustainable forest use is ambiguous. First, hasewure property rights to a forest
area does not mean the holder of the property gighli leave the area forested.
Second, deforestation can be a way to claim lambis@cure tenure (Chomitz 2007,
Schneider 1995). Third, as demonstrated by the aadamar agroforests in Krui in
Sumatra (Kusteret al. 2007), perceived tenure security — which is affechsy
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reduced outside threats and increased support @S\&hd research institutions — can
be more important in shaping land-use decisions the formal legal tenure status.
The second factor that comes to the fore as bkéygto pro-poor NTFP
governance is community organisation and multieggepartnerships. Both of these
are needed to tackle many of the challenges asedaidth NTFP production. Forest
people generally lack power and that puts them weak negotiation position. Self-
organisation and linking up with actors in the paland private sector (companies
and NGOs) at multiple levels of scale can help maprtenure security, the equitable
rule of law, political empowerment of forest fring@mmunities and access to
markets. As noted above, such partnerships hawe lsome necessary because
shifts in governance have increased the arraytof& the forest arena and the need
to deal with competing interests and claims. Furtioge, partnerships can help
realise the new potentials in the field of foreasé&d income, such as certification,
PES and REDD. These new opportunities require actesnformation, a proper
approach to dealing with complicated proceduresliakd with actors at global level
that are hard to oversee for actors in far-awagdioareas. In order to reap the benefits
of these new schemes, the forest-dwelling poor nemders and watchdogs to

increase their political and economic leverage.

x.5 Conclusions

In this chapter, we have reviewed some key foregemance conditions that address
the needs and priorities of poor NTFP users and tapacity to improve their
livelihoods. We looked in particular to the goveroa challenges put forward by
Mayers and Vermeulen (2002a) with regard to secigigs, equitable rule of law,
market access and the building of partnerships.

Many of the NTFP governance challenges reviewed lmanmet through
building partnerships. Such partnerships have beawecessary, firstly because shifts
in governance transferred authority from the cénstate to lower levels of
government, the private sector, and local forestrsusThis increased the array of
actors involved in forest governance and the neetkal with competing interests and
claims. Secondly, the need to engage in partnesskipven more compelling for the
forest-dwelling poor, with a view to increasing ithiemited political and economic

leverage.
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Partnerships can do a lot to create the conditionshe good governance of
NTFP resources. They may help improve tenure dgcuhie equitable rule of law,
political empowerment of the rural poor in forestas and access to markets through
company-community deals and multi-sector partnpsshnvolving private sector
actors. This helps reduce the vulnerability of §brpeople to external shocks and
increase their capacity to mobilise resources irsuatainable manner for the
improvement of their livelihoods.

However, governance for poverty reduction basethemmarketing of NTFPs
faces huge challenges, particularly as regards -tangible NTFPs’ (i.e.
environmental services) due to the complexity & ¢overnance structures required
to make such markets work for local people. We argoat the building of
partnerships between local forest users and attmrsother sectors and geographical
scales can serve as the starting point to tacldsetlyovernance challenges. As this
review of the specificities of NTFP use made clesaich partnerships need to take
account of the fact that users of NTFPs diffehigit dependence on the resource base
and the market. Only when these differences areentakito account, NTFP
governance will be able to meet the needs and ssldhe priorities of poor forest

users.
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