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Abstract 

This thesis has attempted to examine the various faclo rs influencing people's participation in 
parlicipalory foresl managelllenl (PF!'d) scheme and associaled chailenges emailed in its 
implemenlation. The sllIdy was conducted in parts of Bongo foresl in KafC/ Zone, Gill7bo Woreda 
which is currently under PF!v! Three foresl user groups (FUGs) were selecled pwposely Fom 
three Kebeles of the Woreda. The justifications were the existence of different agents of 
deforestation, earlier period of formation, and relative physical accessibility. The nature of the 
study commanded methodological pluralism. Thus, combinations of surveys, qualitalive and 
quantitative data collection lechniques were employed 

The sludy showed Ihat there are hosls of socio-economic. cull ural and inslilulional factors at 
play affecting people's participation in PF!'oI! Low level of income and education, among others, 
affects users' partiCipation and thus, winning the acceptance of the poorest ojien marginalized 
communities to involve into PFM scheme was found to be challenging. Other user 's atlributes 
which impede participation include: Socio-cultural atlilude IOwards women, community 
relationship related 10 ethnicity of individual member and past experience on collective action, 
size and solidarity of the group. The finding fill'the r shows some facto rs related to institutional 
attributes such as membership, conflict resolution and relation with external actors/agents. 
Others are clarity of boundary and ease of exclusion which is related to the resource allribules. 

The current community management is reported 10 have brought considerable environmental and 
social benefit. Such as improvemenl in quality and quantily of Irees and NTFPs both through 
reduced access and complimentary forest development activities. Moreover, authority and use 
rights through a signed agreement with the local government and most'importanlly increasing 
social acceptance and empowerment of the Manja communily are the most important incentives 
(benefit) that promote members' parlicipatiol1. In this regards, the finding of the study filrther 
showed how P F!v! can be used as a means to promote the participation marginalized 
communities inforest management as well as well as enhancing social justice, and improving thl? 
fo rest resource management in their localities. Despite improvements in forest ownership 
through user approach compared to the previous state ownership, feelings of insecurity still exist 
among users. The sources identified were the existence of conlending traditional properly right 
regime on forest and NTFPs, unclear duration of righls, limited support Fom the side of the 
government and community past experience on property rights. 

It is recommended that more efforts are required to strengthen PFM and win an explicit trust 
among parties. This can only be achieved when policy and legislation are reformed to 
accommodate PFM and when local fores t users are empowered through filii legislative backing 
and capacity building. 

Key words: Participation, Participatory Foresl Managemem, Forest Users, Benefit, Ownership 
Rights, Community 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

T he reasons for the growing global concern with the envirorunent are well established to require 

lengthy explanations. In many developing countries, enviromuenta l and natural resource 

degradation has assumed disastrous dimensions (Yeraswork , 2000). Particularl y, there is a 

growlllg concern that much of sub-Saharan Africa's natural resource base and ecological 

enviromuent are deteriorating mainly due to high population growth combined with 

unsustainable consumption pattern (Gibson et ai, 2000). The main problems related to 

environment in the region are the loss of natural vegetation because of accelerating deforestation, 

intensive cultivation and grazing, land degradation and drought. 

Ethiopia, like many other countries in Africa, has long history of controlling and managing forest 

resources through state mechanisms. For decades , forests in this country have been under state 

control with little or no recognition of customary property rights and there was no provision for 

community participation (Farm Africa, 2005). Stellmacher (2005) argues that goverrunental 

fo rest policy in Ethiopia primarily focuses on "rigid conservation", hence on exclusion of human 

interference, rather than on management of forest resources. Dessalegn (200 I) even argue that 

the worst enemy of enviromnental protection program in this country was not peasant agriculture, 

nor population pressure, but the govermnent itself. 

It is widely believed that Ethiopia was once largely wooded and that total forest cover has been 

reduced from 40 percent to just 3 percent over the 20th century. Although the past extent of forest 

. cover is debatable I , the 1990 Ethiopia Forest Action Plan (EFAP) also estimated forest cover to 

be only 2.7 percent. Extensive forest fires in early 2000 have resulted in further losses. Dramatic 

defores tation has al so been associated with pol itical transitions from the imperial to Derg regimes 

t. Contributing to contradiclory findings is the dearth of accurate fores try data al the nationa l, reg ional, and local 
levels; the lack of good institulional data; and the d isparate definitions and measurement employed in studies of 
deforestation . 



and especially from the latter to the EPRDF (Pankhrust, 2001). Various sources have also 

documented that during the last hundreds of years, the transformation of natural high forest to 

cultivated land and grass land have been most severe in the north and north eastern part of the 

country (MoA , 1998) where population has been concentrated for many centuries. It was only in 

the sou th and south west of the country where many forest blocks still remained (Dessalegn, 

200 I; Melaku, 2003; MoA, 1998). However, this seems to have changed during the last few 

decades (MoA, 1998; Matheos, 2001). Increasi ng human impact on the forest resource is most 

significant around settlements in south west highlands such as Mizan Teferi, Tepi , Gore, Metu 

and Bonga Z It is evident that if the described trend continues, the last natural high fo rest of south 

west Eth iopia will get lost in the near future (OGRBMPS, 1994). 

Realizing the fac t, the government has been trying to implement diffe rent fo rest conservation 

approaches over time, the most ambitious started in the 1980s with the incorporation of primary 

high forest areas as "National Forest Priority Areas" (NFPA). In 1986 Bonga Forest was also 

demarcated as "Bonga National Forest Priority Area" (BNFPA). In practice, however, thi s 

conservation po licy proved to be defectively implemented and fo r the most part did not go 

beyond sign posting NFP A boarders, since management plans were lacking or not realized, 

competences vaguely defined as structures dependant on inefficient governmental interference, 

and most importantly, needs and views of local communities were not taken into account 

(Matheos, 2001). 

As Kidane (1994) further rightly puts it, lack of participatory approach in the planning and 

implementation of social forestry programs is one major reason for the limited success of past 

efforts in the forestry sector in Ethiopia and the initiative for community fores t development 

should emanate from the farmers themselves. It is from this perspective that participatory forest 

management also called co llaborative or joint forest management is introduced against the top­

.down or state owned community forestry projects. The latter approach is blamed by most to have 

contributed too little success and much fai lure of past conservation efforts. 

2 Bonga is found in Kafa zone. Kafa has one of the last two large remaining contiguous forest areas in the country. 
And coinc identally, Kafa, along with few of its surrounding areas, might be the last hope for conservation of the 
remaining Ethiopian forests (Matheos, 200 I). 
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1.2 Statement of the Problem 

The continued deforestation and forest degradation has revealed that conventional approaches 

that are in practice to manage forests in Ethiopia have not been able to guarantee the conservation 

of our forest resources. Instead, it undermined trad itiona l common property regimes, disabled 

local resource management systems, and disempowered local communities in terms of both 

resource ownership and respons ible use (FARM Africa, 2005). 

Consequently, many scholars have argued that conservation efforts which were tried so far in 

Ethiopia are conventional and forceful. These methods instead of conserving have led to 

accelerated depletion of fo rest cover (Dessalegn, 2001; Ginjo, 200 1; Yonas, 2002; Eyasu and 

Pippa, 200 I). This has been also true of the South west broad- leafed highland forest of the 

Bonga area (Matheos, 2002; FARM Africa, 2005) . 

As it is noted in the introductory part, much of the south west highlands including Bonga forest 

are one of the 58 forest areas designated as high priority forests} in the country (OGRBMPS, 

1994). Yihenew (2002 :65) indicates that "out of the remaining total 2.7 million ha" ... a good 

portion that is 24 percent is found in southwestern highlands. Currently there is high rate of 

deforestation 4 in the region. In Kafa Zone alone (Bonga forest), there is an estimated annual 

deforestation rate of 22500 hectare (Bech, 2002 sited in Stellmacher, 2005). In Bonga Forest, the 

consequences of absent, incongruous and defectively implemented governmental forest policies 

and land tenure rights, and the after effects of past and present governmental resettlement 

programs contributed to enduring conflicts on forest resources (Stellmacher, 2005). Similarly, 

OGRBMPS indicated that the principal resource conflict in the area has been between forestry 

and agriculture, and in the absence of effective forest management, the conflict is being resolved 

in favor of cultivation (OGRBMPS, 1994). 

3 In an effort to cope with the rapid depletion offorests in recent years, the government-has classified 58 of the most 
important high forest areas as National Forest Priority Areas (NFPA) see map. (annex 9) 

4 Based on a recent forest mon itoring study for southwest Ethiopia, till the 1980s, already 60% of the natural 
high forest of the area got victim of human expansion due to mainly popU lation pressure, migration and 
resettlement program of the Derg regime(MoA,1998). 
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Hence, many people argued that this trend of accelerating deforestation in Ethiopia in general and 

Bonga forest in particular, which leads to environmental change, can be addressed if people enjoy 

secured livelihood. This requires that people are made nlll agents and beneficiaries of forestry 

projects (2elalel11, 2005). For this, an institutional change, among others, has been found to be an 

"adjusting screw" in order to promote sustainable forest use (Stellmacher, 2005). 

It is from this perspective that participatory forest management (PFM) was introduced by FARM 

Africa to Bonga forest area since October 1996 with the aim of promoting sustainable utilization 

of forest produce through redefining user rights to the forest and empowering the village 

communities within and around the forest resources (FARM Africa, 2005). The core initiative is 

the establishment of a 'Forest user society ' (FUS) or a 'Forest user group' (FUG) which gains 

governmentally authorized and exclusive use rights over a particular forest area and is bounded 

by a Forest Management Plan developed by NGO mediation in negotiations between 

representatives of local governmental bodies and local communities. 

With regard to the participatory approaches, the question is posed who of the local community 

actually participate and make the decisions in the Forest Plan preparation process and overall 

forest management activities, hence the project runs the risk that it may represent merely interests 

of certain groups of the community. Besides the socio-economic status of resource users, culture, 

gender and ethnicity of individual community members may limit the opportunities available to 

weaker members to pal1icipate and benefit from the collective action. Sing (1992: 16) has also 

disclosed that homogeneity and heterogeneity of a community in terms of class, ethnicity, assets, 

income, gender, etc are important determinants of people's participation. Zelalem (2005) further 

illustrates that, in normal circumstances the participatory forest management process should first 

start by analyzing the need for participatory forest management in the given socio-economic, 

cultural, institutional and political context of the area in question. As a matter of fact, this is an 

.onset where the current research attempts to examine . 

. Thus, this study tries to assess the various factors affecting people's participation in participatory 

forest management and local people's attitude towards the approach. 
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1.3 Objectives of the Study 

General Objective 

>- To investigate factors affecting people 's parti cipation in participatory forest management 

and so licit people's att itude towards the current management approach in Bonga forest area. 

S pecific Objectives 

I. To ident ify and assess activity areas in which forest user groups part icipate. 

2. To exam ine the various factors affecting people's participation in participatory forest 

management 

3. To assess perception of the local community towards participatory fo rest management. 

4. To explore the challenges of the current forest management scheme. 

5. To draw lessons that will help for improvement of partic ipatory forest management. 

1.4 The Research Questions 

1. In which activities do members of forest user group (FUG) participate? 

2. What are the facto rs affecting household community members (FUGs) participation in 

PFM? 

3. How do the local communities perceive the current management approach to the forest? 

4. What are the challenges and constraints of the current forest management scheme? 

1.5 Methodology 

1.5.1 Research Design 

The nature of research problems most often dictate the methodology of the study (Creswell, 

2003).The current study aims at examining the various factors affecting people 's participation in 

Participatory Forest Management and solicits people's view towards the new scheme. Hence, the 

study commanded methodological pluralism (i.e. , combination of different data collection 

techniques), where by both qualitative and quantitative methods of data co llection methods were 

employed. Such methods were helpful to find adequate information and to get individual , group 

and institutional views (Yearasework, 2000:296). 
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1.5.2 T he Study Area 

The study was conducted on part of the Bonga forest in Gimbo woreda. Kefa Zone in SNNPRS; 

about 430 km southwest of Addis Ababa. The forest area covers about 161, 424 hectares and 

includes fo restland, settlement areas, grazing and agricultural land. Specifically, the study was 

carr ied ou t in parts of Bonga forest extended in three contiguous rural kebeles of Gimbo Woreda. 

The kebeles are Qeja Araba, Mel igawa and Michity. The survey concentrated on those 

households registered as Forest User Groups (FUGs) under the Participatory Forest Management 

(PFM) Scheme. 

1.5.3 Data Source 

Both primary and secondary sources of data were used for this study. The primarily data were 

gathered through household survey targeted on forest user groups, focus group discussions, key 

info rmant interviews, and direct observation teclmiques. The survey generated both qual itative 

and quantitative data pertaining to their socio-economic and demographic characteristics, aspects 

of participation and perception etc. Views of those non user households were also included 

through focus group discussions. Further, secondary data sources include published and 

unpublished materials, books, journals, project reports and maps. 

1.5.4 Sample Size and Sampling Method 

The study primarily focused on parts of the Bonga forest which is currently under PFM scheme. 

There are eleven kebeles in Gimbo woreda that use the forest for different purposes. However the 

PFM scheme is being implemented in parts of the forest extended in six kebeles (Table- I). 

Currently, there are eight forest user groups (FUGs) formed at different time and all under the 

process of implementing PFM. 
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Table 1: Fores/user groups ill Gimbo woreda under PFM scheme 

Kebele ' FUG (forest user Total forcst arca Total no, of 
" 

group) (ha) FUG members 

Keja Araba Wacha 439,5 75 

Obera 398 68 

Michiti Matapa 216 74 

Seka 602 123 

Yeyeb ito Agama 1200 263 

Sita chega Dara 800 173 

Me\egawa Sheka 215 121 

Kayakelo Gogoma 450 45 

Tota l 4320,5 942 

-Source: FARM Arnea, 200:> 

In order to undertake the study, three FUGs operating in three kebeles of Gimbo woreda were 

purposely selected out of the eight FUGs, These were Watcha FUG from Qeja Araba kebele, 

Sheka FUG from Meligawa kebele and Matapa FUG from Michity kebele (Table -1 ), 

The three rUGs were purpose ly selected based on a_ number of justifications, Those management 

groups formed earlier (signed agreement document), physical accessibility of the households and 

the forest patches del ineated for protection and development and further the selected Kebeles are 

homes to clusters of Manjo 6 households- marginalized occupational groups believed to heavily 

depend on wood to meet their subsistence needs, Hence, it is highly conceivable that the study 

kebeles represent perhaps the most difficult agents of deforestation: agricultural land 

encroachment, squatting, charcoal burning and fuel wood supply to near by towns and adjacent 

communities, 

. List of forest user groups household members in each respective groups were prepared using 

documents available at project and forest user group (FUG) offices, Then, simple random 

6. The term "Manja" or, somet imes referred to as "Manj o" is a name referring to socia-culturally discriminated 
ethnic group in Kafa, Manja or Manjo is not on ly known to reside in Kafa alone, There are Maj os in Dawaro, and 
sheka zone too, In these places as well , the Manjos or Manja belong to the marginalized groups, Although the 
terms are the same in a ll the three areas, ethnically the Manja of Kafa, Sheka and Dawaro belong to the three 
different ethn ic groups respective ly (Yonas, 2004: 14), 
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se lection of FUG household members using lottery method was made proportional to the size of 

each FUGs found in each kebele. Accordingly, 90 sample households (30% of the total HH) 

were taken, i.e. , 25(34%) households from Wacha FUG, 40(33%) households from Sheka FUG, 

and 25(34%) households from Matapa FUGs. 

Table 2: Forest user Groups, total number of households in a delin eated forest and sample 

households taken 

Forest user Groups (FUGs) and Total ;.Forest area Total number of Sample 

their location delincated(ha) Households households 

(kebeles) within FUGs taken for the 

',. 
.~ 

study 

Wacha rUGs (Qeja Araba Kebele) 439.5 75 25 

Sheka FUGs (Meligawa Kebe le) 215 121 40 

Malapa rUGs (Michty Kebele) 216 216 25 

Total 870.5 270 90 

1.5.5 Methods of Data Collection 

I. Primary Data source 

Structured Questionnaire 

The study was based mainly on sample FUG members household cross-sectional survey using 

pre-tested structured questionnaire organized in a logical order of presentation. The survey 

generated both qualitative and quantitative data pertaining to: 

~ Socio-economic and demographic characteristics, aspects of participation, forest use and 

dependence 

~ Aspects of· participation with respect to the PFM processes, forest management 

implementation issues , respect to community rules and by-laws,' forest,development .and 

protection issues 

~ Factors enhancing or hindering member's participation, internal and external challenges 

related to PFM implementation. 

~ Response (perception) of forest user communities towards participatory forest 

management. 
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Key Informant Interview 

In-depth key informant interv iews were conducted with selected informants of forest user groups 

(FUG). These include: six male FUG members (two from each group), another six women FUG 

members representing each group, fo rest protection committee members (6 in number) with in 

the respective three fo rest user groups including chairpersons. Moreover, in-depth interv iew was 

al so conducted with local government offic ials, Zonal and Woreda agriculture and rural 

deve lopment bureau experts (5 in number) and four project coordinators three of whom were 

fores try experts. 

Focus Group 

Focus group was also another qual itative method of data collect ion instrument used for thi s 

study. Accordingly, three focus group discussions from three FUGs and another three FGD were 

planned for non-user household members. However, only two FGDs were conducted due to 

difficulty in accessing them. Overall, a total of fi ve FGDs were conducted, three of which, were 

for forest users in each FUG and two for Non-users from Matapa and Sheka FUG. The number of 

participants in a Focus group range from five to eight. And the general direction pursued in 

those discussions were left for the researcher to trigger issues for discussion and promote 

activ~ group participation. All contents of the discuss ion were recorded in a tape recorder for 

later transcription. 

II. Secondary data sources 

The primary data gathered was supplemented by review of documents and other secondary 

sources. The following are the major secondary sources that were utilized during the study. 

:» Books and periodicals, PFM related publications, seminar papers, conference 

proceedings. 

:» Previous works done as Master's thesis and PhD dissertations as well as socio-economic 

and forest resource studies by line agencies. 

:» Statistical publications and maps 

:» All relevant documents and project reports, legislations, internal by-laws ofFUGs. 
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1.6 Data Analysis 

Regarding the analysis, the survey data was analyzed employing main ly descriptive statistics 

with the help of sta tistical soft wares (SPSS) and some statistical tests such as chi square. Further, 

information obtai ned from focus group, key in fo rmants and officials has been summarized and 

used in the tri angu lation of evidences. 

The process of analysis was carried out by using qualitative description and descriptive statistics. 

The portion of data that was readily quantifiable (information from the closed questions of the 

questionnaire) was discussed using tabulation and cross- tabulation of variables with percentage 

values and other descriptive statistics. Readily non-quantifiable data (information from open­

ended questions, key informant interviews, and focus group discuss ions) was discussed through 

qualitative description. 

1.7 Significance of the Study 

Despite recent moves in Ethiopia to devolve management responsibility to forest adjacent 

communities (such as through PFM), researches done on the subject are still quit inadequate. On 

top of this, the application of community forestry (such as PFM) varies across different social and 

environmental context (Yonas, 2004). Thus, this has made the learning so peculiar that a wealth 

of lesson needs to be drawn to mainstream community participation in to ,national forest policy 

and practice. In addition, it is also highly important to study factors affecting people's 

participation in participatory forest management, and gather lessons to apply them for further 

participatory forest management activities. Similarly, the lessons drawn from such study may 

contribute to current efforts by the government, NGOs and researchers to find better policy 

options to address the problem of forest degradation. 

This study may also generate information for various purposes and potential users such as: 

~ Federal government bodies engaged in Environmental protection, Natural resource 

management and rural development. 

~ Local government, more specifically to Regional, zonal and woreda Natural resource and 

environmental protection desks . 

~ NGOs and Organizations working in forest development. 

~ Research institutes working in the area of Natural resource and rural development. 

~ Researchers who would like to make further study on the issue or other problems in the area. 
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1.8 Scope and Limitation of the Study 

This study specifically focuses on ana lyzing or inves tigating factors affecting people's 

part icipation in participatory forest management, examine the various challenges entailed in its 

implementations, and solicit local people's perception towards the approach. The study area is 

limited to Bonga forest found in Gimbo woreda of Kafa zone, SNNPRS and hence making the 

findings specific to the case area. The study area is also related to the on going participatory 

forest management program in the area. 

As PFM is too wide in its components, it may not be possible to address all the issues in thi s 

paper due to limited time and resource. Therefore, the paper covers only some selected indicators 

in some main components. Further, the study was done under several constraints and challenges, 

particularly during the process of data collection. Time spent in the field 34 days which was not 

sufficient to co llect the necessary data from the se lected FUGs situated at different locations. 

Further, due to inaccessibility of some of the households found scattered inside the natural fo rest, 

the researcher couldn't find some of the anticipated respondents. Hence, this can be taken as the 

major limitations. Nonetheless , the study is expected to be useful in efforts to mainstream 

community participation in to national fo rest policy and practice as well as to undertake simi lar 

research in other areas . 

1.9 Organization of the Study 

The thesis has five chapters. The first deals with the introductory section, the problem, and its 

approaches. The second -::hapter presents the review of literature and conceptual frameworks. The 

third part describes the study area, participatory forest management initiative, and features of the 

selected FUGs. Chapter four presents characteristics of the sampled respondents, treats the' 

analysis and interpretation of data. Finally, chapter five deals with conclusion and ' 

recommendation. 
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1.10 Definitions of Operational Ter ms 

I. Participatory Forest Management (PFM): A system that in vo lves commu ni ties in dec ision­

mak in g regard ing forest protection, develop ment and utilizati on to rea lize thei r use rights on the 

resources. 

2. Forest Management Plan (FMl'): A document th at co nta ins activit ies and implementat ion plans of 

forest protec ti on, development, regulation and monitoring. 

3. Fores t Use r G roups (FUG): An assoc iat ion (Househo lds) organized to manage a part icul arly 

de lineated fores t fo r protect ion and util izat ion pu rpose. 

4. Fores t Products: Includes wood and non-ti mbe r forest products (NT FP) suc h as cardamom, wi ld 

paper (Timiz), Coffee, honey and other that are directly obta ined from the forest or those th at can be 

obta ined by develop ing them in the fo rest. 

5. Benefit Sharin g: Obta ining any benefit der ived fro m the fo rest resources by protecti ng and 

deve loping it. 

6. Perception : Views (pos itive or negative) of peo ple towards participatory fo rest Management (PFM) 

approach. 

7. Forest Tenure: Is the forest holding system defined by the rule and regulat ion of regional 

government in the partic ipatory forest management agreement. 

8. Use-right: Refers to guaranteei ng the ri ght to use forest and forest product. 

9. Exclusive right : Re fers to guaranty ing the users to have full right on forest. This includes the right 

to use, sell and transfer to third parti es . 

10. Non-Timber Forest Products (NTFP's) : Include products such as : forest grown coffee, cardamom 

(Korerima), wild paper (Timiz), and other products such as med ical plants, grass and fodder, clay 

soil for pottery workers. 

I I. The Forest Management Agreement (FMA) : It is an agreement document that defines the rights, 

respons ibi lities and duties of the government and the communities (Forest users). 

12. Non-users: These are a group of people l indiv idualsl who are out of the forest user group but claim 

use right over a particular delineated forest. 

.J3. Forest Protection Committee (FPC): These are a group of people (seven) ass igned to lead a 

particular forest user groups (FUG) in order to imp lement forest management pl an (FMP). 

14. Participatory Forest Management Activities: inc lude forest deve lopment, forest harvesting and 

forest protection activiti es detailed in FMP. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

2.1 Resource Management Approaches 

Before the coming of interferences from the state, in many parts of the world, local communities 

have been managing resources (such as forest) in sustainable manner. This is because local 

people were able to manage natural resources via complex interplay of reciprocity and 

solidarities. Their old age knowledge and ski lls played vital role in managing the resources. 

Nonetheless, the com ing of state intervention with their keen interest to have contro l over those 

commonly managed resources brought a downfall to the traditional natural resource management 

systems (Borrini-Feyerabend, 2000). This has in fact led to much more undesirable 

environmental problems such as deforestation through out the world. 

The concerted concern for managing natural resources dates back to the 1970s, Sll1ce the 

emergence of alternative development approaches . Different actors/stakeholders have attempted 

to treat the environmental problems with simple, neat so lutions focusing on biological and/or 

technical solutions and neglecting the social dimensions. Contrary to such views, however, 

resource management comprises ecological, technical, social, economic, legal, and political 

aspects (Castren, 2005). Taking this under considerations, Karki (2001) defines resource 

management as: 

The process, by which resources are allocated, regenerated, managed, and 

conserved over time and space to meet the needs and aspirations of humankind. It 

involves an interaction of three major elements; the physical resource base (land, 

water, forests, wildlife, etc.); the production system (the mix of technologies and 

productive activities), and the social regulation (laws, rules and principles) that 

govern access to resources, their distribution and use. 

The following section provides two broad perspectives dictating resource management 

so far. These are the modernization perspectives and the post modernist approaches . 
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The Modernization Vs the Post Modernist approach to Resource management 

Most of the conservation efforts made so far are detected under the modernization framework 

that fa il to bring last ing effects though they have conveyed considerable success in the short run 

(Pretty and Shah, 1997). 

The basic assumption behind the modernization approach is that farmers are the cause of natural 

resource degradation such as deforestation, soil degradation and overgrazing. Thus, it 

recommends the exclusion of people from forest to protect trees and wildlife and the adoption of 

externally developed conservation technologies (Pretty and Shah, 1997). For instance : Most 

Afri cans' national forest and parks management systems have been dictated by modernization 

approach too. Local communities do not participate in the management, as the bas ic concept in 

their design and management is to protect from them. 

Consequently, most past conservation efforts of many countries ended up in little success due to 

the fact that policies of governments have been influenced by modernization of traditional 

conservation approach and were focusing on biological values of resources and ignored the 

people who depend on such resources (Berkes, 2004). In response to this, alternative approaches 

to resource management have been developed starting from mid 1980s and mid 1990s (Crany and 

Farrington, 1999). 

Post modernism, the new approach to resource management rejects the "meta- narratives or 

large scale plans, technologies or theoretical interpretation that purport to have universal 

application" which were made so far in modernization framework (Pretty and Shah, 1997:40). 

The new post- modernist approach to resource conservation rather incorporates and glorifies the 

term 'participation' of particularly local people in natural resource management (pretty and Shah, 

1997:40). Hams (1994, cited in Ginjo, 2001) similarly noted that local use and management of 

natural resource should underline the application of the participatory development approach. That 

means decis ion making power and responsibilities should be entrusted to the local population as 

far as possible and feasible, as the people should have an important share in the benefits of their 

efforts. Further, the participation of affected community in the planning and designing of natural 

resource management technologies also enables to incorporate indigenous natural resource 

management knowledge to the intervention package. Similarly, in recent years, a number of 
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professionals are looking back to customary and other common property systems to support such 

efforts. Common property systems adopted to cope with the new pressures of present day 

resources management, are being seen as legitimate and effective management alternatives for 

natural resource management (Ostrom, 1990; Gibson et ai, 2000; Ben Irwin, 2001). This 

perspective will be used through out this paper. 

The new post modernist approach is generally dictated by the principle of holistic and integrated 

approaches for sustainable resource management (Karki, 200 I) which is palt of a great transition 

towards what theorists call ' new conservation'(Berkes,2004). 

The Holistic approach to resource conservation recognizes the management and use of a certain 

resource inevitably affects the management and use of anothe r resource and emphasizes on 

participation, consultation before action, and shared decision making (Karki, 200 1). This 

approach can consider all the different approaches simultaneously by factorizing both the internal 

and external into the management system/s proposed. In other words, as Berkes (2004) clearly 

indicated it, is an interdisciplinary approach to conservation that incorporates multiple scales of 

ecological, social, political and economic concerns. According to Karki (200 1) some of the 

examples under the holistic approach are: 

Sociological Approach: emphasizes the significance of cultural, ecological and social ethics, 

indigenous knowledge, the role of local people and local institutional arrangements (e.g. property 

right regimes) in resource management. Chamber (1991 sited in Karki, 2001) observes that the 

failure of a number of resource management programs can be linked to disrespect for local 

culture and wisdom. This approach involves research methods such as . Participatory Rural 

appraisal (PRA) and institutional arrangements including consideration of administrative 

structures and procedures, policies and laws. 

'Economic Approach: It is based on the premises that there is a need to rationali ze the allocation 

of.natural resources and optimize their use through competitive market economies to achieve 

maximum economic efficiency. This approach is restrained as it assumes that; a) cost and benefit 

from the use of natural resources are known and equitable b) cost and benefits .from the resource 

can be isolated from those of another such as intangible benefit (aesthetic beauty, ecological 

uniqueness, biodiversity etc.) 
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Ecological Approach: considers the whole ecological system and the relat ion ship among its 

various components. It recognizes the dynamics of the ecosystem as the basis fo r resource 

management. This approach involves practices such as: resource inventory, identification of 

natural processes that affect ecological impairment. 

Technological Approach : comprises comprehensive land use/resource management plans and 

their implementation fo r rational a llocation and utilization of natural resource . It ai ms to monitor 

and mitigate environmental change using physical too ls and modern technologies such as 

mapping, Geographical info rmation systems (GIS), remote sensing etc. 

2.2 Property Right Regimes over Resource: The Different Perspectives 

Institutional arrangements like property right regime have important bearings on resource 

conservation and management. This is because some property right types provide incentives for 

such activities while others not. 

Property right is a deliberate social construct (by an authority system) where rights over property 

are constitutionally or customarily conferred, outlined, and enforced by the state as well as by 

community (Melaku, 2003). Bromley (1998) defines property rights as institutional arrangement 

to govern access to land and other resources, as well as the resulting claim of the title holder on 

those resources and the benefit they generate. Property rights regimes define actors' rights of 

access and control to property (Yeraswork, 1995).They are, hence, socially defined entities 

(Yeraswork, 1995) or human inventions (McKean, 2000).ClarifYing the difference and 

similarities between property systems, rights and owners is an essential first step toward an 

understanding of the interaction between people and forest (Gibson et al.; 2000). 

Bromley (1989) as quoted in (Melaku, 2003) identified four types of property regimes: State, 

Private, Common, and Open access (non-property). 

Private property rights regimes: Is a situation where an individual exercises an "absolute" right 

over his property, particularly over natural resources, where there was no law to regulate 

utilization from the start or there was serious difficulty in implementing existing rules 

(Bromley,1998). Its advantage is generally the incentive one holds to develop or maximize the 

return from one's property; the legal capacity of the owner to di spose, or alienate and being able 
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to call up on the state power (more effectively) for the purpose of excluding others (Melaku, 

2003). Nevertheless, individual in terest as it has no bounds, might incur damage or a cost which 

pass to other non beneficiary groups or individuals or the public at large . In thi s case, their draw 

backs may become greater than their benefits particularity when it comes to ownership over 

natural resources such as forest (Melaku, 2003) . 

Siale (pl/blic) Properly Regill1es: The state as a social institution is assumed to be the ultimate 

bastion of the nation' s resources, heritages and sovereignty. Such resources as national parks, 

conservation forests, waterways and ri verbanks, mountains and gorges etc may remain under the 

protection of the state for protection purposes (Melaku, 2003). However, lack of awareness , 

cOlTuption, inst itutional and orga ni zational capacity, knowledge often prevents effective control 

and administration by the state (Melaku, 2003). According to Bromley (1998) where 

governments are weak, and their legitimacy is eas ily undermined, there is a tendency for resource 

degradation (as it is the case in many of the state Forests in Ethiopia) (Melaku, 2003). 

Common Properly Regimes: Here, two categories are identified: regulated and unregulated. The 

regulated common property is different from the unregulated in only one feature. In the former 

not only utilization is contro lled, but also the benefit to members is proportional to input from 

each (Melaku, 2003). It is a property rights alTangement where resources are owned commonly 

and users allocate right and duties to members (McKean and Ostrom, 1995 cited in Melaku, 

2003; McKean, 2000).lt is based on inalienable land rights shared by members of a social group 

(Yeraswork, 1995).The typical feature of this category is that the individual is subordinated to the 

collective interest [ ... J and the resource belongs to finite group (McKean, 2000). However, unless 

these property rights are legalized they remain "defenseless and non-durable in the face of an 

intrusion by the state" (Melaku, 2003 :51). 

In unregulated common property regime resources are sti ll owned commonly and non­

members are excluded; but consumption may not be necessarily equal among members because 

utilization is uncontrolled. The difficulty to regulate resource use anses from such factors as 

size or nature of the property, as in the case with lowland grazing lands in Ethiopia (Melaku, 

2003). .. ' 
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But it is different from open access resources. The widely referred Hardin's (1968) "Tragedy of 

the common" that" commons" wi ll be over used and degraded because each user has every 

incentive to use as much resource as poss ible may hold valid to such customary tenure with 

little contro l of its use by individual members. Many scholars have also confirmed that Hardin's 

argument was a misplaced discourse and has little to do with regu lated coml11on property 

(Ostrol11, 1990; Mackean, 2000; Timsina, 2003; Irwin.B , 2003). The concern of this study is, 

therefore, resource management under common property regime. 

Open access "Property" Regimes: This is a situation where no one holds rights to a resource 

,and nobody is excluded or they are "owned" and used by all, but cared for by 

none(Melaku,2003).According to Bromley(1998) the rule that governs resource utili zation under 

open access is the rule of "first capture", the situation that would give ri se to open access 

resource regime are two: the first is when the institutions suppose to manage the resources have 

fai led and the second when the resources in question have not been included in a regulated 

system from the beginning. Open access is an acceptable method for resource management only 

when we need not manage resources at all (Mackean, 2000). 

2.3 Arguments over Common Pool Resources 

Surprisingly, there is very little agreement about which of the combinations and permutations 

of property ri ghts types are wise or effic ient, particularity concerning natural resources such as 

forest. McKean (2000) rather argues that natural resource systems on which we depend utterly 

are, we like it or not, common-pool resources . Misunderstandings over this issue have produced 

tragic consequences leading to much undesirable deforestation throughout the world. 

COl11mon property regimes, used by communities to manage forests and other resources for long­

term benefit, were once wide spread around the globe. Some many have disappeared naturally as 

'communities opted for other arrangements, particularity in the face of technologicaL and 

economic change (McKean, 2000). · Among the many justifications usually advanced for 

eliminating community ownership of forests was the argument that individual or public 

ownership would offer enhanced efficiency in resource use and greater long term protection of 

the resource. But in many instances around the world today, it is apparent that the arrangements 
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emerged to replace common- property regimes are ineffective in promoting sustainable resource 

managemen t. Where people still live near the forests that their li ves depend on, the transfer of 

their traditiona l rights in to other hands does not simultaneously transfe r the physical opportunity 

to use these resources. Thus in many instances, the transfer of property rights from traditional 

user groups to others eliminates incentives for monitoring and restrained use converts 

owners- protectors into 'poachers' and thus exacerbates the resource depletion it is 

supposedly intended to prevent (McKean, 2000; Gibson et aI., 2000; Willy, 1998, World Bank, 

2002). This has been witnessed in many sub- Saharan African countries including Ethiopia 

(Yonas, 2000, Irwin, 2003). 

In Ethiopia instability of property rights system and the existing tenure system, i.e, pub lic or 

state ownership, forced farmers to concentrate on short term gains rather than on long term 

benefits (Degefa, 1999 sited in Ermiyas, 2003). At different times the state has frequent ly 

redi stributed land in few years time that took away the land held by one peasant to new holder 

disfavoring its sustainable management (Yeraswork, 2000).As a result, tree planting which is 

along term investment is lacking because of fear to lose the land with the investment. Thus, 

tenure insecurity is considered to be one of the underlying causes for rapid resource degradation 

in the country. 

Realizing this, there is renewed interest now both in the lessons to be leaned from 

successfu l common property regimes of the past and present (McKean, 1992 sited in McKean, 

2000) and in the possibility of reviving community ownership or management as a practical 

remedy where appropriate ( McKean, 2000).Or in places where these no longer exist creating 

new institutions of common property for resources such as forest(Irwin , 2003). 

Discussing the advantage of common property regimes over natural resources such as forests 

McKean (2000 :37) states that: 

Common property arrangements offer a way of parceling the flow of skim able or 

harvestable " income" (the interest) ji-om an interactive resource system without 

parceling the stock or the principal itself Many natural resource systems can be far 

more productive when left intact than when sliced up, suggesting that they should be 

managed as intact wholes, or certainly in large swathes. rather than in uncoordinated 

bits and pieces. 
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This is particularly true of forest ecosystems. Inherent in this basic characteristic of 

common property the combination of individually parceled rights to flow with shared 

rights to an intact stock _lies the explanation for its appearance among human institutions 

(ibid) 

Table 3: Stock and flow attributes a/property rights regimes 

.lii'dividual p' roperty Common Propetly. 'Public Property·, 

Ri~h,~~, Rights 
" 

Rights 
, ' 

Rights to flow Parceled Parceled Intact 

Rights to stock Parceled Intact Intact 

Source: McKean, 2000 

It is well recognized that property rights in resources have to be created, but accord ing to 

McKean (2000) some other factors makes it impossible or undesirable to parcel the resource 

itself These are (I) Indivisibility: particularly forests, may seem much more divisible (and 

fenceable) at first glance than other kinds of resource systems, but in fact forests may ceases 

to produce some of the products and benefits when divided (for instance, plant species in 

biodiversity forests that yield fruits, nuts, gums, fuel wood, timber, wildlife etc). But, these 

respond poorly to monoculture plantations that could be managed in smaller units (2) 

uncertainty in location of productive zones: forest resource users may well prefer to share the 

entire area and decide together where to concentrate use at a particular time, rather than 

parceling the area into individual tracts, and there by impose the risk of disaster on some of 

their members (those whose parcels tum out to be bad in a particular time). (3) Productive 

efficiency via internalizing externalities: If different persons own the ,uphill forests and the 

downhill · fields and make their decisions about resource separately, they may cause harm to 

each other that requires numerous one-on-one negotiation to alleviate (Coase,1940 sited in 

McKean, 2000). An institutional alternative to this bilateral exchange is to create a common­

property regime to make resource management approach jointly. Hence, joint resource 

management through common property regimes may enhance efficiency by internalizing what 

would have been externalities in a system of individual woodlots. (4) Administrative efficiency: 

natural resource systems are fundamentally interactive - forests provide watershed control, 

species are interdependent in a way we are often unaware of, and so on- and may well be more 
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productive in la rge units than in small ones. The society may also be too poor to support a 

large court system to enforce individual land titl es, and even cheap fencing would be 

expensive by thi s society' s standards. Hence, creating a common property regime here is a way 

of substi tuting collective management rules- which functi on as imaginary fences and informal 

courts interna l to the user group. It is cheaper in these circumstances, and it is within the power of 

a group of resource users to create (ibid). 

2.4 Attributes of Successful Common P,-operty Regimes 

Ostrom, ( 1999) sited in (Havnevik, 2006) put the following attributes in designing successful 

common-poo l resource institutions. These include: Clearly Defined Boundaries; Congruence; 

Collective-choice Arrangements; Monitoring; Graduated Sanctions; Conflict-Resolution 

Mechanisms; and Minimal Recognition of Rights to Organize. Similarly, McKean (2000), after 

synthesizing findings from many individual case studies of successful and failed common 

property regimes puts the following attributes for successful common property regimes. (I) The 

criteria for membership in the group of eligible users of the resource much be clear. (2) 

Infractions of use rules must be monitored and punished, (3) the boundaries of the resource must 

also be clear, and (4) Distribution of decision- making rights and use rights to co-owners of 

the commons need to be egalitarian but must be viewed as ' fair" (one in which the ratio of 

individual benefit to individual cost falls within a range they see acceptable). 

Further, in relation to this, (Gibson et aI., 2000) tried to summarize different factors that multiple 

scholars identified as enhancing the likelihood that forest-resource users will organize themselves 

in the first place related to the use of a common-pool resource. These factors are: 

Attributes of the Resource: 

Feasible improvement: the forest is not perceived to be at a point of deterioration and users 

should expect their forest to improve 

Indicators: The change in quality and quantity of forest products provide reliable and valid 

information about the general condition of the forest. 

Spatial location, terrain, and extent :the forest need to be sufficiently small, given the 

terrain, the transportation available that users can develop accurate knowledge of external 

boundaries and internal microenvironments, and they can develop low cost monitoring 

arrangements. 

21 



Attributes of users 

Common understanding: Users have a shared image of the forest and how their actions affect 

each other and the forest. 

Discount rate: Most users have a sufficiently low discount rate in relation to future benefits 

to be achieved from the forest. · 

Trust and reciprocity: users trust one another to keep promises and relate to one another with 

reciprocity. 

Autonomy: users are able to determine access and harvesting rules without external 

authorities countermanding them. 

Although it's often difficult to suggest all factor that make successful property work, McKean 

(2000:49) further suggests the following propositions for successful common property 

regimes. (See the table below). 

Table 4: Attributes o/success/ul comma II property regimes 

socia-cultural support Common property regimes will work better where the community of users is already 

accustomed to negotiating and cooperating with each other on other problems than where 

there are numerous existing conflicts and no indication of a willingness to compromise 

Institutional overlap Reviving recently weakened institutions, where the habits and .techniques of negotiation and 

compromise are still in evidence, will be easier than trying to invent wholly new institutions 

among people who have never worked together before. 

Administrative Reviving or creating common-property regimes where local and national governments are 

support hosti le are a lmost impossible. There is little point in trying unless local and national elites, or 

significant portions of them, are sympathetic to the attempt. This kind of support means legal 

recognition to strengthen the security and enforceabi lity of common propertyTights. 

Financial support Apart from limited help with local start- up costs, financial support to local common- property 

regimes is probably undesirable because it might well undermine local cooperation. If an 

institutional forms is being adopted because it is efficient, it should pay for itself ( by 

definition) and not require subsidy. 

Conflict reduction Where the size of productive management units permits a certain degree of segmentation or 

parceling of the resource, it is probably preferable to create non overlapping commons for 

different communities or nested arrangements rather than to have several communities 

sharing a single huge commons, 

Source: McKean, 2000 
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2.5 Community Participation and Common Property Resources 

A growing number of scholars and practitioners recognize the crucial role played by local people 

in natural resource management (Ostrom, 1990; Irwin.B, 200 1; Yerasework, 1995). Community 

participation in resource management has been also widely advocated in recent past through a 

number of international environmenta l policy documents such as 'our common future", "cari ng 

for the earth" (ILCN, 199 1), and" Agenda 21" (UNCED, 1992). 

Scholars argue that policies emanating from central government generally give local communities 

few rights over natural resources with w hich they live. Such conditions generate incentive 

structures that encourage individuals to "poach" natural resource and discourage them from 

constructing or maintaining rules and institutions at the local level to regulate their resource use 

(Gibson et ai, 2000; Karki, 2001). Therefore, granting property rights to local resource users play 

significant role in structuring human motivation and in creating or denying the possibility for 

collective action in common property resource management (Yeraswork, 2000). 

Among others, many conditions have been put forward for successful local level common 

property resource management. For instance, (Gibson et aI., 2000) put three requirements. (1) 

locals must value the resource (2) they must posses some property rights to the resource, and 

(3) they must construct local level institutions that control the use of iesource.(details about 

the requirements of successful property regime is provided in the previous section) 

This move in global and local development discourse, according to Twyman, (2000) is part of a 

wider reassessment of the goals of conservation by international bodies such as the UN (fer 

example, the convention to combat Desertification and convention on Biodiversity both advocate 

community- based approaches), national governments North and South (for example, countries 

that h~ signed up to the sustainable development goals of Agenda 21), and NGOs and 

community based organizations across the world. Recognition of the need for wider livelihood 

approaches has led the World Bank, for example, to commit itself explicitly to the promotion 

of community forestry and other means of collaborative forest management in its latest forest 

policy (World Bank, 2002). 
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There is now increas ing recognition that effective resource management must be linked with 

the issues of equitable access to natural resources, the promotion of sustainab le livelihoods and 

the allev iation of poverty through participating and empowering process of development 

(Twyman, 2000). The discourse surrounding 'participation' and 'empowerment ' has received 

increasingly crit ical refl ection (Michener, 1998; Campbell et aI. , 2002). Michener (1998) 

differentiates between planner - centered and people centered benefits from participation. In the 

former, outcomes focus on administrative and fi nancial efficiency. Partic ipation IS seen as 

facilitating local people's acceptance of new technologies promoted by outsiders; indigenous 

knowledge and local labor can be exploi ted and in kind contri butions to programs can lower 

implementation costs. In the people centered perspective, it is the process which empowers poor 

people by enhancing local management capacity, increasing confidence in indigenous potential 

and raising collective consciousness, as well as meet ing local needs and prioriti es. 

Others have developed diffe rent typo logies of participation. All suggest that genuine, people­

centered, active or transfonnative participation leads to development which is truly empowering 

whi lst planner centered participation tends to be nominal with local people acting as the 

passive recipients of development. Linking this concept to community based natural resource 

management initiatives is helpful in assessing the different motivations fo r, as well as 

participation in such projects by different stakeholders (Twymann, 2000). 

According to Campbell et al. (2002) the meaning of participation ranges from almost complete 

outsiders control, with involvement of local people, to a form of collective action in which 

local people set and implement their own agenda in the absence of outside initiators and 

facilitators . Some also view participation as a means to an end while other views it as an end in 

itself (Yerasework, 2000; Pretty and Shah, 1997). Yeraswork further states that the issue of the 

participation-as-a-means versus participation as-an-end-in itse lf issue, is whether people's 

. participation in decision making refers to their being consulted before decis ion are made or to 

their full involvement in actually deciding the matters. 

Pretty et aI. , (1995) highlighted seven categories/ fonns of participation; along a gradient of 

community involvement and empowerment (see table-5). At the least participatory end, of the 

spectrum, people are merely infonned and do not contribute information or views. At the most 
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participatory end, participation is self- initiated. He further suggests that to avoid confusion in 

the use of the term participation, reference should always be made to the type of participation 

as most type tlu'eaten rather than support the goals of sustainable development. 

Table 5: Types of Participation ill Local-level Development 

No Type . Characteristics ,-~ : ~; 
I. Manipulative participation Participation is simply a pretence 

2. Passive participat ion People participate by be ing to ld what has been decided or has already 

happened. Information shared belongs only to external professionals 

3. Partici pation by consultation Peop le participate by being consulted or by answering questions. No share III 

dec ision-mak ing is conceded and professionals are under no obligation to 

take on board people's views 

4. Participation for Material People participate in return for food, cash, or other materials incentives. Local 

Incentives people have no stake in prolonging practices when the incentives end 

5. Funct ional Participation Partic ipation is seen by externa l agenc ies as a means to achieve project goals, 

especia lly reduced costs. People may part ic ipate by forming groups to meet 

predeterm ined project objectives 

6. Interactive part icipat ion People participate in jo int analys is, which leads to action plans and the 

formation or strengthening of local groups or institutions that dete rmine how 

avai lable resources are used. Learning methods are used to seek multiple 

viewpoints. 

7. Se lf- mobi lization People participate by taking ini tiat ives independently of external institutions. 

They develop contacts with external institutions for resources and technical 

advice but retain contro l over how resources are used 

Source: Pret ty et ai, 1995_ 

Likewise, within common property resource management, genUIne participation of different 

interest groups tS important to minimize the risk of excluding access to certain resource poor 

groups. 

2.6 What is Participatory Forest Management? 

While Hardin's (1968) tragedy of the commons suggested either privatization or complete 

state intervention to manage common pool resources, a third possibi li ty of their management 

through collective action of communities gained prominence later (Ostrom, 1990). Arguments 

for community based natural resource management include local people's familiarity with the 
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resource and their ability to adopt flexible and site specific management strategies. In view 

of community based management 's potential to meet local as well as national interests, 

several governments have in recent years embarked up on thi s decentralized management 

approach (David and Richards, 1999 sited in Matta , 2004) in various forms and names such 

joint forest management (JFM), participatory forest management (PFM), and co-management. 

In add ition, there has also been a significant trust from donor agencies for promotion of forest 

management strategies that dwell on collaborative approaches ( Matta, 2004). 

Participatory forest management initiatives are essentia lly common-property regimes and are a 

subset of the types of environments, resources, and conservation programs involving local 

peoples that can be more generally termed 'participatory conservation'. Participatory 

conservation is a way of approaching conservation initiatives, which has emerged along with 

participatOty approaches to development since the 1970's (Wells et al; 1992). From the 1890s 

until the 1970's conservation was promoted throughout the world using exclusionary means 

(dictated through the modernization perspective) to preserve landscapes from human use, like 

national park or wilderness models from state led bureaucratic, technocratic or expert driven 

approaches (Western and Wright, 1994). These models remain common but have lost popularity 

for numerous reasons, particularly among non- biologists, for their lack of success excluding 

local residents (Often lower class and ethnic minorities) and protecting resources within their 

boundaries, as well as their inflicting negative social impacts on local populations' dependent 

on those resources (Berkers, 2004). 

Reconsidering the roles of resident peoples in conservation is part of a greater transition toward 

what theorists call ' new conservation' which is a post modernist approach. These include 

interdisciplinary approaches to conservation that incorporate multiple scales of ecological, social, 

political, and economic concerns (Berkes, 2004). 

The strategies and activities at work in participatory conservation initiatives are diverse and 

applied in many conservation approaches, including protected area outreach programs (PAOP). 

Co-management; joint forest management (JFM), community based conservation (CBC), 

community based natural resource management (CBNRM), integrated conservation and 

development projects (ICDP) and so on. Participatory conservation strategies have become so 
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pervasive, particularity among governmental and non governmental conservation and 

deve lopment organizations (NGOs) in tropical countries (Borrini - Feyerabend et al. 2004). 

There can be both shallow (e.g., involvement in a limited set of activities such as revenue 

sharing) and deep (e.g., involvement in initi ative definition, goals setting, and criti cal program 

evaluation throughout all stages) pmi icipation strategies at work in both cases. Therefore, 

participatory conservation can not be understood in terms of a particular strategy, po licy, or 

management activity that can be chosen and implemented. Rather, it a process of decision 

making and negotiation required to involve the governance structures and livelihoods of local 

res idents, which are made up of complicated po li tica l, soc ial and economic issues (Infield and 

Namara,2001). 

Whether a participatory strategy is characterized as shallow or deep depends on the qualities 

of decision making and negotiation, particula ri ty in their inclusiveness of multiple paliies and 

interests. Why and how issues related to decision making and negotiation, such as authority, 

power, and knowledge, are incorporated into conservation initiatives vary according to 

strategies applied at particular sites in practice, which stem from the project organizers' 

perspective of the role of resident people in conservation. 

Accordingly, there are various definitions given to participatory forest' management among 

different scholars. Hobley (1996) : Participatory Forest Management (PFM) is used as an 

umbrella term to include shared forest management, joint forest managements, collaborative 

fo rest management and community forestry. PFM attempts to secure and improve the 

iivelihoods of local people dependent on forest resources by involving all stakeholders in the 

process of fores t management, understanding their needs and situations, allowing them to 

influence decisions and receive benefits, and increasing transparency. 

Dubois (1999: 12) further defined it as: Participatory Forest management (PFM) or Collaborative 

Forest management (CFM) is basically a common property regime which entails two of Joint 

Management (JFM) and Community-Based Forest Management (CBFM).The latter being more 

devolutional as it involves both user and ownership rights over the resources. 
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Borrini- Feyerabend (2000:6) defines PFM as a " situation in which two or more soc ial actors 

negotiate, define and gua rantee amongst themselves a fair sharing of the management 

functions, entitlements and responsib ilities for a given territory, area or set of natural 

resources." For the purpose of th is research the last definition is found to be more appropri ate and 

wi ll be app lied through out this thesis. 

2.7 The Rationale of Participatory Forest Management (PFM) 

As some authors rightly put it, PFM is a process ori ented development and in this process 

the main actors are the government and community whether their roles and responsibil ities 

can vary depending on the resource base (Borrini Feyerabend, 2000, Zela lem, 2004). There is 

no generalized model for a successful PFM approach, but in principle it should be based on 

the existing traditional use, management rules and traditional institutions (Zelalem,2004;Irwin, 

2003). 

The ori ginal argument for increasing community participation in the maintenance of rural 

conservation projects stemmed from the need to better target people's needs, incorporate 

local knowledge, ensure that benefits are equitably distributed and lower management costs 

(Wily, 1998; Chamberes, 199 1 sited in Karki,2001). 

The economic rational behind PFM is that communities wi ll conserve (sustainable utilize) fores t 

resources if benefits of the management actions outweigh the costs of forest conservation. 

Therefore the issue is what benefits are the communities are gaining out of involving themselves 

in the process of forest management or tree planting in some cases (Zelalem, 2004). These 

benefits may also include more qualitative cultural values, recognition and respect (Zelalem, 

2004). 

The whole philosophy of forest co-management rests on convincing people of the benefit of 

sustainable utilization and by guaranteeing use rights to engage them in sustainable forest 

management. For thi s to be successful people must be convinced that it is indeed possible to 

maintain the resource over indefinite period of time provided use is regulated. Second, it must be 

possible to guarantee continued streams of benefit from forest products and services. When these 

are achieved people wi ll be willing to invest in forest management and limit resource extraction 

(Yonas, 2002). 
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The issue of tenure is also very signi ficant. Rights of access to and/or ownersh ip of forest 

resources complete ly change the perceived and actual va lues of the resources to the community. 

Empirically, secure property rights have been linked to more sustainable forestry (i.e. less severe 

defo restation) (Cash'en, 2005). For example, Deacon (1990, sited in Castren, 2005) has observed, 

based on cross- country data, that ownership security in country (not j ust forest ownership, but 

overall property ri ghts) lessons deforestation. He points out that security of ownership can be 

linked to other aspects of good governance and democracy, which all contribute to sustainability. 

Likewise, Tesfaye (1997) fo und that sense of insecurity was the main reason behind the failure of 

fores try plantation projects in Ethiopia. He explains that fa rmers are either reluctant to invest in 

such development acti vities or harvest rapidly from the common when they are not sure whether 

they can reap benefits from the final harvest. In a same vein, Yeraswork (2000: 14) states that the 

stability of a tenure system may contribute to the emergence of secure and predictable rights of 

land holding, which is one of the necessary conditions for land users to be motivated to invest the 

improvement of the resource. 

In this regard (Willy, 1998) argues that PFM "allows" forest adjacent communities to use certain 

products which tend to increase policing functions and reduce burdens of the state. It considers 

communities as 'nghtful beneficiaries" than as "local source of authority and management". 

Practically, there has been a long history of joint forest management (JFM) in India, Nepal and 

elsewhere in Asia (Wily, 1998). For instance Nepal's community forestry program is well known 

and is widely held to be an excellent example of PFM with 1.2 million hectare under community 

forestry and 15,000 forest user group (Khanal, 2007). Significant features of the program are: 

forest management agreements (operational plans) are negotiated between the forest department 

and user groups; under the legislation and guidelines the user groups are extensively involved in 

the design of operational plans (Fisher, 1995). This is in contrast to the situation in most Sub­

Saharan African countries (including Ethiopia) where traditional polices sti ll dictate that forest 

reserves remain 'free ' from local people, and in which local people have no management role 

(Willy, 1998). But the fact is communities can not be excluded from the care and control of the 

forests that surrounds them regardless of the legal ownership of the forests, which may rest with 

government (Willy, 1998; Gibson et aI., 2000). 
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2.8 Challenges and Constraints of Participatory Forest Management 

Alongside academic works that demonstrated the potential of PFM, there also however 

exited a concern over the success and sustainability of these co management initiatives. 

Especial ly when applied in wider scales and broader contexts, the performance of this strategy 

has been found to be varying (Lele, 2000, sited in Rao Matta, 2005) requiring specific local and 

regional environmental context (Twyman, 2000; Yonas, 2007). 

One of the prerequisites for successful PFM is local people's active and continued participation 

(Matta, 2005).Though the name PFM is used as a generic term to indicate local involvement in 

forest management, its specific application and types of forests with in which it operates vary 

widely. According to Yonas (2007), among the hundreds of PFM arrangements in many of 

African countries, the diversity in group size, group cohesion, and proximity to market is 

immense. The forests can be dry woodlands, moist tropical, coastal mangroves, commercial 

plantations and reserved or unreserved. The typology of PFM differs according to the 

communities' involvement ranging from simple consultation or cooperation to contracts, 

consignment and joint ventures. As such it is complex and highly context specific which prevents 

the possibility of blueprinting the PFM process at operational level (Yonas, 2007). 

Further, to be realistic, one needs to recognize that community based resource management needs 

conducive environment and may become the most efficient land allocation systems only under 

specific circumstances (Matta, 2005). These include adequate capacity to invest in land quality 

and a scale of community that allows for low cost regulation among the community 

members (Castren, 2005). Unfortunately, setting up the system becomes more chal!enging 

when PFM is introduced in low value forest areas (Matta,2005) or if the forests need long 

term investment to obtain a worth while level of production capacity (Castren 2005). 

Hence, under joint forest management or PFM the most important challenge is to create a 

structure where the community members have an incentive to follow the jointly agreed 

management plans. The internal coherence of the participating community acts as the 

guardian and reduces illegal and uncontrolled logging and the consequent efficiency losses. 
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When developing community based management systems, the appropriate definition of the 

community is also important. It is vital to assess who are the relevant stakeholders rather than 

simply identifying all the stakeholders. Communities are not homogeneous and efficient systems 

require through understanding of the internal structures and external linkages of the communities 

involved (Berkes, 2004). Further, there also needs to be the possibility and incentive to exclude 

outsiders and the community needs to have adequate social capital and ski lls to organize both 

internally and vis-a-vis the outside world (Castren, 2005). Another challenge in such venture 

(Karki, 2001) is the reluctance of government bureaucrats to relinquish power to local 

communities, particularly where they think this would threaten their control over the resources. 

Fisher (1995) observes that in Nepal District Forest Officers showed greater reluctance to release 

effective control of forests to user groups; they handed over management responsibilities but 

retained the powers and authorities over exploitation and sales of Forest products. Similarly, 

Saxena (1995 sited in Karki, 2001) describing the constraints of Joint forest management in India 

highlights several limitations. For instance, goverrunent policies hamper JFM initiatives and legal 

and organizational frameworks for JFM remain weak and controversial. In such cases, therefore, 

trust between local users groups and public administration is central to ensure successful 

management of the resource (Gibson et aI., 2000). 

In Ethiopia context, PFM has been initiated since the late 1990s. Currently there over 110 user 

groups formed at different times in different parts of the country including SNNPRS. However, 

the scheme has still been operating in a legal and policy vacuum. There are limited policy and 

legal provisions that supports community participation in forest utilization, development and 

management. At Federal level , the Federal constitution, the 1997 Environmental policy, the 

national biodiversity conservation (1998), the co operative establishment (proc. No.14711998) 

encourages community participation in forest conservation and development. At regional level, 

the SNNPRS land administration and utilization proclamation No. 53/2004, and state forest 

management, development and utilization proclamation No. 77/2004 are among the enabling 

policy frameworks that support community participation. Although these umbrella national and 

regional policy documents in way or another emphasize the need to uphold the livelihood interest 

of communities and their involvement in the management of local resource, there are no 

subsidiary supporting laws, directives or provisions which allow their effective implementation. 
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2.9 Factors Affecting People's Participation in Participatory Forest 

Management 

y onas (2007) succinctly put three basic elements (factors) that affect people's participation in 

participatory forest management. Each in turn is branched in to a diverse array of factors or 

variab les. 

>- Resource attributes: size, clarity of boundari es, predictability of resource fl ow, condition of 

resource, ease of exclusion. 

>- Users' attributes: size, proximity to resource & market, group cohes ion/heterogeneity, 

norms of behavior, avai lab le sk ill s & knowledge of resource, hi storical events. 

>- Institutional arrangements: membership, access, appropriation, monitoring & sanctions, 

conflict reso lution, decision making arrangements, relationship with external agents. 

In addition to the above elements that determine the success of PFM, scholars (MacKe an, 2000; 

Y onas, 2007) further put the following elements that determine effective functioning of fo rest 

user group (FUG) under Participatory Forest Management arrangements. 

>- Ease of excludability (cost of preventing others from using the resource) favors PFM 

which is related to size & clarity of boundaries. 

>- More homogenous, smaller, close knit groups, with intimate knowledge of the resource 

and history of successful collective action are likely to succeed. 

>- Simple, flexible, fair rules that are supported by external arrangements (broader policy & 

practice including market & economy) are likely to favor PFM. 

>- Lack of rigorous & comparable indicators to measure these variables systematically is a 

serious drawback 

Experience in many countries clearly indicates that when PFM is implemented appropriately, 

with sensitivity to local conditions and the various attributes mentioned above, it produces 

significant results. Such as ecological: conserve the natural resources, improve the extent and 

condition of forest, increase eco logical benefits like maintenance of local climate, reduce erosion, 

and protect watershed; Economic: support sustainable rural livelihoods and so helping to alleviate 

poverty. It also brings non-economic benefits such as experience, skill development etc ... for 

communities involved in the process (pretty and Shah, 1997; Zelalem, 2005). 
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Although PFM has several benefi ts to all stakeholders, PFM is not a panacea: it does not provide 

a quick fi x for forest conservation and it is not guaranteed to work in all circumstances (Zelalem, 

2005). The fact is that PFM approaches must deal with a complex set of technical , soc ial 

economic and political problems and obliviously developing such a system is often problematic. 

Baral (1993) further states that the ethnic composition, political ideology and cultural with in the 

communi ty could create problems at the user group leve l. He nlrther indicates that " in order to 

have successful common property, every individual should have an equal leve l of pa rticipation in 

dec ision making. Within common property resource management, participation of different 

interes t groups is important to minimize the risk of excluding access to ce rtain resource-poor 

groups of people. Against this factors and challenges following conceptual framework is 

developed fo r the purpose of this research work. 

Analytical Framework 

As it is already noted, community participation includes many different dimensions, however 

participation is not always beneficial or panacea for the conservation of forests because its values 

depends on the type of participation, on who participates, when they participate and under what 

circumstances. Strategies to promote participatory/ joint forest management require analysis of 

all dimensions and functional constituents of local communities as management unit (FAO, 

1995). 

According to Singh (1992: 12), there are seven barriers which can lower people's participation in 

National Resource Management. These are easy availability of grants and subsidies, prejudices 

and disc rimination against women, illiteracy and lack of awareness, factionalism and 

heterogeneity of population, disparities in wealth and social status, interference by politicians, 

and misunderstanding about the motivation ancl objectives of people 's organization. 

In a nut shell , the varIOUS factors affecting people's participation 111 participatory forest 

management can in fact be represented in the following simple analytical and conceptual 

framework . Given the complexity of forest - local community nexus the advantage of a simple 

frame work is that a large number of nested variables can be included ancl represented (Gibson et 

ai , 2000). 
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At the core of the frame work are individuals who hold different pos itions (members of local 

fores t- user group, forestry profess ionals, local regional , or national officials ) who must decide on 

actions (what to plant, protect, harvest, monitor, or sanction) that cumulatively affect outcomes in 

the forest cond itions, the distribution of forest's benefits and costs and ultimately on the 

effectiveness of participatory forest management. To simpli fy representations, the complex set of 

incentives and resulting behavior is initially represented in the framewo rk as a single box. This 

"box," like all the other boxes in the framework can be opened and contains a nested set of other 

conceptual boxes with in it. 

Figure -\ Analytical and Conceptual Framework representing Factors Affecting People's 

Participation in Participatory Forest Management. 

Participatory forest 

Institutional fac tors m anagement and 

(arrangements) local fores t 
ecosys tem responses 

f'----

Socio-Economic, 
Incentives (benefit Cultural a nd 

Demographic factors • derived) such as through 

(Users a t tribute) the r esource attributes 

Analytical and conceptual framework developed by the Author. Slightly adapted from lAD 

(Institutional Analysis and Development) framework relating multiple jactors affecting local 

ecosystem sited in, Gibson et ai, 2000. 
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Individual incentives (benefi ts) and behav ior within the forest user groups (FUGs) are in turn 

affected by both the resource attributes and socio-economic and cultural factors (users attri bute) 

as we ll as institutional fac tors (arrangement). Each of the facto rs on the left hand side of the 

frame work unpacks into a large se t of variables. For example, unpacking the institutional factors 

that may affect human incentives and behavior with in FUGs would include, but not limited to, 

such vari ables as: 

~ Membershi p, access , appropriation ,monitoring and sanction ,confli ct resolution, 

dec ision mak ing arrangement, relationship with external agents lexternal supportl,rules 

regarding who can harvest, when and how, and how much harvesting of different 

products is authorized or fo rbidden. 

~ T he availability or type of measures that enhance member's participation or protection 

activities that is encouraged and by what means. 

~ The methods of monitoring and sanc tioning forest use, existing orland potential conflict. 

~ The degree of organization (at micro level) among forest users and the meaning of such 

organization in terms of individual incentive, National and Regional legislations (at 

macro level) on the use and administration of each types of forest, the availability of 

courts to resolve disputes over land and tree tenure. 

While, the socio-economic, cultural and demographic factors or simply "users attributes" 

affecting participatory fo rest management can be explained again across a wide array of 

variables like the levels of awareness or education, group size and solidarity, gender and 

ethnicity of individual member in FUGs, disparities in wealth and social status etc . 

35 



CHAPTER THREE 

THE STUDY AREA AND PARTICIPATORY FOREST 

MANAGEMENT INITIATIVE 

3.1 Location 

The study area is located in the Southern Nations nationalities people 's Regional state 

(SNNPRS), more specifically in Kafa zone. The Southern Region is one of the nine Regional 

states of the Ethiopian Federal Government. The region is situated at 4° 27' - gO 3' latitude North 

and 34°21' - 39° 11 ' longitude East. The Region has a total area of 113, 539 km2 ,and accounting 

for about 10% of the country, and it is divided into twelve (12) Administrative zones, five (5) 

special woredas and 72 woredas.7 
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Figure-2 Map of the Study Area 
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7· The term "Zone" is given to an administration level below region and above woreda. whereas '·woreda" is a term, 
which has been in use for quite a long time in Ethiopia to denote an administrative unit more or less equivalent to 
' district ' in English. 



Kafa is one of the twelve administrative zones in the southern Nations, Nationalities and peoples' 

Regional state (SNNPRS). The zone lies between 6° 15' north to gO 08 ' north latitude and 35° 30' 

east to 36° 46 east longitude. Kafa zone has the area of II , 116.35 square kilometers ((9.65% of 

the Region). The zone comprises nine woredas (districts), which are subsequently divided in to 

277 rural and 20 urban kebeles (the lowest administrative units). In order of their alphabetic 

sequence, the woredas are Chena, Cheta, Decha, Gesha, Gewata, Gimbo, Menjiwo, Saylem and 

Tello. Bonga, the capital of Kafa zone, is situated at 440 kilometers southwest of Addis Ababa 

and lOS kilometers south of Jimma. 

3.2 Climate 

Based on traditional agro-ecology, Kafa has three conventional climatic zones based on altitude 

and temperature. These are "Dega" (cold zone), 2500 - 3000 meters above sea level (m.a.s.I); 

"Woina Dega" (semi cold zone), 1500 -2500 m.a.s. l, and "Kolla" (hot zone), 500 - 1500 m.a.s.1 

(SUPAK, 2001). The zone lies between 500 to some 3500 m.a.s.1. Rainfall varies between 1,500 

and 2,000 mm annually and is abundant during 7 to 9 months of the year. Generally, given a wide 

range of altitude (500 to 3000 m.a.s.1 ) , Kafa zone has abundant rainfall throughout the year, 

with mean annual rainfall raging between 1600 - 2200 mm and average annual temperature 

varying from 16°c to 20°c. It has abundant rainfall distributed nearly throughout the months of 

the year. This provides Kafa with the opportunity to grow crops twice a year (Matheos, 2001). 

3.3 Physical Features 

According to the Omo -Gibe River basin Development Master Plan study (OGRBMPS, 1994) 

the zone has two physical characteristics -the high lands and the low lands. The high lands 

occupy two thirds of the area excepting the Gojeb, on the northern and Decha low lands on the 

southern tips. The highlands are characterized by undulating and rolling plateaus between 1500 -

2100 meters above sea level , with slops in the range of 10-30%. According to the master plan 

study, the area has high rainfall and quite a long growing period ranging between 300 -360 days 

annually. Conversely, the lowlands occupy about one- thirds of the total area with relatively 

lower rainfall and higher temperature as compared to the highlands. The report further indicates 

that the lowlands lie between 600 -1500 m.a.s.l, with variable slopes in the range of IS -45%. 
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Although the growing periods of these areas are reported to be more than 90 days they are 

indicated to have little agricultural potential (OGRBMPS, 1994). Nitos ls and Acrisols form major 

so il type . This is actually reflected in the land use where there is a well- drained so il with 

moderate natural ferti li ty and ease of working. 

3.3.1 Bonga Fo rest Ecology 

Bonga forest is a moist tropica l fo rest located in Kafa zone. It covers a total area of about 16 1, 

424 ha and li es within 07° 00' - 7° 25' N latitude and 35°55' - 36°37' E longi tude, stretching 

across the boundaries of five contiguous woredas; namely; Gimbo, Menjiwo, Te llo, Decha, and 

Chena. The altitude of the area ranges from 1000 to 3350 m.a.s.! , consisting o f a highly di ssected 

plateau, with flat to moderately undulating tetTain on areas above 1500 m.a. s.1 (Matheos, 200 I). 

The forest experiences one long ra iny season, lasting from Marchi April to October. The mean 

annual rainfall ranges from 17 10 mm at Bonga station to 1892 mm at Wushwush Station. Over 

85% of the total annual rainfall, with mean monthly values in the range of 125-250 mm occurs in 

the 8 months long rainy season. The mean temperature is 19.4 degree Celsius at Bonga while it is 

18.1 degree Celsius at Wushwush station, which is located 200m higher than Bonga (Matheos, 

2001) 

There are three major river bodies that drain the catchments of Bonga forest; they are Gojeb, 

Dinchia and Woshi rivers. The Gojeb River along with its numerous tributaries drains the north 

eastern part of the areas on the eastern block accounting for about 22% of the total catchments. 

The Dinchia River together with its tributaries drains the central parts of the forest. The Woshi 

River drains areas situated along the Woshi River drains areas situated along the Western most 

parts of the forest accounting for about 28. 8% of the total forest area (Matheos, 200 1). 

According to the recent inventory carried out by the Institute of Biodiversity conservation and 

Research through the GTZ - supported Forest Genetic Resources conservation project, Bonga 

forest is characterized by three distinct vegetation types (Matheos, 200 1). These vegetation types 

are described below. About 106 woody plant species belonging to 74 general and 38 families 

were recorded during the inventory of Bonga Forest. ! . 
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Upland Rain forest Vegetation: Th is vegetation occurs at altitudes between 1500 -2200 m.a.s.l 

and characteri zed by big tree species such as: Olea Welwitscii, Scheffleria abyssinica, Eupnorbia 

oboval i fo l ia, etc. 

Upland HI/mid Fares/.' Vegetat ion: This Vegetation occurs at altitudes between 2450 -2800 

m.a. s.1 and characterized by tree and shrub species such as Hagenia abyssinica, ll ex mitis, 

Myrsine Melanophloeos etc. 

SinarindunarialBamboo thicket: This vegetation occurs at altitudes between 2400 -3050 m.a.s.1 

and mainly characterized by bamboo thicket either in pure stands or may exist in mixture with 

other trees. Bonga forest is also endowed with numerous NTFP's basically forest coffee (Coffee 

Arabica), Cardamom (Afromomun Corrorima), wild paper (Timiz), and other spices. Honey is 

also the most abu ndant NTFPs. 

3.4 Socio- Economic Characteristics of Kafa 

3.4.1 Dcmogl'aphic Characteristic 

The population of Kafa was estimated to be 789, 818 in July 2004 (SUPAK, 2004). Of this total, 

about 95.5 percent were estimated to live in the rural areas, while 7.5% was expected to dwell in 

the towns. The female male proportion was 50.9 to 49.1 percent. The average population density 

was 64.9 persons per square kilometer. The same source points that the Kafa household was 

indicated to inhabited population growth of 3 .31 percent. If this trend of population growth holds, 

Kafa is expected to be inhabited by 1,692, 084 people by the year 2018 (ZOFED, 2004)8 This 

would perhaps take the rude density to i 52.2 persons per square kilometers, which implies more 

than double pressure on the existing natural resources. This actually calls for the earliest possible 

comprehensive policy interventions aiming at a wise utilization of natural resources for 

sustainable development. Kafa is dominated by Kafecho ethnic group, which is a significant 

maj ority (71.8%) of the population. The Amhara (6.7%), the Shekacho(6.4%), the Bench (5.2%), 

and the Oromo (4.8%). Dawro, Sheko, Chara, Nao, Meien, and Mezengir ethnic groups share the 

remaining small proportion in the area. 

8. The zone department of finance and econom ic devJeoprnnt (ZOFED) estimate on the basis of growth rate in CSA, 
1994: result for the [SNNPRS], Vol. 1. , part (Addis Ababa, CSA) 
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3.4.2 EconoJll ic Characteristics 

According to the 1994 population census, about 92.5 percent of the to tal population res ides in the 

rural areas and primari ly depends on Agriculture (CSA, 1994). The main fanning instrument is 

ox - drawn plough , most ly among the Manjas, however, farming was reported to begin recently, 

more specifically, after the 1974/5 land proclamation, which gave the group a right to own plots 

of land in their known hi story (Yonas, 2004). 

The land use data shows that about 56% of the tota l area in Kafa is arab le, whereas 29.0 percent 

is forest and bush lands fo llowed by about 14 percent land under sett lements and other purposes 

(see table below). 

Maize , so rghum enset (false banana), finger millet, barley and wheat are the major crops grown. 

Coffee and tefI are also wide ly grown mostly for cash. Cattle, sheep, goats, poultry, donkeys, 

horses and mules are the major livestock kept by the fa nners. Beekeeping and gathering of fo rest 

products is importa nt mainstay among the Manjos. 

3.5 Participatory Forest Management Scheme in Bonga Forest 

3.5.1 Gimbo Woreda and its General Characteristics 

Gimbo woreda is one of the ten woredas in Kafa zone. It has an area of 884.59 square kilometers. 

The all weather roads from Jimma to Mizan, and from Bonga to Masha, Via Daka Gesaha 

woreda capital, and Bonga to Ufaa enables Gimbo to access modern road transport from different 

angles. 

According to ZOFED, 113 thousand people were estimated to live in Gimbo woreda in July 

2004. Of this total, about 30.4 thousand (27.6 percent) we re further estimated to live in the towns, 

during the same period, while the remaining 72.4 percent were expected to be rural dwellers. The 

age structure points that population less than 24 were 62.5 percent signifying the typical 

characteristic of younger population. 
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Gimbo has fi ve settl ement areas des ignated as "urban" or "towns". These, in order of their 

popu lation size, are Bonga, Ufaa, Gojeb, Wushwush, and Diri. Population estimates fo r the towns 

range from the 20,000 in Bonga, to the lowest 1,400 in Diri. The remaining towns in the woreda 

are est imated to have populations ranging fro m li ttle more than 2000.Based on a fa rm ing system 

study by (SUPAK, 2000). 

Land usc catego ries in terms of sca le of Agriculture expa nsion . 

1. Forest coffee based land use (Forest zone) 

2. Forest fcoffeef cereal - based land use (transitional zone) 

3. Ensel fcereal - based land use (Trans ition zone in the Dega AEZ), and 

4. Cerea l based land use (deforested zone) 

Further, as it could be noted from Gimbo Woreda land use (Table-6), about 40.1 percent of the 

total area is intensively cultivated. This is fo llowed by the coverage of 26.5 percent undisturbed 

and 13.5 percent di sturbed forests. The Wushwush tea plantation is another land use type, which 

covers about 26.2 km2 or 3.3 percent of the total woreda size. 

Table 6: Land cover /Use Gimbo Woreda 

Ser. Sub class Area (m2) Area(km2) Percent 
No of total 
I Built-up area 7,058, 192 7.06 0.80 
2 Coffee investment 3,957,429 3.96 0.45 
3 DenselBush 9,006,530 9.0 1 1.02 
4 Disturbed Broad leaved 85,954,502 85.95 9.72 

mountain forest 
5 Eucalyptus plantation 12,805,630 12.81 1.45 
6 Highland disturbed forest 32,949,592 32.95 3.72 
7 Intensively cultivated 354,767,502 354.77 40.11 
8 Junioers plantation 8,549,493 8.55 0.97 
9 Moderately cultivated 13,246,664 13.25 1.50 
10 Open grassland 19,348,789 19.35 2.1 9 
II Perennial marsh 45,31 8,414 45.32 5.12 
12 Seasonal swamp 27,870,016 27 .87 3. 15 
13 Tea plantation 26,149,814 26. 15 2.96 
14 Undisturbed broadleaved 234,274,350 234.27 26.48 

mountain forest 
15 Woodecl!shrubs grass land 3,333,080 3.33 0.38 

Tota l 884,590,000 884.59 100.00 
Source: (DoFED for Kafa Zone, 2003 SIted In Yonas, 2004) 
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A recent study conducted by Kafa Development Program (KDP, 2004) reveals that the extent of 

cu ltivat ion of annual crops in term s of land allocation is getting higher and higher as new 

settlements clear natural forest. During the pe riod of data collection for thi s study (Feb, 2007), it 

was observed that there is a massive on going intra- regional resettlement programmes in the 

zone as well as the woreda. This obviously puts additional stress on the existing natural 

Resources. 

3.5.2 Pa.·ticipatory Forest Management Initiative and Characteristics of the Selected 

Research Sites (FUGs) 

The Bonga Forest extends over parts of six woredas in the Kefa zone. With in these woredas, the 

kebeles which extend in to Bonga state forest have a total population of 71 ,282 (CSA, \996). The 

PFM scheme is being implemented in parts of the forest in Gimbo woreda, which has ten of its 

Kebeles overlapping Bonga forest at varying sca les . 

Out of the eight FUGs implementing PFM in six kebeles of Gimbo woreda, three Forest user 

groups were purposely selected for the CUlTent study. These are Watcha, Sheka and Matapa FUDs 

from Qeja Araba, Meligawa and Michity Kebeles respectively (see Map). They are located at the 

south and southwest part of Gimbo Woreda. Watcha forest is bordered by Gopa River in the 

north, Barta River in the south, the Hirio (the defense balTacks of the former king of Kafa) and 

Obera village in the east and Hawsho and Barta Rivers in the west. Both Watcha and Shaka forest 

in Meligawa kebeles are found adjacent to Bonga town. 

Matapa forest in Michity kebele is found next to a large tea plantation (namely, Wushwush Tea 

Development Enterprise -WTDE). The forests are homes to clusters of Manja households -

marginalized occupational groups believed to heavily depend on wood to meet their subsistence 

needs. Watcha and Matapa forest user groups (FUGs) are predominantly Manja households. 

Whereas Sheka FUG, members are both Kafa and Manja households . Table (7) presents some 

basic features of the selected FUGs. The forests under the FUGs range in elevation from 2 100m-

2500m. 
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Table 7: Some Basic Illformalioll 011 lit e Selecled FUGs 

Name ofFUG Areas • of forest Distance from Elevation Number of 

(hectare) the road (kms) (meters) househo lds 

Wacha 439.5 0.5 2400 75 

Sheka 216 1 2500 121 

Matapa 215 0.5 2100 74 
.. 

• Excluding individual householdfarm plot 

They are close to an all weather roads compared to the other FUGs found in the woreda and thus 

more or less exposed to market forces. Although the selected FUGs and their settl ements are 

situated with in the same ecologica l and adm inistrative divisions and face similar level of market 

pressure, they differ in size, mix of community, age and resource endowments. As table -7 

indicated, Wacha, sheka and Matapa cover 439.5,215 , and 216 hectares respectively. Sheka FUG 

has the largest members (l2 1) followed by Matapa (74) and Watcha (75). In terms of forest area, 

Watcha is the largest. The other two cover more or less equal area. Watcha, Sheka and Matapa 

cover 439.5, 2 15, and 2 16 hectares respectively. Sheka FUG has the largest members (12 1) 

fo llowed by Matapa (74) and Watcha (75) Table-l chapter one. With respect to fo rmation, the 

Watcha community is the first to sign PFM Agreement in Kafa zone Natural Resource 

Development Bureau in October 2002 followed by Matapa (2003) and Sheka (2004). 

The Agreement is fac ilitated by FARM Africa in its Bonga project. The contract document 

contains internal by-laws which in principle, commit signatories to certain allocation of rights 

and responsibilities in forest management. Such documents were developed to provide a clear 

division of ro les among forest users and official s and to create a sense of security in forest 

management by providing legal mechanisms to challenge any violation of rights of particular 

groups. The PFM plan and agreement defines the roles and responsibilities of the communities 

and the government. 

Accordingly, the government obj ective is to: maintain and protect the quality and extent of the 

forest, ensure legal and technical backup and monitoring, ensure the conservation of biodiversity 

of the forest, and bring about a forest management system in which sustainable harvesting is 

reali zed through sharing of responsibilities. The community's objectives: obtain various benefit 
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in terms of goods/products and services from the fores t on a sustainable bas is facilitated through 

legal recognition by the government, limit resource extract ion based on FMP prescription, 

develop forest so as to earn increased income, obtain support to stop non members harvesting of 

the forest so that a las ting forest management is rea li zed in co llaboration with the government. 

3.5.3 The Fu nctioning of the FUG and the Forest Protection Co mmittee 

In order to implement the forest management plan and agreement document and increase the 

dec ision making capacity on forest issue, the general assembly of each FUGs has e lected an 

executive forest protec tion and deve lopment committee of seven members (see table 8). 

Table 8: i nstitutional in/ormation on tlte Selected FUGs 

Name of Year of Ge neral Executive Meeting Initial grant 

FUG format ion assembly comm ittee per year (seed) money 

(Birr) 

Wacha Oct 2002 75 7 7-8 4000 

Sheka June 2003 121 " " 10,000 

Matapa Feb. 2003 74 " " 6000 

Election of executive committee for forest protection in principle, conducted democratically in a 

meeting of all the recognized forest dwellers. The committee comprises of seven members 

namely chairperson, deputy chairperson, secretary, cashier, and additional three members. 

Among the executive members, the secretary must be capable of reading and writing because 

he/she is the one who keeps the records for the FUG. The committee takes up lots of 

responsibilities such as execution of the management plan, dealing with cases involving violation 

of by-laws by individual members and non-members, identifYing the protection areas and 

assigning people (prime protection respons ibilities are given for people dwelling nearest to the 

forest patches, and deve loping measures of protecting and developing the fores t, etc. 

The forest committees are normally elected for three years . The sources of fund for the FUGs 

include: membership fee, sales of forest and NTFPs products, and fines and penalties. The 

committee has responsibility to fine those who tresses pass the community rules and by-laws of 

the FMP. When offenders are unwi lling or unable to pay the fine or compensation demanded by 

the FUG, according to the by-laws, the vi llage can take the culprit to court. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSIONS 

4.1 Background Characteristics of Forest UseJ's 

Among the three investigated FUGs, two (Wacha and Matapa) are exc lusive ly homogenolls 

groups of the Manja clan where as the third Sheka FUG has both Manja and Kafa people as 

members. Accordingly, among the 90 sampled households 24.4% (22) were Kafa clans, all from 

Sheka FUG, while 74.4% (67) were Manjo household members taken randomly from the 

respective FUGs. 

The Gender profil e of the 90 respondent 's show that females were 36 percent, 30 percent, and 32 

percent and males were 64 percent, 70 percent, and 68 percent in Wacha , Sheka, and Matapa 

rUG respectively. More female respondents were from Wacha where as more males were from 

Sheka FUGs. With regards to age distribution, the maj ority (67 .8%) of the respondents are adults 

ranging between the ages of (3 1-50). Respondents in the three FUGs have more or less similar 

age distribution with a mean of 38 .8, 36.6, 37.5, for Wacha, sheka, and Matapa respectively. In 

all the FUGs, more than 80 percent of the respondents were married. In the case of Matapa FUG, 

all of the respondents were married. 

Generally, there was high prevalence of illiteracy in all the three FUGs. The effect of low level of 

education on people' s participation in PFM wi ll be discussed latter in this section. Especially 

Manja clans were more illiterate (76%) when compared to that ofKafa (54.5%). 

Table 9: Educational status of Respondents of Sampled FUGs . 

FUg Read aiid write 1-6 ~ 7-12 Illiterate 

Wacha 3 (12) 1 (4) 10 (4) 20 (80) 

Sheka 5 (12.5) 6 (15)% 2 (5) 27(67.5 ) 

Matapa 4 (16) 3 (12) 2 (8) 16 (64) 

Total 12 ( 13.3) 10 (11.1) 5 (5.6) 63 (70) 

Source: Field Survey, 2007 

Note: Figures in parenthesis are percentages 
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The three FUGs are predominate ly Orthodox . Wacha (83%), Sheka (47. 5%) and Matapa (96%) 

fo llowed by Catholi c Wacha (9%), Sheka (35%) ancl Matapa (0%) and the rest were protes tant 

fo llowers Wacha being (8%), Sheka ( 17.5%) and Matapa (4%). Mean fami ly size in the three 

FUGs was 6.27. Wi th res pect to spec ific fores t user groups, Sheka was with the highest 

fami ly size(6.78), fo llowed by Matapa (6.2) and Wacha (5.52) . One can see from the data that 

the re is large family size among fo res t user groups which may add additiona l pressure on fo rest 

rcsource. 

Table 10: Family size of the respondents in the three FUGs 

Family size 
Mean family 

Name of FUG size 

1-4 5-10 >10 

Wacha 11(44%) 14(56%) - 5.5 

Sheka 10(25%) 23(57. 5%) 7( 17.5%) 6.8 

Malapa 9(36%) 15(60%) 1(4%) 6.2 

Total 30(33.3%) 52(57.7%) 8(8.8%) 6.3 

Source: Field survey, 2007 

In terms of occupation, the majority of the households (77 .8%) of the three FUGs (Wacha, 

Sheka, and Matapa) are predominantly engaged in subsistence faming and NTFPs produce (Table 

11 ).While the rest (22.2%) households depend on charcoal and fuel wood as their maj or 

occupation. The latter was most common among Manja households. 

Table 11: Occupation of the respondents in the studied FUGs 

Occupation ., 
-

FUG Farming and NT FPs Fuel wood "and Total 
Other 

produce charcoal 

Wacha 16 (64%) 8(32%) 1(4%) 25 (100%) 

Sheka 33 (82.5%) 7(35%) - 40(100%) 

Matapa 21 (84%) 4( 16%) - 25 (100%) 

Total 70(77.8%) 19 (21.1 %) 1(1.1%) 90 (100%) 

Sou rce: Field survey, 2007 

46 



According to Yonas (2004), the co llection of firewood and charcoa l burn ing is an occupation left 

fo r soc ial ly margina li zed and poor Manja household members. Focus group discuss ion with 

Manja household members at Wacha and Matapa FUG also reveled that charcoal making and 

fue l wood sell ing is a demeaning and low status symbol occupation left fo r the Manja community 

alone. 

Patterns of landholding of the respondents in the studied FUGs showed that only 2.2 percent were 

landless. While 66 percent of the respondents had land size ranging from 0.5 to 2 hectares and the 

rest (28%) of the FUGs had land size greater than 2 hectares (table-9). 

Table 12: Pattel'lls of/and IlOlding of tIle respondents in the three FUGs 

Name of Size of land holding in hectare Average 

FUG 
landholding 

Nil 0.5-1 1.1-2 2.1-3 >3 
size 

Wacha - 8(32%) 10(40%) 7(28%) - 1. 8 

Sheka 1(2.5%) 8(20%) 20(50%) 8(20%) 3(7.5%) 1. 9 

Matapa 1(4%) 8(32%) 6(24%) 5(20%) 5(20%) 2.3 

Total 2(2.2%) 24(26.6%) 36(40%) 20(22.3%) 8(8.9%) 2.0 

Source: FICld survey, 2007 

The pattern of land holding in each FUG showed that in Wacha all respondents own land; the 

overwhelming majority (72%) had land size ranging 0.5 to 2 hectare. The rest (28%) had land 

size of more than two to three hectares. In Sheka FUG, 2.5 percent of the respondents were 

landless . Those hav ing land size ranging between 0.5 to 1 hectares were 20 percent. The majority 

(70%) owned land ranging between 1 to 3 hectare. The rest (7.5%) had land s ize of more than 3 

hectares . In Matapa FUG landless households constitute 4 percent. Those having land size 

between 0. 5 to l hectare and 1 to 3 hectare were 32 percent and 44 percent respectively. The rest 

(20%) owned land more than 3 hectares . It was also observed that some households, particularly 

at sheka and Matapa FUG, own land size as high as five hectares. Average land holding size fo r 

all the FUGs were 2 hectares. This result is more or less similar to that of SUPAK's survey where 

83 percent of the farmer's in Gimbo Woreda was found to own land size of more than 2 hectares 

each while 17 percent had 2 hectare or less (SUPAK, 2000).With regard to specific user groups, 

47 



Matapa FUG has the highest mean land hold ing size (2.3 hectares) followed by Sheka (1.9 

hectares) and Wacha ( 1. 8 hectares). 

Househo lds in the stud ied FUGs keep quite a few num bers of cattle and sheep. Th is is because 

households particularity (Manjo) large ly depend on fuel wood and NTFPs. Share rearing of sheep 

and oxen was introduced by the project as an interventio n strategy for PFM scheme. Yet, 63 

percent of the respondents ha ve no li vestock. The remaining 37 percent had livestock such as 

cattle, equine, and sheep. 

The maj or sources of income were inves tigated for the surveyed FUGs. Primarily, two bas ic 

sources of income were identified. These were farm based and fo rest based incomes. The fa rm 

based income is generated through production of crops such as maize and leff large ly at substance 

leve l. Nearly 50% of the households depend on th is farm based in come. Forest based income 

includes NTFPs (mainly coffee, honey and spices such as korerima (cardamom) and timiz, (wild 

paper) and the sale of charcoal and fuel wood. The sale of NTFPs was found to be the major 

source of income for 17.8 percent of the respondents. 

Table (13) Major sources a/income a/the respondents 

FUGs Major sources of Income Total 

Sale of coffee Sale Fruits and Fuel Sale of Others 

cereals and 
- wood & of vegetables pottery 

spices Honey 
charcoal 

Wacha 11 (44) 3( 12) 2(8) 1(4) 7(28) 1(4) - 25(100) 

Sheka 25(62.5) 3(7.5) 2(5) 1(2.5) 7(17.5) 1(2.5) 1(7. .5) 40(100) 

Matapa 9(36) 3(12) 3( 12) 1(4) 7(28) 1(4) 1(2.5) 25 (100) 

Total 45(50) 9( I 0) 7(7.5) 3(33) 21(23.3) 3(3.3) 2(2.2) 90(100) 

Source: Survey data, 2007 Note: Figures ill brackets are percentages 

Where as 23.3 percent of the respondents (all Manja households) depend primarily on charcoal 

and fuel wood. The rest 3.3 percent and 3.3 percent depend on sa le of fru it and vegetab le and 

pottery works respectively. Others (2 .2%) depend on the sa le of mushroom, grass, and medicinal 

plants as a major source of income. 
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Accounting to each FUGs, 44 percent of Wacha respondents had their income from sale of crops, 

20 percent obtain their income from sales of NTFPs, 28 percent from sale of fuel wood and 

charcoal. 4 percent from fru its and vegetables, and again 4 percent obtained their income from 

sales of pottery. Similarly, 62.5 percent of Sheka FUG respondents were getting their income 

from sales of crops. 12.5 percent from sale of NTFPs and 17.5 percent from sale of charcoal and 

fuel wood. The remaining 5 percent got their income from sales of pottery and fruits and 

vegetables. Other (2.5%) depend on mushroom and grass. 36 percent of Matapa FUG 

respondents had their income from sales of crop, 24 percent from sales of NTFPs, 28 percent 

from sales of charcoal and fuel wood, the other sources were contributing for less than 2.2 

percent, except sales of pottery and fruits and vegetables each constituting 3.3 percent. 
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Figure-3 Major sources of income of the respondents 

Source: Field survey, 2007 
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4,2 Users' Socio-Economic Att.-ibutes and Participation in Forest Management 

Among the many barriers which lower people ' s parti cipa tion in natural resource management , 

among others, include: di sparities in wea lth and soc ial status and the problem o f illiteracy (S ingh, 

1992). In thi s study, too, it is assumed that the soc io- economic characteri sti cs (e .g. education aild 

soc ial status) of fo rest user group members under parti cipatory forest manage ment scheme affect 

community participation. The re sults are discussed be low. 

Table 14: User 's response 011 effects of lo w level of ill come and edllwtioll 011 COlll11l1lllity 

participatioll ill PFM 

Questions , Response 

N=90 

Do low income and low leve l of education Low Income Low level of 

limits your participation in PFM? education 

Yes Fr 57 73 

% 63.3 81.1 

To some extent Fr 12 9 

% 13.3 10 

No Fr 21 8 

% 23.3 8.8 

Source: Field survey, 2007 

Focus groups in all the FUGs (Wacha, Sheka, and Matapa) and the majority of the respondents 

(63.3%) have the same opinion that the low level of income constrains community participation 

in PFM works. While 23.3 percent say it did not and 13.3 percent said to some extent (Table-14). 

This problem is mostly evident among the poor Manja households who are heavily depended on 

subsistence income generated from charcoal and fuel wood selling. The fact is that the poor forest 

users are mostly interested in maintaining a regular supply of forest products from the community 

forest. In interview, it emerged that the poorer household members could not afford to restrict 

access to firewood and other important NTFPs-but to cont inue to use the communi ty forest to 

extract such products with out any restriction. As a result, it is learned that this transfer of rights 

of collecting economically useful forest and NTFPs products from individual households to FUa 
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has made some members not to comply with the com mon rules. For instance, the FUG record 

book shows that it is by and large the poor households who have paid the most fines fo r illega ll y 

using the fores t. FGD at Wacha further indicated that : 

Economically, the poor have to be active evelY day to sustain themselves and 

their f amily's livelihoods. For poor households, being FUG member does not 

provide an immediate sufficient benefit in respect of their basic needs; moreo ver, 

it is a waste of their 'productive time '. While the poor need regular supplies of 

fores t products to sustain their livelihoods, any decis ions to f urther protect the 

forest work against their interest. 

Moreover, results of the household survey also indicated that extent of member's li velihood 

dependency (such as for income) on forest affects their leve l of commitment to implement the 

forest management plan and assoc iated by-laws. 

Accordingly, extent of member's live lihood dependency on forest were measured in ord inal sca le 

and cross tabulated with their leve l of comm itment to implement the forest management plan and 

associated by-laws. The cross tabulated results of those variables revealed that out of the total 49 

people who are fully committed to implement the forest management plan and associated by­

laws, 40(81.6%) are either partially dependant or not dependant at all on the forests for their 

livelihood. While the rest 9(18.4%) are totally dependant on the forest for their livelihood. The 

chi-square test (table) also indicated that there is an association between member's levels of 

dependency on forest and their level of commitment in implementing the fo rest management plan 

and associated by-laws. Thus, it is learnt that the poor, in this case forest dependants, are less 

compliant to community rules and by-laws. 
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Table 15: Test statistic of member's livelihood dependellce 011 forest and participatioll ill forest 

nUlnagelll ellt 

Level of Comm itment to implement 

livelihood assoc iated by-laws 
dependency on 

fo rest Fully 

N % 

Totally 9 18.4 

Parti ally 29 59.2 

Not dependant t I 22.4 

Total 49 100 

*** = highly significant at 1 % 

Source : Field survey, 2007 

Part ia lly 

N 

30 

10 

I 

41 

forest management plan and 

Total X'-test 

28.411'" 
% N % 

73.2 39 

24.4 39 

2.4 12 

100 90 100 

In depth interviews with key informants further reviled that high workload of FUG members in 

forest management activities such as fo rest development, protection and monitoring works, two 

days per week engagement at community nursery establishments and tending of natural 

regeneration in side natural forest often prevent the poorest members from earning money that 

would have been obtained through the supply of charcoal and fuel wood to town and adjacent 

communities . 

As a result, poverty often obliged members to focus on short-tenn benefits rather than long-term 

benefits expected to be generated from community forest management. Similarly, focus group 

of the Matapa FUG were of the opinion that the income they obtain from the sale of honey, 

coffee, and cardamom is not quite enough to support their fami ly all year round. Because of 

this they are engaged in selling firewood and charcoal so as to generate more income for survival. 

Even the worst is during rainy season, according to an interv iew with project forestry expert, 

where price for fue l wood and charcoal products becomes high between the end of June and 

September. During this period, poor household member se ll their fire wood and charcoal with 

high price without being deterred by high rainfall. This engagement, however, creates serious 

problem on community participation in PFM activities. Moreover, the low level of income 

constrain not on ly the availability of labor in forest management but also the commitment of 

other resources such as tools etc. 
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Here it is important to mention an account of a poor Manja women from Wacha village who 

exclus ively depend on charcoal and fuel wood selling to Bonga town: 

We are gelling differenl benefils (incenlives) from sale of communal foresl producls and also 

provided wilh a number of assislance from Ihe projeci such as ox and sheep credils, and differenl 

agricultural inputs. However, Ihe suppaI'I is slill inadequale for us 10 abandon our occupalion 

and limil resource exlraction. It is common 10 here poor members usually complaining their 

limited access to forest. They more ofien ask "when will Ihe planls we planled grow and give 

benefits?" Literature also confirmed that involvement of loca l people and sustaining thei r interest 

in resource management is more complicated when the benefits are not high, immediate or 

widely distributed (Kerr, 2002). 

The other most important aspect found to be most significant in relation to PFM activities in the 

investigated FUGs is low level of formal education. It affects or limits the level of understanding 

of individual member as we ll as the workings of forest protection committees (FPC). Regarding 

effects of low level of education on community participation in PFM, 81.1 percent of the 

respondents said low level of education limits their participation where as only 8 percent of them 

said it didn't (Table 14). 

Overall , among the surveyed households, 70 percent of them were found to be illiterate. 

Although low level of education was a serious problem for members participating in PFM, the 

level of illiteracy is high among Manja households (76%) compared to that of Kafa FUG 

members (54.5%). Explaining the effect of low level of education on PFM activities, project 

forestry expert said that although the physical forest development and protection works may 

not need education "low education effects arise in relalion to fine and absentee record 

keeping, leadership quality of forest protection committee members, meeting record keeping, 

interpretation and implementation of internal by laws and forest management prescriptions and 

understanding of legal documents (agreements) signed". With respect to the internal by- laws, 

most members of FUGs found it difficult to understand, given their high level of illiteracy, 

the relatively bulky documents that needs considerable level of clarity to interpret, explain and 

communicate the legal implication. 
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In fact, the problem of illiteracy, as mentioned above is most seri olls at Matapa and Wacha FUG 

due to the fact that the Manja households which homogeneousl y dominated these groups has 

been the lowest benefi ciaries of any social se rvices (such as access to school) due to socio­

cultural influences imposed up on them by the surrounding non-Manja communities. 

4.3 Benefit Derived from Participatory Forest Management (PFM) 

Many scholars argue that local people need to be benefit in some way if they are to manage 

common pool resources to meet the broader societal goal of environmental improvement 

(Ostrom, 1990; Gibson et al; 2000; Mckean, 2000; Yonas , 2007). In other wo rds, while it is 

argued that one o f the prerequis ites for successful PFM is local people' s active and continued 

participation (Lise, 2000), such a sustained participation in resource management is a function of 

incentives available to the participants (Matta, 2005). 

Correspondingly, in all PFM initiatives investigated in thi s study, the partic ipating vi llagers have 

more or less the same opinion that they have started to gain promising benefits from community 

forest management. The majority of them (81 .6%) also reported that the benefits received 

(together with perceived future benefits) initiate them to participate in forest management 

activities. This facto r particularity highlights the positive relationship between provision of 

incentives in which vi llagers are interested and the success and sustainability ofPFM. 

In general, 76.6 percent (table 15) of the survey households believe that access to forest for 

fuel wood, and construction materials (based on the management plan), exercise of controlled 

grazing, and beekeeping encourage communities in deve loping a strong sense of use rights over 

the forest resource compared to the previous situation. One of the key info rmant from Wacha 

village also stressed that as long as he protect and develop the forests, as indicated in forest 

management documents, he retain and exercise full use right indefinitely. However, 8.9 percent 

of the respondents reported that use rights have decreased compared to the previous situation 

under 'state' ownership. The latter views are in fact wide spread among households who entirely 

depend on the forest particularly on the sale of charcoal and fue l wood. 
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Table 16: Users ' assessmellt ojthe bellefits oj PFM 

Response 
Types of Benefits 

H.I In T.S.E Dec 

Use rights over the forest Fe 69 7 6 8 

resource % 76.6 7.8 6.7 8.9 

Number of trees (fuel wood and Fr 74 14 2 

construction) % 82.2 15.6 2.2 

Supply of wood production Fr 13 15 15 43 

% 14.4 16.7 16.7 47.7 

Forest grown coffee Fr 42 34 10 2 

% 46 .7 37.8 II I 22 

So il eros ion Fe I 21 24 

% I I 23.3 26.7 

Fodder and Grass supply Fr 61 22 7 

% 67.7 24.4 7.8 18 

flooding Fr 7 20 

% 7.8 

Househo ld live lihood cond ition Fr 7 48 2 1 14 

% 7.8 53.3 23.3 15.6 

Forest product va lue Fr 51 26 II 2 

% 56.7 28.9 12.2 2.2 

Soc ia l equ ity (empowerment of Fr 2 1 41 26 2 

marginalized groups) % 23.3 45.6 28.9 2.2 

Source: Survey data, 2007 

Note: H.I = Highly Increased, In= Increased, T.S.E = to some extent, 

Dec =Decreased, H. Dec=Highly Decreased 

H. Dec NR 

90 

4 

4.4 

2 

2.2 

44 

48.9 

65 

72.2 

Concerning overall forest condition often measured through quality and quantity of trees, 82.2 

percent of the respondents reported that it has highly increased. 47.7 percent of the respondents, 

however, reported that supply of wood production (both fo r fue l wood and construction) has 

decreased. This actually had an obvious impact on va lues of forest products. For example, 56.7 

percent of the respondents reported that there is high increase in values of forest products (Table t6). 
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The reasons why supply of wood production has decreased while the number of trees has 

increased is that fue l wood for sa le other than own consumption is only allowed for poor 

househo lds through the permi ss ion of committees (Forest management plans, 2002/2003). This 

is also true when there is a demand of wood for construction purpose. Project forestry experts 

and DAs al so stated that fo rest resources gained in va lue because access to them (main ly fo r 

construction and fire wood) is no longer free; con trary to the previous de jure state ownershi p but 

de/acto open access s ituation. FGD conducted in the three FUGs also stated that there have been 

a number of pos itive indicators of re latively good outcomes in forest cond itions. For instance, the 

regeneration of indigenous trees and grasses were mentioned , compared to surround ing areas that 

have not been transferred to community. 

Further, interv iew with chairperson of forest executive comm ittee also revea led that firewood had 

been the dominant forest product extracted and its unregulated extraction has been causing 

serious damage on the growing stock as we ll as regenerating shoots. Following the formulati on 

and implementat ion o f FMP, the previous unrestricted fire wood extraction practice is high ly 

regulated and controlled. Members are close ly monitored to ensure that they use shrubs, not high 

value tree for burning charcoal ; they sa le fallen twigs and branches as firewood instead of felli ng 

and splitting mother trees, and restrictions on ccrtain types of implements while entering to the 

forest. Thus, such measures have resulted in improved regeneration due to better survival rate of 

young plants as well as natural regeneration at numerous open areas. For instance, between the 

year 2002-2004, an estimated 13 ,470 different tree and coffee seedlings were produced by 

Watcha FUG alone (Anonymous, 2003). During data collection it was also observed that 

nursery management for establishment of new woodlots in degraded areas adjacent to natural 

forest was underway ( see picture). These areas are now managed as enclosed areas with reduced 

graZ1l1g. 
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Figure 4 Nursery establishments adjacent to the natural forest at Wacha 

Forest grown coffee is one of the most important NTFPs in the three forest patches. interview 

with forestry experts confirmed that the forests accommodate patches of coffee of high quality 

genetic varieties providing a valuable good to forest fringe communities. Yet, utilization of forest 

coffee is predominately undertaken in traditional management systems in which local peasants 

gather coffee cherries directly from naturally regenerating coffee populations in the forests 

(Stellmacher, 2005). He further added that the intensity of human intervention reaches from 

simple annual harvesting, to clearing the undergrowth and pruning up to transplanting the 

seedlings. 

Focus group and 46.7 percent of the survey respondents reported that since the start of PFM as an 

adjusting screw for rehabilitating degraded forests and NTFPs development, forests grown coffee 

has highly increased. This condition has motivated users as an incentive for forest management. 

The main areas of focus in relation to coffee development include: tending of natural coffee and 

coffee shade tree planting, and training of coffee quality control for members. 

Another benefit generated through PFM that promotes participation for local resource users is 

control over soil erosion and flooding problems. The majority of the respondents agreed that 

restri cted access to initially uncontrolled forest helped communities from being vulnerable to 

flooding and soil erosion problems. The survey household indicated soi l erosion (48.9%) and 

flooding (72.2%) has highly decreased. Whereas 67.7 percent of them said grass and folder 

supply has highly increased (table- l 6). 



Overall improvements in fo rest and NTFPs and stabilizat ion of the resource base through PFM 

scheme have been reported to improve overall li ve lihood condition of forest users. Accordantly, 

61. 1 percent of the respondents said there is an increase in live lihood cond itions - particularl y 

among Manj a households of Wacha FUG. While 15.6% rather stated that there is a decrease in 

livel ihood condit ions. Further, FGD conducted among Wacha fo rest user ind icated various 

improvements in the fo llowing out come. 

production of wi Id honey 

Availability of year round pasture 

Fodder for bees 

Various livelihood supports generated from the seed money and community development 

fund (CDF)-ox-credit, and improved agricultural inputs . 

Community income generation through forest and non forest products. 

Relatively improved working relationship/partnership between communi ty and fo rest 

profess ionals. 

The other most important incentive (benefit) that promotes participation was empowerment of 

marginalized societies of Manja which constitute the majori ty of users. 45.6 percent of the 

respondents, hence, believe that PFM has decreased marginalization of this section of the society 

through empowennent; participation and equal benefit sharing schemes (see also the next section 

4.7). Over all it may be concluded that a gradual accumulation of benefits of this type together 

with good resource attri butes (the existence of different NTFPs) represents strong and continuous 

incentives for villagers to respect the management plan and associated by-laws. 

4.4 Community Relationship, Past Experience and Participatory Forest 

Management 

Participation of people in development activities to achieve social justice' has been a core concept 

,in recent development discourse (Agrawal, 2000). In thi s regards, active partic ipation of the poor, 

marginalized, and disadvantaged groups is sought, part icularly in respect to local action such as 

natural resource management. PFM, if implemented with local sensitivity, can render equi ty, 

social j ustice and democracy required in resource management (Bomi-Feyerabend, 2000). 

9. Socia l justice relates to the distr ibut ion of roles and resources among members of a community in terms of 
social, polit ical and economic decision mak ing (Timsina, 2003) 
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Maintaining such attributes of PFM can in fact serve as an enhancing factor to win the dedication 

of people in forest management as demonst rated be low. 

The contending interests among dirtcrent socio-econom ic groups with in the Kafa soc iety over 

limited natu ral resources have inc rcasingly become inte nsc ove r the va ri ous historical periods 

(Yonas, 2005). These conflicting interes ts of va lues ex ist between the KaCa and Manjo on the one 

hand and settl ers (new comers from other parts of the coun try) on the othe r (Yonas, 2005) . The 

Kafechoes (including Manj os) havc been the major ethnic group (71.8%) in the area (SU PAK, 

200 1). 

Manja is one of the major c lan in Kafa, which has been discri minated nearly fro m every socio­

cultural and eco nomic activities includi ng access to natural resources. There has a lso been 

traditiona l status based on conflict ing inte rests among the Kafechoes 10 and the Manjas on natura l 

resource management (S tellmac her, 2005). 

[n spite of the ex istence of similar physica l, sp iritual and traditional beliefs, there has been 

contending in terests between the two ind igenous groups; contending interests in wh ich one group 

segregating the other fro m claiming equa l treatment in every soc io-economic aspect in the area. 

Kafecho not only avo id eating with the Manjos, but also shaking hands, touching and li ving with 

in the same vi ll ages. As a result, the village of each group was located at considerable distance to 

avo id communication (Yonas, 2005). 

Focus group discussions at Sheka FUG where the two groups are together under same 

management group revealed that the Manjas seem reasonably happy as their interests are be ing 

addressed to a certain extent in matters such as: participation in deci sion-making, equal benefi t 

sharing and leadership in forest protection committee. Respondents also reported that among the 

most important benefit obtained under PFM was soc ial equity. [n th is regards, 23.3 percent 

agreed that it has highl y increased. Also 45.6 percent reported that soc ial equity has increased. 

While 28.9 percent beli eved that, it increased on ly to some extent. The rest 2.2 percent reported 

that it decreased (see Table-16). 

10. Kafa soc iety rer-resents one of the most comp lex castes- like hered itary soc ial hierarchies (for further see Yonas, 
2005: 48). 

59 



In a di scussion about the issue of social exclusion and inclus ion in the use and management of 

forest resources, focus groups, explained that they are graduall y being liberated from the 

exclus\ve and oppress ive soc ial systems that have been in place for much of their li ves and their 

rela ti onship particularl y with Kafecho household members has been changing. "Previously we 

were not allowed to sit together wilh Ka/a people, bUI 110W we can eal and drink our Tella 

(traditional drink) and Dabbo (bread), have coflee ceremony al communal works and FUG 

office ". Although focus group di scussants at sheka FUG noted thi s some info rmants in the group , 

on the other hand expressed their view that there are still some members who did not li ke to sit 

and eat together with them. They hoped that these mem bers would ultimately change. 

Some in fo rmants also stated that PFM has not onl y brought social j ustice among internal 

relations with in the user group but also with people outside. In terms of occupation, as di scussed 

prev iously, the Manja were known as fuel wood gatherers and hunters. They were restricted to 

non-farming occupation because no one was interested to buy their food produce. FGD (Wacha , 

Sheka, and Matapa) indicated that s ince the introduct ion of PFM they are shifting to farming 

act ivities through credit facilities obtained from the grant seed-money. Dur ing data co llection, 

different fruits and vegetables in the farm plots of many Manjo households were obse rved. In all 

the FUGs ware hOllses were also observed stocked with potato, godere, and other trees and coffee 

seed lings . 

Here it important to note an account of a poor Manja woman from Wacha village: 

Previously, 1 frequently sell firewood and charcoal in the local lawn. It used to be 

Ihe only Ihing 1 did. And people used to look down on me. They wouldn'l leI me 

into their houses to deliver fuel and would just shout, 'Hine michiti' which is a 

derogatory word meaning 'the wood vendor '. Now 1 grow carro IS, cabbage and 

polatoes and sell to same market place where 1 used to be disgraced. This lime 

people call me 'Tagene' meaning 'madam '. 

The social dimension of this improvement in livel ihood is the fac t that it is slowly boosting the 

self-esteem of the Manja people, and bringing about attitudinal change among those who 

previously di scriminate them, thus improving social integration & justice. Above all it is serving 

as a strong incentive to promote their effect ive participation in forest management. 
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A key informant from Sheka vil lage express ing hi s view abo ut improv ing socia l re lationshi p: 

Late in the ajiernool1, usually aJier communal lllorks. someone lIIay sho ul over from 

another Tukul inviling us fo r "BUllOl~}lO le ", meaning come and drink collee. Neighbors 

(bolh IliJanjo and Kafa) gel logelher 10 talk SOllie of Ihe discussions are abolll Ihe 

cOllllI/lIIlO1 works of our group but some may be aboul other village matters. We (the 

jvJanjas) feel /hal we are being inc/ltc/ed ill social aClivilies than ever before. 

Such views substant iate a few examp les of how community forestry gives rise to a mi xed 

response concerning the whole idea of people's part ic ipation and social justi ce, and how it can be 

used as a means to involve marginalized (untouchables) socia l groups in fo rest resource 

management. 

4.5 Users' E mpowerment and Representation in PFM Process 

Empowerment and representation of forest fringe communities is an important factor to ensure 

sustainable forest management. In the case of participatory forest management representat ion and 

empowerment co llectively describe in itiat ive process (Borni- Feyerabend , 2000). These factors 

respond to who and what interests are represented, who implement and monitor management 

activities and with what authority. 

According to (Borni-Feyerabend, 2000), the PFM process has three mam stages. Notably: 

investigation, negotiation and implementation stages. The investigation and negotiation stages are 

essentially the plann ing and designing stages. The general purpose is first to ident ify the 

prevailing de faC IO use system for a particular area of forest (uses, users, use patterns, rights and 

rules, weather formal or informal , legal or customary) and the various interest groups, which 

usually relates with different uses. There is then a process of negotiations between interest groups 

to address there needs and resolve use conflict s. The capacity of the fo rest to meet the various 

needs also needs to be assessed and the resolution of the needs of the people and the capacity of 

the forest forms the basis of the management plan (FMP). 

By using such information the communities and the forestry staff work together to delineate 

fo rest areas, develop Forest Management Plans (FMP) and Forest Management Agreements 

(including ri ghts and responsibilities of communities and government) and securing legal 

signatures for these agreements. The implementation stages signals the official start up of the 
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implementat ion stage w ith full government support. Moni toring and eva luation are also part of 

this s tage (see annex). Acco rdin g to local sources the understand ing of a ll parti es to the process 

was that the management plan , the by-laws and the enforcement system has to be deve loped in 

sllch process. 

4.5.1 Co mmunity Pa.·ticipation over PFM Process 

In order to see the extent of commun ity participation over the processes of PFM, the fo llowing 

indicators were estab li shed . Accordin gly, the followi ng tab le represented data on community 

(forest users ') involvement over the processes of PFM. 

Table 1 7: Users' assessment of Community Participation in PFJ'rf Process 

Question Response 

How do yo u evaluate the extent of your 

part icipation III PFM process taking the V.H Hi Fair Low V.L NR 

fo ll owin g indicators? 

Investi gation process: Fr 4 4 2 61 19 90 

(setting criteria for membership , and 
% 4.4 4.4 2.2 67.8 2 1.1 

defining forest area) 

Negotiation process: Fr 4 17 7 62 - 90 

(Negotiations on FMP &FMA) 
% 4.4 18.9 7.9 68.9 -

Implementation process: Fr 72 10 5 2 I 90 

(Implementations of FMP) % 80 11.1 5.6 2.2 1.1 

Monitoring and evaluation Fr 51 29 7 3 90 

% 56.7 32.2 7.8 3.3 

N .B: V.H =very High, HI= High, V.L=Very Low 

Source: Field SUI'Vey, 2007 

As shown in the table, 67.8 percent and 68 .9 percent of the household respondents said that the 

extent of their participation over the investigation and negoti ation phases of PFM processes has 

been low respectively. When compared to participation over implementation phases (80%), the 

participation of forest users over the initial stages had been relatively low . This is mainly because 
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the invest igation and negotiat ion stages were performed largely th rough se lected ' representatives' 

from communities, most of whom latter served as forest management protection committee 

members. As a result, incidence of lim ited parti cipation over the initial phases o f PFM , accord ing 

to informants, resu lted in exclusion of some di stant households who had e ither direct or an 

indirect claim on the use of the forests. 

According to interview made with both proj ect forestry ex perts and offic ials of the woreda, 

proximi ty to fo rest resource (also supported by 83.4% of the respondents) , li ve lihood dependence 

on forest and willingness to participate we re some of the eligibility criteria used for membership. 

However, there are some people, especia ll y at Matapa, who are tota ll y excluded from use . This 

was caused by, based on key informants account at Matapa, limited invo lvement of local 

communities during the initial phases of PFM such as in se tting the select ion criteria. 

Respondents' answer to the question "d id you participate when the selection criteria was set?" 

was 25 .6 and 74.4 percent respectively. From those who said "no", the majority (93%) put the 

reason that only se lected ' community representatives' had been engaged in selecting the criteria 

for membership with out consulting all the communities concerned including distant users. Pretty 

(\995) calls this "passive participation" as it does not take in to account the wider community' s 

response. 

Focus group di scussion with non members (Matapa) a lso explained that they have strong 

objection to the current scheme and have a view that forest is a natural creature and there 

customary right should be respected. Particularly, they expressed bitterly their out right rejection 

of access to previously hanged beehives, forest grown coffee and forage for their cattle. 

In relation to this, focus group of Matapa FUG stated that: those people who are dependent on 

the resource (as we used to do) and found themselves unable to participate in the planning and 

monitoring of the forest resource are posing a treat through illegal harvest offorest products. In 

this respect, the provision of user-rights to certain selected households or to a single village 

particularly at Matapa FUG appeared to exclude a certain other secondary or tertiary users of the 

forest patches. In a s imi lar vain (Gibson et ai., 2000) argue that when rules are imposed by 

outsiders without consulting those who are most affected, local users are more likely to become 

robbers, rather than cops, towards the resources. 
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4.5.2 Decision mal,iug Power and Leader'ship Competence of User s 

Forest users need to have co ns iderab le power o n the leve l of decis io n making on access to 

commo n resource and acti o ns such as : what to plant, pro tect , harves t, monitor or sanction 

(Mackean , 2000) . This cumula ti vely a ffects o utcomes in fo rest conditi o ns, distribution o f fo rest 

benefits and cost. In thi s regard , 60.4 percent o f the respo ndents reported that the ir FUGs and 

forest protection committees are hi ghly free and reasonab le free (28.4%) from external influences 

such as government or politi cal orga nizations whil e mak ing dec is ions (Tab le 18). Regarding ove r 

all capacity o f respective F UG and F PC in implementi ng PFM , 5 1.7 percent of the respo ndents 

agreed that the ir FU G and FPC a re powerful while 40.2 pe rcent sa id moderatel y powerful. 

Table 18: R espondents' view abo lit commllnity EmpOIVel'lUellt and Capacity 

Questions Response 

Who is in charge of im plement in g PFM at - Loca l forest Li seI' groups and forest protection 

local FUG leve l cOlllmittees 

- Woreda agr icultu re and rural development office 

- FARM Africa 

To what extents are FUGs and FPes are Fr % NR NNR 

powerful in implementing PFM? Powerful 45 51.7 87 3 

Moderately powerful 35 40.2 

Less powerful 7 8.1 

To what extent are they free from external Hi ghly free 49 60.4 81 9 

infl uences such as government or po litical 
Reasonably free 23 28.4 

organ izatio n wh ile mak ing dec isions on 

(forest development, protection and Not free 9 I 1. I 

harvesting) 

Is you r forest protect ion commi ttee capable Yes 70 77.8 90 

to lead and coordinate PFM activities? Fairly capable 16 17.8 

Incapable 4 4.4 

Do they have commitment in implementin g Yes 75 90.4 83 7 

FMP? Fairly commi tted 6 7.2 

Not com mi tted 2 2.4 

Source: Field survey, 2007 NNR= N umber of non response 
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Another issue invo lves in re lati on to dec ision mak ing and leadership is the successful functioning 

of the forest management committees and the ir leadership competence in communities . Most of 

the problems invo lved around include fund mismanaging, inadeq uate commitment, and 

favoriti sm in some cases. [n relation to this, household respondents said th ei r forest protect ion 

committees are committed (75%) and capable (70%) to lead and coordinate PFM act ivities (table 

18). Informants also repeatedl y mentioned that discussions and meetings are passed through 

consultative and participatory process. At meetings issues are rai sed regarding forest protect ion, 

development and harvesting and decis ions are passed on voting. Despite thi s, focus groups 

agreed that there is poor loca l government and limited community support for these committees. 

Further they state that it should be apprecia ted that commi ttee members are implementing a 

considerable tasks on a voluntary basis and with no personal gain. 

Forest protection committee chairperson from Wacha FUG reported that there is particular 

hostility among some of the offic ials of the woreda administration that most decisions from the 

committee are not honored by the officia ls and sometimes the latter give order against the 

decision of the committee further undermining its authority. Some also have still a reservation 

about the possibility of community's handl ing forest. Some informants also explained that 

committee members often lose their enthusiasm 111 implementation FMP owing due to limited 

support from the local government institutions at times coming to a . virtual stopping of all 

activities . 

Interview with the project forestry experts also revealed that at the start of PFM there was a lot of 

enthusiasm but little by little there seemed a decl ining support from govemment institutions 

despite communities' commitment and dedication to lead PFM activities. 

4.6 Women's Participation 

According to Singh (1992: 12), among the many variables which can lower (affect) people's 

participation in natural resource management is prejudice and di scrimination against women. 

Ensuring women 's involvement in all aspects of PFM can help to ensure sustainable forest 

management. 
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Generall y, women's participation in fo rest management activities incl uding fo rest development, 

harvesting and protect ion as well as representation in village forest protection committees was 

fo und to be minimal (table 19). 

Table 19: User 's assessment 0 11 ovomell 's participation anri eJnpooverment 

Response 

Do women equall y pal1ic ipate in Fr % NR 

fo rest management acti vities Yes 6 1 67.8 90 

No 29 32.2 

What are the reasons that limi t Male are 
House work 

their participation in parti cipatory Prior more Other problems 
load 

forest management? If yo ur ity effective 

answer to the above question is" Fr % Fr % Fr % 

NO" (based on pr iori ty) I 19 65.5 6 20.7 4 13.8 

2 II 37.9 14 48.3 4 13.8 

0 8 27.6 10 34.5 I I 37.9 -' 

Do women equall y represented in Fr % NR 

vill age forest protection Yes 8 8.8 90 

committee? No 82 91. 1 

Do women get equal benefit from Yes 79 87.7 

participating in PFM? No II 12.2 

Source: survey data, 2007 

Accordingly, 67.8 percent of the respondents (table 19) said women FUG members participate in 

different aspects of participatory fo rest management activities. But 32 .2 percent of the 

respondents believe that they are not equall y represented in forest management activities . 

Besides, focus group indicated that women participation is only restricted to few aspects of 

forest development activities mainly engaged at nursery establishments which primarily focus 

on coffee and tree seedling preparations. Women key informants also stress that two major 

factors limit the participation of women in physical forest management works: the forest 

management tasks which require men's labor such as forest guarding, assessment, monitoring 
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and housework load . As a result, women do sim pler wo rks mainl y at nursery sites. Nevertheless, 

it was learnt that women share equal benefit as was indica ted by 87. 7 pe rcent of the respondents 

(Tab le 19). 

Women's representat ion in fo rest protect ion committee, however, was found to be negl igible. Out 

of the seven peoplc represented as fo rest protection com mittee in each FUGs (Wacha, Sheka, 

Matapa), onl y one wo men mem ber was found at Wacha FU G as commi ttce mem ber while the 

res t are men members. 9 1.1 pe rcent of the respondents a lso agreed that women representati on in 

vi llage fores t protecti on committee is mi nimal (table 19). As ex pla ined by both project fo restry 

experts and deve lopment agen ts (OAs), illi teracy and traditional soc io-cultura l conditions are 

serious impediments parti cularl y among women of the three FUGs. 

According to Agrawa l and Gibson (2001 ), it is onl y when loca l communi ties see women's 

participatio ns essenti al that rea l change is likely to take place. As manage rs, women and men 

may have diffe rent knowledge, sk ill s and resources to offer. Community orga ni zations for natural 

resource management will be better able to manage the resource sustainable, if women's 

resources are put to good use. If female users are no t invo lved in setting rul es for the use and 

maintenance of the resource, it will be difficult to ensure their compliance. 

4.7 Size, Membership Homogeneity, and Participatory Forest Management 

The optimal size of forest per community or matching group size to ecosystem size in order to 

ensure effective participation is one issue that needs further investi gati on. There are diverse 

views regarding thi s. (Oslon 1965 sited in Gibson et aI. , 2000) argue that smaller group~ face 

lower transaction costs and are thus more li kely to overcome collective action problems than 

larger groups. To the contrary (Agrawal, 2000) argue that a group needs to be large enough to 

mobi lize suffi cient resources for an effective monitoring program and challenge those who 

succumb to the temptation to break community rul es and eventually to sanction them.' 

In this regard, 77.8 percent of the respondents were o f the opin ion that a smaller user group is 

more appropriate fo llowed by medium user group ( 17.8%). This data, however, is some how 

crude that it is not based on the specific resource and use rs' attributes of each group. Hence, it is 

essential and appropriate to base the investigation in line with the attributes of each groups 
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mentioned above. Acco rdingly, the necd to have weather a la rge group or a small seemed to have 

different op inion when triangulating the data obtained from the community, project and DoARD 

experts. 

Focus groups at Wacha FUG rather think that the 439.5 hecta [·e fo res t is too big to handle for 75 

members. Th is view was in fact supported by 88% of the respondents. In relation to this one o f 

the key informants from Wacha FUG stated that: The limited numbers afhausehalds in the group 

(mostly pOOl ) ajien face difficulty 10 mobilize a bigger labor pool and perform effective 

moniloring tasks across the whole extenlS of the fores t. As a reslIll. sometimes members are 

obliged to invite relatives Fom the neighboring villages to come and help them. Chairperson of 

the group further sated that the support from kebele administrations is greatly reduced due to 

di stance. The vill ages are set far apart and it would be virtuall y imposs ib le to ensure regular 

supervi sion of progress by the Woreda Agriculture and Rural deve lopment office. Consequently, 

monitoring and enforcement of community by-laws were often problematic. 

One of the expert in the bureau furt her told that the financia l and human resource available to 

carry out policing the forest was often inadeq uate. In add ition, forest guards who monitor and 

enforce the rules are poorly paid and, thus, not motivated to carry out their duties. As a result 

both forest users as well as non-users who choose not to comply with the rules can easi ly escape 

detection. This allows individuals to poach forests illegally and this remained to be the major 

challenge for community by-laws enforcement at Wacha FUG which is largely related to size 

attributed to both the resource and the users. Focus group discussants at Watcha also 

unanimously agreed that many of the forest protection problems in thei r group are mach more 

related to the ineffectiveness of their group to carry out po licing the whole extent of the forest. 

The problem is further complicated not because of only mere big size but also difficult terrain 

and absence of clear boundary in some forest co ll idors which inhibits ease of exc lusion (also 

discussed in the next section). 

Quite opposite to the views of Wacha FUG, 95 percent of household respondents of Sheka FUG 

rather were of the view that their group is to large and unmanageable (Table-20). Some 

informants at Sheka rather argued that the problem is not only due to larger group size but also 

the heterogeneity of the people 's interest in forest utilization and protection issues. Here, 
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heterogene ity rP-fe rs to ethnic ity and occupation of indi vidual member. For instance, most Manja 

members in the group are highl y forest dependa nts so that they are largely interested to sustain 

regu lar suppl y of charcoa l and fue l wood as a matter of livelihood . Whi le the other non Manja 

members are mai nl y depended on agri cu lture and other NTFPs. T herefo re, such socio-economic 

differences sometimes create a favo rable ground to blame one another for trespass and other 

illegal acts aga inst the forest endange ring group cohesion. A key info rmant from Manja clan 

refl ected hi s di scontent as : why should we (the Mania) always blamedfor iIIega/forest extraction 

just sirnp/y because we have been long known as charcoal andfire/ wood colleclOrs? Rather 

everyone needs to bear the re.lponsibility fo r any harm thar I'nay cause on Iheforesl. 

Table 20 FUG lIIem bers' assessment oj tir e effec t of group size on participation 

FUG Is the ex isting size of your FUG appropriate to ensure on 

'" en ... 
effective partic ipation in PFM? Z; '" -~ " '" Yes Large and Small and ineffective a ~ 

'" a 
unmanageable 

Wacha Fr " - 22 75 439.5 ~ 

% 12 88 

Shcka Fr 2 38 - 12 1 2 15 

% 5 95 

Matapa Fr 23 - 2 74 2 16 

% 92 8 

Source: F ield ~, un'ey, 2007 

Forest protection committee members at Sheka FUG further indicated that due to group 

heterogeneity, they at times face difficult ies to create and maintain processes that wou ld organize 

their members and ensure the ir contribution to PFM activities . Parti cularl y, they sated that 

heterogeneity of the group in terms of clans in which one Manj a and the other Kafa sometimes 

create problems in mobiliz ing labor in communal wo rks apart from some good progress 

witnessed so far between these groups. Tn fact, as literatures confirm (for instance Mackean, 

2000; Yonas, 2007), these problems are mainly due to limited or absence of past experience of 

the group on any collective actions. As explained in the forgo ing sections, such limited 

experi ence on co llective actions is clue to the contending interests between these groups that more 
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or less persisted to the present day. Contendi ng inte rests in which one group segregates the other 

from claiming equal treatmen t in eve ry socio-economic aspect in the area including access to 

natural resources such as forest. 

At Matapa FUG, 92 percent of the respondents argue that their group size is appropriate to run 

PFM activities (Table 20). Matapa fores t, in contrast to the two forests , has a much greater leve l 

o f monitoring and enforcement. Projec t forestry experts put the reason as much more related to 

both the resource and the users' attributes, aparl from slrong group solidarily and homogeneily in 

Ihe group, smaller size (216 he clare) \\Iilh shorl boarder and a palh around fwo sides of il 

enables moniloring more effective for 74 l1Iernbers. Such views supports the relation between 

users ' and resource attributes on the one hand and the success of PFM on the othe r. Loca l Kebele 

ad ministration also asserted that group unity and so lidarity have been reflected in some 

occasions. For instance, in Matapa FUG. the communi ties have been able to block the 

construction of a road that wou ld have destroyed a large tract of fores tland. Obvious ly, such 

group harmony and so lidarity has come about due to the homogeneity of the group in terms of 

similar ethnic background and past expe rience on col lective action. 

The occurrences of conflicts on forest and NTFPs 

Conflict over control and use of forest resources are an inherent condition of forest dweller 

communities. This is because there are competing demands fo r the use of those resources among 

the local communities who direct ly or indirectly depend on the forest resources. When 

individuals compete fo r scarce resources, when socia l groups perceive their interests are not 

compatible, and when those people who are dependant on the resource find themselves unable to 

participate in the planning and monitoring of its use, the situation becomes hostile and conflictive 

(Agrawal , 2000). Overall , 65 percent of the respondents reported that there are no confl icts while 

20 percent reported the ex istence of conflict. The rest 14.4 percent reported that sometimes 

confl icts occur. The nature and intensity of conflict varies across the three FUGs. These 

differences arouse due to the specific attributes of the resource in each FUG such as location, 

clarity of boundary, condition of resource, and ease of exclusion (Yonas, 2007). 
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The problem of conflict over forest resource was most witnessed at Matapa FUG. Accordingly, 

52 percent of the respondents in the group reported that there are con fli cts concerning use of 

forest resource Cfabl e 2 1). Such problems arouse due to the presence of exte rn al users rather than 

to any attributes of the members di scussed as a merit earl ier. 

Table 21 Occurreuces o/conflict and resolution tecitniques 

Forest user g.·oups (FU C, ) 

Questions Response Wacha Sheka Matapa 

Are there confli cts concerning the Yes 17% 13 % 52% 

li se of forest resource? Sometimes 4 1% 37% 45% 

No 42% 50% 3% 

What confl ict resolut ion Steps 

methods/steps are in practice? Mediation through 14.5% 26% 6.4% 
FPC and elders 

Court deci sions 85.5% 74% 93% 

Source: Field Survey, 2007 

The proportion of respondents who claimed the existence of conflicts in Wacha and Sheka FUG 

was 17 percent and 13 percent respectively (Table 21). Further, focus group discussion and 

individual interview revealed that the conflicts often encountered are two types in their nature. 

One is minor confli ct among members with regard to the use of forest and NTFP products. In 

relation to this, some informants stated that there are ill -feel ing among some members 

dissati sfied due to the restrictions imposed over the previous unl im ited access. This ill-feel ing 

sometimes intensify and creates problem on part icipation in forest management. The second and 

the most important is conflict with non-members claiming customary rights over a particular 

forest and NTFP products. The latter has been witnessed particu larl y at Matapa FUO. In all the 

FODs conducted, particularly, at Matapa the issue of outsiders who intrude in to the forest was 

emphat ica lly raised. Especially at Matapa, it was stated that communities found it impossible to 

stop outsiders as they may be armed at times, so threatening life and property. 
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The conflict resolution techniques (table-21) in the FUGs, according to the responses, involve 

two stages: the first is advice and mediation through FPC and elders and the second is court 

decisions at all levels. Committee member at Matapa explained: 

There is inadequate support from the side of the government in this regard The 

legal system is overburdened and slow. Some cases take as long as three to four 

years and are dismissed altogether at the end for lack of sufficient evidence. The 

committee members are of the opinion that it is possible to stop these people if 
there is a coordinated effort and commitment on the side of the government. 

Fij1;ure 5 Partial view of Matapa Forest (Mitchity Kebele) 

4.8 Clarity of Boundary and Related Forest Protection Problems 

Among the many factors that intluence the successful timctioning of common property 

arrangements (such as PFM) is the issue of boundary between users and non-users (Mackean, 

2000; Ostrom, 1999 sited in Havnevik, 2006). In relation to this (McKean, 2000: 45) rightly 

argue that "clearly marked or even will understood boundaries can be an inexpensive substitute 

for fencing". Besides, it lessens forest protection problems. 



This stud y has al so revealed that in some cases the boundary between use rs and non-user is not 

e ither very clear or not accepted by all concerned . Acco rdi ngly, 37.8 percent of the respondents 

reported that there is boundary di stinction problem. Such problem is Illost serious at Watch FUG 

where 96 percen t of the respondents report ed such case. Interview with chairpe rson of FPC at 

Watch a lso disclosed that such boundary problem sometimes e ncourages innocent eITor and 

ignorance as excuses fo r trespass and theft by out gro ups. Further. forest protection and 

mon itoring tasks arc impaired due to diffi cu lty in terra in conditions and re lati ve ly large f'orest 

area. Table-22 presen ts some of the major fo rest protection prob lems based on pri ority. 

Table 22 Users' respollse regardil/g /1/ajor Forest Protection Problellls 

Res ponse Fo rest protection problems 

based on HUl11 n ll e ncroachment NTFP Ex pansio n of Unauthorized fuel Lives tock 

prior ity (poles , timber) collection (no n- farm land wood cutting and grazing in 

member) (both) charcoal burni ng forest (non-

(member) member) 

First Fr 43 24 19 - 4 

% 47.8 27 21.1 - 4.4 

NR 90 

Second % 20 39 27 - 4 

Fr 22.2 43.3 30 - 4.4 

NR 90 

Third Fr I I 12 50 17 -

% 12.2 13.3 55.6 18.9 -
NR 90 

Source: Field survey, 2007 

As it is clearl y shown in the above tab le, fores t protection prob lem encountered are diverse in 

nature and all are related to the presence of diverse users who depend on the forest ecosystem 

directly or ind irectly fo r various purposes. 

Most serIOUS forest protection problems encountered by the sa id respondents accord ing to 

priority are first: Human encroachment for poles and timber (47.8%), NTFP product co ll ection 

(27%), expansion of farmland ( 19%), and livestock grazing (4 .4%). Second severe problem: 

NTFP product collection (43.3%), expansion offarmland (30%), human encroaclunent (22.2%) 
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and livestock grazing (4.4%). Third: expansion of farmland (55.6%), fuel wood cutting and 

charcoal burning (18.9%), NTFP product collection (13.3%) and human encroachment for poles 

and timber (I Ll%). 

Figure 6 Some of the major forest protection problems (fuel wood gathering& charcoal burning) 

Informants further confirmed that illicit tree felling by outsider (unemployed young people from 

Bonga and Wushush town) is one of the most serious problem. These people often process the 

wood into planks and construction poles usually at night and get it smuggled to near by towns 

and other smal ler urban settlements in the vicinity. Further, most acts of illegal NTFP collection 

is posed mainly through non- members claiming customary use rights particularity over forest 

grown-coffee and traditional beehives. In this regard, FGD conducted at Matapa FUG with non­

users (most of whom are kafa households) expressed their view as follows : the boundary 

delineation process was carried out with out suffiCient assessment of the area and consensus 

with the people claiming use rights. They further affirmed that the forests have been freely used 

by their fathers and forefathers since antiquity and they strongly oppose this transfer of rights of 

collecting economically useful forest and NTFP products from individual households to some 

groups. Project and DoARD experts rather where of the view that the prime forest protection 

responsibility had to be given to the nearest communities rather than distant communities in 

order to ensure effective forest management. 

lllegal Expansion of farmland (in terms of both government rule and community by laws) by 

newly formed families of members is also another problem. Simi larly, such problems al so 

occurred through non-members. For instance, evidence of expansion of farmland by ex-



se rvicemen who were given plots by the kebel e authoriti es at the edge of the community forest 

(eg sheka FUG) was observed, Focus group of sheka FUG also told that there is even one 

household res iding inside the forest and continually expanding its I'a rm into the forest and a lso 

bringing relatives from far places, And yet, no action has been take n what so ever against the 

household, 

In add ition, informants are of the op inion that due to high populat ion growth coupled with 

increasing demand for wood products in the towns, more and more yo ung people are clearing 

adjacent fo res ts which are not currently transfe rred to community, In fact this, too , remained as a 

potential trait to the forests which are currently transferred to local community under PFM 

scheme. 

4.9 External Support and Community Participation in PFM 

The implementati on of PFM is not only challenged by the internal characterist ics of the users and 

the resource attributes in which they depend on but also with their relation with external agents 

(stakeholders) and the various support obtained from them (Yonas,2007) , This topic discusses 

the extent and condition of support of stakeholders (other than the community) in supporting 

communi ty participation in PFM activities, 

The PFM initiative is a jointly agreed ro les and responsibi lities between the government and the 

communities, Hence, in principle, the government is the major external organization that assists 

the local forest user community or FUGs. The NGO playa mediation role by granting a local 

start up capital accessibil ity. Accordingly, 90 percent of the respondents put FARM Africa as the 

major contributor and 36.6 percent of them put the government (the Woreda Agricultural and 

Rural Development office and woreda administration or counc il ) as the second major contributor 

(Table 23). The main types of assistance that FARM-Africa provides according to the magnitude 

of the assistance given are finance (83.3%), training and technique suppot1 (78.2%).Whi le 

government support is mainly limited to legal support. 

The agreement signed with the community, however, clearly shows that the government provides 

the community with the necessary technical support (FMA document, at1icle 5, and sub article 2). 

However, interview with forest protection committee members revealed that in almost all stages 
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of implementing rFM so far the major support is be ing contri buted by FARM Afr ica proj ect 

forestry staffs. Almost a ll unanimously agree th at the suppo rt that should have been ob tained 

frol11 DoARD DAs is far less inadequate. Further, the l11aj ority (95.6%) of the respondents al so 

reported that the current leve l of support of the gove rnl11ent is inadequate . 

Interview with an o ffi cial o f the woreda Agri culture and rura l deve lopment bureau revealed that 

it wou ld be imposs ible to ass ist the FUG with the current level of funding from the government. 

Overall financial and technical support provided so fa r were all possible though external funds 

sourced by FARM Africa. 

Table 23: FUG members' respollse regardillg extel'll a( support 

Question Response 

Organization Fr 0/0 NR NNR 

Which are the major organ izations Woreda cOll nc il (administration) 27 30 90 

that ass ist FUGs Ag ri cultura l office "" 36.6 ~~ 

FARM Africa 81 90 

I don't know 6 6.6 

What are the types of support the Training and technical 11 27.2 70 20 

woreda council and agricul tural support 

and rural development bureau Finance " 4.3 ~ 

giving you? Legal support 58 82.8 

What are the types of assistance Training and technique 61 78.2 78 12 

FARM Africa provide? support 

Financial support 65 83.3 

Legal support 

Source: FIeld survey 2007 

The project personne l are al so of the opinion that much of the future acti viti es may depend on 

how much fund can be secured. Community fund has not equall y been strengthened and 

consolidated in all the FUGs. One of the DA (development agent) at Sheka FUG indicated that : 

the community has agreed to limit resource extraction to make their forest use sustainable. 

76 



However, since Ihe villagers are poor. Ihey need more compensatory measures for Ihe reslliling 

loss in bene/il. I-Ie fur ther st ressed that thi s is a serious cha ll enge of PFM init iative and activiti es. 

Similarly, all focus gro up members agree that the cu rrent leve l of support they are getting from 

the loca l governme nt is not sat is factor y. Acco rdi ngly, SI. I % of the respondents sated that thei r 

FUG strongly need external support Cfable 23) while on ly I % reported that it doesn' t need. Some 

of the inadequate resources stated. amo ng others. are technical , lega l and fina ncial support. 

Respondents were also asked to prior itize their needs fo r ex ternal support and the responses are 

presented be low. 

Table 24: FUG members' assess/nellt of tile /l eedjor Extemal S I/pport 

Responses 

Strongly Fr % NR NNR 

Does your fo rest need 73 81. I 90 -

L1 ser group need Need 9 10 

external support? Fairly need 7 7.8 

No I 1.1 

[f yes, wllat Priori ty Finance Supplies Legal support Training 

ki nds of support First Fr 48 II 18 13 

(according priority) % 53.3 12.2 20 14.4 

Second Fr 15 29 30 16 

% 16.7 32.2 33.3 17.8 

Third Fr 16 35 14 25 

% 17.8 38.9 15.6 27.8 

Fourth Fr 9 II 

% 45 55 

NR 90 

Source, Field sun'ey, 2007 

The type of support demanded by the said respondents according to pri ority are: finance (53.3%) , 

legal support (20%), training ( 14.4%), and supplies (12 .2%) as first priority; legal support 

(33.3%) supp lies (32.2%), training (l7.S%), finance (16.7%) as second priority; supplies 

(3S.9%), training (27.S%) finance ( 17.S), and legal support (15.6%) as third pri ority, and legal 

support (55%) and finance (45%) as forth priority. 

77 



One can see from the response that the most press ing need for the FUG s is financial support. 

Interviews with FPC chair persons also revea led that members, espec ial ly the poor, need re li able 

alternative non forest li ve lihood options or they should be secured with reliable fo rest revenue so 

as to win their genuine will to limit resource extraction. The small amount of money generated 

fro m sa le of communa l sale of NTFPs is not yet strengthened enough to support the ex isting 

members. Given the lo ng gestation o f fores t, ach iev ing reliable forest revenue at thi s stage of 

PFM is, however, a se ri ous chall e nge. 

With rega rd to the financ ial problem, both project and agricultural experts argue that PHd budget 

should be inst itutio na li zed as ea rl y as possible. Otherwise, they expressed their fear that during 

take over confus ion and cessation of activ ities may disrupt on othe rwise smooth operation. 

Norma ll y, proj ects terminate and give way for more permanent inst itutions to take over in iti ative 

and thei r acti vities. In thi s case, line agencies of Agriculture and Rura l Development are expected 

to assume responsi bi lity. The quest io n is, however, how ready these public insti tutio ns wi ll be by 

the end of the proj ects to assume respo nsibil ity and conti nue the act ivi ty sus tai nably. 

Community ru le enforcement 

Success of community organizations lies in enforcing regulations. In community forest 

management such as PFM, community rules and by- laws should be supported with fu ll legal 

backings. In this regards, poor law enforcement is also another challenge that adversely affects 

the morale of the community in implementing PFM. This is particularly the task of the 

government through its justi ce and pol ice unit. However as the reco rd books of the FUGs shows, 

a number of abuses have been reported over time large ly committed by people outside of the 

groups In relation to thi s, the chairperson of the Wacha FUG had to say this: 

Penalties given for communily by-law offenders are not equivalent to the offense. 

Besides, cases last for years at the end of which witness are required 10 remember 

details of the long past event. Consequenlly, cases often dismissed at the end in the 

name of insufficiency of evidence. This encourages several offenders to keep on 

commilling the same mistake. 
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In some cases, too, some Woreda and DoARD staffs are strange rs to the process o f PFM despite 

joi nt roles and agreement to safeguard community by-laws against offenders (FMP, 2001104/04). 

Informants repeatedl y mentioned that the woreda administrations o ften shy away form the task 

pointing out it is the duty of the line agencies. According to projec t forestry experts, the DAs 

fro m the woreda agr icul ture and rural development bureau usual ly lack the in itiat ive to be 

invol ved, and assume that it is the duty of the FARM-AFrica' s sta ff or those working in the 

project. Their area of focus is mainly on other assignments given as a key task by DoARD. 

Moreover, in some cases, too , lack of capacity in relevant gove rnment offices was bel ieved to 

threaten even the survi val of the inst ituted FUGs. 

4.10 Resource Tenul'e Secu rity and Participation 

Security of tenure of resources users is an important issue in natural resource management. 

Tenure he lps to determine whether local people are willing to participate in the management and 

protection of forests (Bromely, 1998). The central argument is that granting more access rights 

can be an incentive for conservation by local people. 

As it is repeatedly mentioned the forest management agreement document signed between 

communities and the local government conta ins internal by-laws and allocates rights and 

responsibilities in forest management (FMA, 2001 /04/04). Based on interview made with local 

officials, such documents were developed in order to provide a clear di vision of roles among 

forest users and local government officials. It is also meant to create a sense of security in forest 

management by providing legal mechanisms to challenge any violations of rights of particular 

groups, and by making each group accountable for meeting its responsibilities. In this regard, 

respondents were asked whether they fee l sense of security of ownership over the forest resource 

or not. Accord ingly, 64 (7l. 1 %) of the respondents reported that they fee l secured ownership 

ri ghts, while the rest 26(28.9%) did not feel. 

Members' sense of ownership ri ghts has been found to have a positive contribution with 

members over all participation in PFM activities. For instance, out of the 64 members who feel 

sense of ownership, 59(90.2%), obviously the majority repol1ed that feeling of sense of 

ownership strongly enhanced their participation in overall PFM activ ities while the rest reported 

79 



that it s li ghtly enhanced. S imila rl y, sense of ownership ri ght is al so found to have a positi ve 

assoc iati on wi th member's commitment to implement the forest management plan and assoc iated 

by-laws . Acco rd ingly, member's sense of ownership security towards the fores t resource were 

measured in o rdinal sca le and cross tabulated w ith the ir commi tment to implement the fo rest 

managemen t plan and assoc iated by- laws. The cross tabu lated result of those vari ab les revealed 

that out o f the tota l 49 members who we re full y committed to implement the forest manageme nt 

plan and associated by-laws, 44(89.8% ) o f them were those who have a feeling of ownership 

secu rity towards the forest resource. While the rest S( I 0.2%) are those who doesn't fee l a sense 

of ownersh ip ri ght. The chi-sq uare test (tab le be low) also indicated that there is an association 

between member 's sense of ownership ri ght and thei r comm itment to implement the forest 

management plan and assoc iated by-laws . 

Table 25: Test statistics showing tlte relationsltip betoveen sense 0/ security and cOlllmitment ill 

illlplementing/orest managelllent plan ami associated by IflI vs. 

Sense of security Commitment in Implementing the forest 

of ownership management plan and assoc iated by-laws 

towards the Fully 

forest resource N % 

Yes 44 89.8 

No 5 10.2 

Tota l 49 100 

***=hlghly slglllficant at 1 % 

Source: Field survey, 2007 

Partially Total 

N % N 

20 48.8 64 

21 51.2 26 

41 100 90 

X' -test 

% 18.279*** 

Literature also asserted the fact that farmers' investment on land management such as tree planting 

is much more related to tenure security and it remained one of the underl ying causes for flow 

resource degradation in Ethiopia (Kidane, 1994). On the other hand, the sources of insecurity 

reported by 26(28.9%) of the respondents are discussed be low . 
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4.10.1 Sources of Insecurity of Forest uscrs 

The sources of doubt and insecurity are many according to the respondents; they are categori zed 

into four and d iscussed below. 

~ The ex istence of contending tradi tional properly right reg imes on forest and NTFPs 

~ Unclear durat ion of ri ght s stated in the forest management agreement document (FMA) 

~ Limited support from the side of the gove rnment 

~ Community past experi ence on property ri ghts 

T raditional proper ty right regim es on forest and NTFPs 

The question of claims based on customary ri ghts for certa in fo rest and NTFPs by people from 

outside the forest often complicate the working of forest-user communi ties under PFM. Such 

problems arise often due to insufficient stakeholders ' involvement and negotiations at early 

stages of the PFM process (Irwin, 2003). Past expe ri ence also demonstra te that bui lding on 

existing institutions rather than estab li shing new ones is a course of wisdom (Yonas, 2007). 

In almost all forest patches of Bonga including the tlu'ee researched forest patches, there are 

traditional property ri ght claimed by people living adjacent and at times near by towns fo r a 

particular forest and NTFP products (forest coffee, honey) and this in fact also fo und to have an 

effect on people's participation in PFM. This problem was found to be most serious at Matapa 

FUG, it was noted in a focus group di scussion that there had been people who claim trad itional 

property ri ght over different forest products. Some of this people live in near by and adjacent 

villages and some live in near by town of Bonga and Wushwush. 

In this respect, (Stellmacher, 2005) indicated Bonga forest is almost entirely divided into ·plots 

informally owned by autochthonous peasants living adjacent to the forest and property rights 

depend on the particular feature of the forest resource. According to him, hanging beehives in a 

particular forest plot, for instance, is the exclusive right of the concerning forest 'owner.' (Manja 

or Kefa). The collection of dry firewood is predominantly perceived to follow ' first come, first 

served' system, nevertheless Manja people reported firewood to be their exclusive rights. All 

stakeholders agree that use of timber fo r construction of community member's houses is open 

access. In general, the more valuable a product is the more limited is its open access character. 
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Moreover, loca l Kebele admi nist ration IS well informed about this traditi onal fores t resource 

property ri ghts (S telmacher, 2005) . 

Focus group at Matapa FUG noted that PFM has put a so lut ion (a t least temporarily) for the 

degradation of forest products which used to be open access such as cOll1mercial wood fo r 

construction materials and fa rm implements, firewood, grazi ng o f livestock etc. But the issue of 

outsiders (often di stant users) who cla im traditional ownership right is still unreso lved. 

According to them, o ne important non-users cla im in thi s respect that hinde rs forest protecti on 

and monitoring activiti es by users is that of insta lling traditional beehives and harvesting of 

natura l coffee inside the natural fo rests for ind ividua l benefit. Such clai ms were also reported to 

exist even among members who handed over the ir own plots for communal purpose upon 

nego tiating. In relation to thi s, an in forma nt opposed that the hoarding of money generated from 

NTFP to boost community fun has deprived substanti al portion of members from directly 

benefiting by se lling NTFP from the forest due to reduced access. 

Focus group di scussion held at Matapa with the non users who claim user right explained that: 

Following the demarcation of the forest for community use, we have been 

banned from collecting honey from our beehives that we already had and 

from hanging new ones in the fo rest [Matapa} unless we work by joining 

this [Manja} people. 

In this regard project foresters told that there had been negotiations and discussions with people 

claiming use rights. However, many of them are not willing to participate partly due to physical 

distance and partly due to social problem. For instance, Kafa non-users are not willing to join 

Matapa FUG (which is dominated by the Manja househo lds) and choice to continue forcing 

themselves in to the forest often threatening members . Moreover, chairperson of the Matapa FUG 

explained that most act of illicit tree felling is recorded by thi s people in the pretext of harvesting 

honey. Further, they are not wi lling even to be he ld accountable for any fire that might ·be caused 

in the process of extracting honey. 

82 



Figure 4 Beekeeping using traditional hives as one of the major income 

generating activities in Bonga forest (Matapa FUG) 

Overall, the issue of non-users claiming traditional use right is found to have an adverse effect on 

community participation and remained to be one source of insecurity for members in 

participatory forest management particularly at Matapa forest patches. 

Duration of rights 

According to infonnants, some articles have also led members to be skeptical about the 

continuity of the scheme. For instance, one of the articles in the agreement document (Article 7, 

sub article 3 of Wacha Forest Management argument document) states: The forest property 

remained under the state while the FUG provided with use right. Further, the document forbids 

land use change by the FUG whi le the government party can, up on paying the necessary 

compensation take over the forest if it so requires employing the resource (land for other 

purposes. Hence, according to the contractual agreement document, forest users were given ' the 

right to use ', i.e. , undefined use rights, and not ' ownership ' of forest. Therefore, the rights are 

conditional, transitory and dependant that the users (FUGs) keep the forest as far as the 

government wishes them to use and develop the forest. Consequently, most respondents stated 

that this option left the government with probably unwarranted authority that exposes most 

members to be doubtful regarding the continuity of PFM. Literature has also confirmed that when 

a government, which previously denied access to forest resources, vested only use right but still 
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maintained the ownership right over forest, the new scheme have often not been met by a feeling 

of trust (Lindsay, 2004).Thus, community confidence in the continuity of the scheme is an 

important factor influencing successful management of common-pool resources in the area. 

Limited support frolll the s ide of the government 

Strong partnership between the community and the gove rnment is required in order to 

institutionalize a successful PFM scheme (Kerr, 2002). Although the forest management 

document e laborately talked about the role of the government in safeguarding the interest of the 

community, the present level of partnership is too poor to allow such kind of engagement. 

The overall poor capacity of the zonal and woreda administration and its bureau of agricu ltural 

and rural deve lopment (BoARD) to facilitate the process of co-management arrangement is also a 

source of doubt. As discussed previous ly, helping villages to set up the right kind of management 

systems, providing technica l backstoppi ng, intervening when communities fail and mediating 

among villages are essen tial assistances which are critically in need. 

Asked regarding the future, informants responded that most community members still need 

overall technical and financial support besides some trainings to empower them with 

participatory ski ll s. In relation to this one of the key informants state that unless those people 

whom their livelihood depend on forest have access to alternative livelihood sources, J doubt the 

continuity of the scheme. A project forester also emphasizes the economic aspects involved in 

implementing PFM. "Unless we produce economically viable solutions, we fail. That means as 

soon as we (project) withdraw, things may be back to the pre project condition. On the other 

hand, interview with BoARD experts have made it clear that securing additional budgets for PFM 

process is difficult as funds are hard to come by even for other more urgent activities. Moreover, 

most communi ty members fee l that there is limited action being taken on these ' non-users' 

coming from near by villages and towns. The local police are usually neglected as a minor player 

contrary to the reality on the ground. Besides, the legal system is overburdened and slow. Some 

cases take long time and are dismissed altogether at the end for lack of suffic ient evidence. Often 

penalties given are not usua ll y compatible with the offence and several offenders even keep on 

committing the same mistake even after covering the penalties. All these are, in fact, sources of 

doubt for most community members regarding the continuity of the scheme. 
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Co mmuni ty P as t Ex perience on P r o per ty R ights 

Frequent change in property right regimes associated with different government change led the 

community to be skept ic regarding the conti nu ity o f the scheme. Focus group di scussants bitterly 

remember the past exc lus ionary approach that inhibited them from us ing the forest up on wh ich 

their livelihood depends. For instance, they bitterly remember the vill agizatio n program carried 

out by the past regime destroy ing their garden and choppi ng down their enset plants . So that there 

former holdings were subsequently turned into plantation sites by the forest ry department. They 

argue that: Ihese foresl departments pasl deeds have caused suspicion on Ihe pari of Ihe 

comrnunity. Further they asked, "How do we be sure Ihal this con1ln lll7ity/orest management will 

not change in theftlture?" 

Moreover, most infor mants mentioned their memOrI es of past experIence and their negative 

perception about limat, an ordina ry term for ' development ' in which the government led 

refo restation programs implemented through mass mobi lization. One o f the key info rmant also 

expressed his suspicion saying "Government could displace us afier the forest get improved or 

give it 10 an investor ". Some also fear that people may come to settle into the fo rest as part of the 

on go ing intrareg ional resettlement program in the area. Most importantly, focus group at Matapa 

al so fe lt the lack of clear policy regardi ng community fores t ownership both at regional and 

national level. 

4.11 Perception of the Local Community towards Participatory Forest 

Management (PFM) 

The overa ll analysis of survey responses indicated that the majority of them have positive attitude 

or perception towards PFM. It was fOllI~d that such views has come about not only due to 

incentive structures (benefit) deri ved thro ugh the changes in quantity and quali ty of fo rest and 

forest products but also the social and psychologica l benefit accrued to ind ividual participants 

and the groups as a whole. 

Regarding PFM, 88.9 percent of the respondents believe that it is an important so lution to 

alleviate the destruction of forest. Whereas 11.1 percent of them be lieve that it is less important. 

The respondents were asked to state the major reasons why they feel PFM is an important 

solut ion for fo rest conservation. The response mentioned by the respondents is ind icated as 

fo llows. 
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Table 26: ReasoJ/sjor positive attitude ojjorest users towards PFM 

R easons sta ted Total responses Percent 010 

Reduced defo restation 82 9 I.I 

Better ava ilab ility of NTFPs(coffee, spices) 78 86.6 

Regeneration of important tree species 56 62.2 

Community autho,·ity and empowerment 75 83.3 

Improvement in social eq uity and 69 76.6 

accountability 

Others 27 30 

Tota l 90 

So urce: FICIci SUl"VCy, 2007 

N.B. No te that the response do not add lip 90 and perce nta ge 100 due to multip le response. 

As shown in the table above, perceivab le change in quality and quantity of the forest made much 

of the respondents to have positi ve attitude towards PFM. Among others, the reduction of 

deforestation rate through reduced access and better availability of NTFPs are the two major 

reasons why members developed positive view to the approach. Out of the 90 respondents, 91.1 

percent stated that the forest managcmcnt acti vi tics carricd out so far has reduced the 

deforestation rate and 86.6 percent of them are impressed with the increasing availability and 

better condition of NTFPs inside the natural forest. In addition, the authority or empowerment 

and improvement in social equity and accountabil ity are the two reasons why 833 percent and 76 

percent of the respondents positively perceive PFM respectively. Natural and man made 

regeneration of important tree species is also another motivating factor for 62.2 percent of the 

respondents. Other factors reported by 27 percent of the respondents inc lude: high level of 

cooperation and unity among members, and good working relationship with proj ect personneL 

In almost all the cases, the regulat ions on the use of forest resources through people 's institutions 

brought in a general feeling in the villages that fo rests are of some ' value' and not free for all , 

unli ke the previous situation. Further, the political processes and the interactions among the users 

(parti cularl y between Manja and Kafa people) after the onset of PFM in the area has not only led 

to the development of opportunity for di scussion and debate over forest uses or abuses but al so to 

substantial collective action in the communities resulting in forest protection. 

86 



Apart from hi gh degree of comm itment and Illoti va ti on in governing the fores t resource, the 

growing acceptance of Manja househo ld members is found to be a part icularl y motivating fac tor 

to perce ive PFM positively. Inte restingly, onc informant emphas ize the psychologica l benefits 

that, cO lllmonly si ted in literature, i. e. sense of belonging to the forests and having a stake in the 

management of the resource play ing as a positive motivational factor toward s PFM. Si milarly, 

one of a woman key informant at Watcha FUG stated that in addition to increas ing soc ial 

recognition of her community (Manja). a strong des ire to get out of pove rty and low status 

occupati on is a particular moti va ting fac tor to pcrce ive PFM positively. 

Securi ty of use ri ght and perceived futurc benefit to some extent is also a motivational factors for 

member's partic ipation in PFM. On the other ha nd, fee li ng of insecurity of ownershi p due to the 

vari ous factors di scussed earli er was found to have a negative influence on members' confidence 

with regard to the continu ity o f the scheme. Accordi ngly, 37.8 percent of the respondents are 

totally confident wi th regard to the continuity o f the PFM scheme. Where as 45.5 percent are 

partiall y confident, and the rest 16.7 percent are doubtfu l regarding the continuity of the scheme. 

4.12 Legal and Policy Framework 

Policy and legislative frameworks that support community participation are basic requirements in 

any participatory development efforts (Timsina, 2003). In other words, people's participation in 

natural resource management is also affected, at times strongl y, by the broad legal and political 

envirorunent in which users and the resources are embedded (Cash·en, 2005). Yonas (2007) 

termed this ' institutional attributes'. 

In Ethiopia policy papers and guidelines at the federal and regional levels are quite inadequate to 

promote people's participation in forest conservation and development. The Federal constitution, 

the 1994 forestry proclamation (Proc. No. 9411994), the Environmenta l po licy of the 1997, the 

cooperative establishment proclamations (Proc. No. 14711998), the SNNPRS regional Forestry 

and land administration proclamations of the 2003/04 are some of the legal documents wh ich to 

certain ex tent are calli ng people 's partic ipat ion in fo rest conservation and development. 

For instance, section 3.3 of the environme ntal po licy encourages "the participation of 

communities, the private sector and the state in design ing and implementing fo rest deve lopment 

programs". The national Biodiversity conse rvation and research approved in 1998 also 
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encourages " public participation in biodivers ity conservation , deve lopment and util izati on". With 

Regards to forest law/proclamation , the conse rvation, development and uti li za tion of forest 

resources in Ethi op ia is regu lated by the 1994 fo restry proclamation. At Regional leve l, the 

SNNPRS land ad ministration and utili zation proc lamat ion no.53/2003 and state forest 

management, development and utilizat ion proclamation nO.77/2004 are among the enabling 

po licy environment and legal fra me works in the sector that ensures pa rticipatory resource 

management. The important issues considered here are good gove rnance and equity in resource 

utili zation with out which maintaining sustainability may not be poss ible. 

Although these umb rella National and Regional policy documents in one way or another 

emphas is the need to up hold the li ve lihood interests of communities and their invo lvement In 

the management of local resource, there are no subsidiary supporti ng laws, di recti ves or 

prov isions which a ll ow there effective im plementation. Rather, as Yearaswork (200 1) rightly put 

it these umbrell a policies such as the Federal Environmenta l po li c ies remain " mere declarat ions 

of intent" implying the gap between pol icy and implementation. In re lation to thi s, Melaku 

(2003) stated the fo llowing: 

In most cases Ethiopia forestl), laws remained rigid and un implement able [ .. } 

the laws were devoid of clear 

beyond the comprehenSion, the 

objectivities or were given multiple purposes 

commitment and clerical capacily of the 

implementing agencies; undefined clauses and political opportunism also 

destroyed the vel)' essence of the laws and their effective realization. Except for 

the I965 legislation, the 1980 and 1994 foreslly laws remained without 

regulations to facilitate their implementation. 

Currently, fores t user gro ups under PFM scheme, including those found elsewhere in the country 

are operating in a legal and policy vacuu m. There are no Federal or Regional policies with 

. respect to promoting PFM. In a recent International conference held in Addi s Ababa in March 

2007 on the theme "Participatory Forest management, Biodiversity and Livelihood in Africa" a 

number of academicians and practitioners emphas ized on tlu'ee main areas where cri tical 

attention need to be put. These are: (I) institutional or legal framework under which PFM is 

currently opera:ing (2) develop ing technical capacity and equity of PFM such as increasing forest 

value, equity, and gender issues (3) looking the possibilities of the involvement of other sectors 
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such as training and rescarch instit utes and the private secto r. iVlost participants fu rther argued 

that such an arrangement can work on ly in an atmosphere of ex plic it trust amo ng parties. This 

can be ach ieved onl y w hen policy and leg islation are reformed to accom lllodate PFiVI and 

when loca l insUutions arc empowered through full legislative backing and ca pacity building. 

Project forestry experts also stated that major fl aw in the current PFiVI approach is its appli cation 

as a foreign-funded project w ith fixed targets and tenure rat her than a demand driven po licy 

prompted by long-term commi tme nt to the philosophy of decent ralized management. Further 

they argued that if decen tralized governance rather than receiving foreign assistance is the main 

mot ive behind PFM, there could be several incentives that cou ld be provided by Federal and 

regional governments on their own to promote it. As o ne of the project team leader put it: "it is a 

waste of time and resource unless Ihe approach gel inslitulionalizecf' key assumption in th is 

observation is that such a policy discourse will se t off dynamics and result in an increased 

recognition of the public good value of fo rests at the state leve l and ensuring a sustained flow of 

funds to forest- fringe commu nities for their service in forest protection. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Cone! Ilsions 

An impol·tant precondition to a successful participatory forest management arrangement is an 

unconditional acceptance of the following three principl es by all stakeholders involved: 

community ri ghts to ownership of fo rest resource must be recogn ized, community participation 

must be built on ex isting formal and informal structure (If they exist), and e ffective mechanisms 

must be in place to enforce community rules and regulations (IRG, 2000). 

The study has revea led that there are multiple socio-economic, cultura l and institutional facto rs at 

play that affects peop le's participation in participatory forest manage ment. This in fact is 

determined by the broad Scio-economic, cultura l, institutional and political context of the area in 

which users operate (Timsina, 2003). 

The soc io-economic condition of forest user household members in the stud ies FUG is generally 

based on subsistence crop farming (forest farming) and harvesting of forest products. Members 

are highly characterized by low level of income and education. The majority are illiterate. 

Especially, this is observed among Manjo household members whose livelihood so strongly 

attached to the collection of firewood and charcoal burning. Winning the acceptance of the 

poorest often marginalized communities to invo lve in to PFM scheme was found to be 

challenging. This is because they are highly interested In maintaining a regular supply of 

products rather than spending a relatively longer hours at communal works. Forest users' level of 

education also affects the level of community participation in PFM. It was found that the low 

level of education limits the level of understanding of both spec ific forest user household member 

and forest user group (FUG) as an institution operating though the forest protection committee 

(FPC). Such tasks as fine record keeping, meeting records, interpretation and implementation of 

internal by-laws and forest management prescriptions require considerable level of 

understanding. 
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Further, current tangib le benef~t derived and future perceived benefit expected are essent ially 

motivating factors to engage in PFM works compared to the prev ious dejure state owner ship but 

de facio open access situat ion . The cu rrent community management is reported to have brought 

considerable environmental and socia l benefit. In this regard, improvement in qual ity and 

quantity of trees, regeneration of important three spec ies, inc reasing availability ofNTFPs (forest 

coffee, spices, grass and fodder supply) through reduced access and complementary forest 

development activities (Nursery establishment of coffee and tree seedlings) are wo rth 

mentioning. Moreover, the powers devolved to the community, authority to decide themselves 

and acco untability transferred though a signed agreement w ith the local government and most 

importantly soc ial equity and empowerment of users are the most important incentives (benefit) 

fo r members' participation in PFM activities. 

The findings show that partic ipatory forest management wil l be effective if the community 

concerned is empowered and represented in al l PFM process. This probably mitigate the danger 

of exclud ing most concerned communities with traditional property rights as it is found in 

Matapa FUG in this study. Such problems ari se due to limited involvement of stakeholders at the 

initial stage (investigation stage) of the PFM process, which set membership criteria and initial 

gathering of information on users and use areas. Such conditions have created a potentia l treat 

from 'out groups' in latter implementation stage. 

Generally , women's participation in forest management activities including forest development, 

harvesting and protection as well as representation in village forest protection committees was 

found to be minimal. According to Agrawal and Gibson (2001), it is only when local 

communities see women participation as essential that real change is likely to take place. Group 

size, together with the various resource attributes (such as extent and condition of the resource, 

clarity of boundary and ease of exclusion) are another factor that influences effective 

participation in a group. The findings of the study also gives ri se to mixed responses concerning 

the whole idea of people's participation and soc ial justice based on traditional socio-economic 

status ofManja and Kafa household members. 
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One of the major factors believed to threaten the survival of the instituted FUGs and overal l 

forest users' part icipation is the dec lining support for m the side of the government. In a co­

management arrangement, the government is ex pected to be the maj or organization that ass ists 

the local forest use r community. But, a majo r naw in the current PFM arrangement is its 

applicatio n as a foreign funded proj ect wi th ti xed ta rget and tenure rather than a demand dri ven 

policy prompted by long term comm itment to the philosophy of decentralized management. Yet , 

limi ted financial lega l technical and limited commitment from the s ide of the government 

remains a big challenge. In fact, this is one source of doubt for the com l1lu nity regarding the 

continu ity of the scheme. 

In general, the finding shows that the majority of FUG members have posit ive alt itude towards 

PFM. It was found that such views have come about due to improvements in fo rest resource 

conditi ons, empowerment and accountability of users and devolving of power to local resource 

users compared to the previous exclusionary approach. Granting ownership right on forest 

resource use also determ ined whether local people are wil ling and communicate to participate in 

the management and protection of forest , implementation of by laws and community forest 

management prescript ion (Bromley, 1998). The study found out that household members who 

feel lesser sense of ownership are less committed to the implementation of the by- laws. Similarly, 

significant numbers of households with low sense of ownership are found to have doubt and 

insecurity regarding the continuity of the scheme. The sources of doubt identified were: the 

existence of contending tradi tional property right regimes on forest and NTFP 's, unclear duration 

of ri ghts, limited cooperation from the side of the government, and community past experience 

on property rights. 

In conclusion, as Ethiop ia searches for ways to manage its forests, the lesson from thi s study may 

be instructive to policymakers. The past State centered po lices appeared to have fa il ed in many 

maintaining many of our forests. Besides, the costs of maintaining a top down institutional 

arrangement necessary to protect forest resources are far too high. Alternative that appreciate the 

preferences and capabi li ties of local communiti es should be we ighed, not onl y because they 

appear to reduce the costs to the state of managing numerous small forests but because they 

appear to be more effective in maintaining the remaining few forest patches in relatively good 

condition. 
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5.2 Recommendations 

On the bas is of the discussion and analys is of the findings and the conclusions reached , the 

fo ll owing recommendations are fo rwarded. 

>- The low leve l of income of the community limits community participation in participatory 

forest management activities. At the initial stages of PFM restri cted access to forest resource 

affects the li ve lihood of the commun ity, mostly the poor. Thi s is onl y until a sustained flow 

of benefi t is gene rated from the forest. Household community members (espec ially the poor), 

the refo re, need to have appropriate compensatory measures for the resulting loss in benefit. 

Such efforts need to inc lude: promotion of off-farm and on-farm em ployment , NTFPS based 

livel ihood parti cularl y on im proved beekeeping (apicultu re), micro-financ ing through 

st rengthening commun ity development fund (CBO). Further, given the ex ist ing relatively 

large land holding size, encouraging tree planting on private holdings is important to keep the 

pressure off the natural fores t and support livelihood. 

>- Active and willing involvement of the community is sought in PFM activities. A sustained 

change in overall fores t condition and household li velihood improvement is likely to be 

realized when the community have power, responsibi lity, feel ownership and are committed. 

Thus the forest user groups (FUG), apart from technical assi stance, should be free in their 

effort and decisions regarding forest development and harvesting. 

>- Women need to participate in all aspects of PFM particularl y in leadership . Though it is not 

an easy task due to traditional socio-cultural conditions. Yet, manipulating the community 

with one executive committee may not work rather establ ishing women group to ensure their 

empowerment needs to be considered. 

>- Externa l support, particularity targeted at livelihood improvement should be planned in such 

a way that it enhances self-rel iance in a given period of time not dependency indefinitely. 

PFM is a long term process. If it is to be sustained an appropriate time frame must be 

developed and adequate fund allocated. In addition, the stakeholders' integrated involvement 

must be strengthened. The present level of partnership between FUGs and other stakeholders 

is too poor to allow such kind of engagement. Special e ffort to up grade partnership is needed 

among government project staffs, zonal and woreda agricultura l and rural deve lopment staff, 

police and justice, and the community. 
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:» Extensive trai ning should be given to committee members (e.g. on various participatory 

techniques) to build thei r capacity In carrying out their duties (management skills and 

documentat ion) and ensuring the legality of the committee will make it poss ible to strengthen 

accountab ility. Further it is important to assess the capacity of the communities with regards 

to the exercise o f democ ratic ri ghts in electing representatives in e lecti on processes. Each 

decisio n in the co llecti ve action has to be leg itimate, transpa rent and accountab le, so that 

members should be able to trust that relevant rules and regulations are being up held and their 

interes t is be ing pro tected. 

:» A way of harmonizing benefit st il l have to be worked out to avoid connicting equity demands 

among membe rs of the community. In order to add ress the questi on of claims based on 

customary ri ghts by people from ou tside the fo rest, sea rching for ways to incorporate them as 

members (especia lly those li ving adjace nt to the fo rest) or reaching at an acceptab le scheme 

of rights sys tems which all concerned will agree on are optional for consideration. Further, 

low cost contlict resolution mechanisms and execution of justice need to be improved. 

:» One of the main areas where the project needs to work wi th the community is to build 

capacity in the development of monitoring and eva luation systems of planned forest 

management activities. Monitori ng and evaluation for forest management plans should be a 

cri tical part of the overall management of the forest resource by communities. 

:» Property right arrangements should be unambiguous and there should be effective and 

reliable legal mechanism to protect community interest. And the community should be 

provided with unambiguous security of tenure over forest resources so that they get 

recognition in light of other users or non-users and also be confident enough to invest their 

labor and time for long-term benefit. 

:» Finall y, to ensure effective implementation of PFM an institutional structure must be in place 

at national , regional , and local leve l in order to scale up the scheme. There should be clear 

national policy and lega l framework that supports PFM with fu ll political commitment and 

legislative backing. Every effort at all levels has to be made to lobby po licy makers at Federal 

and regional level to promulgate relevant laws, and institutional structure, which can also give 

teclmical and financial support to the effort and enables the inclusion of PFM as part of 

arumal and 'five year national , regional and local development plans. 
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Annex -1 Participa tory Fores t Manage m e n t Process Dia gram 

In ves tiga ti on 

~ 
Forest Management 

~ Group Formation 

Participa tory Forest Management Participatory Forest Livel ihoods 
Assessment on forest use Assessment. Incorporaling the 

system, stakeholders etc needs of PUG 

"- /' 

l'icgotifltioJl ~ / 
Forest Management plan and Agreement 

Formulation and S ignatu re . Negotiat ion on 
objec tive and management prescri ption . 

/ ~ 
J ITl pI c III en tatio n / ~ 

Forest Management Plan and Agree ment Fo rest Management Plan and Agreement 
Implemen tation Monitoring and Evaluation 

Source: Irwin, 2004 

• Investigation stage: Gathering inform ati on about the forest users and resource use; establishing a 

forest management group; defi ning the forest area; assess ing the condit ion of the forest resources; and 

ana lyzing forest-based li ve lihood opportuniti es. 

• Negotiation stage: The negoti at ion of fo rest management plans and agreements ( including rights and 

responsibilities of co mmunity and government); securing legal signatures for these agreements. 

• Implementation stage: Comm uni ty forest management grou ps im plement thei r forest manage ment 

plans and uphold the fo rest management agreements, with full governm ent support. Together, the 

communi ty and the government mo nitor and eva luate both the process and the forest resources. 



Annex-2 

Q II cs tio nn a i re 

A Study on Practice and C hallen ges of Participatory Forest Management in E thiopia: T he 
C ase o f Bonga Forest, Kafa Zo nc 

To be conducted by th e researcher ass isted by enumerator 

Object ive of the s urvey 

The bas ic objective of this survey is to explore practice and cha llenges of participato ry forest 
management by way of analyz ing activity areas of fo rest user groups and the vari ous soc io­
econom ic, cu ltural and insti tutio na l factors affecting people 's partic ipation in an effort to promote 
sustainab le fo rest management and household livelihood. 

Dear R espondent 

This questionnaire has a research purpose. The ou t come of thi s researc h wil l help to ident ify 
problems and challe nges of partic ipatory forest management by investigat ing the practice in some 
selected sites of Bonga natura l fo rest. It is bel ieved that the study will gather useful information 
for the community, the gove rnment and non-governmental orga ni zat ions in designing 
mechan isms to ensure effective participatory fo rest management. The refore, I kindl y request the 
cooperation of respondents in fill ing out the questionnaire. I confi rm you that all data wil l be 
treated confidenti ally. 

Demographic and Household Profile 

I. Sex of respondent (HH head) I. Male 2 . Female ... ... .. . 

2 . Age of respondent. ............................ . 

3. Marital status . ........................ . .... . .. .. .. . . .... ... . . 

I. Married 2. Unmarried 3. Divorced 4 . Separated 5. Widowed 

4. Educational status .... .... ............ ... ......... . 

I. Illiterate 2 . Read and wri te 3. Grade 1-6 4. 7-12 5 .. > 12 

5. Religion. I. Orthodox 2. Musli m 3. Other (specify) 

6. Ethnicity (Manja) .... . .. . . .... . .. . . ......... . ... . .. ..... ........ .... . . 

I . Kafa 2. Manj o 3. Other (specify) 

7. Famil y size Male . .......... Female . ....... . Total .. . ..... . ........ .. ..... .. .... . . . 

8. Land holding size (ha) I. Own ...... 2. Rented ... 3. Others 

D 
D 
D 

D 

D 
D 

D 



9. Number of li vestock owned-----

D I . Cattle... 2. Horse and Mu le 3. Sheep 4. Goats ... 
5. Bees ..... 6. Others .... 

10. What activities o the r than farming do you clo? (Circl ing Ill orc than one is possible) 
I Petty trade 2. Co ll ccting and se lling fi rewood 3. Bamboo craft 
4. Pottery 
5. Baske try 6. Wavering..... 7. Other (specify).. D 

II. What is your major source of income? ......... 
I. Sale of cereal crops (maize, sorghum) 4. Sale of fruits and vegetables 
2. Sa le of coffee and sp ices 5. sa le of fuel wood 
3 Sale of honey 6. Others (specify 

Fo rest ry iss ues a nd pm-ti cipa tion in Ma nagemcnt 

IForest IIser grollp selectiolll 
12. What was the most important cr iterion to be selected into forest user Group 

I. Poorest of the poor 6. Duration of stag in the area 
2 . Proximity to forest resource 7. There was no clear se lection criterion 
3. Land ho ld ing size 8. [ don ' t know 9. Others 

13. Who set the selection criterion? ........................................ ...... ....................... ..... . 
I. Village leaders 2 . The project staff 3.Agricuitura l office 4.0thers (specify) 

14. Did you participate when the selection criterion was set? ................ .. 
I. Yes 2. No 3. I don' t remember 

15 . If No why? (Max. o f two responses in orde r of priority) 
I. 
2. 

16. Was their any problem regard ing FUG se lection? .. . .... . . 
I. Yes 2. No 3. I don' t know 

17. If yes, what do you think is the most important one? 
I. Exclusion of households 
2. All household did not have equal chance to participate 
3. Women did not equall y participate with men 
4. Village el ites were given more opportunities 
5. Others (specify) .................... . 

18. For how long have you been in FUG? Years 

Extent of partic ipa tion ove r PFM p roccss 

19. What is the extent of your participation in parti cipatory forest management 
taking the fo llowing ind icators? 

I Forest area allocation (delineation)! 
20. Does the fo rest have a clearl y demarcated and recognized boarder? .. 

I. Yes 2. No 
2 1. If no. Does that create problem . .. .... .. ....... .. .. ... .. .. .... .. ....... .. . .. . 
22. What problem(s)? 

I. 
2. 

23. How far are you from the fo rest reserve? Iminute/hours ........ . 
24. Does distance create problem in managing the fo rest reserve? 

D 
D 

D 

D 
D 



I . Yes 2. No 
25. If yes what probl ems .. 

/ Fo r est management act iv ities/ 

26. Do yo u pa"tic ipate in Forest development activ iti es?(Such as tendi ng, planting trees ) 
I. Yes 2. No 

27. Do wo men part ic ipate in the forest and NTFP deve lopment act ivities? 
I. Yes 2. No 

28. [n which activiti es do they parti cipate more?/ plantinglharvesti ng/protec tion 

29. Which products are yo u allowed to harvest? 

Ra tin g 
Indica tors Vc ry high H igh Fair Low Very low 

Investi ga tion process: 
(sett ing criteri a for membersh ip, 

and defini ng forest area) 
Negotiat ion process : 
(Negotiations on FMP &FMA) 

Implementation process: 
(Implementations of FMP) 

Monitoring and eva luation 

!Forest ProtectIOn problems! 
30. Which do you thi nk is the most seri ous problem with regard to forest protection? (rank up to 

t hree) 
No. Forest protection problems Tick Rank By whom? 

(Members or 
Non members) 

I H',unan encroachment (for po les, t imber 
e tc) 

0 Expansion of farm land J 

4 Fuel wood cutting and charcoa l burning. 
5 Livestock grazing 
7 Unauthorized NTFPs collection 
8 Other spec ify) 

• 



Co mmuni ty capacity, empowerm ent and [mplem entatio n of Fo res t mana gement plan 
3 1. How do you evaluate you r commitment In implementing the fo res t management plan 

assoc iated by laws? 
I. Ful ly 2. Pa rtially 3.Never 

32 . I f the a nswer for questi on 40 is (partia ll y or neve r) , Why? (Max.of 2responses in order of 
prio ri ty) 1. _ _ _ ____________ _ 

2. _____ ,,--,--::-_--:-: ____ --,---__ 
33 . To what ex tent are your FUGs and forest protecti on comm ittee Powerful in implemen ting 

the FMP? 
I. Highl y powerful 2. Moderate ly powerful 
3. Less powerful 4. No t powe rful D 

34 . Is your forest protecti on committee capable to lead and coordinate forest deve lopment, 
harvesting and protection activi ti es? 

I . Yes capable 2 . Less capable 3. No t committed 
35 . What about their commitment? .... .... . . .. ..... . .... . . .. ...... . D 

I . Committed 2. Less comm itted 3. No t committed 
36. If incapable and not committed, what do you think is the problem? 

I. Lack of training 2. Lack of incentive 
3. Corruption 4. Others 

IExternal support / 

37 . Does your forest user group (FUG) need ex ternal support? .............. . D 
I. Strongly need 2. Need 3. Fai rl y need 4. Do not need 

38. [f Yes, what type of support (put acco rding to priority need) ...... .. .. .. D 
I. Finance 2. Supplies 3. Training 
4. L"gal support 5. Others (Specify) . __ ,--_ __ _ 

39. [s the current level of support you are getting fro m the government adequate? 
I. Yes 2.No 3.I do not know 

40. Have you ever gotten training? .. .. ........ .. ......... ......... ................ . D 
l. Yes 2. No 

41. If yes, on what activities do you get training /what important knowledge and Skills do yo u 
acq uire? 

I . Knowledge _____________ _ 

2. Ski ll_---:----:--:-__ -:--,----_ ____ ---,-
42. Have yo u acq uired adequate training necessary to continue on yo ur own? 

I. Yes 2. I need more training 

Women participation/ 
43. Do women equally participate in forest management activiti es? .. ... . ... .. . . 

I. Y~ 2~ D 
44. If No, why? (Put according to the weight of the problem) . ....... . 

I . Male are more effective 2 . Housework lead 
3. Capacity problem 4. Others (specify) 

45. Are women equally represented in the leadershi p of the forest protection cOil1mittee? 
I. Yes 2. No D 

46. Do women of the village equally participate in the use and control of forest? 
I. Yes 2 . No 



/S ize of forest man age ment unit / 

47. Which fo rest user group size is approp ri ate to ensure effective and effi cient participation 
in PFM? . .. ........... ..... ..... .... .... ... . o 

I. Larger (than the existi ng) 2. Medium 3. Sma ller (than the ex isting) 
48 . Is the existing size of yo ur fo rest user group appropr iate to insure effecti ve and effi cient 

participation in PFM? 
I. Yes 
2. The size of the FUG is la rge anelunmanageable 
3. The size of the community is small er and has less resources 
4. Othe rs (speci fy) 

49. Do you feel security of ownership over the fo rest resource? o 
I. Yes 2. No 

50. If yes, to what extent does fee lings secu rity affects your pa rti cipation In forest 
management? 

I . Strongly enhances 
2. Slightly enhance 
3. Neutra l 

4.Stongly hinder 
5.sli ghitl y hinder 

51 . Do you attend meetings? I . Always 2. Sometimes 3. Never o 
52. How do you evaluate the rate of your and yo ur fa mily member' s participation in fo rest 

management activities? ......... . 
I. Very actively 2. Actively 3. Less ac tively 4. Not involved 

53 . Do all community members equally participate and contribute in fores t management? 
1. Yes 2. No 

54. Are there conflicts concerning use of the forest resources with in members...... 0 
I . Yes 2. Some times 3. No 

55. If yes, what confl icts? ---,-----:-----:-:-:-c----:-------:-----=-----
56. What conflict resolving methods are applied in the community? 

1. 
2. 

57. Are there any losses you have encountereel because of participation? 
1. Yes 2. No 

58. Do the fo llowing constrain the degree of your part icipation in PFM? 
1. Low income I. Yes 2. No 
2. Low level of education 1. Yes 2 No 

59. Do you and your famil y depend on the fo rest for your livelihood 
I. Tota lly 2. Pm1ially 3. Not at all 

o 
o 

60. If your answer for Q. 68 is I or 2, does this dependence on forest hinde r you to parti cipate 
in fo rest management ................. . . ... . ................ ... . ... . 

I. St rongly 2. Slightly 3. Not at al l 
61. Do you expect any benefit from participating in forest management? . . ... . .. . . . .. 0 

I. Yes 2. No 



62. If the answer is yes ind icate the benefit ga ined from participatory management ll sing the 
following 

Indica tors Ratin g 
Benefi ts Hi ghly Incre<lsecl To some Dec rease4 Highly 

increa sed 2 ex tent 3 decreased 
I 5 

62.1 U se rights over the forest resource 

62. 1 Number of trees 
62.2 Supply wood production 
62.3 forest grown coffee 
62.4 So il eros ion 

62.5 fodd er & grass supply 
62.6 fl ood ing _ . 
62.7 Household livel ihood condition 

(incoille improved reduce poverty) 
62.8 forest product va lue 
62.9social equity (empowerment) 

IPCt'ccpt ionl 
63. Can you say that PFM is the best solut ion for forest management? ... 

I. Yes 2. No 
64. If No what do you suggest as the best means of conserving the forest? 

I. Sole government contro l 
2. Distri bute to pr ivate individual households 
3. sole community (with out intervention from outside) 
4. Indigenous institutions 
5. Other (Specify) 

65. If yes for Q 79, what change do you observe in forest condition? (Put them in rank) 
a. Reduced deforestation 
b. forest products va lue has increased tlu'ough limited access and improved forest 

condition 
c. Regeneration of important species 
d. Better availabili ty ofNTFP (Coffee, spices) 
e. Community authority atICl empowerment 
f. other (specify) 

66. Are you confident with the continuity of the current scheme? 
1. Fully confident 2. Parti21ly confident 3. Doubtful 

67. If doubtful or partial ly confident, why? ------------------------------------
68. Is the assistance given so for by the project adequate? .. 

1. Yes 2. No 
69. Does the ass istance create self-re li ance or dependency? 

1. Self-reliance 2.dependency 
70. Should the assi stance be continued or discontinued? .. .. ..... . 

1. Continued 2. Discontinued 
71. If your answer is the assistance should continued why? 



72. To what exten t does the fo rest management act iviti es carri ed ou t so far has decreased the 
deg ree of de fores ta tio n? .............. . 

I . Hi ghl y decreased 2. Decreased 3. No change 4. Rather increased 
73. What are the major factors that encourages/ promotes/ your pa rtic ipation in fores t 

management? Please list down two reaso ns by priority. 
1. ________________________________________ __ 

2 __ ~--~~~--~--~----~~~~----~ 
77. What are the major factors that d iscourages/hind ers/your partic ipation in fo rest 

management? Pl ease two fac tors based on priority. 

I.----------------------------------------~ 
2. ______________________________________ ___ 



Anncx-3 
C heckli st for Focus grou p Discuss ions 

Genera l q uest ions 

I . What was the condition of the forest (ownership and uti lizat ion) befo re the introduction of 
parti c ipatory forest management? 

2. How do yo u come to be a member of forest user group (FUG)? 
3. What ex peri ence does the village community have in the past in terms o f managing resource 

co ll ect ively? Were commun ity members able to safeguard common interest through 
co ll ect ive ac ti on? For the future do yo u be lieve that contin uing with co llecti ve action can 
result in more bene fit ? 

Q uestion r elated to pa rti cipa tion in to fores t managem ent 

4. What is the extent of community participation in a ll the process o f PFM? (Invest igation, 
negoti ation, implementation) 

5. What is the extent o f capacity and comm itment and democratic nature of the village forest 
protection commit tee? What are the strength and weakness? 

6. How do you eval uate the degree of e mpowermen t of the community in terms of adequacy of 
power and capac ity to make di scuss ions, execute FMP and enfo rce decision wi thout external 
interfe rence? 

7. How often do you come to meetings and how is the process and the way people make 
decisions in meetings and d iscussion forums? 

Socio-economic conditions and parti cipa tion in fo,'ests managem ent 

8. How do you evaluate the current socio-economic strength of the village members in terms of 
level of income, and education? 

9. Does low level of income and education li mits the degree of participation in forest 
management? 

10. Does heterogeneity (wealth status, ethn icity, gender etc) create problems on participation? 
11. What do yo u think are the facto rs that promote members' participation in forest management? 
12. What is the extent of tangib le soc ial and economic benefit that the community members 

recei ve as individual and group? 

Forest management unit 
13 . Is the existing village community size manageable to run PFM successfu ll y? What should be 

the appropriate size? 
14. How do you evaluate the degree of so lidarity and cohesiveness of the vi llage community 

towards collective action in PFM? 

Women participation 

15. Do women in the FUG equall y partlctpate in the use and control of the fo rest? What 
problems do they face? What so lutions were given to their problems? 



16. What soc ial posi ti on do women assumc in your community in relation to men? What are the 
challenges that make difficu lt women participation? (Such as cultural, economic, soc ial etc 
problems) 

17. How is the representation of women in forest protec ti on committee? And Factors influencing 
there decision making? 

Outside s upports 

18. How do you eva luate the extent condition of out side support? (Resource, training, lega l, 
administration) 

19. If out side support is reduced or cii scontinued ; do you think that members will be capable 
willing and committed to continue the scheme? 

Forest depcndence, livelihood condition and Perception 

20. For what purpose do you utilize fo rest? To what extent are yo u dependant on forest resource? 
Does this dependence c reate participation difference? 

21. What are the major benefits that you get by being a member of FUG? What about the losses? 
22. Are you sat isfi ed with your empowerment and dec ision making in the community? And the 

level of out s ide support you are getting? What challenges do you face related to participation 
in forest management? What so lutions do you propose? 

23. Do yo u be lieve that forest management scheme ca rried out under PFM so far decreased forest 
depletion and improved forest condition? If no way? 

24. Is there a conflict with in FUG andlor with other communities who claim use right? How 
often do conflicts occur? How are conflicts resolved? 

Annex-4 

Focus group discussion eheck list for Non-Forest user households 

I . Who owns the forest before the introduction of PFM? And in what condition 
2. Which communities, groups and individuals are do you think currently engaged , m FUGI 

enjoy access to forest resource? Do they deserve ownersh ip of the forest resource? 
3. What do you think are the criteria used to guarantee use right to the forest? 
4. What do you think are the reasons for your exclusion? 
5. Do you think that the forest reserve needs to be managed in such a way? 
6. For what purpose had you been using the forest before? How about now? 
7. Did you have any involvement during the process of FUG formation? Have you ever been 

involved during the investigation stage? What was your contribution? 
8. Who do you think sha ll own the forest reserves? Government, private, open to all, se lected 

community? 
9. Do you want Iwilling to bel a member of forest user group in the future? 



Allllex-S 
Discussion guide for key informants 

I. !-low do you come to be a member of fo rest user group (FUG)? 
2. Is there any loss you incur by bei ng member ofFUG? 
3. What benefi t do you get? I-lave yo ur livelihood improved? 
4. What relationship ex ists be tween members? 
S. Who of the loca l co mmunity ac tually parti cipate and make decis ions in the fo rest 

management plan? 
6. How often do yo u come to meetings and how is the process and the ways in which people 

make deci s ions in meetings and di scussion forums 
7. Has ever been a conflict (mi sunderstandings) about share (ownership) of forest products 

(timber, co ffee, spice, honey, fruits etc.) 
8. Do forestry sta ffs and co mmu ni ties wo rk in harmony? And what are the challenges? 
9. What are the fac tors that promote or enhance members' partic ipation? 
10. !-lave you expected any improvements on the status and condi tion of the fo rest 
II. What do yo u thi nk are the challenges of Participatory Forest Management Scheme? 

All llex-6 
Discussion guide with Forest USC I' groups Executive committee (c hairpersons) 

I. Who owns and use the forest and in what condition before the introduction of partic ipatory 
Forest management? 

2. Do you think the forest management plan (FMP) is being implemented effectively? Do all 
members know the detai ls? 

3. Are you comfortable with the bylaws of the forest management plan'! Is there a threat to the 
forest from the surrounding community (interest groups) who claim use right over the forest 
resource? 

4. Which communities groups and individuals are most dependants on the forest resource? Is 
this a matter of livelihood or economic benefit? 

S. Does the forest face any threats from outsiders (such as loggers)? If yes what did you do? 
What was the reaction of the local government 

6. Does heterogeneity (income, ethn icity, gender) create problems on participation? 
7. , How do you accommodate the interests of diffe rent groups in the forest (fuel weed sellers, 

coffee and honey harvesters, cattle keepers) 



An n cx-7 

D iscussion guide w ith zonal and \Vo rcd a Ag ri culture a nd R ural 
Developm ent offi cia ls 

I. Does the forest have a clearly demarca ted and recognized boa rderry 
2. Does the fo rest face any threats from outsiders (s uch as loggers) I f yes what d id you dory 

What was your reacti on? 
3. What is yom opinion about the communi ty (FUG) access to the fores t? Do you th ink that it is 

effecti vely regulated? 
4. What do you th ink are the challenges and const raints of PFM? 
5. Is there a c lear unde rstanding between governments a commun ity over the fores t 

management? I-low about enforcement mechanisms (J udic iary and Police)? 
6. What local capacity and opport uni ties do ex ist fo r community fores t management? 
7. Do yo u thin k there is a harmony between the protecti on objective o f the gove rnment and 

harvest ing needs of the community? 
8. Was these a negot iati on and agreement with other interes t groups around (surround ing) the 

forest that claim ownersh ip righ ts? 
9. What is your actio n so fa r in integrating Iconsidering proj ect acti vity in the woreda 

gove rnment plan? 
10. Have yo u observed any improvement on the status and cond iti ons of the forest so fa r? 

A nn ex-8 
Discuss ion guide with proj ect coordinators (Fores try experts) 

I. Does Heterogeneity of members (Income, gentler, and ethnicity) create pro blem on 
participation? 

2 . Do community rul es and sanctions supported with legal enforcement? 
3. Do forestry staffs and commLmities work in harmony? And what are the challenges? 
4. In what fo rest conservation areas do the project emphasizes? (nursery, plantation, 

conservation of high forest) 
5. What are the criteria used to guarantee use right on forest? 
6. !-Iow do yO\l accoml1lodate the diverse interests and needs o f the users? 
7. What do you think are the cha llenges and constraints of PFM? 
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