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Foreword

In the past two decades we have seen dramaticagexehts in the understanding of
equitable and sustainable natural resource managefitese have been informed and
backed by innovation and research, not least thgiated by IDRC, Canada's
International Development Research Centre. Thedelas of command and control, of
blaming poor people for mismanagement of theirueses, have been overturned. As
this book shows, the results can be truly remagkabl

Researchers and other outsiders change their nidednaviours, attitudes, and ideas
about their roles. They become convenors, fagilitatnegotiators, and supporters. Local
people become the main actors, learners, managetgwners of the process of change.
The goals of equity for people who live at the niaggand of sustainable management,
are approached and achieved by starting not witlralaresources but with people,
enabling them to empower themselves, and by comgbystems of comanagement.

The evidence that such approaches work standsamtthe cases reported in this book.
The practical lessons are empirically based. Thes@&ot the fond imaginings of idealists
but the hard findings of experience. And the outesptessons, and practical implications
are clearly and succinctly summarized.

The findings raise a challenge that must not beeteslimated. They upend the beliefs
and reverse the reflexes of many surviving and pfulvprofessionals. The danger is that
these insights will be rejected by a rearguardaieswho are well-intentioned but out of
touch and out of date. For they contradict the st lure of earlier approaches, which
were simpler, more standard, and top-down. Amerjoamalist and satirist H.L.
Mencken wrote, "To every problem, there is a sohlutivhich is simple, direct, and
wrong." Control-oriented custodial management waple and direct, and proved a



local lose—lose solution. In contrast, the comansege analyzed here is complex,
evolutionary, and win—win for local people, witts&rs the would-be extractive
exploiters from outside. Comanagement combinegypoéiforms, new institutions for
local resource tenure and management, secure aitdl#dq access to resources, and
technological innovation to increase productivitpmanagement works because it puts
people at the centre, is emergent, is locally asthphd owned. It has no one blueprint
but differs in each case and context, manifestingeative diversity fitting local
conditions.

This slim volume should be on the bookshelf of gymlicy-maker, practitioner, teacher,
and trainer concerned with human development ahdalaesource management. But
the bookshelf is not enough. The book should b, ieternalized, and acted on. We,
development professionals, are fortunate to hawk auwvell-grounded, authoritative, and
accessible contribution to learning and changeriftys us up to date and puts us on the
frontier of action and learning. May it lead to magood things being done, enhancing
equity and sustainability, and with gains to mahthose who are poor and marginal
seeking their livelihoods in fragile and vulnerapbets of our world.

Robert Chambers
June 2006

Robert Chambersis an expert in international development andoag@er in

participatory methodologies, especially for empangethe poor. Since 1972, he has
been affiliated with the Institute of Developmemt@es, University of Sussex, Brighton,
UK, where he is currently a research associatedrParticipation Group. Author of the
seminal 1983 worlRural Development: Putting the Last First, Chambers' most recent
book, Ideas for Development, was published in 2005 by Earthscan.
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Preface

Water, soll, air, nutrients, sunlight — these de stuff of life. And the amazing diversity
of living species, linked in ways that we sometiroay dimly understand, is what

people everywhere depend on for their existenceaRwick glance at almost any
newspaper suggests that, wherever you live, natesaurces and the people who depend
on them are in trouble. Drought, floods, erosia@fpdestation, declining soil fertility,
habitat loss, over-exploitation — environmentalra@ais proceeding at an alarming
pace, driven by a range of factors including glatiahate. But practical actions to
respond to these issues are not as prominentb®bis draws attention to local
innovations to better manage ecosystems thatwaoalen and men rely on in some of

the poorest parts of the world.

The results and lessons reported here are fronegipglsearch supported by Canada's
International Development Research Centre (IDRGlfierent regions of the
developing world. The purpose of IDRC funding ietable local researchers to find



solutions to their social, economic, and environtaleproblems. Since its creation in
1970, IDRC has supported research on many topatéamany sectors, including
agriculture and natural resources. But it becamarah the mid-1990s that, despite
research-driven gains in technical capacity andyrtvity, benefits were not reaching
the rural poor as expected. The ecosystems on wighdepended for food and
commercial products continued to degrade. Resotinegshad used for centuries were
claimed by outsiders. Traditional mechanisms flwcalting access to resources were
breaking down under demographic and market pressihi@v production technologies
were captured by the wealthiest social groups,estjng out the poor. IDRC and its
partners concluded that research intended to reslndeonmental degradation and
improve the livelihoods of the poor had to adopifeerent approach to be effective.
Some of the results from this different approach@esented here.

The stories in this volume represent a much lacggpus of research begun in the late
1990s. They have been selected to illustrate a waidge of political, economic, and
ecological contexts. The resource base is diffareatich case, the problems vary, and
the solutions are specific to the context. Somesadgal mainly with forest management,
others with agriculture, water, fisheries, or pessuBut the reader will find them easy to
compare because they all adopt a common reseantiefork based on participatory
action and "learning-by-doing."

It turns out that the elaboration and testing &f tommon framework provided many of
the most important lessons from the field. Thesdegsons not only for research but,
more importantly, for practice. Too often, develgmprofessionals, whether local or
expatriate, believe that only highly specialize@erts can provide insights into complex
local resource management problems. These casemdiate practical alternatives
whereby external technical expertise serves taatdilocal knowledge, inform local
action, and facilitate locally led initiatives. Thalso show that adaptive resource
management requires everybody involved to learhjusb the researchers.

All of the cases demonstrate how local ingenuity mmovation can combine resource
conservation with improved livelihoods. But in sopiing local initiative, researchers
have not turned their backs on government. Indésedcrucial role of governments in
creating enabling conditions, providing techniagbort, enforcing local management
regimes, or at least preventing further confliad @egradation is evident in all the
examples. That is why the title emphasizes "comamagt,” or sharing management
responsibilities between local users and governsndifite hard part is figuring out how
to build local capacity, engage researchers wibuece users in testing new approaches,
strengthen the livelihoods of the poorest, and engavernment officials understand the
situation well enough to draw valid conclusionsgoficy reforms — all at the same
time! These cases provide concrete examples.

This book is also about poor farmers and fishé@esmen and women so often considered
the bottom rungs of the social ladder. It is a bab&ut their creativity, commitment, and
initiative as much as that of the researchers.ridteries are reason for optimism: given



opportunity, knowledge, and secure access to ressupeople will choose to invest in
common efforts to conserve those assets and sul&irivelihoods.

Writing this book has only been possible becauga®gefforts of dozens of field-based
researchers on the six project teams. Their woskblegn arduous, their understanding
subtle — and | cannot possibly do justice to ithis slim volume. Wendy Manchur and
Richard Bruneau did a great job in helping to ded@ses and in pulling together
documentation. Gerry Toomey and Bob Stanley praledgert editorial services, and
Bill Carman of IDRC's Communications Division gguefessional guidance and
coordinated the entire production. | am much indeéto them all in sharpening and
strengthening this work, but accept responsibibtyany errors or omissions.

Stephen R. Tyler
June 2006

Stephen R. Tyleris president of Adaptive Resource Managementd.twhnsulting and
research firm based in Victoria, Canada. He isetiitor of Communities, Livelihoods

and Natural Resources: Action Research and Policy Change in Asia, copublished in 2006
by ITDG Publishing and IDRC. Dr Tyler was formetgam leader for IDRC's
Community-based Natural Resource Management programsia. In that position, he

was responsible for a portfolio of more than 75¢uts in 12 countries over 7 years. He
holds a doctorate in city and regional planningrfrimne University of California in

Berkeley and has worked on environment and resauesegement issues in Canada and
other countries for almost 30 years.

Part 1.
The Issue and Research Context

Fragile resources, forgotten people

Rugged mountains, desert margins, remote coadiaj@s — these are typical hot spots
of rural poverty in the developing world. They afeo places where natural resourtes,
though vital to human livelihoods, are usually meaand fragile.

People may have to scratch out a living on lantithsteep, rocky, dry, or saline. Or they
may live near bodies of water in which fish aredearand harder to catch. These farmers
and fishers are far from bustling markets, far frcapital cities, far from the minds and
lives of the powerful. The ecosystems on which ttiegend are being depleted of
nutrients and stripped of their biological diveysiAnd control of the valuable resources
that do remain is contested, sometimes violently.

Many developing countries have formally adoptedoma poverty-reduction strategies.
International donor agencies, too, in step withUinged Nations' Millennium
Development Goals for reducing poverty and imprguiwing conditions by 2015,



1 The term "natural resources" is used in this hoalefer to renewable resources as
components of living ecosystems. The term may ialdode nonrenewable mineral
resources, which are not addressed here.

have set targets. Yet poverty-reduction strateyigsally focus on broad reforms or on
the delivery of services that do not reach the @stpimost marginal communities, which
depend so heavily on natural resources.

The reform of agricultural markets and land titleug often recommended, for example,
as part of a poverty-reduction package. Worthyqgyodifforts? Yes. But incentives such
as low-cost credit to buy seed and fertilizer fastc-crop production are not designed to
benefit those who live far from input and produerkets, have no collateral, or lack
skills to grow high-value crops. Even worse, laitithy reforms may lead to enclosure
and privatization of the remaining resources oncWlihese people depend — so-called
common pool resources such as water, fisheriesfamasts. Although high-yielding crop
varieties have greatly increased grain productimhenriched lowland farmers with
access to irrigation, they often fail in marginedas where soils, water, and climate
conditions are more variable. Or they place furttkemands for water and nutrients on
already degraded ecosystems.

The poorest people on the planet live in these makgural areas. Global estimates of
the number of rural poor subsisting in such envirents range from 600 to 900 million,
roughly 9% to 14% of world population. Without Ilifeood options, these people are
forced to migrate to cities, to become refugeesyamse. If poverty-reduction targets are
to be meaningful, these people's situation mepiesial attention.

Global estimates of the number of rural poor subsigng in marginal areas range
from 600 to 900 million, roughly 9% to 14% of world population. Without
livelihood options, these people are forced to migte to cities, to become refugees,
or worse.

How can the livelihoods of poor people be improwegtthout further damaging the
underlying resource base? How can the global gdalsral poverty reduction and
environmental sustainability be made to compleneach other rather than compete?

This book describes research, funded by Canadaational Development Research
Centre (IDRC), which has led to innovative natueslource management (NRM)
approaches that balance these two goals. Withidhef aix case studies from Asia, the
Middle East, and Latin America, it draws lessonsdievelopment practitioners,
policymakers, and researchers.

The work relied heavily on the knowledge and exgae of local people. It made them,
rather than the researchers, the key agents ofitggand change. A common thread in
these projects was the resolution of natural resomanagement issues through



"comanagement.” This refers to arrangements whdoslay people and their
organizations are given responsibility for decisinaking about access to and use of
natural resources, in exchange for assured benifitgigh agreements with government
authorities.

Comanagement covers a spectrum of arrangementem+férmal legal agreements that
are politically negotiated to informal pragmatiatie Sustainable local use of natural
resources is comanagement's raison d'étre. BlltRGIsupported research demonstrates,
the key challenges have less to do with technitalventions than with managing
relations among peopl€igure ). This has implications for scientists in their
relationship with, and attitudes toward, poor reésewsers, as well as for development
practitioners and government officials.

Sustainable local use of natural resources is comagement's raison d'étre. But the
key challenges have less to do with technical intezntions than with managing
relations among people.

The message delivered by the case experiencanptesithe most effective way to
introduce comanagement of natural resources isgage resource users and other local
stakeholders in shared
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Figure 1. The building blocks of community-based niiral resource management.

learning and innovation, which strengthens theglihoods. Local knowledge,
experience, and traditions of NRM are valuabletsssben harnessed for research and
action. Understanding and drawing on these assats lto more successful NRM
innovations than when local users are treated e$armed bystanders to be handed
technical solutions by "experts" and prepackaggdlegdory schemes by governments.
This process of participatory action research @a powerful tool for comanagement
innovation.

A little history, much complexity

The problems of how to pursue economic progresthiopoor while protecting the
environment were brought to world attention in 1@8%he report of the Brundtland
CommissionOur Common Future (WCED 1987). Then, in 1992, the issues were
debated by global leaders at the UN Conferencenmir@ément and Development in Rio
de Janeiro, dubbed the Earth Summit. The confenapet, Agenda 21, presented
hundreds of recommendations for study and acti@dtiress the challenges, and



attracted widespread international attention andritial commitment. Yet
implementation of these proposals at the localllbas proven elusive. Why?

Although poverty and environmental degradationliale=d, their causal connections are
anything but simple. Our understanding of natufaigrom perfect and surprise is one
of the few constants in human efforts to managerabénvironments, which are
complex and dynamic.

To this we must add the difficulty of predictingrhan behaviour in using resources.
Interactions between socioeconomic systems andatwal environment are full of
twists and turns — reflecting changing incentivisrded by markets and other
institutions, and the dynamics of ecosystems themseFor example, efforts to promote
prawn aquaculture throughout Asia increased exganings but also led to massive
environmental damage in coastal areas. Many obtiggnal production sites had to be
abandoned because of disease or soil contamindinket benefits have flowed mostly
to external investors, while shrimp disease andatigion have rendered the resource
base unusable to local people (Flaherty et al. 1999

When the interaction of these complex systems diegrkey resources, the effects may
be felt even far away. Cutting forests or cleanegv lands for farming in the headwaters
of a watershed can affect water flow and qualitwastream. Loss of habitat essential to
the life cycle of commercial fish species can tegthe collapse of regional stocks.
Draining wetlands can harm the quality of surfaeden or groundwater for thousands of
users and destroy wildlife habitats. Overgrazing sjgeed desertification, endangering
transportation corridors and other infrastructlireesource degradation is widespread, it
can contribute to regional or even global chandi ather side of the coin is that
protecting and rebuilding healthy ecosystems thindogal management benefits not only
nearby resource users but also people in othese@nd countries. In short, local
management delivers public goods.

Protecting and rebuilding healthy ecosystems througlocal management benefits
not only nearby resource users but also people iriteer regions and countries. In
short, local management delivers public goods.

The poor are particularly vulnerable to resourcgraeation and over-exploitation.
Whether displaced by competition for vital resosroe victimized by falling water tables
as a result of the action of other water userg, tfemerally have very few options and
backup resources to cope with unexpected stressnm#ber of studies in South Asia
demonstrate how agricultural intensification eliated options previously available to
the poor — harvesting weedy plants on field margjtsaning unwanted fruits or nuts,
use of communal pasture. These opportunities desapp with the expansion of
cultivated private land and more intensive comnad@griculture (Beck and Nesmith
2001).

Even as their access to these resources disapffeamor have few opportunities to
voice their outrage or describe impacts. Womemdiigve limited influence on decision-



making in local government or the household; yeytare on the frontlines in coping
with resource degradation, changing productionesyst and market access (Vernooy
2006). As members of ethnic minorities, Indigengusups, and lower castes, the poor
often face official and informal discrimination. iSthampers their access to government
services and decisions, especially if these aeredfonly in the language of the
dominant culture. The rural poor are not only maafized geographically, but politically
and socially. How can they come to play a largés no resource management?

Different resources, different rights

Comanagement options for poor marginal areas depeséveral factors and how they
interact: the nature of the resource to be mandgeadl, rights to the resource, the
institutions governing those rights and decisiorkimg, and how the resources are
exploited.

Some resources, such as cultivated land, are yldefined and easily demarcated. The
rights of access, use, and management are usuaitigly held by a single household.
The household may own the land, hold it under Itergs lease or customary agreement,
or rent it. These private rights are clear, ang #re closely tied to land-management
practices. For example, farmers are unlikely t@givun costly improvements such as
terracing unless they have secure land tenure ethsisring they will benefit over the

long run. Institutions (traditional or governmeanstioned) provide the framework of
law or custom through which these private rightsracognized. And they establish rules
governing the use or exchange of the resource. tidingj is an example.

Whereas the system of rights, institutions, andagament practices may be clear for
agricultural land, for other resources it is ofteach fuzzier. Many valuable resources
are very difficult or costly for any individual tnanage because of their ecological
characteristics. The resource may be highly mgbgeeries for example), it may only

be practical to manage at a large scale (a waysbieit may have many different
elements that are used by different people (afporesmany cases, it may be impractical
to prevent any given individual from using the @@, even though that use subtracts
from the benefits others can obtain (shared pastResources with these characteristics
are referred to as common pool resources or CPBsqi@ 1990; Pinkerton and
Weinstein 1995).

Resource tenure (sometimes referred to as "propgtiis”) is a claim that one person or
group makes on a resource, and that other peogl®aps recognize as legitimate and
enforceable. Tenure can take a wide variety of foamd cover a broad range of rights,
depending on the nature of the resource, the sadalonships between those involved,
and the costs of enforcing claims of varying comipye Tenure can be thought of as a
bundle of rights, which may include any one or mafraccess, on-site use, harvest, and
extraction of a resource, as well as the rightxtdugle other users, to set rules for
resource use, to improve the resource (cultivafentijization), and to transfer any or all
of these rights to others. The most comprehensivere is outright ownership, which
encompasses all of these. But there are many fathmas of tenure, which may overlap or



conflict on any given territory or over time. Fotagnple, a single tree in the forest may
provide fruit, firewood, fodder, shade, soil stapjlwildlife habitat, and a link to
ancestral identity. The rights to these differestources may be held by different
individuals or groups at different times (Vandeigiek997).

The problems of resource management and accesg Ippor often centre on CPRs and
on the associated system of resource rights orgéehlinder certain conditions, systems
of collective rights will be defined by groups wban control access to CPRs to increase
their benefits and reduce degradation of the reso{8chlager and Ostrom 1992).
Tropical forests, for example, may be intensivedgleited by different users at different
times. The harvested products range from wildlifd &uits to medicinal plants and
construction materials, even if no timber is cuanBelands require collective
management to allow different users to graze lo@stinder a rotation schedule to which
all agree. The resources are used by individualstheir ecological characteristics mean
that to assure productivity they must be managddatively. A framework established

by a defined group of individuals to manage CPRsasnably is often referred to as
common property resource management.

There are many examples of CPRs being either wea&lyaged or not managed at all,
where continuing exploitation by many users gragusiodes stocks. This kind of tenure
is termed "open access." For the individual u$erd is no incentive to conserve or
manage the resource because other users simplyeapé benefits of such conservation
without paying the costs. The North American pldirson, for example, was hunted to
virtual extinction in the 19th century. Many lo@ald regional fisheries around the world
are in a perilous state for the same reason.

The picture is further complicated because the gas@urces may be claimed by
different groups under both common and private tesiat the same time. And as
resource rights and management systems changsw@acece may shift from one category
to another. The forests of Nepal provide a goodrgse. In the late 1950s, the
government nationalized forests that had traditlgrzeeen locally managed under feudal
landlords. Customary local rights to use the fonesich were bound up in feudal
obligations, disappeared. But the government dichage enough staff or knowledge to
enforce its new management rights, and communitéxe no longer under any long-
term obligations to landlords. In effect, the stabfi the forests shifted to open access,
resulting in a dramatic increase in deforestatinrthe 1980s, after community forest
tenures were formally introduced, local forest ug®ups gained the right to exclude
others and to benefit from long-term forest manag@mrhe condition of forests
improved dramatically in communities able to estibéffective common property
management institutions (Varughese 2000).

In areas of long-standing human occupation, cudttimat depend on valuable CPRs well
understand that the security of their resource beg@res regulation. From the Arctic to
the tropics, many cultures have developed commleal Isystems for allocating access to
resources, sharing benefits, and limiting resoasteaction. These systems were not
based on modern scientific study; but they cenyaieflected extensive local knowledge



and experience (Berkes 1989; Ostrom 1990). In tisa# Valley of Lebanon, for
example, traditional social relations governed Bes‘daccess to seasonal pastures of
varying quality. Collective decisions allowed ftgXible management according to
pasture conditions (see page 60).

So the potential for resource management innovaésts partly on the rights of users,
and partly on the characteristics of the ecosysteqguestion. Resource management is
implemented through social institutions. We usevibed "institutions” here to mean the
conventional social processes and rules goverreagsidn-making, not organizations or
"bricks and mortar" structures. The institutiongesource management reflect prevailing
social and political practices — how do peopleratg who holds power, and how can it
be legitimately used. They may be based on leghjuticial procedures, on religious
beliefs, or on traditional practices. Instituticare the mechanisms by which societies
define who can use the resource and who is excjadebihow access and benefits may
be shared among rights holders. They also cangeamechanisms to resolve conflicts,
track resource quality and identify problems, taleasures to improve resource
productivity, and enforce rules. These decisiomesaathe heart of resource management.
In the case of CPRs, so important to the poor, géis to make these management
decisions?

Today, the management of CPRs is most often uridartay governments. In many
countries, legal frameworks that originated ceetiago in the claims of European
monarchs dictate that any resources with no pritieof ownership belong to the state.
The expansion of scientific knowledge has beenrapamied by greater emphasis on the
need for specialized technical training to makeuese-management decisions. It is also
commonly argued that oversight and exercise of suglertise ought to reside in large,
technocratic organizations rather than with unethatbcal resource users. Resource
management is seen as a service to be providduelstate — because it delivers public
goods and because elements of a country's resendoevment are part of the national
heritage, not the private property of individuals.

Nevertheless, in the past two decades, structdjasment policies and fiscal restraint
have led to deep cuts in government services. @lezed NRM has been weakened by
budget reductions and by greater emphasis on prigaestment and resource
exploitation. At the same time, however, traditidoaal systems of CPR management
have been eroded by cultural change and by théilegidautions of the modern nation-
state.

Even where central resource-management agenciesbeawn strengthened, the local
results are often disappointing. Central managies dack essential data and may fail to
understand local practices or the links betweeouree degradation, rights, and power
relations. Management actions based on widely ésddmptions about the resource base
frequently turn out to be inappropriate. Changiogditions render well-intended
regulations irrelevant. For example, in the El Angatershed of Ecuador, official
allocations of water resources were based on n@staksumptions about water flows

and availability (see page 44).



Central managers often lack essential data and méhgil to understand local
practices or the links between resource degradatigmights, and power relations.

In many cases, the modern state-led managemeetsysts been laid over top of earlier
colonial land administration. That in turn may haad little attention to traditional
resource-management practices, some of which pargismote areas. Administrative
boundaries rarely match either traditional terrésror ecological boundaries such as
watersheds.

Local resource users may not understand or agtéethva legal policies and economic
principles by which the state allocates resouroetafge-scale commercial extraction.
Valuable resource rights may be allocated ineglyitetdopolitically powerful interests. As
a result, rights to use and manage the resourceatested, with the state, as the legal
manager, sometimes finding itself in oppositiototmal people's interests. The poor, who
are often ethnic minorities and Indigenous peoples typically on the losing end of
these contests. In the upland forests of northea€tambodia, for example, the awarding
of state forestry concessions to outside commeirtiatests led directly to conflicts with
local indigenous forest users (see page 32).

Relations, then, between local resource userstatel @ayencies responsible for resource
management are often strained and their commuaitatimited. Assumptions about the
behaviour and motivation of the other group arerofhaccurate. But, in the absence of
mechanisms of cooperation, both sides continudaimé» the other for resource
degradation. Comanagement efforts cannot succdbdwtia minimum level of
communication, collaboration, and trust betweemllosers and governments.

Empowering local resource users through dialogue

In the Philippines, for example, decades of comraklegging reduced forest cover from
an estimated 70% of land area in 1900 to 18% aucgtdter. In the 1990s, a logging ban
was introduced, and community forestry legislatiaas approved to encourage
alternative livelihoods and responsible use of llémasts.

Despite many projects supporting community foredew communities ever received
formal approvals under the legislation to cut timli&esearchers at the International
Institute of Rural Reconstruction (IIRR) undertaition research to build capacity in
community forest management. But they had to redensgheir basic assumptions once
they secured community participation in the project

The community felt strongly that the problem was aéack of forest management
knowledge or skills. Nor did they cite dwindlingést resources. Rather, they blamed the
problem on the failure of government staff at th@anal and local levels to implement
forestry policies effectively.

Instead of devolving authority for forest manageterthe local community under
provisions of the legislation, government officialere imposing onerous requirements



and demanding detailed and costly inventory andagament assessments. The
communities, who couldn't afford to jump througkgh bureaucratic hoops, resorted to
illegal logging to survive. But they ended up havto pay bribes to local forest
protection staff and police to haul their logsumber mills. And once delivered, they did
not receive fair market prices because they lackicial documentation.

On the one hand, community loggers, cutting timdetheir own community forest
lands, were paying a steep economic penalty. Tie atso lost out on the timber
royalties and fees that could have been earnedlf&gai logging. On the other hand, the
mill owners and some police and forest protectiaff ¥enefited personally from the
situation.

On the government side, professional foresterseat¢juat communities could not be
trusted to manage forestlands effectively. On thraraunity side, loggers complained
that officials were lining their own pockets anéittfore did not want to honour the
original intent of the community forestry policyelther side had any direct means of
communication with the other. Communities could gett a hearing with senior
government staff, and forestry officials had naddedity with communities.

IIRR abandoned their original research strategydsuided to try something altogether
different: they brought together senior forestrijoidls, community representatives,
academics, and NGOs in a structured setting, ashogk to discuss the issues.

With careful preparation, facilitation and managetnall parties were given equal
opportunity to share their experiences and frustmatwithout risk of personal attacks.

Many participants were surprised by what they heRogitions began to shift, and by the
end of the 4-day workshop, multistake-holder grougd put together positive
recommendations for change. Some of these weré&lg@dopted in national forest
policies and in internal administrative reformse$a innovative tools to facilitate
constructive communications between governmentiafé and resource-dependent
communities have since been refined and taughiRfy to other organizations (O'Hara
2006).

Comanagement efforts cannot succeed without a minam level of communication,
collaboration, and trust between local resource use and governments.

Social equity and the environment

Policies intended to increase commercial use afrahtesources often emphasize private
resource tenure. Such policies may increase oviaredstment and earnings from
resource exploitation, yet not help the poor. Sprponds and aquaculture enclosures,
for example, displace those poor farmers and adidéshers who cannot afford such
systems (see the Viet Nam case study, page 38)meocral logging or forest plantation
concessions displace traditional shifting cultivatifurther impoverishing upland
residents who may have no farmland of their owre illkeffects of such resource-



management changes are masked by overall increggasduction and total income.
While some groups benefit, many of the rural paardme even worse off. Commercial
resource investments that ignore ecological pr@seasd social equity usually prove
unsustainable.

To restate the argument, a resource managemeatspsised on individual private
tenure is relatively simple. Individuals or corpwas with rights to use resources such
as land and trees, even if they don't own the respgan exploit them under agreed
terms. This form of resource rights makes it edsieusers to respond to commercial
markets — which explains why it also figures sompireently in land reform policies. But
private tenure is often not appropriate for resew@cosystems such as forests, pastures,
and fisheries. These ecosystems are very diffioulindividuals to manage. They are
also often used as primary or supplemental sowfck®d and income by poor people,
who have limited access to land or other assetavoda the pitfalls of open access and
resource degradation, or increased conflict, ustibs that allow for group management
decisions are necessary.

Most attention has focused on governments as agéntslective action or, at the other
extreme, of local traditional practices. Governmegencies have a mixed record in
common pool resource management. Inadequate ecaldgiowledge and eagerness to
promote commercial profits have sometimes led &rexploitation and displacement of
the poor. On the other hand, traditional localiingbns, which may have long
experience with resource management, need to sm#p growing pressures of human
population and more intensive resource exploitatgw arrangements in which local
institutions can be facilitated and supported byegoments offer an option. Unless new
comanagement rights and institutions can be deedldpe poor may be squeezed out by
commercial and demographic pressures.

Finding the right research approach

Rural poverty and resource degradation in margineds are not new problems. While
attempts to address them through applied reseanah ditracted lots of attention over the
years, results have not often reached large nunabgsor farmers.

Much scientific effort has gone into improved végs of a small number of food crops.
The resulting yield increases have been dramatimégreat benefit to farmers in fertile
agricultural areas. But the production cornucopinsin those well-endowed regions has
eluded smallholder farmers in upland and semi-zoites. This is partly because
production conditions there are much more varietiartly because smallholders have
such limited land that they must rely on CPRs ahéroresources, especially livestock.
Even if farmers were to enjoy predictable growingditions and have access to the
fertilizer, water, and soils needed by high-yietdirarieties, production gains in a single
crop might not make much difference to their oMaredomes. Only recently have
research approaches focused on the managementipobf CPRs and their links to
agricultural systems (Sayer and Campbell 2004).



One option has been to focus instead on policesftister conservation and more
sustainable resource use. Policy reforms have jyegosed for agriculture, forestry,
fisheries, and environmental management. Howewven &hen persistent research and
advocacy yield major policy changes, these maybefiicient to create lasting change
on the ground. The earlier example from the Phitipp describes the problems facing
poor forest communities after the approval of comityuforestry policies by the national
government. Policy reforms are often difficult boglement or enforce. They may be
necessary but, by themselves, are not usually éntmustimulate improvements in the
living conditions of the poorest.

Research approaches have evolved in responsektoflacogress in reaching the poor.
Agricultural scientists increasingly recognize tbaips, soils, forests, water, and people
are all ecologically linked and that research-bas#dtions must reflect that integration.
Farming systems research, for example, recognimddsimallholders adopt multiple
agricultural strategies. So leading researchershdyarly 1990s, regularly included new
studies of integrated agroecological productiohmégues, taking into account livestock,
crops, trees, and even aquaculture.

More recently, agricultural and NRM researchersehdesigned and applied modeling
tools that factor in biophysical and economic ctinds in the study of resource
management. But, like farming systems research thase integrated research
strategies neglected many of the social and inistital issues surrounding the use of
common pool resources.

Who has access to CPRs? How are decisions abouaf usbective resources made?
And what legitimizes this access? Traditional pcast? Modern legal systems? How are
resource rights and management adapting in resporc®nging demographic,
economic, social, and ecological trends? Whatledinks between national policies and
local practices that degrade resources? Reseatfails to address the dynamic policy,
institutional, and social constraints facing reseadependent rural people may still be
able to come up with new production technologies gerform well in test plots. But it
will fail to improve the lives of these poor farmseand fishers.

Research that fails to address the dynamic policypstitutional, and social
constraints facing resource-dependent rural peoplenay still be able to come up with
new production technologies that perform well in tet plots. But it will fail to

improve the lives of these poor farmers and fishers

Possibly the most important element missing fraaditronal empirical research has been
poor men and women themselves. Most research igmordownplays their capacities,
knowledge, and judgement. Scientists can be |&églieve that years of specialized
studies mean they have nothing to learn from pbiberate farmers or fishers. The poor
are seen as recipients of aid and instruction, lertalfind their way out of poverty
without expert help. Even the poor themselves cntelieve this, as they hear it so
often. Poverty has many dimensions, but this Idalecognition for the capacity of the



poor to act as agents of their own destinies matislympowers and impoverishes them
further.

Biophysical research, market research, and poéisgarch have provided a broad range
of options for poor farmers working under varyiranditions. But these efforts typically
stop short of recognizing that it is the poor proghg themselves, not the researchers,
whose learning is most important. The test of amowation's success is that local
resource users adopt and adapt it in their comwyiariields, forests, or ponds.

A new approach to research was needed — one thdt\ptace poor resource users at
the centre of the research enterprise as full@gpatnts, both teachers and learners. This
approach would have to integrate better understgnafi natural systems with socially
appropriate management interventions selectedemted by local women and men.
Further, what was required was a research strabegyould simultaneously strengthen
local livelihoods and point to necessary policyra@ From 1997 to 2004, IDRC
developed and supported a range of research mpjedifferent regions, that attempted
to address these challenges.

In the mid-1990s, participatory action research stalslargely unknown in the
agricultural research institutes of the developiagld. Yet, as an approach to research
that had gradually gained scientific credibilitydamethodological depth in the preceding
years, it seemed a promising framework with whickeckle the challenges of natural
resource management (Chambers 1989). The spegfio@aches taken, and aspects
emphasized, by IDRC's research programs variedwbateamong regions, reflecting
the diversity of development contexts.

In Latin America, the Middle East, and Africa, peiiatory and interdisciplinary
research projects were promoted. But the largesben of projects explicitly adopting a
community-based, user-centred framework of pawicipy action research were in the
poor regions of Asia. This is where more than thiods of the world's extreme poor live
(those earning less than US $1 per day), mostewh tim rural areas. Many of these
research projects focused on common pool resources.

This book reports on a handful of cases that greesentative of this participatory action
research framework. The research projects had yaitéring objectives, contexts, and
locations but all focused on ways to improve theaggement of natural resources for the
benefit of local people. In each case, researdraalyzed their experience to draw a
range of specific conclusions relevant to the stes problems with which they were
working. Our aim here is not to review all thesedasions, which are presented in
detail in research reports and other publicatibrstead, we concentrate on describing
and comparing comanagement arrangements: how ¢fexts enabled greater local
engagement in resource planning and managementytzatdcontributed to their success.
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Part 2.
Research for Comanagement

A spectrum of power-sharing options

Comanagement arrangements will vary with the natfitke resource, the political
context, the expertise and skills of participatimganizations, and the degree of mutual
trust. Most analysts agree there is a broad spaatflcomanagement arrangements
(Figure 3. At one end, authority for NRM remains with thate, but local communities
are consulted on specific issues. At the otheradnilde spectrum are arrangements that
give communities or resource user groups broadatitto take management decisions,
but require them to report periodically to the @sfible state agency.

This picture is complicated further because ofrirge of management decisions that
may be involved, from policymaking and planningséiting rules, allocating harvests,
investing in resource productivity, monitoring agdforcement, determining membership
in user groups, and adjudicating conflicts. Somt#hese management actions may
involve multiple actors other than the local reseunsers and governments. These could
be private corporations with a stake in resouraeld@ment or conservation
organizations or NGOs representing external interiesthe protection of local resources.

Maximum
Community control
Equal partnerships under local control; legalized roles and powers
- Management boards
= Community has voice in planning and decision-making
=
= Advisory committees
- Partial engagement in decisions; search for joint solution beginning
= Communication
; Early information exchange; local views shape agenda and issues
E .
= Consultation
© Local views and knowledge sought on some issues before making decision
Informing
Government makes decisions and informs community before taking action
Minimum

Figure 2. Spectrum of resource comanagement arrangents (adapted from Goetze
2004).



Neighbouring communities, too, may be representesbmanagement arrangements.
This is because resource use and management pgaictione location often influence
other communities through larger scale landscagesansystem linkages. Upstream
diversion of water for irrigation, for example, miagve serious consequences
downstream. The interests of these peripheral camtras may be represented either
directly or through government.

In the Kenyan highlands, as traditional pastokedlihoods gave way to mixed farming,
land that had been managed communally was allotatizdmers. However, farming
communities soon found that the well-being of thg®stock and crops depended on
common resources: water supplies, bushlands, arddipastures. Private landowners
voluntarily organized new NRM associations thatagegl neighbouring communities in
landscape-scale resource management consultations.

Of course, various agencies and levels of goverhmih expertise in, or jurisdiction
over, a particular resource will normally be reprged in a comanagement scheme. In
the case of Viet Nam's lagoon fisheries, comanageareangements involved local
village leaders, as the main initiative was atrthenicipal level (the commune).
However, district government officials responsifdefisheries management were key
players in implementation and coordination withgidiouring municipalities. The
support of senior provincial technical staff wasesgtial as well (see page 38).

There are two broad conceptual approaches to cayearent. One is premised on formal
agreement between all the parties on detailedsjgbsponsibilities, and procedures in
relation to the various resources in question. Nations focus on the details of power
sharing and governance. This approach has beearatygdithe comanagement
agreements adopted in Canada, for example, betiiestrNations and provincial and
federal governments (Goetze 2004). Issues of jigtisd and legal authority were more
pressing than environmental degradation.

The second approach is to gear comanagement amangeto meeting urgent functional
needs of the ecosystem and resource users. Thiagfaoint is consideration of specific
environmental and livelihood problems in need gbietion and of different
stakeholders' interests. With this approach, varmarties are brought together to design
management strategies to address their problenesddtails of power sharing and
structure are an outcome of processes of actioteanding, not the central focus of
intervention. This approach is sometimes referoegstadaptive comanagement
(Carlsson and Berkes, 2005).

For example, in the case of Bhutan (see page d@Yriving force behind a new water
management scheme was the shortages experienckavbgtream communities whose
rice crops were threatened. Ecological and livelthpressures drove the parties involved
to a practical solution that met all users' needanrd more equitably. The resolution was
aided by policy reform, but did not rely on newdéggreements.



The six research cases discussed in this book eszghthe second approach. The
comanagement structures that emerged with thediegsearch were not derived from
legal negotiations over governance. Rather, theyeafrom learning to make resource
use more productive, more sustainable, and moriéadipt The cases do not examine
resource use from the point of view of governmalthough its role is often very
important. The formal technical roles of publict®2dNRM agencies have been
thoroughly studied elsewhere, and there are maeynational models for their
application.

The focus of these six cases, then, is on the cantynend of the comanagement
partnership. Community groups typically lack théitpmal influence of governments and
private commercial investors. Yet the experienceurherous resource management
failures suggests that the local level is whereusse management initiatives unravel.

Local people bring both knowledge and rights t@muese management decision-making.
Ignoring these strengths often incurs high envirental and social costs; so it is
imperative to find ways to recognize, harness,rantforce local capacity for resource-
related decision-making. The project cases focusmovations that build local capacity,
institutions, and livelihoods through effective ural resource comanagement. They
provide lessons for practitioners to address thegels in the field.

Beyond theory: action-oriented research

The research programs supported by IDRC adoptestaedistinctive features in
response to this backdrop of context-specific i@aships and stakeholder capacities. Of
course, the thematic focus of the research wasalagsource management. That meant
the developing-country researchers had to not exdéynine the natural ecosystems and
trends in their productivity but also develop preaitlocal interventions to reduce
resource degradation. The research, then, wasoat abstract hypothesis testing; it was
about achieving results, about strengthening traditioods of the poor. It was recognized
at the outset that innovations aimed solely at eomsg resources, that is, without
building family and community assets or openingngpme opportunities, would not
likely be adopted by poor farmers and fishers.

Despite the vast differences in cultures, producsigstems, biophysical constraints, and
policies across different countries and sitesydisearch experience tended to unfold in
an analogous fashion everywhere. There were sev@mahon elements.

Developing new methodologies

Local researchers were enthusiastic about new appes to thorny local problems. But
they were also apprehensive. Although participatoeghods had prominent promoters in
academic and development circles in the 1990s, weeg new to many of the
developing-country scientists working on IDRC-fudd®ojects. In many countries,
these methods were not being widely taught. Insergdiinary approaches were also



something of a novelty. Researchers were accusttoneshducting studies in their own
areas of expertise, not organizing joint fieldwuaiikh experts in other disciplines.

The first step in these NRM research projects Wwasefore to identify and explore new
methodologies. Training in participatory reseambld and multidisciplinary explorations
of field issues jointly with local men and womerngezl expand researchers' horizons.
And, given the natural sciences background of naagmcultural researchers working on
these projects, a special effort was made to tejalsscience contributions to NRM. But
it was also apparent that the conventional prastiéendividual disciplines were
insufficient, that new interdisciplinary tools hxbe developed for specific needs.

This research agenda would be challenging in amy@mment. In the remote field sites
of developing countries, often marked by conflicti @eprivation, it was unrealistic to
expect local research organizations with modesturees to start off with state-of-the-art
research methods. Part of the intent of the IDR@@axh, then, was to build the capacity
of partner organizations — both to tackle immedat#blems and to deal with longer
term issues. While training and methodology devalept were important, the accent
was put on action learning, or "learning by doing."

Learning by doing: the interplay of urgency and cadion

Local people in the research sites typically facegent problems. On the one hand, they
could not wait for lengthy analyses or accommodtia@eacademic schedules of distant
organizations before taking action. On the othezytcouldn't afford the costs of failed
experiments. Researchers were uncertain aboutdhalple outcomes of recommended
interventions and favoured a conservative approatchach site and project,
collaboration between resource users and researcdgrlted in a unique interplay of
these forces of urgency and caution.

Immediate problems stimulated researchers to pinegsagenda more actively. And the
resources of the research projects (expertiselwamsj helped reduce the risk to local
farmers and fishers who might otherwise be reludiatest innovations. Early
interventions that addressed urgent local problgemsonstrated the responsiveness of
researchers and their commitment to obtaining nmggnli local input into the research
agenda. They built trust, enhancing the researctegnstations. Addressing urgent
resource constraints strengthened the positiomaf pesource users, allowing them to
increase productivity and generate a surplus fl@aved further experimentation.

The types of interventions expected of the reseaacied with the local context. They
could be technical efforts to improve resource pobitity by introducing new

agriculture, agro-forestry, aquaculture, livestamkintegrated production systems. Or
they might be the design and creation of new mshihs to resolve conflicts or secure
collective tenure. In marginal agroecosystems, @I@PRs are essential to the
livelihoods of the poor, both kinds of innovaticar® generally needed. Hence, the
guestion of where to start was largely a pragn@ii. For innovations to be adopted and
adapted by the resource users themselves, thetp liedpractical, sensible, and



understandable. They had to be tested and validigtélae farmers and fishers
themselves.

Long-term fieldwork provided the real proof of tNRM research framework. The
research was premised on shared learning betwsearohers and resource users, each
group benefiting from the other's experience. Tas time-consuming: it involved joint
diagnosis, analysis, exploration, intervention, amdluation. It required strengthening
local organizations for collective action to addrpsverty. This step of experience
sharing was essential, however, not only for cadathg lessons from the field research,
but also for building adaptive learning skills retcommunity itself.

Long-term fieldwork provided the real proof of the NRM research framework. The
research was premised on shared learning betweensearchers and resource users,
each group benefiting from the other's experience.

Learning how to learn together

The experience with this NRM research suggestddettzert-generated solutions were
ineffective in addressing complex human—ecosystgaractions. To come up with
appropriate alternatives, all project participartsesearchers, government officials, and
local resource users — had to adopt new attitunl@ard knowledge and learning.

Researchers are taught that their advanced stondiks them experts, the people with the
solutions. So learning from local people with éittbrmal education but much expertise
required them to change their attitudes and fingsaa validate such local learning
scientifically. For their part, local people whdesged strategies for implementation
needed ways to test and document their experience formally. And both the
researchers and local people had to learn to congatieriessons to government officials
and other outsiders. These were unfamiliar prosgfsseall participants, requiring much
discussion and experimentation.

The recognition of and respect for local knowledggEant that learning became much
more explicitly social. Researchers and farmerstbdelarn how to move between two
different frames of understanding: the cumulatinggical knowledge of modern

science and the contextual knowledge created,ep@nd passed on by women and men
through dalily life.

Gender analysis is essential to identify the varygimpacts of resource degradation
and management interventions for women, a group ofn excluded from resource
use decisions and benefits.

The researchers also had to acknowledge from ttsettlhat communities are ill-defined
and heterogeneous. Interests diverge, wealth andrpseparate, social relations are
complex and dynamic, and histories matter. Gendalyais is essential to identify the
varying impacts of resource degradation and managemterventions for women, a
group often excluded from resource use decisiodsenefits. Differences of culture,



ethnicity, and language can make these factorsugptoutsiders, whether from the
other side of the river or the other side of thenplk. Local situations are each a bit
different and easily misinterpreted if researclagrsse with a fixed agenda.

Local leadership

Many of the concepts and research methods appliftese cases were elaborated from
work pioneered in international research centrelsramthern universities. But the
projects described here were led by local reseeschdook considerable courage,
creativity, and persistence for them to introduee Mmethods and attitudes to their
research organizations and field partners.

For example, one starting point was to investigfagestructure of rights surrounding
access to resources. Lack of formal rights, candNer rights, or loss of long-standing
resource rights all undermine users' ability to aggnthe resource base and lead to
degradation. Understanding these rights and thutisns through which they are
contested was a prerequisite for effective intetieerand change. Researchers could not
escape involvement in politically charged localftiots and took real professional risks
when the conventional wisdom argued against thegeaches.

Local leadership also meant that researchers hadgage local governments and
resource users in the research from the startrddegnition that local women and men
would be the chief agents of learning and changantmiat local initiative, and local
government support for such initiative, should b&téred through the research.

Outreach for change

The research teams found that once their projeete delivering results, it was not
enough for them just to return to their offices amde academic papers. Many research
outcomes pointed to the need for changes in resaights and policy to ensure that
benefits would reach poor local resource usersiighthese results and working to
ensure practical changes were implemented regtimedand effort. The researchers
connected with NGOs, government agencies, otheareBers, and sometimes with
international donors to document and share thailirfigs. They helped advocacy groups
to understand and make use of the evidence fromvtloek. And they helped local
communities to link with other communities and wsémnior government officials so that
their voices could be more clearly heard.

The patrticipatory nature of the research, then, twghly linked to recognition of poor
farmers and fishers as the most important agentharige and development, and not
merely targets of technological advice. The empghasiindigenous knowledge, on
understanding institutions, and on practical arglasnable interventions all made it
imperative for the researchers and local peopbetmintly engaged in learning. The
resulting lessons had to be convincing for poamtzns or fishers to risk investing in
innovations. The best evidence would end up coritmg the users themselves.



Part 3.
Experiences from the Field

The six brief case studies that follow presentassisection of research projects
supported by IDRC that reveal lessons for comanagénthese are real stories about
real people — from Asia, Latin America, and the Me&lEast, where researchers and
rural people learned together how to put theony practice to improve lives and
livelihoods. The projects were selected to cowerde range of contexts, climates,
political systems, and cultures, from one of thigeat countries in the world to some of
the smallest. The research underlying these psofeok place over a number of years,
sometimes through several multiyear funding phddese details on these and many
other IDRC-supported projects can be foundnatv.idrc.ca/in_focus_comanagement

The research was carried out in each case by teamisining multiple disciplines. They
were based in national research centres or unikex,sand sometimes they were led by
NGOs or by government agencies. But in every dasas the rural people themselves
who became the real leaders, as they respondedappaoach that — often for the first
time — took account of their local knowledge angenence. The consistency of that
response in a diversity of situations illustrates broad applicability of the approach in
marginal areas where poor people depend on comanrgsources (CPRS).

CAMBODIA: resource conflicts and community tenure

Documenting traditional local use and management dbrests was new territory for
both researchers and villagers.

Key features of the research
Methodology: indigenous knowledge, participatory mapping, oomial
education

Rights: traditional resource rights secured

Governance participatory planning, natural resource managgme
committees

Partnerships and networks strong links to provincial government
departments, national program, the United Natioegdlbpment
Programme (UNDP), NGOs

Policy: land tenure reforms

What price prosperity?

Civil war brought Cambodia years of chaos, devastaand anarchy, and the
unforgettable images of the killing fields. Now,drtime of relative peace, Cambodian



society has regained a large measure of stabiliyexen prosperity. One of the sources
of that prosperity is the heavily forested uplantithe northeastern province of
Ratanakiri Eigure 3. Encouraged by the central government, investodsmigrant
workers have moved into the province in searctesburce wealth.
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Figure 3. Ratanakiri, Cambodia.

Unfortunately, that wealth often comes at a highepfor the hill people of Ratanakiri.
Belonging to nine different ethnic minority groupisey make up over two-thirds of the
area's population and practice shifting cultivatibar the most part, they share neither
language nor religious beliefs with the dominamtliond Khmer people, who are rice
growers and regard the hill people as "backward."

As the central government readily awarded foredt@antation concessions in a bid to
boost investment, lowlanders migrated to the prowiBut the forest was already used
extensively by the local people — as a source odl fonedicine, building materials, and
water, and for the cultivation of upland rice inogational management system led by
village elders. Now they found that, without anyisoltation, armed men hired by
concession holders were cutting the forests thelyusad for generations.

As one villager described it: "They just came herok for workers to clear the land.
Some of the supervisors were good but some weieefend carried guns. They use guns
to intimidate the people.” Another said they weld their cows, which traditionally
were allowed to roam freely in search of forageuldde shot if they wandered into
concession areas.



Not surprisingly there were conflicts over land aadgources. The provincial government
in Ratanakiri was concerned. But it had no contx@r the awarding of concessions by
the national government in Phnom Penh and knew litdeyabout the ethnic minority
communities. At the same time, international artldNGOs were questioning the
fairness of the government's actions and the owtsavhchange in Ratanakiri.

With support from IDRC and the blessing of the pnoial government, a research team
was formed to explore how the problems of poventy @source conflicts could be
addressed at the local level. They began by workiitly local villagers to learn about the
situation they faced. That situation was summebyfeu Chil, a woman farmer: "We
are highlanders. Our lives depend on the forestdtaland. Without forests and land
we cannot live. We need firewood, vegetables,dSruitushrooms, and bamboo shoots
from the forests. We see the forests as our market.

"We are highlanders. Our lives depend on the forestand the land. Without forests
and land we cannot live."

The research team had experience in agriculturestiy, and natural sciences. But they
realized early on that education and awarenesdibgiivere needed to help local people
recognize their legal rights. Also that local peopéeded evidence of their long history
of resource use and management to legitimize tteims. This was new territory both
for the researchers and the villagers.

Establishing a precedent

Using participatory appraisal and mapping techrsgaed relying on the knowledge and
authority of elders, the researchers helped vitlage prepare detailed plans of their
traditional territory and its use. The researcimesaught social science skills to apply
these participatory methods. The next step wagveldp rules for resource allocation
within these territories based on customary prasti@he maps and proposed rules were
then discussed with the commune (municipal) govemttmNeighbouring villages were
also given an opportunity to comment. Once distffitials had given their
endorsement, the plans were submitted to provimciddorities, and finally the governor
of Ratanakiri was asked to approve the plans.

When the governor approved the first of these comityylans in 2000, the
concessionaire in conflict with the community wériged to withdraw its claim to most
of the community's forest area. This establishpceaedent. The legitimacy of well-
documented traditional resource rights made thigbésra valid subject of government
attention. And it gave government departments aodlldevelopment NGOs a model of
how they could be secured.

This process of participatory land use planningrgee through experimentation and
fieldwork involving local communities and governmegencies, not from any formal
policy prescriptions. The maps and documentaryexgd were important in changing
the assumptions of all the participants. Governroéitials, who were not familiar with



local languages and cultures, were surprised to kbt forest resources were
extensively used and managed by local communiied.the villagers came to recognize
that there were limits to their use of the landhia face of external claims.

Government officials were surprised to learn that érest resources were extensively
used and managed by local communities.

Government staff had as much to learn as locallpedpe research project was
structured to engage government staff in learmiogto confront them with local
activism. Their traditional role had been to enéotice administrative regulations of the
central government, a role in which they were ofibhged to oppose local communities.
The research project provided a mechanism for pooad staff in Ratanakiri to
experiment with new professional behaviours: cdasioh, respect for the rights of
citizens, facilitation of local initiatives, andsonsiveness to local problems.

These local planning processes became quite eféeictiresolving conflicts and in
building the capacity of new local and provinciavgrnment structures. The early
successes attracted the attention of many othemcmrities, and the research team
sponsored several innovative measures to disseamesg¢arch results and to build local
capacity. These included informal classes to bikdkhmer language and numeracy
skills of the villagers, as well as farmer-to-fama@d village-to-village exchange visits.

A model for the nation

Soon the newly empowered communities began to fataral resource management
committees to help map and negotiate resourcengs&damplement local management
plans. They also ensured that natural resourcesssare included in mandatory
commune development plans. Provincial governmepadments retained responsibility
for training, oversight, and coordination, as vaslfor managing any conflict and
supporting enforcement of the local plans.

The research team identified the need to improviewtural production systems in
ethnic minority communities. But they were unaldelévote as much attention to this
part of their work as they hoped because the dquresfitenure security still had not been
adequately resolved, and this remained the mossimig issue for the communities
themselves.

Despite these important local gains, community terand planning processes were not
enshrined in national legislation. Researchersgeieed that the drafting of a new Land
Law then underway provided an opportunity to adsltee issue. By networking
extensively with provincial and national governngeMNGOs, and other development
actors, the research team was able to demongtetemportance of this issue in the
context of Ratanakiri and contribute to successfigdrts by many groups to have
community land tenure included in the final legisia.



Early in the project the research team made aegfiatiecision to align field research
activities with a large UNDP-led service delivempject in the region. One result was
that the participatory natural resource planniracpss developed in Ratanakiri was
incorporated within a new nation-wide local govercereform program supported by
UNDP. A senior member of the research team wasl liyg UNDP to lead the adaptation
of the land-use planning tool for use by local goweents throughout the country. A
similar process was also adopted by the Ministriaofd as the mechanism for extending
land titling and registry throughout Cambodia.

Resource management in Ratanakiri continues t@ptedallenges. Implementation of
policy reforms has led to disputes over which gowent agency should be responsible
for the new local management processes. As wellraored access to the province is
increasing market-related pressure on resourcdsyviBustrengthened capacities and
effective models for intervention, local resoursens, local governments, and provincial
agencies all have better tools to take on theipaliand practical issues that development
will inevitably bring.

VIET NAM: sharing the resource in Tam Giang Lagoon

Science-based comanagement helped local fishers asttler users to formulate plans
for sharing the wealth of this biologically producive waterway.

Key features of the research
Methodology: multistakeholder participatory resource planramgl
management

Livelihoods: agricultural and aquacultural technologies fav-iocome
households

Rights: recognition of customary rights and access touess

Governance new participatory and representative processeledal
government

Partnerships and networks strong links to local and provincial
governments

Policy: tested implementation of new national fisheriesrxanagement
policy

A unique resource
Although the coast of neighbouring Viet Nam is fastfrom the Cambodian highlands,

the setting is very different. So are the resouatetake. Here, too, lack of participatory
planning and management brought the threat of Maenflict and serious damage to a



valuable resource. And, as in Cambodia, the engageaf resource users and
government in the research process helped pom#wooptions for action.

Viet Nam's unique Tam Giang — Cau Hai Lagoon sysseover 70 km longKigure 9,

but averages only 2 m in depth. The lagoon is hligroductive habitat for both
freshwater and marine species, and has long beenpamtant fishery. Most of the more
than 300 000 people living on the margins of tlgwta depend on fishing or farming for
their livelihoods.

In 1995, IDRC and the Canadian International Dewalent Agency (CIDA) funded a
study of the condition of the aquatic resource lzamkits use by communities around the
lagoon. The research team brought together fofirsteime agricultural

Figure 4. Tam Giang Lagoon, Viet Nam.

scientists from Hue University of Agriculture andréstry (HUAF), biologists and
sociologists from Hue University of Sciences, adthmistrators from the provincial
department of fisheries. This led to an unusuatekgf collaboration among scientists
from a variety of disciplines and government o#isi "It provided us with a new model
of how to collaborate effectively with governmeugeacies,” comments HUAF's rector,
Tran Van Minh.

Working at three sites in different parts of thgdan, the multi-disciplinary team soon
discovered that, although the government had intred reforms for agricultural land, it
had not considered aquatic resource tenure. Prghimd areas in the lagoon were held
by families on the basis of local custom. They im@sted in permanent fishing
structures such as fish corrals that took advarétfee currents to guide fish into
narrow traps or nets.



The poorest members of each community were thelebbiers, who had no land
holdings and lived with their families on their b@aBecause of the difficulty of
delivering basic services such as education ankhhesre, the government encouraged
them to settle in existing communities on the masgif the lagoon. One such
community was in Quang Thai commune at the norteathof the lagoon. Here they
struggled to fish alongside established neighbats had the benefit of access to
agricultural land as well.

In an effort to reduce pressure on the lagoon &edgthen livelihoods, the researchers
first introduced a new cash crop, peanuts, whidled in the sandy soil. This early
success built community confidence and soon waptaddy neighbouring villages. The
researchers then turned their attention to the miifieult challenges of the aquatic
resource base. They helped poor fishers assesssitngrce habitat and identify areas for
restricting fishing and protecting against ille§ahing methods. The researchers also
introduced simple cage aquaculture based on fe¢denfish local sea grass. Aquaculture
was an appealing option, in part to boost the ircoimvomen who lacked access to the
most productive fishing grounds and gear.

Early success built community confidence and was a@ted by neighbouring
villages.

Unplanned growth

Meanwhile, in the more productive central lagoomowune of Phu Tan, work with the
communities and local government focused on theagpof small-scale shrimp ponds
and net enclosures. At the beginning of the 1990sh enclosures were virtually
unknown in the lagoon waters, but by the end oftébeade they covered 75% of the
commune's water territory. Shrimp ponds built sabf flooded rice fields on the low-
lying shore occupied another 20% of the water serfahere was hardly any open water
left!

Despite the lack of regulations, all levels of goweent encouraged this rapid unplanned
growth. Local government earned fees from formatjznewly claimed private tenures,
while provincial and national governments earngghér taxes and national export
revenues from the high-value products. But the egjtizre boom created problems.
Water quality and current flow declined dramatigatireating conditions for disease and
reducing productivity. The increased privatizatadrihe common pool resources of the
lagoon hit the poorest fishers hard, forcing therry fishing in other territories that
were already heavily exploited.

"No one actually manages and takes responsibilityof what happens there. All the
different organizations want to have rights, but trat is all.”

The issue that finally attracted government attantvas the loss of waterways through
the maze of net enclosures. In the words of Nguyemg Hien, director of the
provincial fisheries department: "Everybody acknedges how important the lagoon is.



However, no one actually manages and takes regplitysior what happens there. All
the different organizations want to have rightd,that is all."

The researchers worked with local government, Wighnet enclosure owners, and with
mobile gear fishers, who hoped the reopening oémays would allow them greater
local fishing opportunities. Through participatanapping, examination of water quality
data, and negotiation with the different interettis,research team facilitated the design
of appropriate clearings for navigation and watehange. However, disagreement
between mobile fishers and net enclosure owneltedtagreement on fishing rights in
waters adjacent to net enclosures. Interestingggarchers observed that women were
able to negotiate better terms for fishing acclkans ten, because they were perceived to
use less aggressive fishing techniques.

An impatient local government — without consultihg researchers — implemented the
waterway plan, and police forced net enclosure osvtwerelocate their operations. The
local government adopted neither the conflict resoh measures nor the provisions for
shared fishing access in the waterways that hadl ppegposed by the research team.
Negotiations collapsed and conflicts between maipter fishers and net enclosure
owners escalated into violence.

A radically different approach

This experience brought home to provincial fishen#icials the arguments of the
research team that conventional top-down planniagldvnot work. Eventually, they
were willing to consider a radically different appch in Quang Thai commune, where
conflicts were now emerging as fish pens prolifedailhe research team made it clear
that solutions could come only from participatotgrming and comanagement, in which
local fishers and governments agreed on guidimcypies for use of the resources and
made commitments that could be jointly enforceceylWwere aided by the introduction in
2003 of new national legislation providing for fesies comanagement through locally
defined user groups, and specifically mandatinygipal authorities to implement the
legislation.

All the parties involved could now benefit from teeperience gained in 6 years of
participatory research:

-»The provincial department of fisheries saw thisra®pportunity to solve an obvious
problem and test practical implementation stratetpe its new mandate.

-»Local fishers had learned a lot about the lagosouece base, and had sufficient
information to make reasoned arguments and plans.

-»The research team had acquired skills in commupitaiand facilitation and could
lead the process without imposing solutions.



With strong motivation and an untested new poli@ndate, fishers in Quang Thai
proposed forming a user group. Its first
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Figure 5. Map of planned lagoon use.
task would be to formulate a plan for allocatiorited lagoon's surface ardadure 5.

The lagoon planning process was launched at alstlder meeting and workshop. The
research team provided technical resources anitdseil consensus on key problems
and overall strategy for the planning process paltiicipants agreed that the plan should
maintain access for all current users, respecomasty rights, and share the dislocations
needed to re-arrange gear in the lagoon waters.

The plan took shape through application of paréitopy research and shared information
from joint mapping, focus group surveys, and graoplysis. The process reinforced

local knowledge as well as the insights from sdiientesearch, and provided a

foundation for new approaches to comanagementaad §overnance. Researchers used
participatory mapping tools to support the new tagaser group in an analysis of shared
responsibilities. Local government officials inteéd and led local resource planning.
Provincial and district staff provided technicadoarces and facilitated local conflict
management and problem solving.

Now the Quang Thai experience is being replicateadjoining municipalities in the
lagoon. Training materials and guidelines are begloped for provincial staff, who



are taking leadership in fostering the new comamege system. Says the fisheries
department's Nguyen Luong Hien: "Now we are looKorgways to better integrate
community management and provincial governmentrpfan”

ECUADOR: water conflicts and conservation in an An@&an watershed

Research data helped break down local misconceptisrabout water flows and who
was consuming more than their fair share.

Key features of the research
Methodology: participatory water monitoring, ecosystem sersice
compensation

Rights: access to water, communal land tenure

Governance multistakeholder consultative roundtable, collatioe
platforms for water users and local governments

Partnerships and networks links to local NGOs, national government
agencies, researchers, and donors

Policy: demonstrating collaborative alternative to prévefater rights
Conserving a rare ecosystem

Whether you fish or farm, water is essential tonjouelihood. In the mountain valleys of
the El Angel watershed in northeastern EcuaBamute §, marginal farmers find their
livelihoods at risk because they never know frora day to the next whether they will
have enough water for their fields and homes. Tlaeims are downstream of the main
water source and, although the government issuts Wigenses to regulate withdrawals
from streams and rivers, those who live downstrdanit always get their fair share.



El Angel watershed

Figure 6. El Angel watershed, Carchi Province, Ecudor.

The watershed's elevation ranges from 1 500 td04n@QAt the top is a wetland plateau
that forms the El Angel Ecological Reserve. Thaldogh-altitude wetlands are unique.
They soak up rainfall like a sponge and releatethe rest of the watershed slowly
through the year. Most of the plant species hexdamd only in these fragile and cold
tropical wetlands. The cloud forests adjacent eoviletlands are among the rarest
ecosystems in the Andes. There is also great patémt ecotourism, but the forests are
threatened by agricultural expansion.

Many of the irrigation canals serving farmers lowethe valley originate here. The area
of influence of the EI Angel River includes a lagggripheral zone in the lower reaches of
the watershed, irrigated by water drawn from threrrhigh upstream.

In 1996, a team of natural and social scientigtpstted by IDRC found that the
problems are in part due to climatic variation vathtude, but are compounded by issues
of land and water access rights. Private landhgklirary widely, from large haciendas to
very small properties carved out by peasants dwamgpus land reforms. But there are
also communal territories of indigenous peoples stilboccupy ancestral lands. Many

of these are in the wetlands, overlapping the Epold Reserve, and in the zones in
which irrigation canals originate.

Taking a bit more

At the other extreme, the low-lying valleys are sand and hot, with shallow, stony
soils except in the valley bottoms where farmeosgtropical crops. Unfortunately, they
depend entirely on the irrigation water from highpr As Saloman Acosta, a farmer
from this region, complains: "The water coming iotar village is totally contaminated...
and there is practically no water during the diyssm."



Even though water availability, water quality, dadd use were closely linked
throughout the watershed, most residents saw bely dwn local issues. Upstream users
believed downstream users were already getting tharetheir allotted share of water,
so they could justify taking a bit more themseh@smetimes they took a lot more,
installing pumps or pipes to draw water illegaftya their own fields.

There is a formal system for water allocation ceddny national legislation. However,
neither stream flow nor withdrawals are measureghinreliable way, and the canals are
earth-lined, leaky, and very long. So while theéessarecords show that the total water
concessions in El Angel are still less than thelabke flow, downstream users
sometimes have no water at all for several weeksneér Miguel Angel Cuaspud voices
the frustration of many when he says: "The govemirgeanted me a right to use water 3
years ago, but it is water that does not exist."”

"The government granted me a right to use water 3 gars ago, but it is water that
does not exist."

Water user associations manage the irrigation sysstand a state-employed water
adjudicator processes formal applications for waténdrawals. But without reliable
data on which to base judgements, it is impossEatisfy users. And when their sense
of injustice grows, so does water theft. The situaled to increasing and sometimes
violent conflict.

Innovative information sharing

To better understand the system and its problemsetfearchers in the Manrecur project
needed an integrated assessment of the entireslatkrits hydrology, and resources,
which could be analyzed using geographic infornmasigstems (GIS) technology. This
led to an important innovation in information simgrithe Carchi Consortium, which was
started by the researchers as a way to share mihiaiaate collaboration on the EI Angel
watershed with government officials and other orgtions active in the watershed.

Informal meetings of the Consortium soon attrat¢tedattention of local communities.
Water user associations became involved. Agricaligiroups, county governments, and
officials from central ministries all were broughtto help clarify the resource situation
for the watershed, using the base data generatdwelgsearch team. The Consortium
has met regularly for 10 years now, attracting fisngovernment officials, students,
researchers, and others, depending on the isseeCadinsortium is an open,
nonhierarchical forum. Technical advisors undertasearch and respond to questions
that arise.

The researchers also devised a simple water flotgmteat could be built and used
locally. With regular participatory monitoring o€l points in the irrigation network,
they built up a much better picture of actual flaave&l uses. Soon the water adjudicator
began to make use of the evidence collected byegwarch team. Applications for more
water extraction were refused on the grounds tkiatieg flows were inadequate.



Finally, the people of the watershed were forceckdize that their livelihoods were
inextricably bound together by the flows of waterough the slender canals.

In one case, the new data showed that an upstreameipality was withdrawing more
water than allowed by its formal concession. Theupation of the municipality had

grown, as had its water needs. Working togethdr thi¢ downstream municipality
affected by these water withdrawals, a joint solutivas found: both municipalities
invested in rehabilitation of an old reservoir. Tbmt action and the increased awareness
of downstream impacts by the upstream municipatiéant that water use would be

more carefully monitored in future.

Need for participation

Water quality was also a major issue in the El Angeershed. Most communities use
water directly from the canals for domestic purosed watering livestock, even though
it has been contaminated by human and animal veastdy agricultural chemicals
upstream. From the wetlands to the valley botttwm stystems of water extraction,
agricultural production, chemical use, or livestocknagement were intrinsically linked
to how communities found drinking water or disposétheir wastes. Upstream
communities bore a large responsibility for the fat those downstream. This issue
especially engaged women, who assume responsilaitifyroviding domestic water.

The need for user participation, and the engagenfdatal government in new
multistakeholder governance institutions, accomgrhai shift in leadership of the
research to a new NGO, Grupo Randi Randi. Foundddeal by Manrecur project
researchers active in EI Angel and the Carchi Cainso, this group promoted
participatory approaches to resource governantieeiwatershed. They succeeded in
finding support to establish a permanent resedgattor in the wetlands to strengthen
knowledge of the ecology and hydrology of that @lilink in the watershed system.

By organizing collection of water flow and qualdata by local people, and building on
their knowledge, the Manrecur project demonstr&ecbmmunity organizations the
value of evidence in decision making. Researchsed mew information-sharing and
collaboration techniques to challenge assumptibaswere preventing collective action.
They demonstrated how this knowledge could be ts@égotiate creative solutions to
water conflicts and better govern the resourcedmglining research on hydrology and
ecosystem function with practical social science.

Perhaps most important, the researchers highlightedterconnectedness of the
ecosystem's components. Local people have begeaetthemselves as inhabitants not
just of a particular community but of a watershiddw they increasingly accept
responsibility for its well-being and recognizetittze future of the watershed is tied to
the health of the wetlands and to joint managerattite land and resources.

BHUTAN: watershed management and policy reforms



Using participatory methods, researchers helped imqove local productivity by
integrating their work on crops, livestock, forests and water resources.

Key features of the research
Methodology. conflict management, role-playing, integratedipgratory
NRM

Livelihoods: rice production
Rights: access to water

Governance new watershed management institutions, new ocglatwith
local government

Partnerships and networks links to other research centres and line
agencies, project funding shared with the Swissnagdor Development
and Cooperation (SDC)

Policy: water resources management policy, national policcommunity-
based natural resource management

First come, first served

The Kingdom of Bhutan is a land-locked country eéd valleys and towering
mountains. Farmers in the bottom of those vallpys,like farmers in Ecuador's El
Angel watershed, often suffered from lack of waBart there was nothing they could do
— legally. If the farmers in villages upstream usdidhe water to irrigate their crops,
that was simply your misfortune. "First come, fsstved" was the traditional way to
allocate water, and even aggrieved farmers whatessto the courts usually found that
judges were reluctant to go against tradition.

This was the situation in the Lingmutey Chu watedsfrigure 7, a typical small
agricultural valley close to the Renewable Nat&R@sources Research Centre (RNRRC)
at Bajo. Seven small villages dot the sides ofvéilkey; the highest sits at 2 170 m,
almost 900 m above its lowest neighbour. Povertylaw agricultural productivity were
common, and the scientists at the research ceatrevbrked with the farmers of
Lingmutey Chu for some years, endeavouring to gtremn livelihoods and improve
resource management.

Originally, RNRRC emphasized conventional in-horesearch on agricultural
commodity production. This achieved some success
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Figure 7. Lingmutey Chu watershed, Bhutan.

in developing improved rice varieties and managéreanniques. But the researchers
recognized that constraints to agricultural produchave complex and interrelated
causes linked to other resource systems and toesmamomic factors. With support from
IDRC and the Swiss Agency for Development and Coaim (SDC), the researchers
adopted a new approach that involved on-farm rekeam farming systems and resource
management in complex mountain ecosystems.

In Lingmutey Chu, the research team developed tagiated, multisectoral research
approach to link crops, livestock, forests, andew#t improve overall productivity. The
research team comprised specialists from a vapietyatural science disciplines. Their
initial goal was to build relationships betweemidars, researchers, and extension
workers to extend the scope and impact of reseandvations. They shared results with
local people to confirm their emerging understagdihresource interactions and
conflicts.

These participatory research methods were as néveteesearchers as they were to the
local people, but the villagers quickly became asifistic. Commented 68-year-old
farmer Ap Wangda: "Never in my life was | consultetiwas always asked to do. This is
the first time that people are asking my views anreeds."”

Based on their consultations with the valley pepiiie researchers undertook specialized
studies of selected topics. Technical interventiar@oduction systems arose either from
the on-station experiments of the researchersoan the experience of local farmers. But
most of the successful interventions were suggdstesbmmunity members themselves.

Most of the successful interventions were suggestegt community members
themselves.



The most contentious issue in the watershed, haywesas water management for
irrigation. The expansion of rice production in tbever watershed created a greater
demand for irrigation water during transplantingstjbefore the June rains when water
flows are lowest. Shortages were common. (Bhutamhaonsoon climate, with heavy
rains in the months from June to August.)

Changes to the rice cultivation system using lasuning varieties or low-water

irrigation techniques were technically feasiblet one of them was practical.
Furthermore, extensive studies of hydrology inlthngmutey Chu River showed that
overall water flows were sufficient for transplangj but that water was not getting to
where it was needed, when it was needed. The mstsam realized the main problem
lay in the traditional water rights system thabedlted user rights exclusively to upstream
communities.

Half the water was wasted

With no incentive to use water efficiently, the trpam villages took advantage of their
"first come, first served" rights and extracted enaater than they needed. Over half the
water was wasted in inefficient supply canals. iEseie was controversial because
upstream villages did not want any change in tAgistquo, but the situation was plainly
inequitable. How to overcome tradition?

First, the research team used their hydrologicaliss to convince users that there was
sufficient water for all. Then they introduced ralierying games to help build
communication and empathy among the various waier groups. Eventually, the
researchers were able to help users negotiatélensent to introduce a more equitable
water-sharing arrangement. This required the fdonaidf a basin-wide consultation
forum and development of permanent mechanisms&miving water allocation
disputes.

The example of Lingmutey Chu was by no means unieu@ct, it illustrated a broader
problem throughout Bhutan, where water dispute® lien common. The government
adopted the lessons from Lingmutey Chu and enddhsedrinciples of equitable access
to water resources. This policy change, which tolake as the local dispute was still
being negotiated, helped to convince the locaigmudf the need to accept changes. The
new policy provides for mechanisms by which doweestn users can compensate those
upstream who, because of improved managementgtzase more water.

The researchers learned the importance of polityeiping to address integrated resource
management issues. The new national policy provioeal officials and villagers with
guidance on how they should resolve these issueseXample of the consultative
watershed forum developed in Lingmutey Chu senged precedent for implementing

the new policy.

Overcoming challenges



A similar approach to collective action was appliedhe case of community forestry in
Lingmutey Chu, but with mixed success. The formratd community forest user groups
and management committees in several villageldoet establishment of community-
managed plantations of complex forests. The oljeaf ensuring access to all proved
difficult to sustain, however. Some of the pooridlagers, especially women heads of
households, could not always contribute fully tanteining the plantations, and came
into conflict with other user group members. Waeaaltliarmers and larger landowners
began to dominate decision-making. Some of the wona&e since dropped out of
management committees.

This provided a clear demonstration of how chaliegdt can be to build equitable
resource management institutions in the face gblgambedded social and political
inequities. But there is ample evidence that the o@lective resource management
institutions in Lingmutey Chu have made a differentlocal attitudes. For example,
community development initiatives, such as joirfitastructure construction and group
credit schemes, have arisen independently of geareh project. Communities now take
more initiative and have a more active voice iralggovernment decisions. This is a
substantial change from previous practices of mwrdcommunications.

While traditional on-station crop research at RNR&@tinues, research managers have
learned from experience, and now use a more gaatmiy approach to ensure that their
work is relevant to local farmers' needs. Thereotiner changes as well. Social scientists
are now part of the mix, strengthening the teamttigpatory research skills. And there
is a firm commitment to a broad expansion of comitytinased natural resource
management research to support rural livelihoodsutthout Bhutan.

The experiences of Lingmutey Chu have been widedyed and have had a significant
impact on the national research system and onmatgovernment policy. In a wide
range of problem areas — from nontimber forest pet&lto livestock management and
irrigation — community-based participatory acti@search is being used to explore
practical ways to implement a national policy cortmant to decentralized, community-
based NRM. As with water management, the natiooa¢gment recognizes that, to
meet its NRM obligations, it sometimes must tureromore authority and responsibility
to local communities.

CHINA: participatory rural poverty reduction in Gui zhou

Researchers did away with the traditional top-downhighly bureaucratic approach
to rural service delivery. Instead they tapped poofarmers' local knowledge and
helped them introduce new crops, as well as institional mechanisms for marketing
produce and managing resources such as water.

Key features of the research
Methodology. participatory planning, monitoring, and evaluatio

Livelihoods: increased grain production, new high-value mackeps,



improved water supply

Governance new resource-management institutions, new reiatwith
local government

Partnerships and networks village initiatives are attracting attention of
other communities and serving as a platform for N®@stments

Policy: people-centred rural development
Battling the bureaucracy

Although tiny Bhutan is dwarfed by its giant nomheeighbour, China, the problems
faced by villagers on both sides of the border appanilar. Take Guizhou province in
southwestern Chind{gure §. It is one of the poorest regions of the counitsy.
mountainous countryside is inhabited mostly by ietinmnority peoples. They manage
complex production systems that include irrigated ein-fed rice, forests, pastures, and
unproductive wastelands.

China
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Figure 8. Guizhou, China.

But any similarity between Lingmutey Chu and Guizl® only superficial. The
problems of this region of China run much deepdisides were denuded by misguided
industrial development plans in the central governt's "Great Leap Forward" during
the 1950s, and it has proven extremely difficulteeestablish forests, improve crop
yields, and diversify production systems on the 8uils covering porous limestone rock.



Today, the rural economy of China has been largahlsformed: cultivated lands were
transferred to farmers under the "household respitihg' system, markets have been
opened up, and farmers have a choice in what theyduce and how. Forests,
grasslands, and sources of water in rural areasinemmder government control. Local
communities have constitutional rights to managséhcommon pool resources, but little
attention has been paid to institutional arrangesrat would support such collective
management.

Government programs and services were developedeivered in a top-down fashion
that ignored local knowledge and customary prasti¢ée result was predictable: "We
have not held a community meeting in a long tinsays an apathetic villager. "The
government usually makes the decisions for us."

Some researchers at the Guizhou Academy of AguallSciences (GAAS), however,
were determined to try new, integrated researetegjes. With support from IDRC, they
selected a number of villages in Kaizuo Townshi@na+mpoverished area where local
government had given up on prospects for improlirejihoods. Attempts to increase
agricultural production, focusing on plant breedamgl growth, had failed because they
did not meet the needs of farmers.

The new GAAS team was made up of enthusiastic yoesearchers who were willing to
learn, to try new methods, to spend long periodswé in difficult fieldwork with
villagers, and who had a broad range of discipjirskills. Their novel participatory
approach built on local knowledge by strengthenimeggcapacities of farmers and
organizing communities to support new resource mpament institutions.

Self-confidence and independence

The researchers encouraged open village discuskite problems and alternative
management strategies. They engaged groups ofrcesosers to work together with
village leaders on implementing and enforcing managnt rules. They used
participatory diagnostic tools to assess resour@meagement problems, and worked with
local farmers to test a variety of technology opsio

New products were introduced, such as mushroomspecialty fruits that could be
cultivated and sold by local women in nearby markBut for the women to get involved
in marketing they needed help to strengthen titenalcy and numeracy skills. Most had
little experience outside their own villages, hatiem visited market towns, and were
unfamiliar with trading. Working together to orgaaithe marketing of their produce not
only increased the women's self-confidence but stiengthened social organization and
practical livelihood skills, and greatly increagbdir incomes and independence.

"Now that we have begun to organize to manage ouresources, we are seeing more
and more benefits."



Another important step was the move to collectimweestment and management of local
infrastructure. This supported improvements suclater supply, irrigation, and road
construction that would normally be undertakendmal government. For example, when
government engineers turned down a request to wmepitee water supply in one village,
the villagers themselves explored nearby watercesuiVith the help of the research
team, they developed their own water supply distrdm system, contributing their own
labour and materials for construction. Even mogaificant, they organized a system to
recover costs through metering household use. Reganere applied to system
maintenance, with public financial records to baikhsparency and trust.

In only a couple of years, these improvements p#itbr the villagers. Incomes
increased and there was visible improvement inuregoquality. The project attracted the
attention of neighbouring villages, which requestdilar support. Chinese and
international NGOs became interested in workinthearea because of the strength of
community organizations.

The research team encouraged the villagers to orahié implementation of projects
themselves, so as to make early modificationsgfired. One of the unexpected results
was that the behaviour and expectations of villegdout local governance changed.
They began to articulate their needs more cleantivaere better able to take initiative
and use evidence to support their arguments foe mesponsive local government. "Now
that we have begun to organize to manage our resguve are seeing more and more
benefits" was typical of the comments overhearthieyresearchers.

The research team frequently invited governmerntiafé from various agencies to
attend meetings and kept them informed of the@llamovations. Government staff
were supportive, but generally too busy to get mogblved in these activities, which
they saw as being outside their specific respolitstisi "I am interested in being
involved, but there are so many important tasksistfinish,” said one harried
bureaucrat. "Otherwise | will have problems in [pags$he annual evaluation.”

Disseminating the knowledge

In 2001, after several years of action researdixiwillages, the GAAS researchers had
gained substantial knowledge of how to reduce ggwarough community-based natural
resource management (CBNRM). They determined totéawnore attention to
disseminating this knowledge through the large @rdplex system of government
administration.

The researchers encountered some success atdhéelgd, where township officials
were increasingly interested in the new methodil @ae township leader: "After we
adopted the CBNRM approach, many management aesivitere done by the villagers.
The government has been released from some tas&szillagers now take care of
themselves."



Higher up the bureaucratic ladder, however, theaehers found it a challenge to
convince government staff. Despite the successttgeaxperienced research team,
consistency with national policy, and the commitisesf senior government officials,
county officials strongly preferred not to implenhiémese new practices. Their
conventional administration mitigated against megful local participation. Commented
one official: "If we give all the decision-makingwer to the villagers, what are we
going to do? We will lose our jobs!"

"If we give all the decision-making power to the Miagers, what are we going to do?
We will lose our jobs!"

On the other hand, horizontal transfer of partitmpalocal management lessons worked
well. Farmer-to-farmer and village-to-village lesngp proved very effective in motivating
local initiative and innovation. And as townshigiails gained experience with
approaches that gave more authority and respoingitaillocal people, they became more
enthusiastic. By 2004, despite the reluctanceeattiunty level, 29 of 37 communes in
Kaizuo Township had experience with collaborateeal management ventures and 30
formal management agreements had been approved60@da of forests had been
successfully planted and were growing under loahagement. Rice and corn
production had increased sharply with the introiuncof various high-yielding hybrid
varieties. Over 65 ha of new, high-value fruit gapere cultivated. Four villages had
established their own livestock banks, avoidinghkigst credit. Nine new drinking water
supply systems had benefited 550 poor households.

Comanagement of natural resources requires detizati@ and changing senior
government staff approaches. Participatory resestrakegies pointed to practical
innovations for extension and comanagement of fer@gter, and irrigation systems,
and to local governance reforms. However, it hasgm easier in China to introduce
these mechanisms at the local level, where govarhstaff are more accountable and
closer to the people most affected.

LEBANON: resource conflicts and changing livelihood in Arsaal

A mix of communication methods — traditional face-b-face negotiation, consensus
building, video, art, and brochures — proved effedte in getting pastoralists and
orchard owners to resolve longstanding conflicts @r land use.

Key features of the research

Methodology. multidisciplinary, participatory research, paigatory GIS,

use of video in conflict management

Livelihoods: livestock improvement, orchard management, legoos
forage intercropping, livelihood activities for wem

Rights: documented the enclosure of common pool resources



Governance new organizations and processes for conflict gameent,
new relations between resource users and locargment

Partnerships and networks local users' network as a basis for community
organization and a platform for investments by ottanors and NGOs

Coping with chaos

The sprawling rural watershed of Arsaal in the Ineaist corner of Lebanon is remote,
mountainous, and sparsely populategjgre 9. Although it lies only a few hours' drive
from Beirut, its people are isolated in both radigs and political terms from the rest of
the country. Unlike their Chinese counterparts inzZBou who faced stifling government
bureaucracy, the Arsaali people lived for decadés virtually no government.

Arsaal

Beirut

Figure 9. Arsaal, Lebanon.

For centuries, goats, sheep, and low-input ceggaddture were the main sources of
income in the region. But since the 1960s, somddamers have found it increasingly
profitable to plant rain-fed fruit orchards produgihigh-value stone fruit, such as
cherries and apricots, for urban markets. This emign was noted by researchers from
the International Center for Agricultural Reseairtthe Dry Areas (ICARDA) in an
IDRC-funded regional study of agricultural changethe early 1990s. The results also



attracted the interest of an emerging multidisogaly environmental research group at
the American University of Beirut (AUB). With IDR8upport, they set out to explore the
socioeconomic and biophysical sustainability of¢hanges in Arsaal.

The researchers found numerous sources of comflibe region, many of them rooted in
changes that had taken place over many decadegabha@al system had relied on
traditional clan-based relationships between laage small-scale herders, and on
consensus decisions about the use of common pssturat complex system had
provided for flexible use of cultivated land, gragilands, and tree fodder on lands at
differing altitudes depending on season and rdinfal

However, these practices gradually broke down umseeased grazing pressure and
creeping enclosure. Orchards offered higher retwittsmuch less labour. But, as a
result, shortages of fodder became especiallycatiin dry years. Orchards also
contributed to land degradation because of cultwabn fragile sloping pastureland. In
the mid-1960s, the conflicts created by the chawgasibuted to the dissolution of the
municipal council. With growing political and maity conflict throughout Lebanon in
the next decades, formal local elections were atat for 33 years, and the functions of
local government largely dissolved.

Taking advantage of the power vacuum, some lodhkaternal entrepreneurs
appropriated government land to open limestonermgsaas a source of stone to face new
buildings in Lebanon's reviving cities. Some quesroverlapped with the most
productive ecological zone in the watershed. Trequoperations and the heavy trucks
that hauled equipment and stone were a major sadideast, which coated leaves and
fruit, reducing pasture and orchard productivity.

These rapid changes in the social and liveliho@tlesys, combined with traditional clan
animosities and differences of class, generatithmiety, and religion, served to
entrench conflicts and impoverish those with tlastgoower. "The disruption of the
original pastoral system was nothing short of cicdoaccording to Shadi Hamadeh,
principal investigator for the AUB research teaim.rhany instances these events
coincided with periods during which there was & latlocal authority. Simply put,
nobody was there to regulate all of this."

In many instances... there was a total lack of authity. Simply put, nobody was
there to regulate all of this."

Inspired by tradition

In the absence of effective government structuresrsaal that might support better
resource management, the researchers sought waakagriculture more sustainable
and reduce land use conflicts. For inspirationy tisened to traditional tribal pasture-
management practices. These involved consultg@oe;to-face negotiations, and
consensus building within the traditiomadjlis, or community councils.



The researchers worked with local community leadadswith the Arsaal Rural
Development Association (ARDA), a local NGO, tofh#lem establish a Local Users
Network (LUN) inspired by thengjlis. The network was a flexible structure that brought
together various groups for face-to-face discussairesource management problems.
Among the direct stakeholders were pastoralistdjand owners, men and women from
the community, traditional decision-makers, and taval power figures. Outside
researchers and development project staff alsacpated.

Learning tools included discussions, interviews] an-farm trials led by researchers and
farmers. The researchers emphasized communicatioosg resource users themselves
and between users and researchers. Communicateudtia mcluded video and art, as
well as brochures, and engaged youth in the comgtmbuild environmental
awareness. In each area of activity, researchépedhéarmers and local leaders to design
and test resource management interventions toeségalihoods and reduce degradation.
The results were highly relevant and widely dissextad to local users.

Video solutions

A key success of the LUN was its ability to helgtosalists and orchard growers reach
solutions to their decades-old conflicts. The redesrs used video interviews with the
stakeholders to expose issues and challenge assampt ways that would not have
been possible in face-to-face discussions, andoMaave been culturally inappropriate in
the formal setting of a public meeting. "Througk firocess of making the video, people
became much more candid," says Hamadeh. "By ggiBogle to voice their real
opinions about the conflict we became sure thelprmlwasn't confined to clans."

The Local Users Network has served as a model fdne establishment of similar
community-based organizations in several other regns.

Now that they were sure of where the real issugdle researchers provided a common
GIS database for all sides to use in their disomssiThe also helped by suggesting win—
win solutions — such as intercropping leguminousgdes in the orchards to provide
fodder and improve the soil at the same time. Asallpeople gained confidence and
experience in the process, they hosted groupssiing farmers and officials from other
parts of the Arab region. The LUN has since seagd model for the establishment of
similar community-based organizations in severaéoparts of the region.

Institutional innovations

A key outcome when local government was reconstitit 1999 was that many of the
newly elected councilors came from the ranks of Udaders. However, the main focus
of the LUN remains research and shared learningpaidgical involvement. The research
team continued to develop new GIS tools to asse$praoritize land degradation issues
using local knowledge. They worked with orchardvggeos to build understanding of the
nature and causes of land degradation and to deiytify areas of potential expansion
with the least risk of degradation.



While the project researchers worked hard to intcedmproved management
technologies to benefit local farmers, the mostificant innovations in Arsaal were
undoubtedly institutional. The LUN, for exampleeated a forum for discussing
problems and introducing new ideas to strengthasiitioods, such as a herders'
cooperative (the first in Lebanon) and a womentpeoative. The latter focused on
processing fruits and weaving carpets to add alecal agricultural products.

The project also served as a model for new reseaethods and processes and led to
AUB creating a new Environment and Sustainable [dgreent Unit. This unit
undertakes multi-disciplinary, participatory resgmaon dryland areas, hosts several large
community development projects, and provides regitgadership in networking on
participatory and community development.

At the national level, Arsaal continues to be regdras a remote and marginal area of
little interest to highly politicized governmenteagies. But the new local government,
together with resource user groups, has beenalnéduence policies. For example, they
were able to thwart proposed central governmenpauor further development of the
guarrying industry in the region. Together, thealomuncil and the new resource user
groups and networks have established the institatifoundations for shared learning
and resource sustainability using the tools geadray the research project.
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Part 4.
Outcomes, Lessons, and Challenges

These six cases are but a small sample from aasulatportfolio of IDRC-supported
research projects that have addressed the condu#naral poverty and environmental
degradation. While resource management has beewuliect of much theoretical and
analytical research by many organizations, the IRB€es are striking because of their
emphasis on practice. Their measure of successdtdeen what the scientists learned.
Rather, it has been the lessons adapted and implechby local women and men.
Despite their differences in culture, politics, arablogy, the cases have common
outcomes and they provide recurring lessons foeldgvnent practitioners whose job it is
to tackle poverty and environmental issues.

Research outcomes

The project teams recognized there are no offtedEsolutions to the complex
problems of resource management and productivitgarginal areas. They had to
suspend their assumptions and embrace the unimatien of their local partners as their
starting point. Among the key questions the scasithad to answer at the outset were:
Who is using which resources? What kinds of acdghss do they have?



The researchers needed to build the trust and engag of local people by helping them
secure their livelihoods and increase the proditgtof their resources. But beyond that,
they had to demonstrate to their local partnersttiere would be long-term access to the
resources and that the benefits of improved resomanagement would not be
ephemeral.

To sustain the benefits and quality of the resobese, new institutions for local
resource management and governance were requirgtarly cases, local lessons
pointed to the need for policy reforms in resoussaire or governance. In all of these
innovations, the knowledge, learning, and leaderehiocal women and men were
pivotal.

All the research projects addressed longer teraiitivod security for the rural poor by
delivering three kinds of outcomes:

-»More secure access to the resources on which thetyyacally depend,;

-»New institutions for resource governance that giwer local users a greater voice;
and

-»New technologies to boost resource productivity.

In China's Guizhou province, for example, rese&ped solve perennial, time-
consuming problems of both domestic and irrigati@ter supply. This led to direct
improvements in local livelihoods. The crucial imation was a new local institutional
mechanism for farmers to finance and install a wdigtribution system. With a regular
supply of water secured, they were then able t stdtivating fruit on previously
unproductive land.

Farmer Lu Quan from the village of Dongkou summpdhe gains: "Because of the
management of the (new) tap water system, womee teawork less. Overall, we have
saved 540 hours of labour in the dry season, par.y&Ve have invested our labour and
money in the orchards. Now we are learning moreiabaltivation and management and
marketing skills. We want to produce more fruit anake more money."

In Ecuador's El Angel watershed, research demdestthe inadequacy of existing
institutional mechanisms for planning and alloogtivater supply. But it also highlighted
the value of having all water users protect thieaired water source and improve the
quality of water throughout the watershed. Thegubfjhereby stimulated interest in a
new multistakeholder management platform. This wation in local governance based
its success on improved technologies for water todng and use in order to ensure
equitable access to the resource.

Research outcomes in the three categories — sacuess, new institutions, and
technology for higher productivity — are thus tighinterconnected. The Vietnamese
case illustrates these linkages. Mobile gear fsirethe Tam Giang Lagoon learned how



to raise valuable grass carp in pens. But forrikis technology to be productive, the
aquaculturists and the fish corral owners had teeagn lagoon use and monitoring.
Production zones for fish pens, habitat protecticgas for sea grass (essential to wild
fish fry and as a feed source), and waterway néaeig&hannels all had to be allocated
among various users. And the arrangements ha#eaatzcount of lagoon nutrient flows
and currents. All this would have been impossibihout the new data provided by
researchers and the institutional innovations khteecomanagement. The latter included
participatory planning, data sharing, technicalpgrp and sanctions from government.
The effectiveness of these research outcomes gnNam and elsewhere, was not due to
any single component, but rather to the interaadiocomplementary innovations.

The same kinds of linked outcomes are also eviethie other cases. A summary is
presented on page 71. It shows how participataiprmecesearch by each site-based team
led to significant changes in the institutionahfiework and practice of resource
management. The striking element in all the cas#sait the resulting actions or
interventions were not undertaken by the reseasdngrby local resource users and
governments. Through meaningful engagement inmtg@rning, local farmers, fishers,
and government staff were able to change theirgpdians to introduce innovations not
previously possible.

Many innovations centred on better governance —swaynanage conflicts over
resources, make decisions more transparent ansiaeecnakers more accountable,
increase the representation of marginalized sge@lps, and create higher expectations
for the behaviour of local officials. These ingtittnal changes are highly relevant as
central governments everywhere come under pressuaiecentralize and democratize
decision-making. Such changes are notoriouslyatififito implement when public
officials have no alternative models and are acenstl to exercising tight control. The
IDRC cases show how constructive new roles carublefbr government in facilitating,
advising, and providing technical support and sanstfor resource comanagement.

The effectiveness of these outcomes was not duatty single component, but rather
to the interaction of complementary innovations.

As beneficial as the results on the ground have libe projects also expanded the
capacity, the skills, and even the roles of theasshers themselves. The researchers had
to develop new methods and work across disciplidanges. They learned how to learn
from local people. They gained practical skillsonflict



Summary of selected research outcomes to increase livelihood security through resource management

Research outcome  Cambodia Viet Nam Bhutan China Lebanan Ecuador
Secure access Cuglomary land tenure  Rights of mobila- Downstream users  Local initiatives for - Tenure confiicts reduced  Water sources, water
o resources enshrined in new gear fishers secured access o collective develop-  peoes aeaee allocation, and land
legislation recognized waler ment of water, sirengihened tenune security
Community forest Pen and net enclo- Tarests, roads improved
recognized sures legitimized
Inestitutions for Participatory land use  Fishing coalition and  Watershed Village-based man-  Consultative multi Consullative
TESOUICE planning USET QIOUpS consultative group agement units for stakaholder group multstakehalder
governance Local resource Multistakeholder Community forestry  INrasincure Cooperatives roundiable
management planning process commitiees Collective action for Water allocation
committess water and land negoliations
managemsnt
Benefits delivered  Community plans Introduced fish pens  brigation canals Water supply Livestock hends Water supply system
to ¢mmu|ﬂ“ enahle Wufr ﬁ;ﬁ: 1] FI'EHUI:EI.‘J destructive I'I"Il:"":'-rl'eﬂI Grain pmut"nn Immlﬂ |mpr|:r.-ed
ﬂﬂ:ﬂqm lﬁnds 07 fishing practices Community forest Fruit production Fodder production Agricultural systems
Improved agricultwre  PRNtations Eoider increased strengthened
Rice production Processing introduced
Linkages Research demonstrated Research created Research showed Productivity Gonsultative forum Research results
customary manage- awareness of linked  water availabiity and  improvements led allowed sharing of increased trans-
ment and bulll support  problems in lagoon  mequitable allocation  to gaing in Income research resulls bo parency in water
Secure tenwre and new  systems required institutions for nege-  Collective action Technical inputs Infoemation shared
institutions provide a  collective planning  tiating supply, and strengthened access  improved productivity  via roundiable
platiorm for agricultural  process linking users  reliable water meant o water, forests, and &y e, L oot i
extension and local with bocal and increased rice markets to consol- Lollective action needed - Cofective action
P " ! ’ for pasture improvement  and negoliation
government reforms provingial praduction date income gains . ; fatilitated
gmlm"neﬂm All bul" ﬁﬂpﬂcl[‘.‘ for .
local governance
Other major Metworks for sharing Moded for Major changes lo Infroduced participa-  New research methods  Strengthening
outcomes research results implementing research methods tory rural develop- and toals local govennment
Innovations and policy  COMANAGEMENt  Contribution to ment tools and New interdisciplinary  Building
atvocacy palicy national CENEM {armn_:r-m-rarmrir research unit at interdisciplinary
policy eaming to loca American University  research capacity
govemmeat of Beirut

management and learned to communicate cross-diyturhey developed tools for
integrating research results so that complex bisiglay and spatial analyses could
respond to the practical demands of local resousees and other actors. They had to
subject their work to the critical review not judttheir academic peers, but of hard-
nosed farmers whose precarious livelihoods ledtle fbom for misjudgement. And they
adopted new roles as facilitators of local learrang adaptation.

An important accomplishment of these research ptojeas been the development of
new field methods and capacities for participatoriggrated, and interdisciplinary
research within organizations where these did netipusly exist. In all cases, the
experience transformed the research teams andbitg@inizations. It resulted in new
standards and sometimes led to the establishmepieafalized new research groups that
are now engaged in other projects.

Dr Nuhad Daghir, Dean of the Faculty of Agricultamed Food Sciences at the American
University of Beirut, reflects on the impact of tAesaal research project on learning and
development practice: "This experience, which wagetbped in farmers' fields, is now
being integrated into our academic programs....eMonphasis is being placed on
environmental preservation and protection, anchersbcial and cultural aspects of
farming life. The newly created Environment andt8umable Development Unit is
deeply involved in development projects targetimg poor and supporting rural



livelihoods. These projects have become the ndtemdiregional reference in the
enhancement of the livelihoods of small farmers."

Beyond creating new knowledge, technologies, aadtjmes, the IDRC-supported
research projects stimulated new ways of thinkimgua the very kinds of knowledge
needed to manage natural resources wisely. Thegftianed the systems and
institutions by which people and organizations maeeisions. They introduced the
foundations for comanagement.

Lessons

These research experiences show that even in fécpld contexts it is possible to
introduce successful natural resource comanagesohetmes. Substantial investments in
time-consuming learning-by-doing and capacity bogdpaid off — but not just for the
communities. The research teams have learnedriwobe effective and some of them are
already making good use of their experience, apglitiat other sites more quickly and
easily. What are their lessons for comanagement?

1. Put people at the centre.

Practitioners and researchers concerned abouttyaus resource management should
put poor people at the centre of their work. Lagsolutions must be driven by the
knowledge, experience, and action of local peopdeachieve change which could never
be imposed from outside requires meaningful engagéwf local resource users and
other stakeholders — men and women, poor and weadmmunity leaders and
government officials, farmers and fishers — in kienlge generation with researchers.
But this kind of participatory action research deammore of both researchers and
practitioners. Development agencies and reseaganaations need a better approach to
learning.

2. Learn by doing.

New resource management strategies should buikthowledge gained through practice
and application by users, as well as knowledgeiesdjlby researchers. New tools and
methods are essential to this effort, as are dégwf recognition and mutual respect.
Experimentation remains essential to the resedfalt,eand scientific methods remain
crucial in evaluating experimental outcomes. Fasnagd fishers, as well as development
practitioners and their organizations, would bdrfefim mechanisms to reduce the risks
of experimentation and formalize shared learning.

3. Secure access to resources for local communities

With a people-centred approach to shared learnymdping, comanagement
interventions need to start by recognizing righis securing access to resources. Rights
can be built on traditional values and social ddtligns, but they also need to have legal
standing and state support. The challenge hecedevelop secure collective tenure for



the common pool resources that are essential ®ystam productivity and livelihoods
but difficult to manage. Because any system ofectiVe resource tenure must provide
for enforcement and conflict management, it mugpieenised on local legitimacy and
social practices as well as legality.

4. Build new institutions for resource management.

Effective management of common pool resources regjunstitutions for collective

action. It is an exercise quite different from thenagement of private tenure: it demands
new processes of local governance. Close attentigst be paid to issues of
representation, equity, accountability, and trarespey. Local organizations can
contribute to these innovations, which rarely takape by themselves. Education,
organizational support, leadership development,tadlanical advice may all be needed
to build community organizations and governance@sses for comanagement.
Participatory action research is a powerful todhis task.

5. Find innovations that deliver early returns.

Community and organizational development are l@rgitprocesses requiring the
confidence and trust of local groups. One way tmsthe value of such efforts and the
potential gains from resource comanagement issjoporad to the urgent livelihood needs
of the poor by delivering benefits. These may defrom improved production
technologies or high-value products, or even framgensation for ecosystem services.
Some of these may require collective effort. Otmeay be managed by individual
households using private or common pool resoutngbe cases cited, the
responsiveness of the research teams was an impfatsor in local success.

6. Build linkages and networks.

While direct building of organizational capacityeissential, community groups need
much more support than that. For action researdlradaptive learning, for political
support and advocacy, for public awareness andagidng local organizations need to be
able to tap into broader networks and create nem@ahips. In all the cases cited, these
resources extended well beyond the local IDRC ptogsearch teams. They included
NGOs, government agencies, like-minded local gawemts in other areas, and even
international networks and donors. Such networksratuable sources of technical
information and models for reform, and they serv@enues for organizing exchange
visits and sometimes exerting political pressuteese factors all contribute to the
success of local institutional innovations.

7. Innovations must be interdisciplinary.

The complex problems of poverty and environmengglrddation can be successfully
tackled by innovation. In all the cases, the inEglf scientists were instrumental in
creating new options for livelihood security. Bythselves, though, technical insights
are not enough. Every case demonstrates thatlodi security also requires



transforming inequitable institutional structureslgrocesses. If research is to respond to
the practical and political constraints faced by ploor, social and institutional analysis
must mesh with biophysical and ecological studisy interdisciplinary approaches to
research are essential to deliver multidimensiomalvations. These need support from
research organizations and donors.

8. Policies should enable local innovation.

A final lesson from community-based innovation: wdas practical improvements to
livelihood security are essential to demonstrateasss, long-term resolution of local
problems sometimes requires higher level policgnmrek. Interventions are needed at
multiple scales: implementing change implies laalon, but enabling conditions and
coordination are often needed beyond that levidiitate local change. The cases
suggest that insufficient policy attention has bpeit to securing collective resource
rights as a means to ensure resource access aagenaent for the poor.

Many governments are looking for ways to decerseaNRM effectively. The case
studies show how innovative local institutions,natxternal and senior government
support, can build the necessary foundations fer Tthe types of support needed to
sustain comanagement innovations are enablingigslitechnical advice and extension,
monitoring, and enforcement. Government failurprimvide an enabling environment
severely weakens local comanagement initiatives theelong term.

Challenges

The case studies demonstrate that developmentipagi@ns and research institutes are
able to generate local comanagement innovatiorehliry policies to support

community resource rights, along with broader aggpion of participatory action

research approaches, would be helpful. Focusingaai benefits while building broader
networks is important. These approaches can béeapmlore widely by practitioners and
community organizations. But the cases also res@ale of the people-related challenges
in taking this approach.

Participatory methods require skilled managemesgnkobservation, tact, and patience.
It is always easier to engage powerful, outspoksource users than to work with the
poorest and most isolated, who also tend to bentist reserved. These participants-on-
the-sidelines, often women and members of minatityic groups, may be so busy with
family survival that they have little time for imgeting with external facilitators.

Communication skills and language may pose baraensoth sides. Researchers and
members of the community, even the marginalizethedves, may discount the value of
their inputs. Social conventions may render thessple almost invisible in a

community: uncounted, unmentionable, unconsultéis Tan be a very difficult

situation for researchers to overcome. Socialiceiat historical prejudices, and
relationships of exchange and political loyalty matnbe dismissed. They are essential



elements of any community's social structure. Bigdtory researchers must be careful
not to entrench existing power structures or taceraate inequities through their work.

Although researchers on the projects made conditdeedforts to identify and address
women's issues in natural resource managementythieyonly partially successful.
Deep-seated social structures and inequities dohratge overnight. And without a
particular focus on the problems of marginalizedpbe, it is easy for their concerns to
become camouflaged in the larger thicket of NRMiéss

It is always easier to engage powerful, outspokemsource users than to work with
the poorest and most isolated.... Social conventismay render these people almost
invisible in a community: uncounted, unmentionableunconsulted.

The case studies do reveal examples of how women lhenefited from the research
interventions — through specific identificationwwbmen's issues, through targeted
livelihood interventions, through greater transpayeand access to decision-making, and
through more responsive local governance. But miotste research groups
acknowledged that the fundamental institutionsay@r and decision-making remain
male-dominated and that gender-focused initiataresstill easily sidelined.

Participation is inherently political. It empoweyesople, but then is seen as a threat to the
existing structure of authority, which will residtange. More broadly, rural development
and poverty reduction are likewise processes dakobhange — part productivity
improvement, part shift in power relations. Mosvgmments recognize the value of
these processes and officially encourage reformswen it comes to local

interventions, researchers are well advised tcabé@us about the motives of external
actors, including their own.

One of the most challenging tasks in introducingnanagement institutions is to
encourage change in government agencies, espeaidhg national level. The case study
from China's Guizhou province reveals some of tihesges. Large bureaucracies have an
internal logic that resists innovation and freqlergwards the concentration of power
more than effective programming. Some of the cdlses¢rate how evidence-based

policy arguments (as in Cambodia and Bhutan) camthings around; but these
succeeded because of effective external advocatyhareceptivity of government
officials.

The six cases show that researchers have had eenofifuccesses in both strengthening
rural livelihoods and promoting the necessary fagtinal arrangements for
comanagement of natural resources. Are these sexsagstainable? What other
significant effects, positive or negative, mightesge?

Longer term monitoring of ecological, social, amadifical change can help answer these
guestions. Going a step further, any comanagenierttigre will also have to be able to
adapt to changing ecological, market, social, asiityp conditions. In many of the
research sites, these monitoring, evaluation, dagtation mechanisms and cycles are



taking shape, having been built into the comanagésteategy from the outset. They
will tell the tale in the final analysis. Patienseequired, not just because some
ecosystems are slow to respond to stimuli, but ladés@use human knowledge of the
things "managed" and of the "managers” themsessss limited. In the face of
continued change, local resource users will be @béelopt more sustainable and
productive practices only if they continue to learmd change. The practice of
participatory action research builds this adap@agning capacity.
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Appendix 1.
Glossary of Terms and Acronyms

Action learning: A research strategy that formalizes processesitual learning and
local innovation by multiple, complementary actorsthe basis of shared knowledge and
action.

Adaptive comanagementA system of management in which multiple parties a
involved in different ways in a process of iteratpproblem solving. Learning from
shared experience and analysis informs subseqaeon ainformation gathering, and
management decisions.

ARDA: Arsaal Rural Development Association, Lebanon

AUB: American University of Beirut, Lebanomw@w.aub.edu.lp

CBNRM: Community-based natural resource management

CIDA: Canadian International Development Agenaw{v.acdi-cida.gc.ca

Comanagement:A collaborative arrangement in which the communoityocal resource
users, local and senior governments, other stalergland external actors share
responsibility and authority for management oflaéural resource in question.
Comanagement covers a spectrum of arrangementsmolitically negotiated formal
legal agreements to informal pragmatic deals.

Common pool resourcesResources whose ecological characteristics madma thery
difficult for any individual to manage (for exampkes a result of mobility, scale, overlap
of multiple resources and users, or difficulty gEkision).

Common property: A system of collective rights to resources thatrpts the
management of a clearly identified common pool ues® by a defined social group.

CPRs: common pool resources



Customary (or traditional) rights: Locally recognized by a defined social group, but
not necessarily codified in written or legal forifhey are typically related to long-
standing cultural practices and social relatiofsn(or family, patron—client, or other
hierarchies). They may change over time, but diirbsteffectively enforced.

GAAS: Guizhou Academy of Agricultural Sciences, China
GIS: geographic information system

HUAF: Hue University of Agriculture and Forestry, Vieai
(www.hueuni.edu.vn/en/agriculture.ntm

ICARDA: International Center for Agricultural Researctihie Dry Areas, Syria
(www.icarda.org

IDRC: International Development Research Centre, Cafwadav.idrc.cg
IIRR: International Institute of Rural Reconstructiohjlippines (vww.iirr.org)

Local government: The lowest level of formal state institutions, Isas district-level
officials or local, publicly accountable decisioraking and service-delivery
organizations constituted in accordance with natitews (such as in local elections).
Local government structures take different formdifferent countries and vary in their
levels of accountability to local people or to sgrgovernments.

LUN: Local Users Network, Arsaal, Lebanon
NGO: nongovernmental organization
NRM: natural resource management

Open accessA system of resource tenure for common pool resesuin which other
users cannot be excluded, effectively precludingagament or conservation.

Participatory research: Doing research with people, rather than for peoptes

approach treats natural resource users (men anémwdarmers, fishers, forest users) as
collaborative learners. There is a wide range afriemg methods that may be used
(including appraisal, mapping, monitoring, and ewéibn), but they are all characterized
by a fundamentally different relationship betwelea tesearcher and the people involved
than is the case in traditional, expert-driven aesle. This difference often requires
changes to the roles, processes, and structumenttific research organizations to
enable effective implementation of participatorgaarch methods (see Gonsalves et al.
2005).

RNRRC: Renewable Natural Resources Research Centre, Bhuta



SDC: Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperatiow\{.sdc.admin.ch

UNDP: United Nations Development Programmaeviv.undp.org
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