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Unpacking Decentralization
Abstract. The term “decentralization” is applied to a wide diversity of governance arrangements around the world and has achieved positive, negative, and no results in its application to natural resource management.  Part of the reason that the results have been so mixed is that the term decentralization is used as the name of widely diverse policies including: (1) deconcentration of national administrative authority to regional or local offices, (2) shifting authority from national agencies to local agencies with varying degrees of autonomy, and (3) privatization of the ownership and/or management of natural resource system.  Thus, the resulting formal governance arrangements may vary substantially from one decentralization effort to another dependant both on the policies that are adopted and on many other factors including the broader economy of a country and the region where decentralization is occurring, the set of legal rights that had been in existence prior to the new policy, and multiple economic processes.  Consequently, the behavior or resource users, private firms, government officials at multiple levels will differ substantially. Thus, livelihood and sustainability outcomes will tend to differ substantially from one location to another. 

High level changes in decentralization trickle down to local people through complex paths.  Our primary interest is in understanding how benefits to local people change in the face of these complexities.  Decentralization comes in numerous variants. Therefore, we need a framework that is sufficiently flexible and robust to encompass the many empirical situations. 

 If the concepts and processes of decentralization are not unpacked into meaningful concepts and coherent theories of these processes developed, empirical studies of impact can only tell the world that the outcomes are different.  In our paper we will develop a framework in which we can then present the findings from our studies of decentralization in Bolivia, Kenya, Mexico, and Uganda.  
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1  Introduction 
Decentralization reforms, in which central government agencies transfer rights and responsibilities to more localized institutions, are high on the agenda in many countries and for many international development agencies. A major impetus for these reforms is to bring the functions of national governments closer to the people, literally and/or figuratively. Decentralization is often expected to contribute to democratic governance, improved local welfare.  Decentralization of natural resource management is further expected to improve the sustainability of the resource base by increasing local participation in management.  The extent to which such reforms fulfill these goals in practice, however, varies enormously, and many such policies have failed to achieve these goals (Colfer and Capistrano, 2005).  

To evaluate and monitor decentralization experiments, research is still needed to determine the social, economic, and environmental outcomes of decentralization (Larson, 2005; Ribot and Larson, 2005).   Doing this is far from straightforward.  Two major challenges must be addressed.  First, the content of reforms that are called “decentralization” varies enormously from one country to another, and even within a country.  Second, there is not a direct link between adoption of such reforms and the resource condition or local livelihoods.  Thus, any study of the impact of decentralization must first identify the specific content of the reforms, then trace out the linkages between the reforms and the outcomes of interest.  
In this paper we provide a framework for unpacking the links between a national policy and local impacts.  We will focus on the impact of decentralization in the forestry sector.  We begin by laying out the key governance characteristics that determine the specific content of decentralization.  The next section lays out the linkages that connect decentralization to changes in forest condition and local livelihoods if there is to be any impact.   The remainder of the paper discusses each of these linkages in more detail.  Applying this framework can help us to see how decentralization may affect resource conditions and human welfare in a particular case, as well as to compare outcomes across country contexts.

1.1 Content of Formal Decentralization Reforms  
 
The term decentralization conceals great diversity. The term is often used in a general and generic sense. As a result, the empirical literature contains a broad range of regimes with very different internal characteristics that all share the label of “decentralization”.  The purpose of this paper is to begin unpacking decentralization so that a more careful conceptualization becomes possible. Only then, we argue, is it possible to generate meaningful analytical results related to the institutional structures of resource governance.   

 
The empirical literature is full of case studies about countries that are “decentralizing”. In describing such decentralization experiences, authors often make inferences about the effects of “decentralization” in general terms. For example, the national governance regimes as different as the ones in Bolivia, Cambodia, Chile, Guatemala, Indonesia, Kenya, Mexico, and Uganda have all been analyzed as cases of “decentralization”. As shown in Table 1, the policies in each of these regimes vary a great deal when it comes to the political authority, financial resources, and administrative responsibilities that are transferred from central to local governments. With decentralization policies so different, it is a mistake to draw inferences about any general decentralization effects.

 Table 1: Local Mandate Variation in Regimes Labeled “Decentralization Cases”

	 Country 
 
	Local Mandate 

	Studies 

	Bolivia 

 
	Municipal governments are asked to monitor and enforce the national forestry law, and have only limited autonomy to create their own rules. They may not charge any fees or taxes to local resource users. They do, however, get relatively good financial support from the center to carry out their mandate.
	Andersson (2003, 2004); D. Pacheco (2007); O’Neil (2004); Leon et al (2004) 

 

	Cambodia 

 
	Communes were the targets of the 2001 decentralization reform but real public service responsibilities have yet to be transferred. Central and provincial levels maintain most control. The communes rely almost entirely on financial transfers from the national government and no opportunities for local revenue-raising have been formalized.    
	Turner  (2002); World Bank (2003); Smoke (2007) 

 

	Chile 

 
	Municipal governments carry out central government plans but have hardly any say in decisions regarding funding allocations in any sector, including health and education which were first decentralized during the Pinochet regime. 
	Bossert (2003); Parry (1989) 

  

	Guatemala 

 
	Municipal governments are asked to monitor and enforce the national forestry law but may also create their own rules and charge fees and some taxes to local forest users. They are also considered the formal title holders of communal forests. They receive relatively sparse little financial support from the center to carry out their mandate. 

 
	Gibson and Lehoucq (2003); Ferroukhi (2003) 

 

	Indonesia 

 
	Local governments received vast service responsibilities through the 1999 decentralization reform. Most basic services are produced by the local governments and a cost-sharing formula determines the balance of central-local financing. User charges on services are allowed. 

 
	McCarthy (2004); Smoke and Lewis (1996); Smoke (2007) 

 

	Kenya 

 
	1986 Local Government Act established local governments as semiautonomous entities with significant public service functions. The transfer of responsibilities is managed by the Ministry of Local Governments and is carried out on a case by case basis, responding to local demands for increased control but also taking into account the existing capacities for handling the augmented mandate. 

 
	Smoke (1993, 1994, 2007); Mwamgi, et al (2000); Mwangi (2007) 

 

	Mexico 

 
	Decentralization was adopted by the federal government in the 1980s to establish a more egalitarian society. This brand of decentralization called for a thorough but gradual review of power and responsibilities among the three levels of government (federal, state, and municipal). So far most responsibilities have yet to be moved from the State to the municipal, and to the community levels. The federal government has transferred production of services to the states but has retained the provision decision functions. 

 
	Cabrero (2007); World Bank (2002); Merino (?) 

 

	Uganda 

 
	In the case of forestry, powers have been decentralized and re-centralized several times since the reforms began in 1993. This brand of decentralization was launched as a way to resolve the government’s financial and legitimacy problems. Control over the necessary financial and human resources have remained centralized. 

 
	Bazaara (2007); Banana et al (2007); 

 


If all these examples claim to represent decentralization cases, no wonder there are different effects of decentralization reported in research from these places.  We propose that a more nuanced treatment of “decentralization” would consider the following governance characteristics:  

 o   Targeted actors.  From whom to whom have political power, financial resources, and/or administrative responsibilities been transferred and under what conditions? Are these transferred gradually and conditionally or suddenly and with no specific performance targets?   
o   Administrative mandate.  What is the content of the new local mandate? What is it that the local government unit has been empowered to do? What specific goods and services are the local actors are asked to perform? What happens if they do not do this?  
o   Degree of local political authority and autonomy. What specific decision-making powers are devolved to the target actors? What are the boundaries of the politically autonomous domain? What political rights do local governments have to create their own place-specific rules and strategies?   
o   Extent of local fiscal powers. What authority does the local government have to levy local taxes? In which sectors may they do so? Can the local government charge user fees for services delivered? How are local revenues recorded and accounted for? What recourse does the local government have if local residents evade taxes and fees? 
o   Fiscal independence.  Does the local revenue stream satisfy the local unit’s budgetary needs? If not, how financially dependent is the local unit on central government financial transfers? What strings are attached to centrally provided funds? 
o   Political accountability.  To whom are local officials and decision makers accountable—the central government, local populace, or a subset/user group? What avenues and mechanisms exist for holding officials accountable?  Are decision makers democratically elected? Can local citizens participate in decisions? Do local forest users have recourse at central, regional, and local forums, or just limited access to one of these? 

1.2  A Framework for Examining the Impacts of Decentralization 

Whatever the nature of decentralization reforms, they do not translate automatically into changes on the ground.  There are many intervening factors that shape whether and how decentralization has an impact on people’s livelihoods and the condition of the natural resources.  Understanding these linkages is critical to understanding the impact of decentralization.  

Figure 1 represents a conceptual framework we have developed based on both theoretical work and case studies of the linkages between institutions and natural resource management.  The core element of decentralization reforms is a change in governance arrangements.  Property rights over the resource can be considered as a key element  of these arrangements, but decentralization policies alone do not create these governance arrangements.  Other factors, including preexisting governance arrangements also play a role.  Thus, the outcome of decentralization, even in this first stage, may not be exactly as policymakers intended.  



(Figure 1 About Here)
Even new governance arrangements do not in and of themselves, change outcomes.  Rather, they act through shaping the incentives and constraints on behavior, especially of resource users and government agents involved in forest management.  As with the link between decentralization and governance arrangements, other factors also affect the relationship between governance arrangements and behavior. Indeed, as illustrated on Figure 1, behavior can even have an effect on governance arrangements.  

 
People’s behavior, in turn, does directly affect key outcomes of livelihoods and sustainability of the resource base.  But even here, other factors also have an important influence, as discussed below.  

Recognizing these linkages is essential for explaining the role decentralization plays in affecting livelihoods and resource conditions.  We must first identify whether decentralization was implemented, had an effect on governance arrangements; whether those, in turn, affected behavior, and how that changed the biophysical or socioeconomic conditions.  And we must account for the role of other factors at each of these points.   In the remainder of this paper we explore each of these links in more detail.

1.3  Other Factors that Influence Decentralization Reforms and Affect Governance Arrangements  
In addition to the variability exhibited within decentralization reforms around the world, interactions with a number of other factors can condition the impacts these policies have on governance arrangements, at times with unexpected outcomes.  

Decentralization can both affect and be affected by existing relationships between local and higher-level entities.  Ribot, Agrawal, and Larson (2005) note how central governments in Senegal, Uganda, Nepal, Indonesia, Bolivia, and Nicaragua were able to obstruct decentralization efforts.  Researchers on the SANREM project in Uganda  found that the effects of decentralization differed greatly depending on which government agency had jurisdiction in a given area.   The employees of one agency, demoted from permanent positions to contract positions with fewer benefits when decentralization was implemented, accepted bribes and engaged in strong-arm tactics, negatively impacting both forest health and community development. 

 Decentralization can also be affected by the capacity of the community to take on governance responsibilities.  Distrust and opportunism in community members can interfere with self-governance (Theesfeld, 2003).  Technical capacity, education level, and literacy can likewise impact the ability of lower-level governance units to take on the responsibilities decentralization assigns to them. 

 
Other factors that might impact decentralization policies include population density; demographics; the nature of internal relationships (e.g. indigenous tribal arrangement vs. a large population made up of unrelated households vs. a population made up of two or three predominant ethnic groups); the scarcity, salience, and other attributes of the resource being governed; history (e.g. of conflict, cooperation, encroachment by outside users, etc.); and economic conditions. 
2 Governance Arrangements
2.1.  Operational, Collective Choice, and Constitutional Rules

An alternative approach to characterizing different types of benefits streams is to concentrate on the different types of rules that condition the benefits that property holders derive (e.g. Scott and Johnson 1983, Haley and Luckert 1990). Given that the types of rules and norms that condition benefit streams are highly variable, such characterizations involve considering categories of rules. One means of categorizing these rules involves using the IAD framework (Ostrom, 2005), which considers three types of rules: Operational, Collective Choice, and Constitutional.

Operational rules affect benefit streams, by specifying what property right holders can, and cannot do, with natural resources. Examples of categories of operational rules include: concepts of duration (how long may rights be exercised); exclusiveness (who may be excluded from the benefit stream); transferability (how can the rights be sold); zoning (can land uses be changed); comprehensiveness (which natural resources are included in the rights); and requirements (what harvesting, management and processing requirements are there). By specifying these types of rules, the content of the property rights is characterized.

But the content of property rights is rarely a static phenomenon. Property rights change as operational rules (and other factors) change through processes such as decentralization. The changes that operational rules undergo are governed by collective choice and constitutional rules. That is, collective choice and constitutional rules provide the rights to change rules which in turn change rights. Therefore, our considerations of local property rights to forest resources needs to go beyond understanding the content of property rights, embodied in a given set of operational rules, to understanding property rights in a dynamic context, where collective choice and constitutional rules allow property rights to evolve. 

As changes to property rights occur, the security, or assurance, of those rights may be affected (Sjaastad and Bromley 2000). Changing operational rules may increase, decrease, or have a neutral effect on benefit streams. Insecure property rights give their holders little confidence in maintaining benefit streams over time and can undermine incentives for managing forest resources (Luckert 1989). Therefore, in addition to considering the content of property right, dictated by operational rules, we also consider the assurance, or security, of property rights which are influenced by the collective choice and constitutional rules that influence changes in these benefit streams.
Similarly changes to collective choice rules at a local, district or national level is likely to have long term effects on the “goodness of fit” between operational rules and local settings.  When only a national legislature can change operational rules, the cost of making reforms is higher and the type of information available to decision-makers is less specific to the problems that individuals are facing in the field.  One of the presumed benefits of “decentralization” if transferring some of the collective choice rule-making to policy making bodies located at a local or regional level from the national level.  

Constitutional level rules create the broad framework of rule making capabilities within a particular country.   Thus, some decentralization policies are potentially at a constitutional level of analysis even though they may be adopted within a variety of collective choice arenas.  Thus, we will not focus on this level of analysis in this paper.   

2.2   Property Rights 

Our approach is to integrate concepts of property rights to forest resources into characterizations of forest decentralization. This tactic is motivated by our focus on local level benefits. Changes in decentralization may be defined by changes in rules which may influence how and whether benefits reach local people through complex paths. These benefit streams, which are influenced by rules, are property rights. Our primary interest is in understanding how property rights, and their associated benefits to local people, change in the face of these complexities.

Decentralization changes not only affect the benefits derived from existing resources, but also influence the incentives that local people have to invest in future benefit streams. That is, decentralization may alter management practices that alter potential future benefit streams. Therefore, we are interested in attempting to characterize decentralization as changes to property rights that influence the current and future values that local people derive from forest resources. Effective integration of property rights into the analysis will hopefully allow us to see patterns in benefit flows and incentives to better understand the complexity of how decentralization changes effect local livelihoods. 

The benefits streams that make up property rights to natural resources have been characterized in a number of ways. For example, property rights may be characterized as bundles of rights. Following Schlager and Ostrom (1992), we distinguish five bundles of rights that are frequently allocated as part of a property right system:

1. Access rights – the right to enter a resource and enjoy the non-subtractive benefits generated by the resource such as clean air, beauty, or a place to exercise. 

2. Harvesting rights – the right to withdraw specific quantities of resource units such as fish, trees or non-timber forest products, or water or to withdraw at specific times and locations. 

3. Management rights – the right to define rules related to maintenance of the resource and/or to physically change the structure of the resource (such as pulling out invasive species, cleaning the canals of an irrigation system, building related facilities). 

4. Exclusion rights – the right to determine who has any of the above 3 rights. 

5. Alienation rights – the right to sell, bequeath, or otherwise transfer any or all of the above rights. 

Another potentially important aspect of property rights is their clarity. Benefits derived from property rights occur within social settings where perceptions of rules may vary, at any given point in time, among community members. The larger the variation in perceptions of rules, the less clear are the property rights. The clarity of property rights may influence benefit streams in a similar manner as the assurance of those rights. Given that property rights may be interpreted as a claim on a benefit stream within a given social setting (source) a lack of consensus on rules can lead to confusion regarding who gets what from resources, and how the rules that influence these benefits can be changed. As a result, a lack of clarity can undermine current and future benefits that flow from resources. 

In sum, defining property rights in terms of content, assurance and clarity within the context of the IAD framework allows us to consider changes to benefits and management incentives that may result from changes in decentralization. At the operational level, these reforms may translate into changes in the content and clarity of property rights. At the constitutional and collective choice levels, these governance reforms may translate into changes of rights to change rights which may also influence the assurance of property rights. 
2.3  Sources of Finance
The efficacy of decentralization in influencing local livelihoods may also be significantly influenced by the sources of financing available to organizations and individuals. Financing can influence the efficacy of organizations in meeting their goals, and may also influence the investment choices available for local forest managers. In particular we consider the sources and related conditions of financing to be important determinants. 

Financing is may either be market or non-market driven. For market-driven financing, the sources of funds are commercial credit institutions, where the ability of local people to secure loans is frequently related to the asset pools that may be used for collateral (Gershin and Feder). Therefore, changes to property rights, which decentralization may confer, may alter the value of forest resource assets and influence the ability of local people to secure financing for investments. 

But local assets in developing country settings are frequently insufficient to attract commercial financing. Non-market financing may come from government or NGO sources, whose concerns frequently transcend commercial interests. These sources of support may also be based on value derived from local resources, through the collection of user fees or resource royalties. But frequently local actions must also rely on other sources of income, such as transfers for central treasuries or donations from Aid agencies. 

The sources of securing financing can have important impacts on local opportunities and resource management. Whether funds come from market or non-market sources, they generally have strings attached that dictate what can and cannot be done with the funds. Market sourced financing is generally constrained by the necessity to repay funds at established interest rates. These types of arrangements may cause local managers to focus on maximizing cash outputs within time frames dictated by repayment schedules. In contrast, non-market sources may well have broader objectives reflected in their dictated constraints. For example, financing for government agencies may have outputs such as enforcement of illegal harvesting or the effective transferring of information, as required outputs.

The specific means of securing financing can also have important impacts on local opportunities and resource management. For example, charging user fees on a per unit of resource extracted basis has different implications for harvesting decisions than collecting fees on a per area basis (Nautiyal and Love). Costs with increase with the amount harvested generally cause less to be harvested than costs which are constant over an area, no matter how much is taken. Moreover, the level of the charges, relative to the value of the resources, is also a potentially important determinant of how resources are harvested (Luckert 2007). Charges which are high relative to the value of the resource are likely to cause higher cost harvesters to drop out of production. These types of considerations also have the potential to influence incentives to manage forests for future crops. For example, if fees to be collected for trees grown and harvested in the future do not consider the costs of management inputs (including costs of having capital tied up in growing trees), then incentives to invest in future trees may be precluded (Luckert and Haley 1993?). 
2.4  Links to Other Organizations 

Decentralization reforms may also affect the relationships between organizations. Decentralization often implies a reshuffling of players within sectors and organizations. Some of these actors benefit from the reforms while others lose.  Organizations at multiple scales can be involved in and affected by a decentralization process, and their interactions with each other can be characterized by different degrees of competition, cooperation, or general compatibility.  Given this organizational context, decentralization reforms (even those that are similar in type) can have greatly varied effects depending on the compatibility between the policy objectives and the goals of the organizations involved in the decentralized regime as well as the ability of the reform process to alter the pre-reform links between organizations. 

 
One of the challenges facing decentralization reformers is how to prevent old patronage networks between government, service providers, and service users to continue to infect the governance process, especially when the members of new decentralized organizations are the very same individuals who ran the old centralized organizations. The Bolivian forestry sector reformers were very much aware of this problem when they implemented the 1996 forestry decentralization reform. They addressed it by retrenching the entire national forest service, and staffed the new forest superintendence with young forestry professionals who had recently graduated from college (Pacheco and Kaimowitz, 1998). 

 
The links that eventually develop between government and other organizations in society are likely to be key factors that affect the performance of the governance system. For example, the incentives of local government officials to fulfill their mandate and actually deliver the goods and services that they are responsible for will depend on the relationship between the local government and a series of organizations that are important for the local officials. Incentives will be quite strong to invest in the mandated goods and services when several organizations—such as NGOs, private firms, central government agents, community based organization and donors—put   pressure on the local officials. In Guatemala, Gibson and Lehoucq (2003) showed that local community pressures on the local mayor were power predictors of municipal action in the decentralized regime. 

 
When the decentralization reform splits the mandate to govern between several different organizations, the need to form functional links between these entities becomes even stronger.  In the case of Bolivia, the decentralized regime assigned complementary governance functions to six different government organizations. One thing that they had in common, however, was that they were all under-funded and under-staffed. This made communication and cooperation between these six a crucial factor for successful governance. Andersson (2004) showed that in the territories where these actors had relatively frequent interactions there was a significantly higher likelihood of observing high quality services provided to citizens. 

 
As important as the networks of organizations seem to be for the decentralized governance process, it is difficult to determine under which conditions vibrant networks are likely to form. One of the findings from research on network formation suggests that it is highly context-dependent. Contextual factors that seem likely to affect the nature of organizational links include the degree of financial dependency between organizations, whether they have shared membership or leadership, the extent to which organizations are obliged to interact and cooperate—such as required monthly meetings with citizens’ groups or other organizations—and whether there are differences in authority between organizations. 

3   Other Factors that Affect Behavior 
Our ability to understand the impacts of changes in property rights, brought on by decentralization, is confounded by the complexity of other important factors influencing the environments of local peoples. The literature on factors that influence local behavior is vast, but a number of common themes have emerged, in addition to property rights, as important considerations in understanding local behavior.

3.1 Time and Risk Preferences
Households are believed to respond within their environments in line with the values that they hold. In addition to values attributed to resources presently available, there are important considerations regarding the potential for future returns that may be somewhat risky.

The concept of time preferences recognizes that resources that are harvested at different points in time have different values to households, even if their payouts are known with certainty (Lowentsien et al, xxxx). In general, resources that occur farther in the future are worth less to households than values which occur sooner. Households which have higher time preferences value the present more than the future, and these preferences can preclude incentives to invest in forest management which may take a number of years to recoup.

A household’s response to risks associated with future values may also influence their incentives to undertake forest management. If households are well diversified in their livelihoods and have small proportions of their livelihoods at risk, then they are more likely to accept risks than if they are risk averse. These risk averse households generally have little ability to maintain their livelihoods in the presence of shocks, and therefore shy away from risky investments, sometimes despite relatively high expected returns.

3.2 Local Capacity

The choices that households make are also dependent on their capacity to respond. This capacity is typically characterized by the various stores of wealth that households have access to, which may be characterized by capital stocks. The livelihoods approach (e.g. Ellis xxxx) recognizes a number different types of capital: natural (e.g. land resources), human (e.g. education), physical (e.g. implements), financial (e.g. savings) and social (e.g. goodwill of neighbors). These accessible stores of wealth are largely responsible for defining the available choices for households.

3.3 Income Levels and Available Choices

Understanding local behavior involves understanding how local people choose among the choices that are available to them. In general terms, the availability of choices increases with income and wealth, as household resources may be used as bases for potential investments.  Poor households have generally been found to be more dependent on forest resources, because property rights to these resources are frequently not held by individuals, thereby affording access by all community members. In contrast, rights to agricultural lands are generally exclusive to individuals or households and are important sources of wealth for those households with higher income levels.

3.4 Market vs. Subsistence Opportunities

 
The rural poor frequently seek out their livelihoods within economic settings somewhat removed from regional and national economies, generally because they are distant from urban populations and/or a lack infrastructure to bridge the distance. Because poor, rural villages tend to be isolated from larger economies, households are frequently largely responsible for producing their own goods and services in subsistence activities. Higher levels of integration with outside economies create increased choices for households, in that resources may be allocated to producing goods and/or services for a larger set of potential consumers.

3.5 Market Power
 
Even if distance and available infrastructure allow rural households access to larger markets, there is still another potential set of barriers. Goods produced in rural areas find their way to urban centers through market chains. The buying and selling that occurs as goods travel along these chains may be dominated by a small number of buyers/sellers, which can restrict benefits that rural people at the resource source can receive. For example, if there is only one buyer of rural fuel-wood, the buyer will likely be able to suppress local prices, and realize large margins due to substantial differences between rural purchase and urban sale prices.

 3.6  Still Other Factors

Many other factors also affect behavior under decentralized policies.  Among these are:
· Discount rate 
· Poverty in the area 
· Salience of the forest resources for livelihoods  

· Market penetration 

· Outside investment in the resource 

· Education 

· Technical capacity of local actors to whom responsibilities have been transferred 

· Distance from home to forest 
· How policies are monitored and enforced
4.  Behavior 

4.1 Local actors’ investment in forest governance institutions 

4.1.1. Local Resource Users 

 
Local resource users generally operate within a constitutional framework of decision making (rules and regulations that have been determined by actors in central or local governments)  but may also have the ability to undertake substantive collective-choice decision in local or regional settings.  These would include: determining inclusion and exclusion of participants; appropriate strategies for managing resources; determining the obligations of participants; monitoring and sanctioning forest use; and undertaking conflict resolution (Ostrom 1990). In general, local resource users desire better access to forest resources.  Local resource users view changes in property rights that allow for increased control over who has access to forests, and obtaining income or valuable goods and services from forests products as objectives of democratic decentralization reforms (Agrawal and Ostrom, 2001).  Decentralization reforms may also be viewed as an opportunity to lower the transaction costs associated with managing and obtaining access and rights of harvest of forest products will also be an objective of local resource users.  For example, the process for obtaining permission to harvest poles and fuelwood from communal woodlots managed by village level groups in northern Ethiopia required less effort with respect to time to travel to obtain permission to harvest products than for woodlots managed at higher administrative levels (Jagger, Pender, and Gebremedhin 2005).  In addition, the medium to long-term sustainability of forest resources that provide subsistence forest products (e.g. fuelwood) or contribute to local incomes over time will be an objective of most local resource users. 

            Objectives may not all be equally shared by all local resource users.  For example, community forestry groups are likely to view increased participation in decision making as an important objective of decentralized forest management as it represents a measure of their citizenship rights and as a form of empowerment and voice (Agrawal and Ostrom 2001).  Local business elites are less likely to be concerned with the participatory aspects of reforms.  It is important to note that it can be problematic to apply ideas of increasing participation in settings where there has been no effective change to the institutional or socio-political context at the local level (Ribot 1995).  Local elites may be less dependent upon reciprocal relations with others in the community and therefore less likely to participate in collective efforts to protect community resources.  

Local resource users are more likely to identify and prioritize their environmental problems accurately when they make decisions.  Resource allocation should be more efficient and information costs lower, and groups are likely to have a greater sense of ownership of decisions made locally such as rules for resource use (Larson 2002). Local resource users are expected to be better able to monitor forest resources and enforce regulations than centralized authorities due to their close proximity to forests.  However, for the high costs of sustainable forest management and protection to be borne by local resource users, the benefits of protection have to be recognized. Becker (2003) notes that though local autonomy is conducive to sustainable forest management it is not a sufficient condition. 

According to Platteau and Abraham (2002) communities need to be strengthened institutionally before substantial funds are channeled to them.  Local technical capacity for natural resource management may be a constraint for local resource users that do not have the funding to hire local extension agents etc. (Larson 2005). In addition to limits on technical capacity, local resource users may face wealth and credit constraints that cause short run planning perspectives and limit their ability to invest in the resource (Pender 1996). Finally, local resource users may not be well integrated into the larger regional or national political system. They may lack the power to voice their views. 

 In is important to note that though local resource users generally have greater capabilities including superior knowledge of local forest and socio-economic conditions, they are not beyond engaging in rent seeking activities.  Oyono (2004) suggests that rent seeking behavior of community forest management committees in Cameroon has led to a short term perspective regarding forest management and subsequently extensive forest degradation – raising concerns about the ecological sustainability of forest decentralization policies.  Local resource user groups are not immune to collective action problems that lead to rent seeking, free riding and shirking behavior. 

 4.1.2 Local Government Officials 

 
The management of forests is likely to be a salient issue for local governments when they have the potential to provide significant revenues. Environmental issues, including forest management, are usually lower priority areas for local governments compared with the more immediate perceived needs of providing adequate health, education, sanitation and other key public services to local constituents. Peterson (1995) suggests that there are functional differences between levels of government, and that lower levels of government favor developmental policies (i.e. economic growth) over polices that will enhance equity within communities 

 
One of the strongest arguments for decentralizing decision making powers over forests to local governments is that they are better positioned to know what the state of forests are, and to effectively monitor and enforce laws and regulations.  In countries with large or remote forest areas, central governments find themselves with limited capacity to control resource users.  State agencies working with nation-wide organizational rules are often unable to accommodate the interests of diverse groups and the wide variety of ecological and social variables involved in local settings (Ostrom 1990).  For example, enforcing laws and regulations in northern Sumatra proved very difficult for the Indonesian government and may have contributed to the adoption of decentralization reforms in the late 1990s (McCarthy 2002). There is some evidence to suggest that local governments are capable of managing forest resources. Carney and Farrington (1998) found that one of the determinants of successful joint forest management was the involvement of local political authorities.  Kaimowitz et al. (1998) found, based upon analysis of municipal governments and decentralized forest management in Bolivia, that municipal governments are at least no worse than central governments at managing natural resources. 

The competency or capacity of many developing country local governments, however, has been raised as an issue that needs to be considered before meaningful decentralization reforms can be achieved. Local governments lack human, financial and technical resources that prevent them from providing adequate public services under decentralization (Crook and Sverrisson 2001; Edmunds et al. 2003).  Technical capacity for forest management or knowledge about community or participatory forest management is generally uncommon among elected officials (Larson 2002).  Most local governments are constrained in their ability to hire foresters to undertake scientific assessments of forest use and to help them understand forest degradation and opportunities for regeneration.  For example, in Uganda local district councils have had to relinquish management of forestry resources to central government foresters due to a lack of financial, human and technical capacity (Banana, Gombya-Ssembajjwe, and Bahati 2001).  

             A further constraint facing local governments is that they may be subject to political incentives or patronage networks that undermine goals of empowerment and accountability at the local level 

(Larson 2002; Andersson 2003; Bazaara 2003; Nkonya et al. 2004) ADDIN EN.CITE . A higher likelihood of principal-agent relationships between local governments and other actors is expected in cases where forest products and/or control over land are associated with power and wealth. In addition, in many countries elections are not fully democratic processes. For example, in Senegal Rural Council election lists are formulated by urban based political parties suggesting that they are not accountable to local peoples. In addition, there can be high degrees of dependency (i.e. evidence of principal-agent relationships) in interactions between elected councils and merchants, foresters and political or religious figures (Ribot 1995).  

 4.1.3 Civil Society Organizations/NGOs 

Civil society organizations include; community groups, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), labor unions, indigenous groups, charitable organizations, faith-based organizations, professional associations, and foundations. Most civil society organizations negotiate and innovate based upon the perceived needs of the clients they serve.  They are focused on the goals and values of particular groups within society, and are generally motivated by a common vision of a more equitable, just, and sustainable society (Fowler 1995).  Externally funded and organized civil society organizations have the benefit of operating at multiple scales.  In theory this allows them a connection to a wider range of actors and actor networks than some of the other groups we have previously discussed.  For example, the World Wildlife Fund’s (WWF) green global governance initiative plays a significant role at the international level in defining the terms of multilateral environmental agreements.  At the same time WWF is a central partner providing funds and expertise to numerous national, regional and local organizations, and jointly implementing community based resource management programs in remote rain forest locations such as Esmeraldas, Ecuador (Rival 2003). By operating at multiple levels, externally funded CSOs may have significant political influence and are able to mobilize funds from donors.  Civil society organizations can play an important role where local social capital or organizational capacity is weak.  Third party actors can express the needs of groups, including those who are marginalized (Larson 2005). 

 
Civil society organizations can also be very important in building local financial and institutional capacity.  Kohl (2003) found that environmental NGOs with long term commitments in Bolivia’s rural areas were effectively involved in the planning process and were able to use project writing expertise to find matching grants to leverage revenue sharing funds. In addition, NGOs played a key role in educating residents of small municipalities about their rights to participate in local planning and budgeting.  Finally, externally funded CSOs may act as intermediaries between other actors (for example, between the central government or donors and local resource users).  In the Philippines, civil society organizations have provided support for the development and expansion of community-based forestry by acting as mediators between local forest users and the state (Contreras 2003).  

Among the constraints facing externally funded CSOs are their characteristically short planning horizons and an inability to establish a permanent presence.  Analysis of NGOs and their longevity in Uganda’s rural areas indicates that NGOs focused on agriculture and the environment were present in communities for 2 to 4 years on average, whereas most locally funded and organized CBOs dealing with community services were started in the mid-1980s, and had an average duration of approximately 18 years (Jagger and Pender 2006). Kohl (2003) found that many NGOs had short planning horizons and failed to establish a permanent presence in Bolivia’s rural areas.  Many CSOs operate as non-profit service providers, and increasingly rely on donors and governments for funds (Therkildsen and Semboja 1995).  Heavy reliance on short-term external funds has implications for the longevity of projects and the promotion of activities such as tree planting that require effort over the long-run. Fowler (1995) suggests that there are few NGOs functioning in East Africa that have the resources and capacity to survive state decay or declines in donor funds. 

 
Locally organized CSOs have the advantage of local knowledge and legitimacy.  Their presence and knowledge of communities makes the transaction costs of working with local resource users lower than for externally funded and organized CSOs.  However, the technical capacity of locally organized CSOs is generally weak, particularly with respect to forest management.  Locally organized CSOs may struggle to attain a sustainable level of funding, particularly in areas where forest management is not a salient issue for community members. 

 

4.1 4  Corporate Interests 

Corporate interests are generally non-local resource users specialized in the extraction of commercial timber, charcoal or fuelwood.  In general they gain access to forests with the goal of extracting resources for sale in regional markets, major urban centers, or for export. The primary objectives of resource extraction specialists include profit maximization and minimizing the transactions costs of conducting business. In addition, resource extraction specialists may have an interest in gaining short or long term property rights of forested land as a mechanism for ensuring a long-run supply of forest products to markets. Obtaining long-term property rights may negate the need for repeated negotiations between government authorities and other stakeholder groups that have an interest in gaining access to the resource. 

Resource extraction specialists are likely to have a high level of technical capacity for the extraction of valuable forest resources. Many resource extraction specialists may be powerful actors that are well connected to both central government officials and local elites.  Resource extraction specialists are also likely to be relatively wealthy and able to mobilize capital and sources of credit when necessary.  Resource extraction specialists may have limited knowledge of local forest conditions and political hierarchies, particularly if they have traditionally dealt with central authorities regarding the acquisition of permits and quotas allowing them to harvest forest products.  

Because resource extraction specialists are motivated by profit margins and keeping the transactions costs of conducting business as low as possible, they are unlikely to favor decentralization reforms that increase the number of actors they are required to negotiate rights of access to forest resources with.  In addition, under decentralized governance structures non-local resource users including resource extraction specialists and pastoralists that may have previously negotiated access and use rights with centralized government agencies find themselves negotiating with a new set of actors that likely have different incentives for the management and conservation of forests.  McCarthy (2004) found that actors engaged in extracting timber in Kalimantan encountered volatile and shifting socio-legal configurations in which they had to negotiate rights of access to forest resources.  Where they had previously dealt with only central government bureaucrats, they now have to negotiate access to forest resources at every level of government.  The uncertainty associated with conducting business in the decentralized environment added an additional level of risk to timber extraction.  

4.1.5 Other Factors that Affect Outcomes: Biophysical and Economic Incentives 

Individuals’ livelihoods and forest condition, our outcome variables, are also influenced by other factors separate from the design and implementation of institutions. These include biophysical factors and economic incentives, which must be taken into account when exploring the role of decentralization .  Biophysical factors such as elevation, slope, soils, rainfall and temperature, shape the abundance and type of forest resources (Tucker, Randolph and Castellanos, 2007).  Agrawal and Chhatre (2006) caution that if these factors are not considered in explaining forest condition, there is a danger of overestimating the influence of institutional and/or other variables on forest condition. In their study of determinants of forest condition in decentralized forests in India, they find biophysical factors to overwhelm the significance of economic pressures, institutions, demographic pressures and gender relations.

Biophysical factors also include the quality and quantity of the resource units, their predictability, as well as their spatial extent (Gibson, Ostrom and McKean, 2000).  These attributes in turn affect the kinds and magnitude of benefits that individuals can obtain from the forests, as well as their incentives for sustainable harvesting and protection. For example, rugged terrain surrounds the El Picacho forest in Mexico (Tucker, 2004), providing protection against the large-scale illegal logging that has deforested part of neighboring San Marco forest. Similarly, despite clear and well-defined boundaries of government forest reserves in Uganda’s Mpigi District, the forests are large, with long boundaries and hence difficult to effectively monitor. A poorly resourced forest authority is incapable of equipping and motivating its officials; hence resource users can easily circumvent rules, and harvest indiscriminately (Gombya-Ssembajjwe and Banana, 2000).  By influencing the productivity of a resource, or the ability to access and harvest it, or the willingness of groups and individuals to engage in conserving it, biophysical properties do indeed affect, if not determine, forest condition. 

Economic incentives are critical if forest adjacent individuals and groups are to engage in ecological protection and restoration activities (Baland and Platteau , 1996). Incomes and benefits can be generated in various ways. Under different variants of decentralization, central or municipal governments can transfer a given proportion of revenues to lower governance levels, or even directly to communities.  In Uganda for example, 40% of gross revenue collected from forest products is repatriated to local areas where it have been generated (Nsita, 2005b). In Cameroon, close to 25% of the selling price of mature trees in cash is paid to communities (Oyono, 2005a).  
Various governments in Latin America provide similar incentives to different actors (Larson, 2005b). The general point of undertaking various revenue-sharing programs is to encourage communities to sustainably manage forest resources, and sometimes to even reward them. In Uganda’s Bushenyi District, for example, motivated by increases in timber prices and increasing revenues from legally harvested timber, local timber harvesting associations track down illegal timber dealers and report them to Forest Department officials (Nsita, 2005b). It is worth noting that many governments have devolved forests that are degraded (Colfer , 2005 in Larson, 2005b; see Banana et al, 2007 for Uganda) and with little scope of generating benefits to locals. Indeed the degradation may in some cases be so severe as to preclude the effectiveness and profitability of management. 

Increasingly, scholars and practitioners are realizing the importance of market access for various forest products, including non timber products. Market access can help diversify local communities’ income base, contributing to their livelihoods. However, mass commercialization of forest products can threaten resource sustainability. The production of Matsusake mushrooms in China dropped from 530 tons to 272 tons between 1995 and 2000, even as they generated 50-80% of household cash incomes and close to 30% of country revenues (Xu and Ribot, 2005a). In Cameroon, communities are tolerant of accelerated and intensive exploitation of timber (Oyono, 2005a), since returns from timber are much higher than transfers obtained through various taxes and fees.  In short, while marketization can contribute to sustainable livelihoods, it also  risks unleashing a race to capture rents, which, if unchecked can have negative impacts on resource condition and on benefit distribution as those with the most resources and better technologies are more likely extract more. Economic incentives are also evident in the threat of (or actual) conversion of forests into monoculture for the production of biofuels as countries seek to diversify their energy sources in attempts to mitigate climate change.  Mabira forest in Uganda provides an example of a high biodiversity tropical forest that is under considerable threat of conversion to sugarcane plantation. There are similar concerns as rapidly developing countries, with high timber demands create powerful incentives for rapid, indiscriminate extraction of timber in countries with high natural forest cover. Beyond threatening sustainability, such concessions may exclude local communities from forests. 
5   Outcomes

5.1  Livelihood Outcomes   

Decentralization is not an end in itself.  The goal of the reforms is, in most cases, to improve local welfare.  But on what criteria is this to be judged, and how is this to be measured?  

Improvements in local livelihoods would be an important starting point for this.  Conventional measures of consumption, income, or asset accumulation can provide indicators of livelihood improvements.  The data can be drawn from household (or intra-household) surveys, focus groups, or key informant interviews.  In practice, however, there are particular challenges to accurately measuring such changes in the context of decentralization.  

The first challenge is that, as in any impact assessment, establishing a counterfactual or comparator group is essential to show how decentralization reforms have affected the outcome indicators.  Randomly assigning individuals or communities to a treatment (decentralized) or control (status quo) group, while convincing to reviewers, is generally not feasibility for decentralization studies.  Indeed, because decentralization reforms are usually passed at the central government level, there would not be sufficient variability between units in the same country, except that implementation is generally not uniform. This allows us to compare between sites even within one country, if there is variability in implementation.  

 
Even with a comparator group, we need before and after measures to identify the change in conditions.  Unfortunately, not enough areas have baseline data to do this.  In this context, the IFRI data sets are particularly valuable because they have collected multiple rounds of data for many sites, with a consistent core set of information for each.  However, because most IFRI data are collected at the unit of the forest itself, rather than individual household users, the data are stronger for measuring changes in the resource condition than local livelihoods.  

 
Assessing changes in forest-based livelihoods presents further challenges because of the heterogeneous products and uses that people make of forests. Men and women, local and non-local people will use the forest differently.  Timber and products that are marketed are likely to be easier to measure than non-timber forest products, especially those for home consumption.  How should access to medical plants, which may only be used occasionally, be valued?  Should only local livelihood changes be counted, or also those of other people who live farther away but use the forest occasionally?  More inclusive approaches will give a more accurate picture of the positive or negative changes, as well as of the distributional impacts, but they are also more expensive.  

 
Related to this is the issue of timing and period of recall.  In general, the shorter the period of recall, the more accurate will be measures of regular types of income or consumption.  But some forest products may only be used once a year or once in several years, and short periods of recall may miss these uses .   

 5.2 Sustainability Outcomes  
Forests are important sources of wealth and power, suggesting that shifts in property rights have implications for those ceding and gaining control (Kaimowitz and Ribot 2002).  Decentralization reforms are expected to allow poor people to make their assets more productive via the mechanism of government policies that support local organization and decision-making, and the participation of local forest users in markets for forest products.  

 
When local resource users are involved in the formation of rules regarding the use of forests they are expected to respect and enforce rules to a higher standard then when they are not involved in rule formulation (Gibson, McKean and Ostrom 2000). It is also argued that local resource users have a much greater knowledge base and will therefore be better equipped to identify and prioritize environmental problems (Larson 2002).  In addition it is argued that both the financial and transaction costs of sustainable management should be lower when local resource users are integrated into the management of forests (Kaimowitz et al. 1998) 

 
Empirical evidence of the link between decentralization reforms and forest sustainability is highly variable both within and between countries that have enacted reforms, and has been explicitly addressed in relatively few studies.  Andersson and Gibson (2006) found that local governments had highly variables responses to decentralization reforms, which in turn significantly influenced deforestation rates in Bolivia.  They note that local governments generally chose one of three paths with respect to forest management in their municipalities: do a lot; do a little; or ignore new powers.  In cases where local governments demonstrated a high degree of interest and investment in forestry related activities rates of deforestation were lower.  Oyono (2005) reports similarly mixed effects for the case of Cameroon’s extensive forest sector reform citing high rates of forest loss in some of the communities that received forest governance powers.  He identifies overlapping regulations, lack of clarity regarding new forest rights associated with reforms, and an unwillingness of the central government to step intervene to avert cases of excessive forest loss as the primary reasons for high rates of forest loss in some areas.  A recent study conducted in the central region of Uganda, Banana et al. (2007) found a high degree of diversity in forest conditions influenced by the demand for forest products and crops grown in forest soils, the degree of forest degradation, and the diversity of stakeholders engaged in forest management influenced forest cover change after the forest sector reform.  They cite lack of clarity among District Forest Officers, local leaders and user groups regarding who is de facto in control of forest management in this area, and drastic reductions in local government budgets for forestry related activities as contributing to forest degradation.  

 
Two other studies are worthy of note.  In a remote sensing analysis of forest cover in Indonesian Borneo, Curran et al. (2004) found that deforestation was accelerated under decentralization.  They cite the responsibility of local governments for issuing logging permits as an important factor contributing to higher rates of forest cover loss.  The incentive for local governments to earn large revenues from issuing logging permits presents a challenge for deforestation in decentralized systems with high value forest products.  In a historical study examining  deforestation in Mexico’s Yucatan Peninsula, Klepeis (2003) found that rates of deforestation were higher under centralized forest governance than under decentralized systems.  The mixed findings of studies on sustainability outcomes associated with decentralization reforms point to the complexity of understanding how governance reforms affect forest sustainability.  Andersson and Gibson (2006) point out that a central problem with the design of studies that address the sustainability effects of reforms is that they don’t take into account institutional, macroeconomic, and other confounding factors which are influence reform outcomes.  

Evaluating the sustainability impacts of decentralization reforms is a challenge. Ideally data indicating rates of change in forest cover and forest quality from the pre-reform and post-reform periods can be compared. These data may include detailed biophysical data for a representative sample of plots throughout the area of interest, data on household perceptions of change, and/or remote sensing data at a fine enough scale to illuminate both changes in forest cover and quality. However, even with a strong research design, the need to rule out alternative explanations for forest cover change is daunting. Several possible explanations need to be ruled out including:  changes in the demand or supply of forest products that are strong indicators of forest health, changes in the demand or price of food crops that are grown on land recently converted from forest; and environmental factors such as climate change that may be having negative effect on forest health. 

 6.   Decentralization in Uganda and Kenya   

 6.1 Uganda’s Forest Sector Governance Reform 

The Forest Sector Umbrella Programme (FSUP) initiated in 1999 was the Government of Uganda’s approach to reforming the forest sector. FSUP was a multi-donor program, led by the Government of Uganda through the Ministry of Water, Lands and Environment (MWLE), and coordinated by the Forest Sector Co-ordination Secretariat (now the Forestry Inspection Division within the MWLE).  The goals of FSUP were two-fold: to create a positive, effective and sustainable policy and institutional environment for the forest sector in Uganda and, through this, to increase economic and environmental benefits from forests and trees, particularly for the poor and vulnerable (MWLE 2004). Uganda’s forest sector governance reform was part of a larger government-wide restructuring motivated by the 1995 Constitution and the 1997 Local Government Act intended to downsize the public service, rationalize government functions, and improve the effectiveness and efficiency of public service provision(MWLE 2006).   

 
The FSUP supported a number of processes in the reform of the sector, including: a forest sector review; and the development of the Uganda Forest Policy (MWLE 2001), the National Forest Plan (MWLE 2002), and the National Forestry and Tree Planting Act (GOU 2003). A major outcome of the reform process was the abolition of the centralized Forestry Department and the creation of the decentralized District Forestry Service and the for profit parastatal National Forestry Authority.  The Uganda Wildlife Authority continued to manage the15 percent of Uganda’s forests and woodlands in national parks and game reserves (Table 2).  

 Table 2: Forested land under different categories of ownership/management, percent 
	 Forest Type 
	Pre 2003 Reform 

 
	Post 2003 Reform 

	
	Forest Department 

 
(Central and Local forest reserves; private and customary land) 

 
	Uganda Wildlife Authority 

 
(National Parks and Game Reserves) 
 
	District Forest Service 

 
(private and customary forest land; Local Forest Reserves)A 

 
	National  Forest Authority 

 
(Central Forest Reserves) 

 
	Uganda Wildlife Authority 

 
(National Parks and Game Reserves) 

 

	Tropical high forest
	71.1
	28.9
	38.0
	33.1
	28.9

	Woodland
	88.3
	11.6
	78.0
	10.3
	11.6

	Plantation
	93.7
	6.1
	33.1
	60.6
	6.1

	Total 


	85.1 

 
	14.8 

 
	70.2 

 
	14.9 

 
	14.8


A. Local Forest Reserves account for less than 1% of the total forest area of Uganda. Source: Adapted from MWLE (2001), data from National Biomass Survey, 1999. 

The organizational details of the three forest management authorities are characterized in Table 3.  The District Forestry Service is an example of democratic decentralization to local governments. As noted in Table 2, 70 percent of Uganda’s forests are currently managed by local governments. The National Forestry Authority took over Central Forest Reserves where the majority of Uganda’s high value timber and forest biodiversity is concentrated. In addition to the development of the District Forestry Service and the National Forestry Authority, the Forestry Inspection Division (FID) was created. The FID, housed in the Ministry of Water, Lands and Environment is responsible for policy and regulation in the forestry sector overseeing the activities of both the NFA and DFS.   
Table 3: Characterization of Forest Governance in Uganda1  
	 
	District Forestry Services 

 
	National Forestry Authority 

 
	Uganda Wildlife Authority

	Governance type 

 
	Decentralized 

 
	For profit parastatal 

 
	Central government 

 

	Source of budgetary support/revenue 

 
	Revenues from forest product transportation and sale permits; 

 

Revenue from timber harvesting and charcoal burning permits 

 
	Donors (years 1-4) ; Lease of forested land or sale of individual trees for timber harvesting; Auction of illegally harvested timber; Leasing of reserve land for plantation development; Contract services (mapping; seed sales; technical advice) 

 
	Gate receipts concessions; Central government; Donors; NGOs 

 

	Employment characterization 

 
	Local government employees 

 
	Contractors 

 
	Central government employees 

 

	Level of staffing 


	Inadequate for mandate 

 
	Adequate for mandate 

 
	Adequate for mandate 

 


1. Data sources include: author’s primary research; MWLE (2006), MWLE (2002), and UWA (2004). 
Table 4: Reform Mechanisms for Catalyzing Favorable Livelihood and Sustainability Outcomes1  
	 
	District Forestry Services 

 
	National Forestry Authority 

	Mechanisms for improving livelihoods 

 
	Small business development in the forestry sector 

 
	Increased access to forest resources for subsistence use especially wild foods, building materials and medicines 

 

	
	Security of land and tree tenure 

 
	Sell seed and provide technical advice to land owners that want to establish plantations 

 

	
	Use of appropriate technologies to enhance food security (e.g. improved stoves) 

 
	Ecotourism cash or in kind contributions to communities 

 

	
	Promoting tree planting and forest conservation for soil fertility 

 
	 

	Mechanisms for improving forest management 

 
	Tree planting and agroforestry development 

 
	Management and protection of reserves 

 

	
	Increased awareness of the value of trees on private and customary lands 

 
	Collaborative Forest Management agreements 

 

	
	Improved advisory services 

 
	Investment in commercial plantations 

 

	
	Securing land and tree tenure 

 
	Ecotourism 

 

	
	Use of appropriate technologies to minimize biomass loss during cooking, harvesting and processing 

 
	Increased awareness of ecosystem services and biodiversity 

 

	
	Establishing community forests 

 
	 


2. 1.       Source is MWLE (2002). 

During the reform process several mechanisms were identified for promoting favorable livelihood and sustainability outcomes.  The opportunities for achieving outcomes are different for forests on private and customary lands vs. gazetted forests in Central Forest Reserves.   Similarly the incentives and constraints for achieving outcomes vary with the capacity of the organizations charged with implementing policies, and also with the incentives and constraints of local and non-local resource users.  Mechanisms identified as opportunities for catalyzing favorable livelihood and sustainability outcomes are summarized above in Table 4.

A parastatal is an organization which has some political authority and serves the state indirectly.  While clearly identified as a parastatal in the policy documents, NFA also has a revenue generating function

The NFA Start-up Fund was supported by the European Union (EU), and the governments of Norway (NORAD) and the United Kingdom (DFID) who provided funds to meet initial capital investment and start-up operational costs. The EU provided financial assistance through the Forest Resources Management and Conservation Program (FRMCP)(MWLE 2006). 

 6.2. Decentralization in Kenya

Unlike Uganda, Bolivia and Mexico, decentralization of the forestry sector comes to Kenya rather late in the game, with enabling legislation only having been passed in 2005.  Prior to this, Kenya was guided by the forest policy of 1957, which was revised in 1968, and then again in 1994. The main legislation is the Forest Act Cap 385 of 1962 that has been twice revised in 1982 and 1992.  It was drafted in support of the 1957 policy and covered a broad range of activities from the gazettement/degazettement of forests and Nature Reserves, licensing of use, prohibitions of certain activities and imposition of penalties etc. Subsidiary regulations covered the rights of forest adjacent communities to utilize specified resources in specific ways. This Act had several crucial shortcomings. It covered only gazetted forest reserves, did not provide sufficient safeguards against forest excisions, provided only use rights to a narrow set of resources for communities, and did not recognize the importance of forests for environmental conservation. 

Forest management in Kenya cannot however be entirely separated from broader administrative efforts. When Kenya attained self rule from the British colonial government in 1963, customary authorities were the main tools of administrative management (Mamdani, 1996) but these structures were taken over by the central government. In 1983, the government attempted to decentralize its activities through the creation of the District Focus for Rural Development (Ngethe, 1998).  The decentralization of administrative functions of government from headquarters in the capital of Nairobi to the districts also necessitated the then Forest Department to decentralize its functions from the headquarters, provinces and divisions to the districts.  During this process, the Forest Department created district forest offices across the country, including in Nairobi.  The Forest Department also posted officers at Divisional level, which is one administrative level below the district level. In general the Forest Department had representation at district and divisional level in 72 districts and 180 administrative divisions. The core  functions of the Forest Department included management of natural forest and water catchment areas, development and management of industrial forest plantations, promotion of farm forestry, forest protection, conservation and management of dry-land forests.
Decision-making power in the Forest Department was heavy at the top.  There was little feedback along the hierarchy save for the writing of monthly, quarterly or annual reports.  Fiscal responsibility was also unidirectional and the revenue collected by the Forest Department was handed to the central government and rarely ploughed back to improve the forests. The establishment of the lower level offices also did not include the transfer of financial resources from the Forest Department headquarter to the district levels. Forest officers were under resourced and lacked the basic capacities to enforce rules in forests within their jurisdiction. Because of this, there was lack of accountability in the lower level offices.  By failing to lay ground for the establishment of competent local level institutions the Forest Department created a vacuum which was used by the provincial administration to thwart the proposed good management of the forest sector.  Forest Department was restricted to the active management of plantations, law enforcement to control illegal extraction, licensing of forest product extraction such as firewood and fire protection, plus control of problem animals by the Kenya Wildlife Service. Forest management objectives were preservationist, excluding local resource users from decision making and forest management, with minimal and stringent provisions for subsistence extraction and use of forest products. In general, the Forest Department wielded tremendous power and authority over forest resources, with no accountability to local communities living adjacent to forest areas. 
In spite of the strict protectionist strategy adopted by forest managers, the destruction and degradation of Kenya’s forest resources has formed a persistent theme in the evaluation of the natural resources sector. These have been captured in broad literatures, from newspapers (Matiru, 1999) through to technical reports by local and international agencies (Wass, 1995; KFMP, 1996). Authorized and unauthorized excisions are the prime source of forest loss. Between 1995 - 1999, a total of 44,502.77 ha. were officially de-gazetted and excised (Matiru, 1999).  Between 1972-1980 the forests shrank at an annual average rate of 2% (Ochanda et al, 1981), and later at an average of 3700-5000 ha per year (Wass, 1995). The industrial plantations have faced a similar plight. While the loss of forest cover through excisions for settlement and agriculture as well as uncontrolled exploitation of forest products is thought largely to be the result of a rapid increase in population, it must be noted that the Forest Department has had little capacity to implement its extensive mandate. The Forest Department has been severely understaffed, just as the institutional framework at the time severely limited opportunities for management innovations. But even within the reality of a highly centralized forest management regime, one exceptional innovation stands out. In the mid-1990s, a special decree from the forest authorities permitted the piloting of community forest management in select forest areas in the country. This somewhat decentralized management sought to directly involve communities in forest management and monitoring, while sharing benefits and revenues from forest resources. This innovation has proven to be a valuable experience in the subsequent decentralization reform. 

6.2.1  Forest Management after Decentralization in Kenya
A key motivator has been the very rapid decline of the extent of the forest estate (about 8% in the 1990s) and some recognition of the roles of local communities in management. The Forest Act of 2005 provides for the development of new institutions and partnerships for improved forest management. The previous Forest Department was in May of 2006 replaced with a Kenya Forests Service, mandated with the development of partnerships for sustainable forest management.  Kenya Forest Service is in the process of developing participatory forest management plans for all forest areas in the country in close consultation with Forest Associations and gender-balanced local forest management committees. This is a major break from prior policy and practice, which was authoritarian and failed to recognize the role of different actors. In addition, new rules are being formulated to enhance the processing and marketing of forest products.  
The Act also allows non-residential cultivation by community members in areas intended for the establishment of industrial plantations.  The plots allocated would be a minimum of a quarter of an acre and preferences for allocation would be given to the poor and the vulnerable members of the community.  This is yet again another break from the previous forest act, which was ambiguous and thus caused the Forest Department to oscillate between plot allocation and eviction in between general election years. The effort to decentralize is thus cognizant of the equity dimension of forest management (in addition to sustainability), and makes clear reference to the poor and vulnerable groups in communities, including women, the disabled, youth and children.

6.2.2  What are Some Key Features of Kenya’s Decentralization Process?
Even though a comprehensive analysis of the process and outcome of decentralization is yet to be undertaken, there are several reflections that provide some pointers. While the most daunting challenge is the transformation of a top-down authoritarian Forest Department into a Forest Service capable of supporting and facilitating community management, more interesting achievements are being registered in the creation and functioning of community forest associations (CFAs), to whom (together with local authorities) rights and powers are being devolved. Ongugo et al (2008) provide an illuminating account of the process of their establishment, current functioning, and importantly of their federation into higher level organizations. 
About 100 CFAs have been formed throughout the country. Most are not operational because of insufficient guidance from the Kenya Forest Service regarding their roles, or development of bylaws; many forest adjacent communities are yet to fully understand the implications of the new policy.  However, those communities that were part of the community forestry pilots of the 1990s, and those who organized in the early 2000s in anticipation of the changing policy, are taking advantage of the new policy. The roles of the earlier piloted CFAs are changing, which, free from the control of the now-defunct FOREST DEPARTMENT, have expanded their roles from lobbying to conflict management, fundraising, negotiating with KFS during most of the meetings, initiating rural development and forestry development activities and more importantly developing systems which are introducing equity principles and addressing the needs of the poor and disadvantaged members of the community.  However this increased involvement has also led to the formation of splinter groups due to power and leadership wrangles.  Through forest sector NGO supports, the CFAs have federated into a national federation of community forest associations. 
While it is clearly quite early to talk about measurable impacts of the 2005 decentralization reforms per se, it is worth indicating that the legislation has created space, which some communities and their allies in the NGO sector are starting to exploit to embed their interests. Additionally, there is a new multi-actor, multi-tiered structure in the making, which comprises local-level community actors, a bridging set of extra-community actors (such as private business, district level forest management committees) as well as the Kenya Forest Service. How these sets of key actors in Kenya’s forests interact in the future will influence the character and effectiveness of decentralization, including the distribution of forest resource benefits. 
6.3   Forestry Decentralization in Bolivia and Mexico

While forestry decentralization is an issue that has gained a prominent place in the policy debates in both Bolivia and Mexico, the two countries have taken very different approaches to decentralization. This section provides an overview of the main characteristics of the existing forestry policies in the two countries, paying particular attention to the roles of subnational governments and communities of forest users. We build on this background to develop a series of hypotheses about the potential decentralization design effects on local governance processes and forest user behavior, which might be explored in future comparative studies.

6.3.1 Background: Forests, Livelihoods, and Rights

Forest resources represent valuable assets for rural people in both Bolivia and Mexico.  In Mexico, more than one third of the total land area is covered by forests (FAO2006) and an estimated 12 million people and 8000 communities live in and around Mexico’s forests, depending directly on them for subsistence and cash income (Klooster 2003). In Bolivia, more than half of the country’s territory is covered by forests, and the national government has declared that 20 percent of this area should be protected (FAO 2006). Rural communities rely on forests to satisfy essential subsistence needs. Forests provide products such as fuelwood, fruits, nuts, fibres, medicinal plants, and wood for construction (Andersson and Pacheco, 2006. According to the 2001 national census, 41.7 per cent of the country’s entire population—rural and urban in both highlands, lowlands and valleys—rely on firewood as their primary source of energy for cooking (Government of Bolivia 2002).

Scholars have also estimated that as much as 60-80% percent of Mexico’s forest land is on community owned land and as such is governed as common property (Antinori & Bray 2005, Klooster 2003). Mexico has a total of 2400 timber-producing community forests (Bray et al. 2006). Policies of property rights and forest governance in Mexico are deeply rooted in rural people’s struggle with government. Most of Mexico’s forest-dependent people reside in ejidos or comunidades agrarias (agrarian communities), in which members have rights to a combination of individual plots and communal holdings. Ejidos—comprised of agricultural lands and forests—were created for landless peasants following Mexico’s postrevolution agrarian reform in 1917. After Mexico’s entrance into NAFTA in 1992, no more ejidos are created and existing ejidos have been undergoing a process of land titling, transferring a system of state property with community usufruct rights into more secure common and individual private property (Klooster 2003, Merino 2001). Agrarian communities hold common property with secure tenure rights based on pre-revolution [1910] land grants and are often, but not always, composed of indigenous people. Forests in both ejidos and agrarian communities cannot be transferred to individual private ownership; if an ejido were to dissolve (agrarian communities cannot dissolve), the forests would convert to state property. Individual forest ownership is relatively uncommon in Mexico (Klooster 2003, 2006; Taylor 2003). Despite such strong de jure rights to forest management, community forestry in Mexico may be best described as a form of comanagement (REF 2007). Commercial timber and NTFP production on communal lands is subject to environmental regulations and forest use authorizations controlled by the government, which stipulate the species, quantity, method, and location of harvest (Bray et al. 2006, Mathews 2006).

The 1996 Bolivian forestry reforms decentralized the governance of the country’s forests and redistributed considerable forest property rights among the country’s many resource users. Although the National Government maintains formal ownership of all forest resources, the reforms enabled smallholder farmers, and indigenous peoples to gain varying levels of formal usufruct rights to forest resources. Whereas the reforms have given smallholders the possibility of acquiring formal rights, getting actual access to these has proven to be quite an ordeal for many rural people and communities. As of 2005, an estimated ten percent (about one million hectares) of Bolivia’s managed forests is under the control of rural smallholder and indigenous communities and the other 90 percent by private firms or individuals (Pacheco, 2005). 

Hence, when it comes to rural people’s formal rights to benefit from forest use, Bolivia and Mexico could not be more different. It is precisely the potential effects of this difference that we are interested in exploring in this research, especially when it comes to how decentralization plays out on the ground in the two countries. We hypothesize that the effects of decentralization on livelihoods and environmental outcomes depend on the property rights. Next we describe the nature of decentralization in the two countries.  

6.3.2 Decentralization 
In Bolivia, prior to decentralization, municipal governments had limited discretionary power over forests and limited financial resources or other incentives to manage them. Today, municipal governments are responsible for managing municipal forest reserve areas. Municipalities propose areas to be protected as forest reserves, oversee activities that take place inside of municipal forest reserve areas, inventory forest resources, create forest and soil use plans, support and train local user groups, and promote local participation in forest management 
Table 5  Comparing Local Government Mandates and Attributes

	Attributes
	Bolivia
	Mexico 

	Property Rights Regime
	Government ownership, conditional usufruct rights to communities
	Community ownership but with conditional management and alienation rights. 

	Targeted Actors
	Municipal governments and indigenous territories
	State governments, municipal governments  

	Length of term
	4 years
	3 years

	Possibility of re-election?
	Yes
	No

	Authority to create municipal regulations for resource use
	Limited to zoning
	Yes, since 2002, but must conform with state and federal rules

	Authority to raise taxes and service fees for natural resources
	No
	Yes

	Governance responsibilities in natural resource governance
	Yes
	Yes

	Financial transfers for natural resource governance responsibilities
	Yes
	Yes


Source: Authors’ elaboration based on national governments’ legal documents as well as Nickson (1995) and Zaz Friz Burga (2001).
(Pacheco 2005).  Their power to make autonomous decisions is limited, however, because major decisions pertaining to rights, concessions, resource use, and taxation are reserved for the central government (Andersson 2003). 
The 1996 Forestry Law indicates that a municipality that receives forestry royalties must within 6 months of the receipt of these funds create a Municipal Forestry Unit (Government of Bolivia, 1996). According to the regulatory framework associated with the 1996 Forestry Law, each municipal forestry unit should be headed by a professional forester, assisted by at least two field assistants, and equipped with one4x4vehicle, one motorcycle, a computer with a geographic information system, a handheld global positioning system device, and a set of land-use and land-cover maps (Superintendencia Forestal, 1997). Two formal evaluations of municipal government performance in the forestry sector concluded that out of the 109 municipal governments that receive some forestry royalties, about half provide some level of services, but less than 10% completely satisfy the requirements of the formal mandate (Superintendencia Forestal as cited in Pacheco, 2001). The analysis in this study attempts to answer why some municipal governments choose to invest in forestry activities while others do not.

Bolivian municipalities have no legal means to raise public revenue in the forestry sector. While Pacheco (2005) reports that local governments have increased their financial capacity to manage forests derived from forest resource user fees, property taxes, and national budget allocations, they are not empowered by central government to raise this revenue themselves. Hence, they rely exclusively on transfers from central authorities and they are not even authorized to charge for public services rendered in this sector. 

The “new federalism” in Mexico is characterized by the full exercise of state sovereignty combined with municipal freedom. This concept implies the enhancement of the administrative and political power of local governments to achieve a true decision-making autonomy through the administration of municipalities’ own resources and the effective implementation of locally defined activities. At community level, this principle takes shape in Article 115 of the Constitution, which vests the municipality with political powers, and not just with the administrative powers which all states have. “Ramos” (budget lines) 26 and 33 of the national budget—pertaining to the federal contributions to municipal and federative entities—are specifically designed to embody this concept. 

In reality, however, all of these formal manifestations in matters of rural development, including forest-related services to forest users, have yet to give municipal governments a major role. There are, however, remarkable differences among states. Even though municipal responsibilities include those related to the environment, the agricultural sector, and social welfare, most social investment for rural development stems directly from the federal level, without the local level participating either in the design or in the implementation of policies. In the forestry sector specifically, the government under president Fox promoted the decentralization of forestry sector governance from federal down to state level, but chose to do so as a demand-driven process, leaving it up to each state to demand the governance responsibilities and associated funding to be handed over. As of 2007, only three states had demanded the decentralization.  
7    Synthesis   (in process)
 Figure 1: Framework for Analyzing Decentralization [image: image1.jpg]Decentralization
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