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Abstract: Community forest management , as it has been contended above, is a methodology 

with much potential to drastically change the top-down, unified woods the board approach 

that has been ordinarily utilized and to offer some dimension of independence to networks to 

take an interest in woodland the executives and increase more straightforward advantages. 

At its root, network ranger service is about the devolution of capacity to nearby networks to 

deal with the woodland, and furthermore to think in an unexpected way about how to deal 

with the asset. Like all network based backwoods the executives approaches, network ranger 

service, obviously, faces difficulties, for example, control relations, strife and limit building, 

which can totally undermine achievement if not tended to. Given the participatory network 

based nature of this methodology, as depicted in the writing, network ranger service can 

possibly support more extensive based social learning than customary ways to deal with 

woodland the board, since nearby individuals are legitimately engaged with the executives. 

Truth be told, it has been contended that fusing social learning in this community multi-

partner process is significant, since it is through social discovering that networks can  learn 

and share thoughts, and make aggregate move to manage dangers and vulnerabilities that 

are a section of woods the board. This turns out to be significantly increasingly significant if 

the network timberland's understood objective is accomplishing economical timberland the 

executives, which has truly turned into a regulating objective for most backwoods the 

executives approaches. 
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Community forest :  

Community forestry (CF) can be defined as forest management in which communities 

manage and use forests, often with some form of legal authority to do so, and it is primarily 

driven by local community benefits and ecological sustainability goals (Arnold 2001, Ribot 
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2002). Community forestry is one of the fastest growing forms of forest management. Since 

its emergence in the 1970s, it has grown tremendously with communally managed forests 

being the main source of livelihood for more than 1.2 billion people (Agrawal et al. 2008). 

Community forestry has been practiced in several countries around the world including 

Mexico, Nepal, Philippines, Tanzania, Kenya, and others. It was founded largely as an 

alternative to state-managed conservation. It was assumed that shifting the management of 

forests from state to local communities could result in more sustainable management of 

forests, if communities found it in their interests to conserve them (Maryudi et al. 2012), 

while also contributing significantly to social and economic development. 

  
Fig. 1 : Community forest 

Charnley and Poe (2007) reviewed progress in the field of community forestry using four 

examples from the Americas, i.e., Canada, United States, Mexico, and Bolivia and revealed 

that although CF remained a promising concept for achieving conservation and development, 

significant gaps remained between theory and practice. Devolution of responsibility and 

decision making remained partial, local management resulted in the delivery of ecological 

benefits in many cases, but hardly any socioeconomic or livelihood benefits occurred. 

Charnley and Poe concluded that there might be a need for innovative anthropological 

approaches to help bridge the gaps between CF theory and practice.

Community forestry as a concept lacks a precise and strict definition (Duinker et al., 1994; 

MacLellan & Duinker, 2012). This has resulted in widespread use of the term and definitions 

from various scholars and forestry practitioners in ways that are specific to their own locale, 

or ones that are so broad as to cover any community-based forest management approach. For 

instance, the Food and agriculture Organisation (FAO) (1978) define community forestry as: 

Any situation which intimately involves local people in forestry activity. It embraces a 
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spectrum of situations ranging from woodlots in areas which are short of wood and other 

forest products for local needs, through the growing of trees at the farm level to provide cash 

crops and the processing of forest products at the household, artisan or small industry level to 

generate income, to the activities of forest dwelling communities. Linking community 

forestry to sustainability issues, Charnley and Poe (2007) define it as “Forest management 

that has ecological sustainability and local community benefits as central goals, with some 

degree of responsibility and authority for forest management formally vested in the 

community” (p.301). In providing an overview of community forestry in Canada, Duinker et 

al. (1994) defined a community forest as “a tree-dominated ecosystem managed for multiple 

community values and benefits by the community”. Finally, in their analysis of community 

forestry in Canada, Teitelbaum et al. (2006) defined community forestry on public lands in 

Canada as “A public forest area managed by the community as a working forest for the 

benefit of the community”

Though definitions may vary, the two main attributes or characteristics of community 

forestry are community or local control in decision making about the management of the 

forest, and the benefits derived from it. These indicate a shift in forest management 

responsibilities - use, control, accountability - and rights from the State to local people 

(Fisher, 1995; Agrawal & Ostrom, 2001; Teitelbaum et al., 2006, Ostrom, 2009). However, 

the level of ownership of the forest by the community or State is a point of concern, as it 

determines the types of benefits that will accrue to local people and, in some cases, the 

success of the community forest (Teitelbaum et al., 2006). The many ways community 

forestry has been defined is to an extent a result of the term‟s use in different political and 

geographic settings, for instance, Social forestry (Fisher, 1995), Joint Forest Management 

(Poffenberger & McGean, 1996); Community-based forest management (Lynch & Talbot, 

1995); and Community-based forestry (Gauld, 2000). Thus, even though all the terms above 

denote a form of forest decentralization and devolution to communities, they have been used 

differently to reflect needs in specific geographic settings. Fisher (1995) argues that the 

unpleasant connotations that came to be associated with social forestry (which was initially 

the name given to community-based forestry approaches) in some countries partly explain the 

emergence of new names such as community forestry and joint forest management, to explain 

community participation and interests in forest management. MacLellan and Duinker (2012) 

assert that the flexibility in defining community forestry to reflect particular needs of a local 

people/community has contributed to the success of the approach In Reed and McIlveen‟s 

(2006) assessment of community forestry, they allude to the fact that defining „community‟ in 
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community forestry is critical, multi-layered, and complex, presenting a hurdle that needs to 

be overcome by scholars. Duinker et al. (1994) present five different definitions of 

„community‟ based on their review of the term: community as a way of life; community as a 

geographic location; community as a social system; community as a type of relationship; and 

community as a source of energy. Common among these definitions of community is 

community as a geographical location, which implies connections between people 

(population) and place. Such a definition is limited in defining community forestry, because 

population size and density of a place do not necessarily mean all members in a particular 

area are involved with the community forest. To this end, MacLellan and Duinker (2012), 

observe that a community can be defined as „community of interest‟ and „community of 

place.‟ Thus, a community becomes “a setting in which the people have some sense of place, 

common interests and goals, and are willing to cooperate or work together to achieve those 

goals” (Duinker et al., 1994, p.712). 

 

Collaborative Management/Governance 

Managing forests for community benefits is inherently complex due to the multiple uses of 

forests by the people in a given locality or community and the ecological services forests 

provide. Consequently, public participation that will include the public in decision-making 

processes - especially forest-dependent communities that are affected by such decisions - has 

been encouraged in order to help deal with the complex multiple uses of the forest (Gilmour 

& Fisher, 1991; McCarthy, 2005). According to Fisher (1995), the participation of local 

people and their interests in forest management was encouraged partly because of the 

“pragmatic value of local involvement” (p.2). Some of the earliest forms of participation in 

community-based forest management approaches such as social forestry often restricted 

participation to paid labour and focused little attention to local needs in developing countries 

(Fisher, 1995). While public participation is increasingly being used as an approach to 

involve people who are affected by forest management decisions, different levels of 

participation exist (see: Arnstein, 1969; Pretty, 1995; White, 1996). Building on the 

typologies of participation developed by Pretty and White, Agarwal (2001), for instance, 

describes six forms of participation: Nominal, Passive, Consultative, Activity-specific, 

Active, and Interactive (empowering) participation. Drawing from Agarwal and others such 

as Keen et al. (2005), it is evident that some forms of participation (e.g., Nominal, Passive, 

Consultative) are a way to solicit information through consultation processes, in which 

outcomes may not be consensusbased, while in others (e.g., Active and Interactive 
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participation) all stakeholders have a fairly equal chance of providing input in the decision 

process with outcomes that are borne out of a collective action. The latter, broadly referred to 

as collaborative governance or management, has been applied in managing natural resources 

such as forests (e.g., Schusler, Decker, & Pfeffer, 2003). Collaborative management ensures 

collective recognition of complexities in managing natural resources, and provides 

stakeholders with the opportunity to respond to the changing and uncertain trends associated 

with management (Keen et al., 2005; Berkes, 2009). As a result, collaborative governance 

processes are expected to be able to effectively address problems such as natural resource 

depletion and conflict among resource users, and also to ensure more accountability from 

forest managers (Heikkila & Gerlak, 2005; Ansell & Gash, 2008). Thus, when public 

involvement is increased in forest management, “both the process and outcomes from the 

process should be perceived as fairer and, consequently, more effective” (Hunt & Haider, 

2001, p.873). Through collaborative governance, multiple stakeholders (governments, forest 

user groups, forest managers, among others) come together to discuss management issues 

regarding the forest in order to arrive at some collective decisions. This is in line with Keen 

and Mahanty‟s (2005) postulation that the basis of collaborative management is participation 

by multiple stakeholders. Thus, multiple stakeholders have the opportunity to collaborate and 

influence management decisions, where otherwise they would have been left out of any 

consultation process. Community forestry aligns with the collaborative governance approach, 

as it conceptually seeks, among other things, a reconnection between „local communities with 

their forest environments, and a way to balance the many competing uses and values of the 

forest‟ (Teitelbaum et al., 2006, p.416). Keen and Manhanty (2005) observe that for 

collaborative governance to achieve its desired outcomes, co-learning (or collaborative 

learning), which is embedded within a collaborative management approach should be an 

important focus for stakeholders. Multiple interests in a collaborative management process 

often results in conflicts that need to be negotiated and agreed upon, and it is through a 

learning process that conflicts over activities, actions, and understandings can be resolved and 

shaped into preferred management strategies (or collective action) (Keen & Mahanty, 2005). 

This learning dimension is explained further in this section of the study.   

 

Challenges of Community Forestry Management/Governance

Managing community forests through multi-stakeholder collaboration has its own set of 

challenges, which can hinder the ability to reach the many positive potential benefits 

community forestry can promote. In this section, I explain power relations, conflicts, and 
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capacity of communities as challenges that community forests need to surmount to ensure 

effective and efficient management of the forest for increased community benefits. 2.5.1 

Power Relations in Collaborative Management/Governance One of the most discussed 

challenges of governance in community forestry is power relations among multiple 

stakeholders (Reed & McIlveen, 2006; Padgee et al. 2006; Matthews & Missingham, 2009). 

According to Buchy and Hoverman (2000), the role of power is central to 

participatory/collaborative forest management processes, as it is capable of ultimately 

changing relationships among stakeholders within the participatory process. Power to impact 

decisions about the forest is a major motivator for people to get involved in forest 

management, given the prospect of more shared decision-making with state forest agencies 

(Buchy & Hoverman, 2000). 

Reed and McIlveen (2006) point to power in shaping management practices and outcomes, 

the influence of power in outcomes of decisions, and power balance among representatives in 

a collaborative setting as important issues that need to be assessed critically in the context of 

community forest management. This is because the complexity embedded in collaborative 

management can result in power being a decisive factor in the success or failure of the 

collaboration (Keen & Manhanty, 2005). Further, the economic status or interest of 

community members can determine their representation as stakeholders in forest management 

(Reed, 2010). In the forest advisory committees she studied, Reed (2010) concluded that 

these committees were the preserve of elites and community members with an economic 

stake in the forest resource. As well, some studies have identified that committees established 

to manage the forest are often dominated by people, mostly males, with forest-related 

knowledge (Jabbour & Balsille, 2003). In a situation where a few representatives wield a lot 

of power because of their wealth or status in society, collaborative management can be 

hijacked to suit the needs and interests of these elites over the broader community, thus 

defeating the purpose of the collaboration. 2.5.2 Conflicts within CF Management Power can 

be a source of major conflict among multi-stakeholders within a community forest 

management setting. Bullock and Hanna (2008) maintain that the emergence of community 

forestry can cause conflict between a section of the community that sees the approach as a 

potential for ensuring economic benefits and stability, and those that perceive it as an 

impediment to large scale logging. Such divergent views can therefore serve as a recipe of 

polarisation within the community. Among those who are in support of the approach, the 

extent to which their interests are represented can also be a major source of conflict within 

communities, in the event that representation does not highlight and exhaust the various 
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values, interests, and social structure of the community (Appelstrand, 2002; Wellstead, 

Stedman, & Parkins, 2003). However, the myriad of community interests in the forest makes 

it difficult to recognise and incorporate all of them, and therefore presents a major challenge 

in identifying stakeholders to fully represent all interests (Duinker et al., 1994; Clark, 2002). 

In such a situation, it can be argued that because some interests are being sacrificed, conflict 

becomes inevitable among interest groups of the community forest. Beckley (1998), for his 

part, argues that integrating completely opposite interests in a single management approach 

could make the community forest difficult to govern/manage, and therefore attaempts at 

integration could undermine the community‟s ability to achieve its goals. Bullock and Hanna 

(2008), therefore, call for a pluralistic and accountable representation in the CF management 

process, if community forestry is to realise its potential of resolving value and belief 

conflicts. However, conflicts in CF management are not necessarily destructive. Some 

conflicts can challenge the status quo and processes of management to yield innovative and 

better ways of management in line with community interests, because conflict could “indicate 

process weakness, reveal aspects of a decision that need reconsideration, bring new 

information and perspectives to the fore, or reveal inequity” (Bullock & Hanna, 2008, p.80). 

Sustainable Forest Management and Community Forestry Over the past two decades, issues 

of sustainability and sustainable development have dominated policy, research, and public 

debates, especially after the publication of the Brundtland report, Our Common Future, which 

emphasized the need for the current generation to meet its needs while ensuring that future 

generations‟ ability to meet their own needs are not compromised (World Commission on 

Environment and Development (WCED), 1987). Therefore, there has been strong emphasis 

in all sorts of literature on the importance of ensuring social, economic, and environmental 

balance, if there is any chance of achieving sustainability. The concept of sustainability has 

been applied to forest management and, in fact, the term appears to have originated from a 

1713 German forestry plan that managed the forest for long term productive use (Du Piasini, 

2006). SFM, as a concept, has gained increased attention in forestry, and has seemingly 

become a normative goal for all forest management approaches. However, Sample, Johnson, 

Aplet, and Olson (1993) claim that “the concept of sustainable forests, despite its wide 

appeal, is not widely understood by the public, by forest policy and management 

professionals, or even by its advocates” (p.5). Despite these claims, some writers (e.g., Merlo 

& Croiteru 2005; Shindler, Finlay, & Beckley, 2003) observe that functions and products 

from the forest have increasingly been misused or undervalued by society, and therefore SFM 

has come in as a response to these unsustainable practices or actions by society.
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Social Learning in Natural Resources Management The nexus between learning and natural 

resources management has been increasingly emphasized in the literature, with some authors 

(e.g., Armitage et al., 2008; Keen et al., 2005) claiming learning has become a normative goal 

of management and should be pursued, because it has the potential to improve understanding 

of the human-environment relationship. Learning  results in change and is an “act or process 

by which behavioural change, knowledge, skills, and attitudes are acquired” (Boyd & Apps, 

1980, p.101). There are different types of learning identified and extensively explained by 

scholars in the natural resources management context including, among others, 

transformative learning (Mezirow, 1994); experiential learning (Kolb, 1984); organizational 

learning (Argyris & Schön, 1978); and social learning (Bandura, 1977). The latter, which has 

been used most extensively in the natural resources and environmental management 

literature, is defined as „the collective action and reflection that occurs among different 

individuals and groups, as they work to improve the management of human and 

environmental interrrelations” (Keen et al., 2005, p.4). 
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