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Structure of my talk
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1. Background to Community Forestry
2. Defining ‘Local organisational capacity, the structural 

form of social capital’
3. The Zimbabwean Case study

• Location
• How was social capital enhanced?
• What were the most important outcomes?

4. Wider implications of the case study



Background to Community Forestry
• Failure of top down approaches
• External pressure to use people-centred approaches in 

forest management
• Many community forestry projects have produced 

disappointing results and in some cases had reached a 
plateau, 

• A number of different approaches have been tried to 
enhance the effectiveness of community forestry, 

• Will focus on one such project - the Adaptive 
Collaborative Management (ACM) approach, that was 
introduced by CIFOR in Zimbabwe. 

• The ACM research project was a multi-country, multi-
site,  research project  aimed at improving on-going joint 
forest management approaches



What is the Adaptive Collaborative 
Management approach?

ACM is: a collaboration and learning-based approach, whereby 
individuals or groups who use or manage a forest, agree 
through a process of participatory action research  to act 
together and draw up management plans for their 
forests

ACM is characterized: by deliberate efforts of  groups to 
communicate, negotiate and seek  
opportunities to learn together

Key pillars of ACM: 1. Experiential learning
2. Collaboration and social 
learning processes 
3. Focus on enhancing Social 
Capital
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Social Capital

• Not new – first  used in 1916 by Hinafian
• Increasingly gained popularity since the 

1980’s due to writings of Collemann and 
Putnam 

• Others have questioned the validity of the 
term: 
– How is it formed? 
– How does it create benefits? 
– How can it be measured? 
– What is its downside?
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Social Capital (2) 

In the Mafungautsi case we made use of Uphoff and 
Wijayaratna, 2000 definition: features of local 
organisations that enable people to act collectively 
through the formulation, reinforcement of norms, 
common rules and sanctions- also differentiate SC
into 

structural form of SC (Local organisational capacity) include: 
roles (for decision making, resource mobilization, communication
and conflict resolution), rules, procedures and social networks that 
establish on-going patterns of social interactions. These make it 
easy for people to engage in collective action as they lower 
transaction costs and also enhance social learning. 

The cognitive form of SC include norms (e.g. trust and  
reciprocity), values (e.g. truthfulness), attitudes (e.g. solidarity) and 
beliefs (e.g. fairness) that influence people to cooperate and 
achieve joint solutions. The cognitive forms are ‘individual in 
origin but usually reflect broader, shared symbols and meanings 
within the culture or subculture.’

Both forms are intertwined and mutually reinforcing: Can measure
SC by looking at these two forms

NB: numerous other definitions also exists, but they all 
emphasize relations among people in a community



Social Capital (3)

• Benefits
– Community members with high level of social capital are 

more likely to stick to agreements made and it is easy for 
them to engage in collective action that can result in 
sustainable management of their resources. 

– Social capital lowers transaction costs of sharing 
information

– Community members with high social capital are 
significantly better off

• Costs.
– Extreme levels of social capital are undesirable 
– In extremely high levels, social capital can catalyse 

bad activities e.g. Mafia like orgnisations, benefit 
specific ethnic groups
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Location of Mafungautsi State Forest
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Mafungautsi Forest
• Mafungautsi State Forest –

82000ha; dominant tree species are 
Brachystegiaand Julbernardia species, 

• Third largest indigenous 
state forest 

• Entirely surrounded by 
communal areas

• Source of 4 major rivers
• Source of many resources 
• From 1954 – 1993 managed 

by the FC,
• 1994 - A pilot resource 

sharing project was 
introduced -14 Resource 
Management Committees were set up –
Focus on Gababe RMC a success story

• ACM research project was 
introduced in 1999to try and 
improve the joint management initiative



10

CIFOR’s interventions for enhancing local 
organisational capacity: 1999-early 2003

• Research conducted in a period of 4 yrs, in an 
action learning mode – 3key interventions were done enhance 
local organisational capacity

1.Conflict resolution process
– Awareness raising: importance of conflict resolution
– Awareness raising: ways of resolving conflicts
– Identifying existing conflicts
– Resolving conflicts

2.Capacity building 
– empowerment training,
– conflict resolution, 
– leadership skills, management of finances and accountability, holding 

democratic elections, project planning, financial planning, budgeting and 
marketing of forest products, record keeping, ecological monitoring, value 
addition to forest products.

3.Developing a shared vision, and enhancing 
social learning and collaboration



Outcomes
Elements of 
LOC

Before the ACM project After the ACM project

Accountability 
and 
transparency

RMC members upwardly 
accounting

RMC members not 
transparent about their work 
progress and financial 
records

RMC members both upwardly and 
downwardly accounting

RMC members transparent to all 
stakeholders about their work 
progress and financial records: 
Discussed their problems with all 
stakeholders who helped in finding 
solutionsParticipation 

by 
stakeholders

No collaboration 

Local communities never 
came to meetings organised 
by RMC

Traditional leaders sidelined

RMC members elected by the 
FC officer only

Local communities sought 
permission to utilise their 
finances

Collaboration enhanced in all 
aspects of the project

Local communities taking an active 
role in decision making, elections 
and conflict resolution

Traditional leaders actively 
participating in problem solving

Local communities using their 
money independently – genuine 
devolution
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Outcomes (2)

Elements of 
LOC

Before the ACM 
project

After the ACM project

Conflict 
resolution and 
problem 
solving

Numerous conflicts 
existed among 
stakeholders

Numerous problems 
which were ignored

Existing conflicts identified and 
resolved

Conflict resolution became part of 
management process

Local communities resolving conflicts 
even without outside helpIncentives and 

sustainability
Local communities 
refused to reward RMC 
members

Communities agreed to reward RMC 
members for their work, thereby 
contributing to the sustainability of 
the project

Linkages Only FC working with 
local community 
members

Local stakeholders linking up with 
other institutions to learn, e.g. the 
CAMPFIRE project
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Wider Implications

• With enhanced local organisational capacity of 
communities:
– there is hope for Community Forestry 
– local communities can steer processes to help local 

organisations transform into accountable bodies 
making genuine devolution possible

– We avoid reinventing the square wheel

• Enhancing local organisational capacity is 
extremely time consuming and requires 
patience – projects need to have flexible time 
frames
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Thank you for Listening!


