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��presentation no. 1:  overview 

concepts and approaches contributing to understanding and practising participatory management; the phases in the process

participatory management

(also called: co-management; collaborative, joint, mixed, multi-party or round-table management)

�



key elements:

context 

process

management agreement

management institution 

	

there are no blue-prints or universally applicable solutions; on the contrary, there are an enormous variety of options among which to choose to suit a specific context

key points, “principles”

recognising different values, interests and concerns involved in managing a territory, area or set of natural resources, both outside the local communities and within them

being open to various types of management “entitlements” beyond the ones legally recognised (e.g. private property or government mandate)

seeking equity in natural resource management 

allowing the civil society to assume ever more important roles and responsibilities

�







emphasis on PARTNERSHIPS 

complementarity of the capacities and comparative advantages of different institutional actors

linking entitlements and responsibilities in the management context

the process is more important than the short-term products

“learning-by-doing” leads to on-going revisions and improvements in management



participatory management is

a political and cultural process par excellence (democracy in natural resource management!)

a process that needs some basic conditions in order to develop (freedom to express needs and concerns, freedom to organise, confidence in the respect of laws and agreements...)

a complex, long and sometimes confused process (changes, surprises, sometimes contradictory information, need to retrace one’s own steps)

the expression of a mature society, which understands that there is no “unique and objective” solution to manage natural resources but rather a multiplicity of different options compatible with scientific evidence and capable of meeting the needs of conservation and development (and that there also exists a multitude of negative or disastrous options for the environment and development)

In the past,  “the weapons of the weak” have rarely included frank and open discussions “above-the-board”. On the contrary, the disadvantaged groups-- whenever they did not resort to violence-- protected themselves by means of subterfuge, lies, passive resistance, feigned misunderstanding, ridicule, theft, and the like. (cf. Scott, 1985)  

Only in the recent past, under the protection of the state of law and democratic systems, several social movements, unions, consumer or minority groups managed to adopt a transparent and direct strategy of confrontation, sometimes even in an overtly legal manner.

Whether or not less privileged groups should be advised to adopt such a strategy (given the fact that resource management is a main political arena) can only be decided within a given context.  

In the best case scenario, the co-operation between social actors possessing unequal powers is recognised as being vital to management efficiency, i.e. in interest of everyone!



… a few concepts and approaches that contribute to the understanding and practice of participatory management...

adaptive management

pluralism

governance

patrimony

management of conflicts



many other relevant concepts and practices – such as  “gestion du terroir”, participatory action research, etc. –  exist, but will not be explored here…

concepts and approaches: adaptive management

�



The adaptive management approach is based on both recent scientific findings on ecosystems (Wilson, Holling, etc.) and experience gained in participatory action research in several environments.



Management is always experimental.  If we acknowledge this fact, we also acknowledge that we can learn from all the management activities that are implemented, and that management can be improved consequent to what we learn.  For this reason, management activities have to state explicitly what they aim to achieve, including indicators and monitoring and evaluation methods.

basic elements of adaptive management:

explicit management objectives and explicit hypotheses on how they are to be achieved (including monitoring indicators)

prompt collection of data on the monitoring indicators

ongoing evaluation of monitoring data and management results

coherent changes in management practice in line with the results obtained and the lessons learned

the stages of adaptive management  (according to Taylor, 1998)

appraisal of the management situation and problems generally in workshops, with several institutional actors

design of management activities also generally in workshops, on the basis of a comparison of several possible options

implementation of management activities closely following the chosen plan (which may include zoning the land and experimenting with different activities in different zones -- a procedure known as “active management”)

monitoring the achievement of the expected results on the basis of indicators drawn up for the expected changes

evaluation of results to test the effectiveness of the activities implemented

adjusting activities in line with lessons learned; this may include the re-formulation of the problems, the management objectives, the activities and indicators, etc.

�







all of these stages have to be documented and communicated, to share and disseminate the acquired information; this is particularly important in the case of long-term initiatives (key persons could be requested to leave their jobs, and the learning should not leave with them..)

�

concepts and approaches: pluralism

Various actors, interests, concerns, values exist:

there exist different categories of social actors–  for example governmental and non-governmental, groups and private individuals– bearing important complementary capacities to management 

there exist various actors, interests and concerns within any local community.  Communities are not homogenous entities, and their internal sub-divisions should be recognised.  Yet, communities need also to be recognised as social subjects in themselves, as they provide are the most natural and effective unit of identity, integration and defence for many under-privileged social actors.

A multiplicity of views and voices in the negotiation process is a fundamental pre-condition for equity and justice...but it does not at all follow that all views and voices are equal, that they all carry the same weight and are equally entitled to participate in the negotiation of a management agreement.   equity is profoundly different from equality!

concepts and approaches: governance 

	(adapted from Karsenty, 1998)



�

neither a system of rules nor an activity but a process

not based on domination but on compromise

involves both private and public actors

not necessarily formalised, but based on an on-going interaction





































concepts and approaches: patrimony

�



















distinctive features of the notion of patrimony in comparison with that of property     (Karsenty and Marie, 1998)

�patrimony	

predestination of goods (obligation of use)	

value of use determined by passage of time

obligations of owners

constituent component of owner’s identity

property

mobility of goods (real-estate market)

market value determined at present time

rights of owner

impersonal	

�patrimonial representation  (from Karsenty, 1998)

 links past, present and future generations

 focuses on the owner’s obligations more than on the owner’s rights

 promotes a common vision of sustainability, which reconciles the needs and opinions of local actors and the state (when the latter expresses the general interest)

 is based on securing local uses of land and natural resources

 legitimates traditional rules offering viable management options and deals with the variety of entitlements that exists in  the same territory

various stages of patrimonial mediation  (according to Weber, 1998)

Launching - identifying actors, debating current trends for the status of natural resources and the acceptability of such trends; communicating one’s own point of view and listening to the points of view of others...

Establishing long-term patrimonial objectives which become non-negotiable, sacrosanct and constitutional...

Legitimating patrimonial objectives by culturally-appropriate “rituals” that makes them inalienable, non-negotiable and difficult to violate..

Elaboration of medium-term management scenarios by the actors, to achieve their patrimonial objectives; defining acceptable resource uses, as well as access and control; agreeing on tools, methods, responsibilities and needed technical support...

Setting up management/decision-making structures deciding on executive, decision-making and advisory bodies and their operating rules (on the basis of a discussion of the variety of possible types); legitimising but not ritualising the specific management bodies, rules and adopted strategies...

�

concepts and approaches: conflict management   

(from Babbit et al., 1994)





conflict management is a non-violent process that promotes dialogue and negotiation. It implies: 

taking care of disagreements before they generate hostility

helping the institutional actors exploring a multiplicity of options for agreement and subsequently select one option everyone can live with

recognising and intervening on the underlying causes of conflict, with a view to preventing them in future



..the process of managing conflicts is quite close to the process of negotiating a participatory management plan; both have the same “ingredients” and can be facilitated in a similar way…

“ingredients” of a conflict management process

some concerned social actors

a common area of interest and some points of conflict (different values, interests and needs of the various actors involved)

a forum for negotiation and some basic rules for the concerned actors to meet 

some reliable data on the points of conflict

various options for action generated by the concerned actors and discussed among them

a written agreement on one of these options 

the legitimisation of the agreement

the implementation of the agreement



whenever the conflicts are serious and the parties involved are distant and hostile, the presence of a facilitator, mediator or arbiter is highly recommended. 



A conflict-management instructor could also be called upon.  These people could come from official state agencies or be private individuals (religious authorities, politicians, retired judges, local “wise-men and women”, etc.) or could come from non-governmental organisations.



Facilitators assist only the process itself, and never allow themselves to be drawn into the argument. 

Mediators also help develop a wide range of options for the parties to discuss and choose from.

Arbitrators act as judges: they listen to the various parties, review pertinent documents and issue a decision, which is treated by the concerned actors as an expert opinion or an obligation, depending on what was decided in advance.

Instructors help the institutional actors (usually in separate sessions) to learn the elements of conflict management and, hopefully, apply them to move forwards their own situation.
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some suggestions on how to overcome such special circumstances are offered in presentation 5 in this paper, but, even when following those suggestions, there is unfortunately no guarantee of success!
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presentation no. 2:  preparatory phase

institutional actors and entitlements to manage; what does equity mean in a participatory management process?

typical situation at the beginning

many different actors... including governmental representatives at different levels, traditional authorities, interest groups within local communities, NGOs, individuals and private businesses… (their number is historically increasing as a result of phenomena of privatisation of the economy, decentralisation of government authority, emergence of new democratic structures...)

many points of view on the same territory, area or set of natural resources, many interests and values assigned to it

some form of management that already exists (may be minimal, may be “open access”) which is often not discernible to non-local people

What can be done to promote participatory management?

the first task is a realistic evaluation of the basic feasibility conditions for participatory management

if participatory management is estimated feasible, the next task is to identify the human and financial resources necessary to support it

once such resources are secured, a start-up team has to take on the task of promoting and facilitating the process through which stakeholders will negotiate a pluralistic and flexible management system (over time, such system will need to respond to the changing needs of both the concerned ecosystem and society)

the initial phases of the process can be long, difficult, costly and even arduous. Yet, the participants can look forward to a positive outcome that, in addition to a judicious management of natural resources, will bear upon some of the most important aspects of social life– such as democracy, equity, culture and development.

1.  Analysing the feasibility of participatory management

	The analysis begins by a realistic evaluation of the existing management system (not only de jure but also de facto), system of decision-making power, entitlements to manage and unrecognised claims

�















is there legal feasibility? 

examine laws, regulations, permits , legal system in force, who controls the land and the resources?...



is there political feasibility?

examine history of land-use management, current political will and stability, capacity to enforce decisions, confidence in the participatory process, presence of phenomena such as corruption and physical intimidation...



is there institutional feasibility? 

examine the self-organisation of stakeholders, the inter-institutional relations and their possible conflicts, the existing multi-party resource management bodies and rules...



is there economic feasibility?

examine local opportunities to reconcile the conservation of nature with the satisfaction of economic needs, examine availability of capital, confidence in investments 



is there socio-cultural feasibility?

examine confidence amongst the institutional actors, existing traditional practices in natural resource management…

examine current phenomena in population dynamics, socio-cultural changes under way...

examine existing forms and means of social communication, including: 

cultural diversity amongst the institutional actors

linguistic diversity

different access to information

different attitudes, for example with regard to speaking in public or defending personal advantages



not all of the conditions for feasibility have to be met, but analysing feasibility gives us an idea of the obstacles and hot-spots we might have to deal with!



BATNA ==> best alternative to a negotiated agreement 



ask the question: what are the BATNAs of the involved stakeholders?



if the stakeholders are better served by the absence rather than the presence of an agreement, they will have no incentive to enter into the process of negotiation!

2. Analysing available human and financial resources

the process needs “champions” …it needs energy, passion, willingness, creativity, sacrifice, continuity… it is not routine work! 

the process needs knowledge and skills in the ecological, social and economic disciplines, but also the capacity to communicate with all concerned stakeholders and to obtain and maintain their confidence

are the human and the financial resources available to support a start-up team(which will prepare and launch the participatory management process)?

is there a possibility of financing the social communication activities, the negotiation process and the technical support inputs it may need?

3.  Creating a start-up team (or initiation committee, launch committee, etc.) for participatory management

key criteria for identifying team members: diversity, credibility, personal motivation

all concerned social actors have to be able to “identify” or at least feel capable of communicating well with one person in the start-up team .... even if they do not feel entirely represented by him/her

characteristics of a good team: active, efficient, multi-disciplinary, transparent in its decision-making process, determined to launch but not to lead or dominate the PM process

the start-up team is entirely responsible for one phase of the process only– the one in which the partnerships is prepared and rooted in the local context.

five difficult questions in the preparatory phase of participatory management

first difficult question: 

given the potential variety of social actors who could play a role in the management of a given territory, area or set of natural resources, which ones are actually “entitled” to do so?  

	

this question can be approached by examining the basic roots and “justifications” on which various actors base their claims to management.   By doing this, one will also obtain an overview of the management stakes in the specific context.

examples of roots and “justifications” for various actors to claim to participate in management

existing legal rights to land or resources (e.g. ownership, right of use, tenancy, legally recognised customary rights);

direct dependency for subsistence (e.g. food, medicine, communication);

mandate by the state (e.g. statutory obligation of a given agency or governmental body)

dependency for gaining basic economic resources;

historical, cultural and spiritual relationships with the concerned resources; 

unique knowledge of and ability to manage the concerned land and natural resources; 

ongoing relationship with the land and resources (e.g. local residents vis-à-vis recently arrived immigrants, visitors, tourists);

loss and damage suffered as a result of management decisions and activities; 

level of interest and effort invested in management;

present or potential impact of the social actor’s activities on the land or resources; 

opportunity to share the access to resources and the benefits of resource use in a more equitable way;

number of individuals with same interests or concerns; 

general, social recognition of the value of a given point of view/position (e.g. based on scientific knowledge; based on local traditional knowledge; aiming at “sustainable use”; aiming to “conserve natural and cultural heritage”;  following the “precautionary principle”, etc.);

compatibility with national policies; 

compatibility with international conventions and agreements;

…...



Obviously, not all societies or groups within a society recognise all management claims from all social actors.  They may recognise some but not others.   They may recognise claims only in combinations with others (e.g. dependency for survival + long-term relationship with the resources + uses based on traditional knowledge).   Some social actors may recognise their respective claims, but other actors may deny them...



In general, how can management claims be assessed?  Who and how can determine their respective value and “weight”? 



Ideally, this would be done via a “socially endogenous process”, i.e. a socio-historical development in which groups and individuals organise to express their interests and concerns and thus define themselves as “institutional actors”, stimulate society to recognise their claims as “entitlements”, and participate in negotiating an equitable division of management benefits and responsibilities.

	

In this process, the actors with socially-recognised entitlements would be subdivided between “primary” and “secondary” institutional actors, and thus accorded different roles in management.  This process may be difficult to implement in specific contexts; it may be blocked by strong power unbalances among social actors; it may not even begin to develop because of a weak tradition of democracy in the country... 	



promoting participatory management in a specific context means helping this  “socially endogenous” process to start, and to develop in a fair way

second difficult question: 

has the start-up team a say on who are the “primary” and “secondary” institutional actors?



often this ends up being the case, but it is important that judgements and ideas remain open, and are further discussed in a participatory way as the process advances

third difficult question: 

does the start-up team have to help the institutional actors organise themselves to take part in the negotiation process?



in some situations, this type of early assistance is necessary for negotiations to take place at all… but what type of support is to be provided?  Certain types are not particularly problematic (e.g. financing the participation at meetings), but other types (e.g. supporting the establishment and legal recognition of an organisation) imply more continuous assistance and rather onerous financial commitments

fourth difficult question:

what level of management/negotiation is to be promoted?



this is a crucial question, on which the entire process may stand or fall.  There are no universally applicable solutions, but it is generally best to negotiate at the level at which the management activities will be taking place (subsidiary levels)

fifth difficult question:

what does “equity” mean in a participatory management process?



specific answers depend on the specific contexts.  In general, equity can be sought by helping the underprivileged to “develop their own entitlements”.  It can be sought by promoting the recognition of entitlements rooted on valid and legitimate grounds (as defined by the relevant society) rather than entitlements rooted on the exercise of one or the other form of power.  And it can be sought by promoting a fair negotiation of functions, benefits and responsibilities among entitled institutional actors



…some ways of promoting equity in participatory management:

disseminating information on the environmental values, opportunities and risks of relevance to potential institutional actors in resource management

disseminating information on various management options available  

assuring freedom of expressing views and organising for action 

helping the institutional actors to participate in the negotiation process, for instance by supporting them to organise and develop a fair system of representation 

organising forums where all the institutional actors can voice their ideas and concerns (attention to appropriate places, times)

giving a fair hearing to every actor’s “grounds” for entitlements, with no discrimination of some with respect to others

promoting the negotiation a fair share of management functions, rights, benefits and responsibilities 

ensuring effective and unbiased facilitation in negotiation processes

supporting (via training, resources) the capability of actors to negotiate 

promoting proportionality between the management entitlements and responsibilities and the benefits and costs assigned to each institutional actor  

promoting and supporting multi-party agreements and institutions 

maintaining open a political and legal door for new social actors who may arrive on the scene 

supporting participatory democracy in all sorts of social decisions  

assuring a fair measure of democratic experimentalism, allowing to adjust management plans, agreements and institutions on the basis of “learning by doing” experiences

assuring an effective judiciary system and reliable enforcement procedures�











what happens in the preparatory phase?



In the preparatory phase the start-up team:



– analyses the ecological and socio-economic issues at stake and the main problems to be faced

this preliminary evaluation – of the ecological and socio-economic issues at stake, the management situation (from an historical, cultural, legal, political and institutional perspective), the identified actors and the power relations and management conflicts, both existing and potential, among them – can be summarised in a report, preferably written, to be presented to all institutional actors at the beginning of negotiation.

– identifies the management level to be promoted 

on the basis of the preliminary ecological and socio-economic analysis, possible management units can be identified (e.g. a water catchment area, a group of ethnically homogenous villages...)

– preliminarily identifies the potential institutional actors to participate in management, and some criteria to differentiate the importance  and “relative weight”of their entitlements (stakeholder analysis)

the institutional actors include organisations, social groups and individuals with a direct, significant and specific stake in the given territory, area or resources.  Potential institutional actors may not yet be clear about their interests and concerns, and not yet organised to promote them. In the majority of cases, they possess specific management capacities and advantages, they are willing to invest their time and energy and they are ready to take on specific responsibilities

– makes contact with the institutional actors, facilitates appraisal exercises and continues the stakeholder analysis in a participatory way

the actors concerned clarify their interests and concerns and acknowledge the entitlements of other social actors to participate in management

– launches and maintains an active process of social communication on the objectives, means and methods of participatory  management

this can begin by identifying, testing and adopting a “name” and a description for the participatory management process that are culturally valid and acceptable (e.g. “let’s manage the forest together!”, “our community in the 21st century”, “together for…” etc.) .  The next step would be to ensure a dialogue between the start-up team and the institutional actors, promoting the good understanding of the process about to take place and its adoption, incorporation and transformation into the local socio-cultural context

– if necessary, helps the institutional actors to organise themselves

to participate in the negotiation process, the institutional actors have to arrive at an internal consensus on the values, interests and concerns they wish to bring forward, and have to appoint people to represent them vis-à-vis other actors.  When the institutional actors are aware of these basic requirements, much is already done. Technical and financial inputs can then be provided on the basis of specific needs

– identifies and suggests a set of procedures for the negotiation process and, in particular, for the meeting at which the process is to be launched 

this task is one of the team’s most important duties. On the basis of the preliminary decisions on the institutional actors and the level of agreement to be reached, the team proposes a schedule of meetings, rules for participation and a set of professional support and facilitation inputs. It also proposes the place, date, working language (or languages), agenda, logistics and necessary facilities at the meeting at which the process is to be launched

expected results of the preparatory phase

a preliminary report evaluating the management context (from an historical, cultural, legal, political and institutional perspective), the ecological and socio-economic issues at stakes, the potential/ actual institutional actors, and the power stakes and management conflicts, both existing and potential, among them

a proposal on potential management units in the given context

a “name” and a description of the participatory management process that are culturally valid and accepted

active and efficient, two-ways communication channels between the start-up team and the institutional actors

institutional actors reasonably well-informed, organised, and ready to negotiate management agreements

a set of suggested procedures for the negotiation process, and a detailed plan for the first meeting with the identified institutional actors

�



presentation no. 3:  negotiation phase

a path and some tools to negotiate a common, long-term vision and some specific, short- and medium-term strategic agreements

negotiating among institutional actors: the heart of participatory management



the management agreements and institutions are only as good as the process that generated them!…  it is wise to invest in this process!	

critical challenges: 

to develop a partnership by which the management benefits and responsibilities are shared in the most efficient and equitable manner possible, starting from a situation that, perhaps, is neither efficient nor equitable	

also, sometimes: to develop a partnership among people who do not share the same culture (e.g. values, attitudes, capacities, ways of working, reference systems, languages, etc.), which means overcoming serious communication challenges

what does one need to know to promote participatory management?

that there exist a multiplicity of good and poor management options (the terms good and poor referring to the goals and objectives to be defined, which themselves constitute a multitude)

that– given the complexity of ecological and social systems– the best approach is one of adaptive management (“learning-by-doing”)

that conflicts of interest between the institutional actors are inevitable but can be managed, and all the more so if recognised as early on as possible (not every one has to share the same goals... it suffices when a compromise can be reached among all those concerned)

that even when a satisfactory management solution has been found, it will not remain valid for ever; the conditions in the given context will change and the management solution will need to change in response– something everyone has to be prepared for

that all the institutional actors (especially the professional experts!) need to adopt a mature, non-paternalist attitude, and acknowledge the legitimacy of interests and opinions different from their own

starting point of the negotiation process

some reasonably well-informed and organised institutional actors

a set of suggested procedures (schedule of meetings and events, as well as rules for participation) and a discussion forum

professional support to facilitate meetings, mediate conflicts and negotiate management agreements; if necessary, also some technical support to clarify any specific questions still outstanding (e.g. legal advice on the various management options available)

goal of the negotiation process

a sustainable agreement among the institutional actors on:

a long-term vision (ecological and social) for the territory, area or set of resources at stake

a short- and medium-term strategy to achieve this vision, with key performance areas including natural resource management

clear plans, means and institutions to implement the strategy and, on an on-going basis, review it as necessary

The meetings to negotiate management agreements

1.    A first meeting on procedures

All institutional actors will receive in advance an invitation and a copy of the proposed agenda for the first meeting.  The theme may be set quite “high” e.g. a series of meetings “..to understand the main challenges of our region for the next twenty years and prepare together to meet them”.  The presence of an external facilitator is recommended.



The discussion may begin with an introduction by the start-up team, describing its work thus far and a proposed schedule of meetings and “rules” for the negotiation process. It is important to be transparent on who has (possibly) facilitated and financially supported the team’s work and why.  

Example of rules for the negotiation process

all main institutional actors should be present and participate through their formal representatives

participation is voluntary 

language should always be respectful 

everyone agrees not to interrupt people who are speaking

everyone agrees on talking only on the basis of personal experience and/or concrete, verifiable facts

everyone agrees about not putting forth the opinions of people who are not attending the meetings

consensus is to be reached on all decisions and voting should be resorted to in exceptional cases only

fully confidentiality is to be maintained until agreements are reached

“observers”at the meeting are not admitted

…..

Checklist for procedures

Who will need to be present at the next meetings?

The representation shall be formal (written affidavit) or accepted also in informal ways?

Who will be responsible for the logistics and send a reminder to the agreed participants?

Approximately, how many times shall we meet? 

When and where?

What language(s) shall we speak? Is there a need for interpreters?

How shall people be seated in plenary meetings?

Is there room for smaller meetings of working groups?

Is there a need for chairs, tables, rugs and mats, lamps, boards, paper, cards, felt pens, scotch tape, pins, projectors, and/or other materials to support discussion? 

Is there a need for a facilitator?

Are there financial resources to support the meetings?  Who can provide them?



Procedural  aspects such as the ones listed above are generally easier to deal with than questions of substance (e.g., what natural resource uses are allowed).   In the first meeting, it is good to limit the discussion to matters of procedures.  An initial meeting in a calm and productive atmosphere is a good way of helping the institutional actors find out where they stand, establish working relations among themselves and start “owning” the participatory process.

2.  One or more meetings to review the socio-ecological situation and its trends, and agree on a long-term, common vision for the territory, area or natural resources at stake



The aim of these meetings is to establish a basis of common interests and concerns among all the institutional actors. To do so, a discussion is facilitated on the present ecological, economic and social situation, and on the desirability and acceptability of current trends. 



The discussion can start on the basis of the report submitted by the start-up team, although the report should not define the limits of the discussion.  Other good starting points are historical mapping exercises (see Annex 2), public interviews with the local elderly, dedicated retreats, etc.  Facilitation is highly recommended.

 

The institutional actors are encouraged to discuss their long-term wishes, i.e. the kind of environment and living conditions they would ideally like to leave to their children. On this basis, the facilitator helps the participants to develop a consensus on a desired vision of the future, with specific descriptions– as visual and concrete as possible–  of its ecological, economic and social features  (Cf, the example in Annex 1.)   



This consensus is extremely important, as it will need to be transformed into a “charter of principles” or other appropriate form of social contract. (Cf. Annex 1.)  In this way, the vision and its features will be regarded as intangible, sacrosant and non-negotiable and will apply to society as a whole and not just the actors taking part in the meetings.

3.  A ceremony to legitimise and ritualise the agreed common vision

An agreement is legitimised when it is accepted and recognised as binding not only by the institutional actors who developed it, but by the society as a whole.  In several contexts, this calls for a strong ritual, respected and acknowledged by the whole society.  Indeed, such “ritualisation” of an agreement is a most culturally-specific act (different rituals are needed in different contexts), which often concerns the moral, spiritual and religious values of a society.



To be most effective, the moment of ritualisation should include a public declaration of the terms of the agreement–  in our case the vision of the agreed, long-term desired future for the territory, area or natural resources at stake.  This will help raise such vision to the spiritual and symbolic level, making it particularly difficult to disavow.  The vision will constitute the “basis of common interest and concern” that will help the institutional actors to work together.



When several non-traditional actors or governmental representatives are involved, it is advisable that the institutional actors also produce and sign a written document.  In this case, the ceremony held to ritualise the vision could include the celebration and public signing of such a document (e.g. a “charter of principles” for the natural resource management and development approaches in the territory at stake).

4. One (or several) meetings to agree on a strategy towards the long-term vision

With the help of a facilitator, the institutional actors can analyse the present situation and identify a strategy towards the common, long-term vision.  For this, several methods and tools may be useful, including brainstorming, problem analysis, the analysis of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and limitatios (SWOL), etc. (Cf. Barton et al., 1998 and the descriptions of tools in Annex 2)



First of all, the current situation is compared with the future vision desired. What are the problems and obstacles blocking progress towards the future vision? What opportunities, resources and assets can be relied on? After a realistic discussion of these points, attention should focus on identifying the “key performance areas”, i.e. the areas in which it is necessary to act in the short to medium term in order to achieve the long-term vision (“transform the desirable into the possible”).  



Some of such key performance areas will deal directly with natural-resource management, whereas others may bear upon it in a more indirect, complementary way (e.g. via economic, socio-political, educational, health, social organisation, governance and development pathways). (Cf. the example proposed in Annex 3).  The challenge is not only to identify the key performance areas, but to understand and evaluate the links among them so as to assemble a coherent overall strategy.

Useful tools:

identifying and analysing problems, their root causes and consequences with respect to the common vision of the future agreed upon by everyone.  This is vital to direct energy and resources in an effective way.  Can everyone agree on what constitutes a problem affecting the achievement of the long-term vision? Can everyone see the same causes and consequences arising from these problems? (If the problems can be described in a concise and effective manner, it is a good idea to have them written up on a large sheet of paper and posted on the wall at the premises of the meeting, possibly next to the description of the agreed vision of the desired future).

breaking down large issues into “smaller” or “sectoral” issues, and assigning them to be dealt with by sub-committees and task forces (maintaining, however, moments of common discussions and an overall strategic view).



The aim of these meetings is to arrive at a common strategy with specific key performance areas (in particular, one or more areas concerning natural resource management) as well as objectives for all of them. It is important to agree on the objectives before discussing specifically “what needs to be done”. (Cf. the example in Annex 3.)



facilitating meetings, a task firmly anchored in the culture of the actors concerned; a task all the more important when there is a strong power imbalance among the concerned parties

qualities/tasks of a good facilitator:

recognised as independent

generally respected by all those involved

capable of “relating” with everyone 

able to listen

able to pose the key questions (for example, on the root causes of the various problems and the feasibility of the options put forward)

capable of getting the best out of the participants and helping them “seeing” a different future for themselves

the facilitator/ mediator

is responsible for the logistics of the negotiation meetings

helps the start-up team and the institutional actors define the rules for the meetings

ensures that the process takes place in accordance with the agreed rules (ensures a “comfortable situation” in the meetings) and that everyone has a fair chance to participate 

makes sure that the “representatives” of the institutional actors truly represent them (e.g. they are not merely self-appointed) 

promotes the best possible communication among institutional actors, e.g. by re-phrasing points, asking questions, suggesting the exploration of new ideas

helps a group to broaden its range of options!!!!  

points out the positive aspects of the process, i.e. when the actors’ old habits have given way to more constructive attitudes, for example:

when the institutional actors actually talk to each other directly, if this was impossible before

when new points of doubt and self-doubt are raised 

when the institutional actors clarify and enhance their perception of the others

when new information is brought to the attention of everyone

does not state his/her opinion and does not decide anything 

lets everyone know when an agreement that has a chance of being sustainable has been found



5.  Meetings to define specific agreements (contracts) for each key performance area of the strategy

For each key performance area (component) of the strategy, the institutional actors need to identify what needs be done to progress towards the desired future. The objectives identified up to this point are generally broad (e.g. “to manage the forest in a sustainable manner”) and have to be transformed into work plans that specify “who needs to do what?  by when? where exactly?  how? with what means?  to what specific aims?  what indicators will be used to measure progress?”.   This is the moment when everything becomes concrete, a multiplicity of strategic options and choices is apparent to everyone, different points of view abound, and conflicts surface in all their power and complexity.  



At this time, it is expedient to form working groups for each component, making sure that the actors most directly affected are represented in the relevant group.  It is also a good idea for each group to have its own facilitator/moderator, perhaps one of the parties who takes on the neutral role “learned” by watching the professional facilitator at work (the latter can remain in the wings for all eventualities).



The groups have to come to terms with the great many avenues/options open to them to achieve the same objective and, among them, select the one best suited to the conditions and needs of the given context. How can they go about it?   The tools already used to arrive at the long-term vision and strategy (e.g. brainstorming, problem analysis, SWOL analysis)  can help again, but other methods and tools can also be employed:



the explicit discussion of the hypotheses and basic assumptions pertaining to each option, i.e. the discussion of “why” it is thought that a certain action will lead to a certain outcome. Taking a management plan as an example, the expected results of implementing the plan would be made very specific (including the values expected to be attained by biological and environmental indicators) and the ecological plausibility of achieving those values would be examined in depth.  The results to be expected from socio-cultural or economic interventions would also be made specific (values expected to be attained by social or economic indicators) and lessons learned from similar interventions in the past or in other places would also be examined.

the comparison of expected impacts of various options. What are the environmental, social and economic impacts of the proposed options?  To what degree of certainty can those be expected? Are there options expected to have a positive impact on all the key performance areas of the strategy?  Are there options expected to have a negative impact on one or more strategic components?

the comparison of the feasibility of various options. Are all the options proposed actually feasible? Who will have to take on the major responsibilities?  In what time frame?  At what cost? With what material and financial resources?



Other tools can also be used to reach an agreement that satisfies all the interests at stake, for example:

asking the institutional actors to devise (and estimate the feasibility) of incentives that will encourage them to agree on a given option.  If these incentives are realistic, they may be incorporated into one or several of the agreements under consideration. 

incorporating in the agreements the use of flexible instruments, such as spatial zoning and time zoning of the territory or area and/ or detailed conditions for the use of the resources at stake (by type, season, users, technology, etc.). 

providing effective conflict mediation on the basis of the long-term, common  vision (“coming back to the present from the future”). 



If a small working group does not arrive at a consensus on one of the options, it can present them all to the general assembly of the institutional actors and ask the advice of everyone. The assembly may compare the different options according to specific criteria - such as feasibility, anticipated ecological, social and economic impacts, cost (in terms of human, material and financial resources) and priority in relation to other investments - and may pursue the discussion, perhaps proposing additional compensations or incentives to one of the options. The aim is to achieve a consensus on a specific course of action–  e.g.,  specific objectives, actors, means and activities–  for each key performance area of the strategy.



The course of action agreed upon for each key performance area of the strategy needs to be made binding.  This is done by means of formal “agreements” (e.g., a project implementation contract, a declaration of intent, a municipal by-law) among the group of directly concerned institutional actors and– as necessary– other external bodies.   The management plans for the relevant units of natural resources should specify a share of functions, benefits and responsibilities and be co-signed by the institutional actors. The more actors and the more finances involved, the more advisable is for the agreements to have legal value (contracts). The signatories should be those individuals who are directly assigned responsibility in the agreement (and not the authorities who may represent them!).



All agreements need to specify actors, activities and means, as well as the anticipated results and impacts to be monitored, the individuals in charge of these tasks (a component generally known as a “follow-up protocol”) and when the actors concerned will meet again to assess whether the chosen course of action has been effective and/or needs to be adjusted (evaluation reviews).   Unknown and potentially influential factors should be identified and followed up with particular care.  Obviously, it is not possible to foresee everything that will happen as a consequence of a given course of action (management is always experimental!) but it is possible to observe and learn from what will happen.  This is why monitoring and evaluation are crucial components of the participatory management process.



Copies of the agreements– written in terms that are simple, easily understandable and in the local language, or also in the local language– should be disseminated to the institutional actors and to the public at large. 

  

It is important to keep the public informed on everything that happens in the negotiation meetings, and especially to communicate why agreements are reached on certain options. 

The social communication system set up during the preparatory phase can be useful again to this purpose.

6.   Meetings to set up the PM institutions



�

Socio-economic development and the management of natural resources require on going experimenting and learning.  For this reason, the process of negotiating and implementing agreements is never “finished” and some relatively stable organisations need to remain in charge of executing and reviewing the agreements. In other words, it is useful to “institutionalise” the process in line with local needs. 



The organisations that may be set up to sustain through time the agreements achieved in a participatory management process may be of different types (e.g. a Board, a Council, a formal or informal association). Their functions may also be quite different, including:

 

executive bodies (responsible for implementing an agreement on the basis of decisions and plans produced by others, e.g. a Local Cooperative responsible to execute a project ).

decision-making bodies (fully responsible for the management of a given territory, area or set of resources, e.g. the Co-management Board of a Protected Area)

advisory bodies (responsible for advising decision-makers, e.g. a Coastal Council, directly linked with the regional body in charge)

mixed bodies (for instance with partial management responsibility and partial advisory responsibility, such as an Advisory/Management Committee responsible to advise a Park Director on the decisions to be taken in park management and fully in charge for the activities pertaining to its buffer areas)



Other important characteristics of an organisation are:



its history and duration:   

Does the organisation pre-exist the agreement or is it set-up ad hoc?  The former case is preferable, as organisations and rules are a form of valuable “social capital”, that requires time and resources to develop.  Also, is the organisation permanent or its life is limited to a given period or activity?

 

its composition:  

The members may be representatives of all the institutional actors who developed the agreement,  representatives of only a few among them, or mere professionals who do not represent any of the concerned actors (this is more often the case for executive bodies).�

its internal rules:  

Is the organisation formal (legally recognised) or informal?  Is it a voluntary and open membership organisation or is it a closed body, whose members can only be elected or appointed? Can anyone become part of it or are there specific requirements? What are the terms of office? How is membership terminated? Are there reporting rules and arrangements?  How is the Chair elected?  Is there a Secretariat?  How are the meetings organised and held?  How are decisions taken?  How are conflicts managed?



its financial means:  

How is the organisation sustained?  Does it own any economic resources?  Are the executive members paid?  Are there fees or income generation activities?

7. Meeting to legitimise the PM agreements and organisations

The end of the negotiation process is usually marked by a meeting in which the results of the participatory process are made known to the relevant community or public. This meeting is held in the presence of authorities with more extensive powers than those who participated in the negotiations.  It reviews the long-term vision, its strategic components, the agreements set up towards the vision and the organisations and rules developed to see them through.   For each strategic component of the relevant action plan, someone describes the results anticipated, the respective progress indicators and the responsible individuals and organisations.



At the meeting, the institutional actors once again publicly vow to respect the agreements, which are presented for all to see (e.g. copies are publicly exhibited).  The meeting is also an excellent opportunity to celebrate the work of the institutional actors and the new hope generated for the entire community.



It is important to notice that the agreements and organisations are here reconfirmed and celebrated, but not ritualised and rendered sacrosanct, as it was for the vision of the long-term future agreed upon by all the institutional actors. On the contrary, agreements and organisations are to be monitored, evaluated and modified on an on-going way, according to their results and performance.





results of the negotiation phase



a common vision of the long-term future desired by all the actors concerned.   The vision is legitimated by an appropriate socio-cultural ritual which renders it sacrosanct. 

a strategy to achieve that vision, sub-divided in “key performance areas” with clear ecological, social and economic objectives in the short- and medium-term.

some agreements (possibly contractual agreements) among the institutional actors to pursue objectives for each key performance area (including an analysis of feasibility, impacts, cost, etc.).  These specify the sharing of functions, tasks, benefits and responsibilities of natural resource management. 

one or more PM institutions to implement and remain in charge of the activities specified in the agreements for each component of the strategy.

a follow-up protocol to monitor and learn from the PM agreements, institutions and rules (performance, results and impacts)

�

presentation no. 4:  learning-by-doing 

implementing, monitoring, evaluating and reviewing the agreements

Starting point for the learning-by-doing 

Several institutional actors participated in the negotiation process.

The process produced and legitimated (ritualised) a common, long-term vision of a desirable future.

The process also identified a strategy - including  key components areas - to achieve that vision. 

For each key performance area, a course of action has been agreed upon and one (or several) agreement(s) have been produced by the concerned institutional actors.

The agreements include one (or several) plan(s) for the participatory management of natural resources.

For each agreement, expected results and impacts have  been identified, as well as indicators to verify them.

Organisations and rules have been agreed upon to implement and remain in charge of the agreements.  

The PM agreements, organisations and rules are well known and have been legitimated by the relevant communities.

What happens in the learning-by-doing phase?

1.	The PM agreements, organisations and rules (including plans for natural resource management) are implemented and enforced

The PM agreements, organisations and rules should be implemented as soon as possible after their public celebration, to capitalise on the impetus of the negotiation phase.   



A committee or specific individual should be in charge of each key performance area, resource management plan or activity, reporting to the institutional actors (and /or the institutions set in place by them) on the on-going progress.



Compliance with the agreements and rules is essential to the effectiveness of the whole PM process.  If some actors disobey the rules, others are soon likely to follow suit.  To prevent this, the agreements need to specify who is responsible for enforcement of compliance, what means they have at their disposal and what regular checks they are to carry out. 

2.  As necessary, the entitlements and responsibilities of the institutional actors are clarified 

In the course of implementing activities, diverging interpretations of the agreements and the rules may surface.  For the more formal agreements, contract law and environmental law will provide some basic reference. For the less formal agreements it is important to foresee in advance how conflict will be managed and, if possible, who could assist as a mediator.



It is also important to escape being entrapped in some rigid and bureaucratic “rule enforcement system”.   Participatory management feeds on the passion and creativity of the individuals involved, and on their ability to manage human relations in informal and convivial manners. 



It often becomes clear during implementation that the effectiveness of the agreed course of action depends on specific changes in the country’s policies and laws. These changes should be pursued, as far as possible, by the institutional actors (different actors may be able to use different pathways towards the desired changes).

3. While agreements are being implemented, data are collected as described in the follow-up protocol

Follow-up protocols are prepared for the implementation of each agreement (including natural resource management plans) and individuals are identified to apply them.  The protocols make explicit what each activity is expected to obtain, and what indicators are expected to show what type of change.  Indicators are also identified specifically for the process of participatory management (see below).  All of these indicators are monitored regularly and the measured data are collected and made accessible to the institutional actors and the general public.  Often, many of these tasks are taken on by local volunteers.



To facilitate learning-by-doing, it is important to collect data but also to adopt an appropriate management attitude. If mistakes are regarded as an opportunity for learning and if people are rewarded for identifying problems and promoting innovative solutions, learning-by-doing will be strongly encouraged. 



On the other hand, it is important that innovations, and in particular innovations to management plans agreed by all institutional actors, are not introduced without prior authorisation.  Even if these innovations are important, they could still invalidate the monitoring, and thus the process of learning-by-doing.

Examples of indicators for the participatory management process 

knowledge and understanding of the institutional actors (about the PM  process, agreements, institutions and rules; about the PM objectives and schedule of events; about the management entitlements and responsibilities assigned to each actor concerned, etc.);

existence of mechanisms for the exchange and dissemination of information as well as forums to communicate and negotiate agreements;

actors’ easiness of access to communication and negotiation forums (are certain actors discriminated against?); 

presence of facilitators to assist during meetings, mediate conflicts and help different institutional actors to communicate among themselves;

active participation of the institutional actors in the preparation of management agreements (participation at meetings, powerful expression and strong defence of the respective position, willingness to take on responsibilities, etc..);

existence of agreements or joint plans among various institutional actors (either oral or written, formal or informal);

specific definition of the functions, entitlements and responsibilities of each institutional actor in the management agreements;

institutional actors respecting and adhering to the agreed entitlements and responsibilities;

institutional actors satisfied with the agreements and management plans;

mediating people and organisations available in the event of conflicts among the institutional actors;

institutional actors committed to promote political and legal change that facilitates implementing PM agreements;

with time, agreements and plans extended in both geographical scope and complexity.

4.  As agreements and plans are pursued, some innovation is experimented with, possibly as a result of new information, refinement of technical solutions and/or a wider-scale application of activities

Often, unforeseen issues and new information come up as soon as the agreements and institutions are implemented.   These should be documented and, as much as possible, incorporated in the existing plans.  In due time, however, they should receive the attention of the responsible actors in the monitoring, evaluation and review meetings.



While the agreements and management plans are being implemented, the people having access to the natural resources generally develop a heightened sense of legitimacy of their role, and responsibility. This may encourage them to refine management rules and apply more efficient and complex technical solutions.   At the same time, the area in which the agreements and plans are enforced may grow in size (e.g. if new communities sign the agreement).   Implementation may also see the arrival on the scene of new actors or institutions (e.g. a federation of village associations).  This type of innovation - a key element of learning-by-doing - is facilitated by flexible management plans and budgets, and by sensible people in charge.

5. Review meetings are organised at regular intervals to evaluate the results obtained and lessons learned.  If necessary, activities are modified and/or new management plans and agreements are developed

Meetings are held at regular intervals to evaluate the results of the management agreements and plans  (a communication channel should in all cases link the institutional actors throughout implementation).   If the activities and commitments are particularly relevant, the evaluation will be both internal (participatory) and external (independent), and the results of those evaluations will be compared and analysed together.



In a participatory evaluation process, the institutional actors examine the (environmental and social) results and impacts achieved in relation to those that they expected. They ask themselves whether the management agreements and plans have succeeded in progressing towards the agreed common vision and thus whether the hypotheses on which the work was based are correct. They also ask themselves whether the context conditions have changed, whether lessons have been learned from experience and whether the process is on the right track (see the PM process indicators).



On the basis of these discussions, the institutional actors decide whether the management agreements and plans have to be modified and, if so, what modifications are needed and who should carry them out.  If necessary, the process reverts to a phase of negotiation/ mediation (although generally at a faster pace than the first time). It is also useful to have an Emergency Plan for situations in which a fast intervention is needed.

results of the “learning by doing” phase

PM agreements and plans for natural resource management implemented and enforced

PM organisations and rules into operation

on-going clarification and adjustment of entitlements and responsibilities of the institutional actors

monitoring data collected, analysed and made available (as described in the follow-up protocol)

experience with some management innovation

results and impacts of activities, and lessons learned, evaluated and analysed  

activities, management plans and agreements modified on the basis of the on-going monitoring and evaluation



�

presentation no. 5: tips for action 

a few tips for all phases and seasons

Always try to understand the cultural (traditional) roots of the activities to be implemented and rely on them, possibly by developing a syncretic approach (e.g. ad-hoc fusion of traditional and modern management practices)

Identify and bring to the fore the benefits derived from the “functions” performed by the natural environment (e.g. maintenance of local climate, forests keeping water and regenerating soil, etc.), which are not often appreciated.  When recognised, these can become effective incentives for sound resource management.

Recognise and harness the value of non-economic benefits accruing to individuals involved in the participatory process (e.g prestige, social standing, experience, personal contacts). 

Disseminate information on the positive outcomes to be derived from participatory management and the negotiated agreement (e.g. local authority and responsibility in management; enhanced sustainability of local environment; promotion of a more mature and responsible society).

Stress the complementarity of the roles to be played by different actors for the sound management of natural resources and socio-economic development!

tips for the preparatory phase

Ensure enough clarity of purpose of the participatory approach and enough methodological confidence and skills in the start-up team: people practice well only what they understand and feel comfortable with. 

Pay great attention to the coherence and cultural significance of the language, including concepts, words, the “name” of the process, titles, stories, examples, descriptions of starting point of the local situation, description of the common vision for the future, messages in non-verbal language (e.g. attitudes, clothing, eating and drinking habits, transportation, housing...) 

Invest in social communication even before launching the process.  Use all available means to promote discussions on the local environment and living conditions, recruit local artists, broadcast radio interviews, promote special days at schools, invite religious authorities to hold special sermons...

Improve communication among the institutional actors. Facilitate informal direct contacts between individuals belonging to different groups and bearing different interests and concerns to the negotiation table (it may be enough to have to share transportation, eat together or share housing facilities).

Ask all the institutional actors which other actors ought to be invited to the negotiation meetings. 

Always maintain a net distinction between the start-up team and political parties.

Insist that each institutional actor holds an internal discussion on its interests and concerns, and is well organised and prepared to express and uphold them in the negotiation meetings.

tips for the central phase of negotiation

The start-up team has to be as transparent as possible (e.g. who are their members and why, what resource allocation they have, etc..) 

If possible, circulate reports (background papers) prior to  the meetings, but with a note stating that everyone can and should discuss them, correct them and add their contribution. 

Reassure everyone that no “solution” will be imposed on any of the institutional actors and that the process will take place at a comfortable pace.

Professional facilitators?  Yes, but also as trainers of local people, who will then have a chance to act as facilitators in sub-committees, working groups, etc. 

Beware of  “observers” at negotiation meetings: they can have a powerful negative influence on the process!

Make sure that the representatives of the institutional actors have a solid mandate and are not simply self-appointed.  Give them always enough time to consult with the groups they represent.

Use as many visual aids as possible: maps, videos, photos… Make the discussion as concrete as possible.  Conduct field-trips during negotiations. 

Give all the institutional actors enough time to think and to voice their ideas; problems need to come out and people need to be listened to!

When negotiating access to resources, use imaginative ways of safeguarding them  (e.g. use based on zoning, limited permits, leasing, assured security of access even in the absence of a cadastre, etc.). 

Appoint sub-committees and working groups to treat specific issues.

Ask several times to the institutional actors whether all main obstacles and problems have been dealt with.

Probe in depth the feasibility of agreed activities and the availability of means to implement them. 

Involve the authorities personally, via meetings, public events, etc.

If one of the institutional actors exerts pressure on the others in the form of corruption or violence, the negotiation is no longer valid. The situation may be resolved with higher authorities taking a stand or with an internal dissociation within the group exerting the pressure (possibly not all the members of that group agree with certain methods).

tips for “learning-by-doing” 

Find someone to be the “champion”of every major task.

Promote voluntary activities and offer plenty of social gratification in return.

In general, make sure that all those working for the PM initiative are recognised and appreciated. 

Remember that any important management change should be closely monitored. 

Learn from mistakes, transform them into sources of knowledge, tell “stories” of what has been learned along the way.

If community animators are to be employed, make sure that they are chosen by the communities themselves and adequately supported and rewarded for their “front-line work”.

Maintain relations with colleagues working in other locations and countries, yet facing similar problems (as in the case in the Co-management Network in the Congo Basin)
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�Annex 1: Example of a “common, long-term vision” (desired future) of a rural community

�

Note that the description is very ambitious and positive and has not been “kept low” because of present-day socio-economic constraints.  It also contains many visual elements. It is written in the present tense, but looks at 15-25 years from now...

The vision can be transformed into a charter of principles, including– for example– the commitment of all institutional actors to co-operate to achieve a healthy and productive environment, in which the citizens can live in safety; the commitment of government agencies to offer strong support for local development; the commitment of local communities to value their traditions and use the natural resources in a sustainable manner.  



Governmental agencies could also commit themselves to help local residents to protect their sacred forests, and to develop market openings for local agricultural produce. Local entrepreneurs could commit to offer jobs to local young people and to promote the sustainable use of forest products.



�Annex 2: Methods and tools to develop a common, long-term vision 

(from Barton et al., 1998)

Participatory Mapping

Participatory mapping starts with collective discussions among groups of community members and then proceeds to drawing maps of their perceptions about the geographical distribution of environmental, demographic, social and economic features in their territory. The participants are usually requested to draw their own map, e.g., on a flipchart or on the ground, plotting features with symbols that are understood and accepted by all members of the group, regardless of literacy. In certain cases, purchased maps, aerial photographs or basic drawings on paper or on the ground can be used as a basis for the participatory exercise.



Participatory mapping is useful for providing an overview (or ‘snapshot’) of the local situation. It can also serve as a good starting point for environmental and social assessment. Periodically repeated participatory mapping may help in monitoring and evaluating changes in the distribution of social resources (e.g., infrastructures like schools and health units) and in the use of natural resources. ‘Historical’ and ‘anticipated future’ mapping (i.e., drawing a series of maps referring to different moments in time) are versions of participatory mapping that are helpful in describing and analyzing trends over time. 

How is it done?

Explain the purpose of the exercise to the interest group.

Agree on the subject of the mapping exercise and on the graphic symbols to be used; participants choose their own symbols.

Ask a participant to be responsible for drawing or plotting symbols according to the suggestions of the group.

Promote participation of all interest group members by posing questions to several individuals; allow the group to discuss different opinions and perceptions.

Once the map is finalized, ask participants to interpret the overall picture; if appropriate, suggest that they identify the main problems revealed by the map and ask them about possible solutions within the locally available resources (which are already drawn, or could now be drawn, on the map).

Remember that the map is community property; leave the original in the community and make copies of it if other uses are foreseen.

Strengths and Weaknesses

+ Mapping and the associated discussions quickly provide a broad overview of the situation.

+ They encourage two-way communication.

+ They help people in seeing links, patterns and inter-relationships in their territory.

+ Individuals who are illiterate can also participate.



– Subjectivity and superficiality: mapping exercises must be complemented by information generated by other participatory assessment tools.

– Some cultures may have difficulties in understanding graphic representations. 

Historical Mapping

Historical mapping uses a series of participatory mapping exercises to portray the demographic, social and natural resources situation of the community at different moments of its history. Usually, three maps are drawn, showing the situation as it existed one generation ago, at the present time, and what is expected after one generation’s time in the future. Demographic information can be plotted as household symbols or circles to represent 10 or 100 people. Other symbols can be used for infrastructures, services and other socio-economic characteristics.

Historical mapping can be extremely helpful to introduce the time dimension in participatory appraisal and planning. It can provide visual evidence of changes that have occurred and expected trends. In this way it can help identify determinants of environmental and socio-economic problems and enable participants to identify suitable means of moving towards a desired future.

How is it done?

A map of the current demographic, socio-economic and environmental situation is drawn with participants.

With the help of elderly community members, the same exercise is repeated to show the situation as it was approximately twenty years ago.

The current and past maps are then compared, often with a brainstorming, to collectively identify major changes and their root causes.

Based on the list of changes and causes, a prospective map can be drawn by the participants to show their expectations of the situation which will exist in the community in 20–30 years from now, if the current trends are maintained.

The future map can be reviewed to explore differences between what is projected and what a desirable future status would be. The discussion can progress to identify potential means for addressing environmental degradation and population dynamics.

Strengths and Weaknesses

+ The technique can be very appropriate to summarise the results of a comprehensive participatory appraisal.

+ It may increase participants’ understanding that most positive and negative changes in environments and developent are shaped by historical, man-made actions.

+ It can help to identify mid- or long-term solutions to the problems affecting the community.

– The exercise is long and complex. Three sessions with the group may be needed to get through the whole sequence of mapping and discussion.

– Sensitive issues from the past may be raised, including conflicts within the community and between the community and outsiders.

– The analysis is likely to identify effects and causes which are beyond community control. Discouragement and frustration may develop among participants.

Brainstorming

Brainstorming is a basic idea-gathering technique employed in many group exercises. It is based on a freewheeling discussion started by an open-ended and somehow provocative question forwarded by the facilitator. Opening statements should be general and non-leading, i.e., should not stress or overemphasize a particular point of view that can bias the ideas of the participants. It should be clear that brainstorming is a free and non-committal way of exploring ideas, i.e., no one commits themself to something by suggesting as a potential solution an issue to explore.

Brainstorming can elicit multiple ideas on a given topic, and the group discussion that usually follows it can help group members explore and compare a variety of possible ‘solutions’.

How is it done?

The issue to be discussed is introduced by the facilitator; the key question is written on the blackboard or on a flipchart.

Participants are asked to provide short answers, comments or ideas, i.e., no speeches at this stage; at times participants can provide ideas written on cards (only a few key words) which are then pinned to a wall.

An important point to stress at the beginning is that ‘all ideas are good ideas’; if anyone does not agree with someone else’s point, they should give what they think is a better idea; accept only additional contributions during the brainstorming, not disagreements or arguments; defer those to the discussion afterwards; encourage fresh ideas rather than repetitions of earlier items. 

Each participant is allowed to express his/her view; over-talkative participants will need to be quieted, and silent participants can be explicitly asked for ideas. 

The facilitator picks the basic point out of participant statements and ensures that it is written (or portrayed with a picture) on the blackboard or flipchart; appropriateness of the summary is checked with the concerned participants.

Keep the brainstorming relatively short: 15–30 minutes is usually sufficient to obtain most of the ideas on a specific topic without tiring the participants. 

Review the results with the participant group; remove duplicated items and cluster groups of similar ideas; highlight differences of opinion and discuss those until a list of clearly described ideas is achieved; record (or summarise) the results of the brainstorming and keep them for future reference.

Strengths and Weaknesses

+ A properly conducted brainstorming facilitates participation of all group members in the idea-building process.

+ A large number of ideas and solutions can be generated quickly.

+ It is a good introduction for more structured and focused exercises.

– Experience in dealing with group dynamics – as well as good mediation and summarising skills – is needed by the facilitator to keep the discussion on track.

– Conflicts and uneasiness within the group may limit the brainstorming results.

Ranking Exercises

Ranking exercises, which may be done with groups or individuals, are a way to enable people to express their preferences and priorities about a given issue. When followed by a discussion of the ‘reasons’ for the ranking, the technique may generate insights about the criteria through which different individuals, groups or social actors make decisions on the kinds of issues of interest.

Ranking exercises have been used for a variety of purposes, in particular for planning and decision-making on the basis of group priorities.

 How are they done?

Make a list of items to be prioritised or obtain a list of items generated by other exercises and ask the participants in the exercise to consider them.

Introduce a simple ranking mechanism. This may be based on a pair-wise comparison of items in the list (‘Is A better than B?’), on sorting cards representing items in order of preference, or on assigning a score to the different items.

Prepare a matrix on which preferences identified by participants could be jotted down (e.g., on the ground, with a flipchart, on a chalkboard).

Explain the ranking mechanism to each participant and ask them to compare the items  (e.g., give them three stones to place on any categories they want in response to a specific guiding question – which crop is the most difficult to raise, which problem to solve first, etc.).

Ask participants to explain the criteria on which their choice has been made (‘Why is A preferable to B?’).

Synthesize the ranking results (e.g., count how many times an item has been preferred with respect to others) and list the criteria of choice.

Strengths and Weaknesses

+ Ranking is a flexible technique which can be used in a variety of situations and settings.

+ Whenever categorical judgments are needed, ranking is a suitable alternative to closed-ended interviewing.

+ Ranking exercises are generally found to be amusing and interesting by participants and are helpful in increasing their commitment to action-research.

+ Information is provided on both the choices and reasons for the choices.

– Pre-testing is needed for the ranking mechanism and the tools to be used to facilitate it.

– Choices may be affected by highly subjective factors. In order to generalize results to the whole community, a proper sampling strategy is needed.

Analysis of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and limitations (SWOL) 

SWOL analysis is a powerful tool for group assessment of an issue of concern, in particular interventions or services. It is based on a structured brainstorming aimed at eliciting group perceptions of the positive factors (strengths), the negative factors (weaknesses), the possible improvements (opportunities) and the constraints (limitations) related to the issue.

SWOL analysis is especially useful for evaluating activities carried out in the community. It can be focused on services provided by external agencies, as well as used for self-evaluation of the interest group’s own performance.

How is it done?

A four-column matrix is drafted on the blackboard or on a flipchart and the four judgment categories are explained to participants; it helps to phrase the four categories as key questions, to which participants can respond; the issue of concern is written on top of the matrix (if it is the only one to be considered), or on the side, if several items will be SWOL-analyzed.

The facilitator starts the brainstorming by asking the group a key question about strengths; responses from the group are jotted down on the relevant column of the matrix.

When all points of strength are represented, weaknesses, opportunities and limitations are also identified by the group.

Participants may have different opinions about an issue, and contradictory statements may be expressed; in such cases, the facilitator can work towards a consensus, which may require a point to be discussed at some length; each entry is left on the final matrix only after achieving a group agreement.

Strengths and Weaknesses

+ The technique stresses consideration of different sides (positive and negative) of the issues. It therefore helps to set the basis for negotiations and trade-offs and promotes understanding of the views of others.

+ SWOL is a good means to discuss an issue in detail within a group and to prepare the group to discuss with outsiders.

+ SWOL can promote group creativeness. It helps to link perceptions of things as they are with realistic expectations about how things could be.

+ ‘Strengths’ and ‘weaknesses’ tend to be more descriptive and easier for respondents to identify.

– ‘Opportunities’ and ‘limitations’ (i.e., threats, constraints or barriers) are more analytical concepts and may be hard to elicit.

– Sensitive topics and differences of opinion may arise during the discussion.

– Some group members may attempt to dominate the discussion.

– Facilitator needs good synthesising skills.



�Annex 3: Example of a strategy (key performance areas and objectives) for achieving a common, long-term vision

To achieve the common, long term vision identified in Mbuya, the following key performance areas (direction for action) and objectives could be identified:

key performance area: governance

maintain a permanent discussion forum on the problems and opportunities in Mbuya 

set up a committee of wise men and women to mediate and, if necessary, arbitrate conflicts that might arise during implementation of the strategy

improve personal and material safety (in particular in urban zones)

key performance area: management of common property resources

manage sacred forests (according to traditional rules, and preventing the exploitation by outsiders).

manage non-sacred forests for the benefit of the local population and in a sustainable manner (monitor medicinal plants, maintain original variety of trees, do not exploit solely the type of timber under great demand, regulate game hunting)

key performance area: management of privately owned natural resources

secure access to cultivable land (set up a legal cadastre or a de facto preliminary cadastre)

promote local agriculture (via support services, rural credit and the commercialisation of local products in the national market)

key performance area: health and society

improve public health (vaccination campaign, drinking water, road-accident prevention)

set up special support services for immigrants 

set up a service to promote youth employment

set up special services to support the elderly

key performance area: cultural heritage

improve the town’s general appearance, by restoring public places but also by promoting improvements to private houses

improve pre-school and primary education services.

establish a support programme for local artists and craftspeople (including music, song and dance)

set up a citizens committee to keep local traditions alive (ceremonies and festivals)



Note: 

At this stage, the key performance areas (components of the strategy) and their objectives are still general, and the discussion has not yet started on what specific activities have to take place to achieve the objectives identified.
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‘participatory management’ –

a situation in which two or more social actors concerned about a territory, an area or a set of natural resources negotiate, define and guarantee amongst themselves a fair sharing of the management functions, entitlements and responsibilities





‘adaptive management’ – 

a management approach that acknowledges the lack of unequivocal and definitive knowledge of the way in which ecosystems work, and the uncertainty that dominates our interaction with them.





‘pluralism’ –

a situation in which autonomous and independent (inter-dependent) groups freely interact and collaborate  on management issues on the basis of different views, interests and “entitlements”.





‘governance’ – 

the complex of different ways by which individuals and institutions, public and private, manage their common concerns





‘patrimony’ – 

“The patrimony is the compendium of all material and immaterial elements that help maintain and develop the identity and autonomy of its owner, through time and space, by adaptation to its evolutionary context.” (Ollagnon, 1991)





‘conflict management’ – 

guiding conflicts towards constructive rather than destructive results





Special

circumstances 





one social actor controls another

one actor gains from prolonging the conflict

one or several actors have no confidence in the conflict-management process

prejudices and stereotypes prevail

some actors’ chiefs are stubborn and unwilling to negotiate an agreement

the country’s laws ought to apply to the conflict’s matter, but they are not enforced





‘entitlement’ – 

an « entitlement » to manage is a socially recognised claim to participate in one or several management activities, such as planning, decision-making, implementing plans, sharing benefits, assuming responsibilities, etc.





‘institution’ –

the word institution is used here to describe the complex of organisations, rules, values and behaviours by which society pursues a goal 





Mbuya is the most liveable community in the region.  Often cited as a proud and rich community, it is a place where people of different ethnic backgrounds, long-term residents and recent immigrants, government agencies and private businesses developed an intelligent and effective way of working together for the common good.

Mbuya is a healthy place where people trust to be able to live and work in peace. Young people prefer staying rather than migrating away. Families find employment opportunities and have good health and education services for their children. The elderly can lead a good and dignified life, and are respected by everyone. The community is so united that there is hardly any crime and when people from outside pose a danger, they are quickly identified and rendered harmless.

You can see a lot people walking in the streets until late at night. The houses are painted in nice colours and many of them have gardens with large trees and lots of flowers.  The heavy traffic is directed away from the town centre.   In the heart of town there is a lovely public square, a large space surrounded by old trees where ceremonies and festivities are often held. 

The community’s historical and cultural heritage is held in high esteem by everyone and attracts national and international tourists who appreciate taking part in local ceremonies and festivities. Local music, songs and dances are renowned throughout the country. Arts and crafts flourish, with local artists and craftspeople regularly taking part in international exhibitions, offering examples of the best products in the country.

More and more young people from Mbuya have access to higher-level education in the capital or in other main cities, but most of them come back to work in their native town, because no other place can offer the same familiar atmosphere, the same kind of direct contact with nature, the same feeling of peace and the same economic opportunities!

The sacred, traditional forests have remained unchanged over hundreds of years and provide refuge for a variety of animals and plants that the people– old and young alike– know well. Natural resources in non-sacred forests are extracted and utilised by people, but in a manner that allows nature to regenerate. Some of the land is used for agriculture and a combination of old and new technologies is employed to ensure that the farmers reap good rewards for their work. Indeed, local agricultural produce is exported throughout the country. Local commercial enterprises are very active, and the local residents are known for their capacity to work well and to keep to their word. Governmental services provide effective support for everyone in need. They are proud to have promoted those development initiatives that have succeeded in generating the very productive environment that now exists.










