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SUMMARY

That good forest governance (GFG) is a conceptldped by developed countries to assist the
developing countries in the good governance ofrtf@iests is widely documented in forest

governance literature. What however remains limiseldow this concept is interpreted by its end
users. It is important to understand how for aiweig context, in the midst of its unique forest

governance challenges, a country can domesticatothign concept. It is problematized in this

study that if specific countries do not domestiaqgded forest governance, its operationalization
may be difficult. Countries ought therefore to depenational benchmarks for GFG in order that
its implementation matches the country needs. ilxdbntext this study undertook to understand
how GFG is contextualised by the receivers andierimtended users of the product. Using the
case of Zimbabwe the study explores how forestreatdral resources experts frame GFG at the
national level. Zimbabwe was considered a suitabke given its political context and because
forest governance is naturally a political process.

The overall objective was to develop a framework fwod forest governance from a
Zimbabwean perspective by tapping the opinionsooédt and natural resources policy experts.
Using semi-structured open ended interviews weeel tig gather the views of these expects on
critical forest governance issues, their intergreta of ‘good forest governance’ and the
principles of good forest governance. Salient themere identified based on three main
categories of analysis namely; critical forest goaace issues, the interpretation of GFG and the
principles of GFG. In each category the salientwtleemes were identified. Frames and framing
were used to understand the thought process/tlgniirforest experts. It became clear that the
hottest forest governance debate in Zimbabwe isitathe legal framework. On one hand the
legal system is framed as being ‘outdated’ by nomegnmental experts who advocate for more
than cosmetic changes to the current legal systamthe other hand, government officials are
reluctant to have a comprehensive revision of #wes] Good forest governance was dominantly
taken to mean active community involvement in tbee$t governance arena. Participation,
incentives, fairness and coordination positivelgter] to community involvement.

Framing was useful in showing that views and opisi@bout forest governance issues, the
interpretation of GFG and its principles were nodapendent of both individual and
organisational interests. It is therefore diffictidt establish a national benchmark for GFG
because each actor plays the game to the bestiofaivantage. While it is argued that needs
vary between the international and national, theystonfirms that they continue to vary within
the national context. Despite the recognition ttahestication of international concepts prior to
adoption is a necessary approach, doing so is plearprocess. However, because actors make
reference to international forest governance nettds,study concludes that the international
requirements are a good guide in spite of theluf@ito communicate specific contextual needs.
Amongst other recommendations, the study recomm#ratsfuture studies focus on territorial
levels of forest governance for a comprehensiveerstdnding of the GFG in Zimbabwe.

iv
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1. Introduction

If we look at natural resource governance from paespective, then
that is bad governance because you have a myapicofi the issues
at stake ( Zimbabwean forest policy expert- Nontggoment 2012).

In spite of being widely discussed and advocatednfahe last three decades the concept and thymg
forest governance displays a natural struggle @ihitien from the global perspective right to thewler
tiers of forest resource management. It is a steuggcause of the disparate definitions that displéack

of congruence from actor to actor in the foresegter. Recognising these struggles, this work undé&ran
empirical approach to understanding the meanindoodst governance and its corollary, good forest
governance. Recognising that lack of a stricbomfal definition of (good) forest governance igeaacious
problem that may go into the next century withopiesfect antidote, the objective was not to comavitp

a strict definition. It was rather to understanduriy specific conceptions of the concept good dore
governance. In this chapter is a brief overview féoest governance from a global and regional
understanding, before in more detail situating ghaly at the national and local level. It then wiedi the
problem statement and lastly positioning the exatemntions of the study manifested in the reseaiats,
objectives, and questions.

1.1. Global and regional forest gover nance

At the heart of global forest governance is theirdaton of forests that are home to many
people and of great conservation importance ingesfrbiological diversity (Rayner, Buck et al.

2010). Over the years the importance of forestsutman well-being and to the environment has
been central to global forest governance as evetkmy international/global treaties such the
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and the itédl Nations Framework Convention on

Climate Change (UNFCCC). The recognition of forastthe United Nations Conference on

Sustainable development (UNCED) in 1992 has seeintamational forest governance system
characterised by both states and non-state actooseneffort is to navigate on how all types of
forest should be managed.

Emerging over the years are a diversity of actorglobal forest governance, from governments
to non-governmental organisation (NGOs), scientsig their networks, social movements and
business organisations. International forest gavere has functioned in a milieu of non-legally
binding resolutions, legally binding declaratiotreaty based organisations and institutions such
as the Food and Agricultural organisation of thetéthNations (FAO), Centre for International
Forest Research (CIFOR), the International Tropigéaiber Organisation (ITTO) and a myriad
of regional organisations (Rayner, Buck et al. 2010Many other similar
movements/institutions/organisations continue toerg®. Within such a social complex as
sketched here international forest governance besandifficult issue. Different organisations
with different philosophies and policies strive dohieve the twin goals of sustainable forest
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management and good forest governance. Steps eded& manage this complexity, if the twin
goals of sustainable forest management and gooerigance are to be realised. One such step is
to develop a unifying definition for (good) foregbvernance by means of a comprehensive
approach to monitoring and assessing forest gomeentnat in turn can facilitate coordination of
forest governance activities at international, oegl, national level and down to local levels
(FAO and PROFOR 2011).

The epigraph opening this chapter is a statementaithvocates for a multi-perspective approach
to governance but most importantly raises the dquestWhat is good governance? What forest
governance means remains a contested issue iord& governance arena. A corollary to this

are similar contestations regarding the definibrhgood forest governance’. Not only is there a

problem with the definition of good forest governarbut there appears to be no formal position
on what the elements of a good forest governanstesyshould be. These debates will be taken
up in more detail in Chapter 2.

Global concerns clearly inspire forest governamcéfrica as nation states and regional bodies
are signatory to or have ratified a number of foretated treaties, including binding and non-
binding declarations. This evidences Africa’s commeant at different levels, to environmental
concerns that have a bearing on its forest ressufdeica has, however, its share of challenges
amounting first, from the numerous actors involheedl plural institutions that are inadequately
developed or poorly enforced due to lack of finahoesources and human capital (FAO 2009).
Second, the nature of resource extraction; sudheagxtent of illegal logging has been seen as
potentially an indicator of the (poor) state ofdstr governance in Africa (Counsell 2010). Third,
the legislation which is considered bad law for being fair and for failing to recognise cultural
norms and values has provoked non-compliance iitgA{Counsell 2010). As Counsell (2010)
points out, what is quite characteristic about tbgion are governance paradigms that have
played a role in the governance of forests sindenia times such as industrial logging,
biodiversity conservation. Colonial ways of thinfgitave perpetuated, in addition the global
hegemony and thinking based on western notiondathst paradigm being Reducing Emissions
from Deforestation and forest Degradation (REDDM)ese have tended to create disharmony
between government officials and local stakeholdetso often have been marginalised
groups/stakeholders in the forest governance arena.

Poor forest governance has been widely discussidhvihe region. At national level most forest
governance systems in Africa have not escapedaledmtions (Blackett ; Blomley, Ramadhani
et al. 2008; Blackett 2009; Counsell 2010; Hiro@4 2, Slunge, Ekbom et al. 2011) Having its
unique forest governance challenges, Zimbabwe lbash@en an exception. Allegations that
describe what is poor contrariwise should highligitat then is good. To understand these
practical terms (poor vs. good) as they relateotedt governance, my research drew from field
work conducted in Zimbabwe. Perceptions on whabd@r/good forest governance arrangement
comprises became an important guide of how theeqris described and framed at local levels.

2
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Zimbabwe being the focus of this study, the nextise hopes to furnish the reader with a
background of forest management and governandeddksues in Zimbabwe.

1.2.The national-local Context: Forest Governancein Zimbabwe

Zimbabwe’s forestry sector displays a governancesy in which the state plays a dominant
role in managing the use of forest resources. Tdredtry Commission (FC) under the Ministry

of Environment and Natural Resources managemetihascustodian of state forests. Their
mandate is to protect the forests. It is a mandateed over from colonial Zimbabwe (then

Rhodesia) that emphasises the need to manage temtraction on a sustained yields basis, on
another tag the conservation of watersheds. Ipdisé-colonial Zimbabwe, the mission statement
of the FC which is to, ‘support sustainable develept through research, training, tree planting,
management of the nation’s forests and the invaedtineforests-based industry and commerce’
continues to perpetuate the pre-independence order.

FC was formed in 1954 (during the colonial peritmllowing the enactment of the Forestry Act
in 1948 that regulates all state forests today @dap 2007). In addition to stewardship of the
protected state forests (also referred to as gakdtirests in this thesis), the FC is also
responsible for forests and woodlands in communehsawhich they administer through the
Communal Land Forest Produce Act of 1927 revise8lf1The forestry sector also displays a
multi-stakeholder system, in which various agendsveha stake. The state pushes forward
conservation objectives, civil society advocates lilielihood discourse; communities demand
benefit sharing, ownership, tenure and use rightsist private companies are motivated for
economic efficiency. Forestry in addition attrattte interests of other ministries and ancillary
sectors namely; agriculture, tourism and water eorsion, thereby creating a network of actors
at different governance levels. In order to satisfiernational protocols, the country is a
signatory to a number of international treatieglabal and regional level (see below). Many of
these policies are in disharmony with local levelnmgement of forest resources and have bred
seemingly intractable governance conflicts. Theseegance conflicts are interlocked with rapid
depletion of forest resources, low priority giventhe forestry sector in the country and limited
information on the forest resource base in ways tineaten the development of the forestry
sector today in Zimbabwe. | elaborate these issnethe next section, in the context of
community participation and land tenure categories.

Forest area extent and tenure categories.

In 2008 a woody cover map produced by the Forégatnymission’s mapping and inventory unit
reported the extent of forest land area in Zimbalvdoe about 42.8%. The following year
FAQ'’s report on the state of the world’s forest tpaban annual land cover change rate of about
1.7% for Zimbabwe (FAO 2009). The country’s foressources originally fell under four main
tenure categories; woodlands, forests and treesdeuforests (in communal and resettlements
areas); woodlands, forest and trees in small aige Iscale commercial farming areas; woodlands
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and forests on state land and in protected areas;tlde exotic plantation forests (Forestry
Commision 2008). Bradley and McNamara (1993) imfed that forests in communal and

resettled farming areas covered about 10 millioctdres, under communal tenure. Woodlands
and trees on commercial farms were about 7 miliectares, being privately owned. Forests on
state land and in protected areas including natipagks occupied about 5.4million hectares
owned by the state. Privately owned exotic timbl@ntations covered about 110 0OOhectares.
The exotic plantations consist of highly valuabiekter that produces timber based products for
the domestic and international markets. Afterfdst track land reform programme which began
in 2000, land belonging to white commercial farm&es seized by the government and given to
landless Zimbabweans. The fast track land reforfrL is seen to be the greatest source of
change in tenure categories today (Matose 200&ar{yl demarcating these tenure regimes is
problematic in the context of the FTLR programntés however thought by some policy experts

that the land reform programme is not likely to @ the tenure of protected areas, once

government has consolidated its power, all peogtitesl in these areas are likely to be removed
(Mapedza 2007)

ZIMBABWE

Woody Cover 1992 Preliminary Woody Cover 2008

LEGEND 1992 2008

B Natural Moist Forest 0.03% 0.03%
B Forest Plantations 0.40% 0.43%
= Woodland 53.20% 42.34%
B Bushland 12.72% 10.82%
Wooded Grassland 3.08% 2.27%
= Cltation 37 a8% it 2%
ultivation . . 1:4.500000
= Rock Outcrop & Mine Dump 0.20% 0.25% s 8T som
m Waterbo 0.76% 0.93% Rope kel rrartun
Settleme 0.36% 0.46% iediares

Figure 1. Zimbabwe woody cover map
Source: Forestry Commission- Mapping and inventoiy (2008)
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Major threatsto forest resources

With an annual loss of about 1.7% of forest cotlee numbers mentioned in the preceding
section have greatly dwindled. Responsible for mfgoest loss has been agricultural expansion,
fuel wood collection and wild fires. The land refoprogramme which sought to address the
historical land imbalances, has been seen to prékensector with new challenges (Forestry
Commision 2008). Small scale farmers have increasex® the year 2000 who upon settlement
convert previously wooded areas into agricultuaaid. In 1992 cultivated area was 27.48% of
the total land area in Zimbabwe, compared to 41.242008 (figure 1). Settlement has occurred
in protected areas and formally privately owned elands in commercial farms. This is a

development which adds complexity to the governassaes as new tenure regimes emerge
(small scale land allocation schemes (A1) and mmdio large scale land allocation schemes
(A2) farmers) in addition to the old ones.

Collection of firewood has also recently bred diigant impacts. The need for firewood has not
only become the problem of rural communities, lag Bxtended to urban dwellers. In peri-urban
areas woodlots have been cleared for cultivatiehtanmeet the increased firewood demand. The
ever increasing wood fuel demand has been triggeyddgh electricity costs coupled with load
shading (planned power outage to reduce load) anehmailability of viable alternative sources.
After the land reform, the country underwent anneenic downturn, which resulted in scarcity
of basic commodities including electricity. The atny could not meet electricity bills owed to
chiefly Zambia and Mozambique. Load shading becarseategy for reducing useage. Increased
incidences of wild fires are related to agricultueapansion and the land reform programme
(Forestry Commision 2008).

Forest laws and policies

Globally, Zimbabwe is a signatory to forest relabestruments; the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate change (UNFCCC), ConventiorBmlogical Diversity (CBD), United
Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNQCDonvention on International trade in
Endangered species of wild fauna and flora (CITEB)fed nations Forum on Forest (UNFF).
The country also observes performance based itikenad initiatives such as the Forest
Stewardship Council (FSC). At regional level, & & signatory to the Southern African
Development Community (SADC) protocol on Forestd participates in activities organised by
the African Forest Forum (AFF). The country alsatipgates in a number of transboundary
conservation initiatives with neighbouring Botswasauth Africa, Mozambique and Zambia.
Locally, Zimbabwe does not have a national foredicg. In this policy vacuum, forest laws
have become the main instruments for governingstaesources in the country. All the existing
laws were inherited from the colonial period withsmetic amendments to take account of the
new political situation in the country post-indegdence.
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There are six main laws that govern forest res@auseZimbabwe. The Forestry Act chapter
19:05 of 1948 revised 1996 regulates all statesfsreprotects private forests and forests
plantations as well as regulating trade of foresbér produce. The communal forest produce
Act (CLFPA) chapter 19:04 of 1927 revised 1987 algmwverns trade of forest produce by
providing the process of granting licenses and fisrta concessionaires for timber harvesting in
communal areas. Concessions are awarded to owsiderally by passing village structures and
restricting use rights by local communal peoplestibsistence use and not commercialisation
(Campbell, Mandondo et al. 2001). The CLFPA andRbeestry Act are both administered by
FC making them their main instrument to regulatgedb resource management. The
Environmental Management Act (EMA) Chapter 20:2% lsapreme power over all natural
resources; water, soils, air, mineral, forestry anldilife resources; it is administered by the
Environmental Management Agency, a sister organisaip the FC within the Ministry of
Environment and Natural Resources Management.

At more local levels, the Rural District CounciletARDCA) chapter 29:13 provides for rural
district councils to enact by-laws to regulate natvesources in the district communal areas. The
Traditional Leaders Act chapter 29:17 gives thelitianal leaders the power to control natural
resources within their jurisdiction and to promotdtural norms. These two pieces of legislation
are administered by the Ministry of local governmédrhere is also the Parks and wildlife Act
Chapter 20:14 of 1975 revised 1996, which regultteswildlife resources including the forest
within the wildlife game parks. It is administerég the Department of National Parks and
wildlife Management Authority. 32 years after indegence, these Zimbabwean laws still
expose residual traits of what Saki and Chiwared{2Qall ‘the process of transplantation of
disempowerment and colonial take over’. This hasnbebserved by many scholars of forest
governance in Zimbabwe (Campbell 1996; Campbelinddado et al. 2001; Mapedza and
Mandondo 2002; Mutimukuru-Maravanyika 2010). Therdstry Commision (2008) also
acknowledges that indeed the law is archaic witmscof their colonial predecessors.

These colonial pieces of authority exist along asgbcietal subgroups and institutional
configurations (villages, households and familiedigious groups and collectives of various
ambitions) that are legally plural, using a numbg&informal rules to secure compliance and
punish rule breakers (Matose 2008). This legal ghlstm undermines sustainable forest
management. It precludes good forest governandeeagienders competing claims to authority
over forestry resources.

Documented forest gover nance issues

A heated debate in the governance of Zimbabwewsstdnas largely evolved around the gazetted
(protected) forests and communal land woodlandgdda1997; Goebel, Campbell et al. 2000;
Mandondo 2001; Mapedza and Mandondo 2002; Mato€6;2Blutimukuru, Kozanayi et al.
2006; Buscher and Mutimukuru 2007; Frost, Campétell. 2007; Matose 2008; Hara, Turner et
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al. 2009; Matose and Watts 2010; Mutimukuru-Marg¥ea 2010). Recently these areas have
been characterised by human-human conflicts alooest resources. These conflicts have spread
beyond being just conflicts about the resourceumdmn-human conflicts about land which has
resulted in wanton destruction of the forest resesir Forest governance literature (see above
literature sources) from Zimbabwe reveals that,egoance issues have developed around issues
related tanter aliatenure, livelihoods and food security.

Consequent to the forest reservation policy théd date largely influenced by policies endorsed
by British Empire (now the Commonwealth) ForestrgsAciation, the issue of forest tenure and
the forest resource sharing has churned eternélictsrbetween the people and forest managers
(Matose 2006; Matose 2008; Mutimukuru-Maravanyikd®@. The issues continue to make the
headlines in the forest resource governance afidrm&e are increasing Zimbabwean records of
arson, unsustainable harvesting of products anegased number of poachers of wild animals.
According to the state forest managers this haailddr national conservation strategies and
stifled national development (Forestry Commisior®@0 Wheras it may be so for the state,
communities living with the forests have a diffdr&at. What the communities living adjacent to
gazetted forest areas demanded was initially thlet io access the forest and be allowed to
harvest forest products for their subsistence (Mapend Mandondo 2002). With the advent of
indigenisation, locals began realising that they needed to aksee haccess to high value
hardwood timber. After a needs assessment prbjethe Forestry Commission, people were
then allowed to harvest minor products such asrbrgpass, fruits, and medicines amongst
others, however without commercialisation. Theestas not allowed commercialisation to this
day. Since the year 2000 however, it has becomeniaetheir control, as a new twist on claims
has developed. It has completely ceased to beeatfeesource issue but a land and land based
resources issue. As such forest resource managesneuntently taking place within the context
of highly contested unequal distribution of lan@ople still have in their memories how they or
their fore fathers were forcibly evicted from theseas during the colonial times (Murombedzi
1997; Pwiti and Ndoro 1999; Mapedza 2007; Mombesiamd Le Bel 2009).

Forest resource governance has thus become acaloéffair embedded in land grab activities
and competing claims to legitimate authority oves tand resource (Matose 1997), presenting
unforeseen challenges for state forest managefsrtunately political campaigns by the ruling

party have capitalised on these land grabs becausarently pledges of land restitution made
during the liberation struggle had not been fudfilito the day first land invasions took place in
year 2000. The easiest thing politicians have fotindo is to pledge the resource, the land, in
exchange for votes disguised as ‘fulfilment of fremises of the liberation struggle’. People
have read into these strategies and claim landrnested areas towards election time. This is

! Indigenisation is a term use d in Zimbabwe to derioe deliberate involvement of indigenous Zimbaams in the
economic activities of the country, to which hitieethey had no access, so as to ensure the egudalslership of
the nation’s resources, Government
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happening in spite of the state having designdtedland ‘state land’ and under the protected
areas of the country. The traditional leaders Haeen caught by this political web. They have
capitalised on it as a weapon to gain recognitifter ebeing elbowed out from the forest
governance arena by the government’s devolutiocga® which elevated the power of ward
development committees (WADCOs) and village develept committees (VIDCOS)
(Mutimukuru-Maravanyika 2010). The result has baarincrease in the number of state owned
forests, plantations and national parks being iadad

Evidenced by this brief background, forest goveceaim Zimbabwe is quite well documented.
Judging from this documentation governance relatellenges, although drowned in a pool of
plural governance systems and complex institutiangingements are well expressed. However
as one goes through a number of the national andlasty documents there is some level of
hesitancy to define forest governance or even teféne term good forest governance. It goes to
suggest that at national the level it also remamdear what (good?) forest governance should
mean. It is not surprising because the nationaklleraws from, or is guided by global
treaties/conventions that are still not clear oratndood forest governance should formally mean.
This work therefore takes the first step to dismgsthe concept GFG in Zimbabwe.

1.3. Problem statement and justification of study

This study builds on my earlier work (Mushonga 20iilwhich | developed a framework for
good forest governance at the international leatdo( see chapter 2). Literature revealed that
there is no formal definition, let alone debated afforts at coming up with a definition for GFG.
What is clear is resolute effort at the global leeevards the need to develop a widely accepted
comprehensive framework for diagnosing, assessimj ronitoring forest governance. It is
envisaged that such a template will improve foggsternance communication by facilitating
efforts intra and across developing countries (F&@ PROFOR 2011). Approaches include
inter alia those by the World Bank’s Framework for Forest @pnance Reform, the Criteria and
Indicators of sustainable forest management of Mluaitreal Process, the World’s Resource
Institute’s Governance of Forest Initiatives (GEig International Tropical Timber Organisation
(ITTO) and the Forest Law Enforcement GovernanckeTaade (FLEGT).

Such a framework can be of immense contributioiotest governance because it touches on the
ideal practices of GFG. However when it comesd@itacticability in specific countries, | argue
that its success will be enhanced if the user cmsmbadopt and adapt the global framework to

2 VIDCOs were created by the Prime Minister's Dineetin 1984 to give democratic orientation to theqgess of
planning for local government being the lowest wiigovernment administration, the role VIDCO isrépresent
the needs of the people in their villages and mrethem in village development plans. Villageedepment plans
are presented before the WADCOs, whose membershigists of the chairpersons of the VIDCOs and d¢hiaired
by an elected councillor. At this stage the villatmselopment plans are consolidated into the Wastkldpment
plans. They are taken forth to the Rural distristiricil which is at district level (Matose 1997 aWaitimukuru

2010)
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user specific frameworks for good forest governafieeo concerns are important in support of
this argument. First the framework can only becsasfully implemented if user countries
identify and determine national benchmarks for gémést governance which enables them to
situate their context. However can these natioealchmarks be laid without domestication of
the international concerns? Secondly, there asively a few contributors to the development
of the international framework for good forest gamance from developing countries especially
from Africa, not even to mention Zimbabwe. Develom®untries have resources and power to
detect what happens in technical meetings and rdarence the decisions and outcomes. The
North therefore continues to dominate the globatgbgovernance arena. Yet to this point it is
assumed that the framework for GFG is a universaiptate applicable in all societies and
organisations. Though it surely provides a goodiguthis framework may fail to communicate
forest governance information critical to the ne@dsa specific country, particularly if its
definitional concerns are not reflected and cowmstit elements are not tailored to country
specific needs.

Another important argument is that in spite of #eweral approaches to governance reforms in
Zimbabwe, the influencing discourse has been swatée forest management (SFM). The term
or phrase “good forest governance” is absent ironat documents (forest management plans,
national forest management strategies, and manddtes and mentioned very scantly in
Zimbabwean based publications. Positively this ademprovides an opportunity for this study to
fill an important gap in the Zimbabwe forest gowaeroe arena. That the phrase ‘good forest
governance’ is not coined as such in national desusmdoes not mean what is good is not
known or cannot be described.

The aim of the study was therefore to tap the thtaigf forest and natural resources experts in
Zimbabwe and record their interpretations of (godaest governance and its constituent

elements. The research idea is to observe howdaheept is framed at more local levels from

which insights into possible building blocks of witanstitutes good forest governance at more
‘local’ levels can be identified and understoodhdtngs should contribute to the domestication
process of the concept.

1.4. Research objectives
Acknowledging that what is good is subjective sli@mbedded and context specific, the
overall objective of this study was to;

To develop a good forest governance framework faofimbabwean perspective and understand
how it relates to the extant international framewor

To meet this objective, three specific objectivesevestablished to;

i) Understand the forest and natural resources expews on the critical forest
governance issues in Zimbabwe.
9
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i) Understand and document forest and natural resqoiiey expert interpretations of
good forest governance in Zimbabwe.

iii) Understand and document the principles of goodstogevernance according to the
expert views.

15.  Specific research questions

To operationalize the above objectives 3 main guestvere asked:

I.  What are the current critical forest governancaassaccording to the forest and natural
resources experts in Zimbabwe?
ii.  How is good forest governance interpreted by foasst natural resources policy experts
in Zimbabwe??
iii.  What do forest and natural resources policy expauntsforward as principles of good
forest governance?

1.6.  Organisation of the Thesis

This chapter has situated the study context byligiging the crisis prompting this work, the
objectives driving it and empirical questions metmtfacilitate the achievement of the study
objectives. From this point forth, the thesis pext®as follows:

Chapter 2 reviews the theoretical literature sdieatly underpinning this study. It gives
attention to the (good forest) governance liteetand the concept of framing. Secondly it
conceptualises the interpretation of GFG to besalt®f actor behaviour of generating views and
interpretations. It highlights how these viewpoiate largely influenced by the context in which
actors exist, including the global-regional-naticloagal interactions through events, processes
and debates that have a bearing on the natioredtfgovernance set up.

Chapter 3 is dedicated to the methodological agpves undertaken in this study. It outlines the
Miles and Huberman (1994) data reduction technigaeticularly how data coding was carried
out as part of the data reduction process. Itagdains why Zimbabwe was the chosen case for
this study. Chapter 4 presents the empirical resoftthe field interviews. Chapter 5 pays
attention to discussing some of the trends emerd@iom the results. It also dedicates to
discussing the national findings, juxtaposing theprical results with the extant international
literature. Chapter 6 wraps the study by highlightithe main conclusions and some
recommendations for both policy and further redearc
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2. Theoretical framework

A government work programme without the communityhen a
government work programme is for the community isedous forest
governance problem (Natural resource policy exp&bvernment
2012)

First this chapter gives a brief overview of theeki governance theory and debate. It exposes some
important theoretical gaps in the meaning of foggsternance and its corollary good forest goveraanc
Appreciating that good forest governance is a $awastruct, and thus subjective; the meaning afdgo
forest governance is therefore a matter of subjeaipinion. It is against this recognition thastbhapter
introduces the concept of framing which is usethis study to understand why different opinioriseain

the manner in which they do. The chapter closel witonceptual framework for understanding how good
forest governance in Zimbabwe is understood atrexgeel.

2.1. The concept of gover nance

The concept of governance has been defined andiniskffierent ways (Hill, Hupe et al. 2002),
and approached from different angles, in an atteémpinderstand authority within and beyond
forest resource management. It has been descripédlipten (2004) as a concept with many
meanings, playing a role in different disciplin@¥hilst some authors define governance by
giving its uses and what it comprises (Rhodes 1996krs define the concept of governance by
stating its modes and types (Hill, Hupe et al. 20@ther authors conceptualise governance in
the context of its shifting paradigms and discosir3dey highlight the processes of change from
governance by government, to governance with gornent and governance without government
(Rosenau and Czempiel 1992; Rhodes 1996; Stoke3; M¥h Kersbergen, Van Waarden et al.
2001; Plumptre and Graham 2009) or as thought bylétg Rayner et al. (2009), ‘government
to new governance’. In this contest of endeavoutmgrovide a “best fit” definition for the
concept of governance, many authors however apadethiere is no blue print for governance.
The concept, in which ever form it is consumed, tnligscontext fitting (Orlandini 2003; Nuijten
2004; Batterbury and Fernando 2006; Mayers, Bi.e2006; Brito 2009; Plumptre and Graham
2009; Rametsteiner 2009; Tucker 2009; World Bar®920

A perusal of literature however identifies a comntbread running through the many strands
attempting to understand governance, its definititoms, types and uses. Following the
chronological development of the concept, it seamst writers today agree that governance is
generally about who makes decisions. It is abowt Heese decisions are made and how civil
society interacts with the state and private se@®umptre and Graham 2009; Lockwood,
Davidson et al. 2010; Larson and Petkova 2011).e@wnce is the overall processes of
interaction amongst structures and traditions ihiience how power is exercised. In addition,
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there is consensus that governance is not a synafygovernment (Rhodes 1996; Lemos and
Agrawal 2006; Rosenau 2007; Plumptre and Graharf)200

Building on this understanding, governance can Heisonceptualised as a proces®lving the
interaction of multiple actors, including statejvpte and civil society to influence decision-
making. It is a multi-actor, interactive decisioraking process involving the mobilisation and
deployment of power resources. This understandsgin line with the ideas of working
definitions proposed by Plumptre and Graham (2003yers, Bila et al. (2006), Kaufmann,
Kraay et al. (2009), World Bank (2009), Arnouts 12D Larson and Petkova (2011) who use
governance as term to denote the informal and forahas and the power relations that establish
as to who makes decisions, for whom and how thesesidns are made from global, national to
local levels of society. There are various conagptiof power. Power was not the focal point of
this study; therefore its definition was kept simpBorrowed from the conceptualisation by
Rogers (1974), power was taken to denote any psisgethat increases the ability of its holder to
influence other people.

Good governance: As deliberations on governance progress, one itapbtheme that receives
attention is good governance. Like the term goaece, good governance has also been
explained in several ways. The trend follows vagywalue standards to differentiate what
governance arrangement is ‘good’ and which is ‘b&tbst scholars describe good governance
by setting a number of values and ideals in thenfof principles or codes for good governance.
Examples are demands for transparency, fairnegsctigeness, accountability and equity in
decision-making and implementation of policies (@@, Amos et al. 2003; World Bank 2009;
FAO and PROFOR 2011). What is good has so far emthed a worldwide consensus as the
debate is on-going, attracting social theory ambatiger schools of thought thus snowballing the
complexity surrounding the term. In the contexsotial theory, decentralisation and devolution
are at the intersection of most discussions on ggmarnance and development, (Blair 2000;
Bardhan 2002; Dahal, Uprety et al. 2002; Dahal 208ancis and James 2003; Smoke 2003;
Larson and Ribot 2004; Ribot, Agrawal et al. 200&son and Soto 2008). When one follows on
the decentralisation discussions that pertain todggovernance it can be observed how
accountability, transparency, fairness and paditgm continuously receive attention. Each of
these values receives particular attention in $asagence as shall be briefly highlighted in
section 2.2. Current debates are on what theseipieés mean and how they should occur in
practice.

Forest governance is a paradigm that has evolved as a result of doptéon and adaptation the
governance concept in forestry. Literature revel# the subject does not have an objective
scientific meaning. Although forest governance hasome a new ‘growth industry’ (Arts and
Visseren-Hamakers 2012), its definition has unfoately not correlated positively with its
‘fame’. Arts and Visseren—Hamakers highlight ingtireg Google search, scholar and Scopus hits
of “forest governance” (565,000; 3,800 and 130 eetipely in November 2011), numbers which
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they confirm have doubled in the past 5 years. ddwbling effect is confirmed because the same
search conducted in June 2012 gave 21,600,0000 46d 157 hits for Google search, scholar
and Scopus respectively. However, as the searcimdbeg focus on the definition of forest
governance, uncertainty is exposed. When a steigick was done for the “forest governance
definition” in June 2012 only 4 hits were produded Google search, none for Google scholar
and Scopus. Many authors use the meaning of gaveen@vhich also lacks a formal definition)
to mean forest governance. Mayers, Bila et al. §20@ttempted to define forest governance;
they describe how the term came about, and howast different meanings across different
people, but remain vague on what forest governamegt mean. This state of uncertainty about
the conceptual boundary or definite definition @irelst governance was also observed by
Counsell (2010) who also asserts that there islear cefinition for forest governance, what it
comprises or must comprise. From a sociologicas$ Iforest governance is seen as highly
dependent on underlying worldviews (Bodegom 2008gre are however few attempts to define
forest governance. Tucker (2010:691) refers to ges&ful) forest governance as involving
“exercising authority and developing institutiors rhaintain forest in good conditions with
respect to the given biome, ecosystem functions speties composition and human needs”.
Adopting these ideas and marrying them with thdsbeWorld Bank (World Bank 2009) which
emphasise power relations, rules and how decisiomsnade, forest governance may be seen to
refer to the informal and formal rules and the powedations that institute as to who makes
decisions about the condition of forest resources far whom; how these decisions are made
from international, national to local levels of sy.

Over the years however, forest governance has leemmunicated within the context of
catchwords such as decentralisation and devolutbnauthority in forest management,
participatory forest management (PFM), comanagenwlaborative forest management and
community based forest management of forest reesu(€BFRM) as highlighted in the
following literature; (Agrawal and Gibson 1999; Agral and Ostrom 1999; Ostrom, Burger et
al. 1999; Campbell and Shackleton 2001; Dahal, typeeal. 2002; Dahal 2003; Dietz, Ostrom
et al. 2003; Djogo and Syaf 2004; Larson and R#txi4; Gibson, Williams et al. 2005; Hutton,
Adams et al. 2005; Colchester 2006; Dahal and @apis 2006; Ribot, Agrawal et al. 2006; Li
2007; Blomley, Ramadhani et al. 2008; Larson anh 2608; Ribot 2008; Agarwal 2009; Van
Laerhoven 2010; Larson and Petkova 2011; Arts aisdeven-Hamakers 2012). The general
principles of these policies are all derived frame standard elements of democracy and good
governance.

The concept of forest governance has not gone witbiticism. Arts and Visseren-Hamakers
(2012) highlight how the paradigm has been oppdsedts failure to accord interest-driven
agendas, social settings and the conflicts thefatiuding the role of power. They present an
interesting analysis of how the purported shifinfrgovernment to governance is questionable.
Their message is that the concept of forest goveedalls short in clearly delineating
governance and government as both are often pdneofame power structures. It is important
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that such criticism be noted. As this study unde&saan empirical based approach to
understanding the interpretation and re-contexdatbn of good forest governance, it may
become necessary to check for any efforts interidetklineate government and governance in
the Zimbabwean forestry sector.

Good forest governance is a term chosen to describe the quality of fogesternance but there is
no distinct definition for good forest governanéepractical way to conceptualise good forest
governance is to apply good governance principteorestry. Through its forest governance
learning group initiatives the Institute of Intetioaal for Environment and Development (IIED)
has described good forest governance as relatingetisions that remove barriers to local
forestry success in order to promote policy andituttonal systems that spread forest success.
This is an overall outcome also envisaged by Tucif09). Architects of good forest
governance catalogue a number of normative proesdand principles to guide forest
governance in the direction of desired outcomedat@é to sustainable forest resource use and the
conservation of forest ecosystems). Standards etbrirom the traditional principles of
democratic governance (inclusiveness, equity in tigpation, power and authority,
accountability etc.) are thought to provide thigediion. In fact most definitions of good forest
governance are a run-down of these normative mlie€i (Rival 2003; Macqueen and Bila 2004;
Mayers, Bila et al. 2006; Klaver 2009; Larson aetkBva 2011; Scheliha and Savenije 2012).

Forest governance and good forest governance, both developing from the broad concept of
governance, are related. This is evidenced bydhe fine or rather blurriness in the difference
between the two debates in literature. In mosts;agbe process of endeavouring to describe
forest governance also touches on the values olityjund desired outcomes (good forest
governance) (Macqueen and Bila 2004; Mayers, Bik.€2006; Klaver 2009; Tucker 2010; Arts
and Visseren-Hamakers 2012; Scheliha and Save@ij@)2raising important questions on the
supposed difference between the two. This amlyigand lack of a distinct definition between
the concepts is displayed from the global to natidevels. The extant literature this chapter has
endeavoured to review reveals how wide the scopdeais scientists have about the concept of
governance; and how different schools of thouglkkdgegemony. The definitional confusion
comes as a result of several interpretations abwmutsubject. It can be expected that across
different contexts and fora outside the realm ténmational debates, the challenge prevails. This
study becomes important for undertaking to undedstthe interpretations of (good) forest
governance in the midst of such definitional chadies. It becomes one of the very few in the
region and the first in Zimbabwe to focus on thaaapt GFG. Interestingly focusing on frames
and framing brings an understanding of peopleiopgabout the subject. This is an approach
which has remained scantly touched in Zimbabwe Ainda as a whole. This study therefore
fills an important gap in both the national andioegl forest governance arena
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2.2. Thelnternational framework for good forest gover nance

This study builds on my earlier work (Mushonga 20fiat synthesised global discussions on
governance and highlighted how good forest govemmais generally visualised and/or
understood. | organised it is an internationaimieavork for assessing and monitoring good forest
governance, largely inspired by the work of FAO &RIOFOR (2011) by design; content-wise it
is largely informed by various sources of literatat global level whose work have moved
towards the direction of putting together ideaswlbBFG, its principles and how it may be
practiced. This framework for good forest goverreoonsists of seven principles of good forest
governance (Figure 2) identified from the literatwynthesis as the widely accepted principles.
The principles are arranged according to the pyiotfiey receive in the literature sources
synthesised, the top receiving more weight than kbgom. My framework maintained the
governance component blocks as identified by FA@ BROFOR. Inspired by FAO and
PROFOR (2011), the framework’s main function iscommunicate forest governance issues,
globally, regionally, national and local levels.€era are four options to using the framework.
First, all principles can be investigated in alleth given context blocks. A second option is to
investigate one principle across all the contegtkd. Thirdly, all principles can be investigated
within one context block. The last option considense/ two or three principles can be
investigated within one context block. Decision which option to choose depends on the
purpose (diagnosis or monitoring), time, human &ndncial resource (FAO and PROFOR
2011). Diagnosis requires a broader approach estdtls understanding the whole governance
system. Monitoring often focuses on certain aspaicésgovernance system. In that case one may
need a smaller subset of governance componengdit@ understanding on the specific area of
interest.

This study however did not use these availableoaopti Investigation remained open. The
international framework for good forest governapt@yed a guiding role. It was important in
that it provided the ideal good governance prastiagainst which the real world was probed. It
was also anticipated that the results of the ingagon determine the needs of Zimbabwe which
can then be compared with the broader framework.

The seven widely accepted principles of GFG areriatated and are briefly explained below.

Accountability is a social relation thavolved from authorities holding their subjectsat@ount

for their actions to authorities being in fact hatttountable by their subjects (Bovens 2007). It is
part of every definition that pertains to good &irgovernance as it touches other elements of
democratic (good) governance such as transpareff@yency, responsibility, trust and integrity.
As such in American political discourse and nowhea European Union, the term accountability
is used to refer to good governance as well (Bo&/). There are several conceptions of
accountability. Bovens (2007) proposed a simpland&in. He explains accountability as “a
relationship between an actor and a forum, in withehactor has an obligation to explain and to
justify his or her conduct, the forum can pose tjaas and pass judgement, and the actor may
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face consequences” (Boven 2007: 450). This dafimigchoes the ideas of Gray et al. (1997),
Woodward et al (1996) highlighted by Swift (200hdaGiddens’ (1984) definition highlighted
by (Huse 2005). What is catching about Boven’'siverss that he goes a step further to show
that accountability is not only about agents actiogrto their authorities but also the reverse. It
therefore caters for different types of accounibil(e.g. Administrative, compliance,
professional anticipatory and negotiated accoulitygbisee (Kearns 1994) and probably
covering most disciplines, (judiciary, educatioreditine, natural resources, energyjportant
key words identified with accountability are respitility and trust. Accountability therefore
cannot be removed from the allocation and acceptaficesponsibilities for decision, actions
and being answerable for any cause of action (Bi09; Lockwood, Davidson et al. 2010)
which in turn builds either trust or distrust onoske questioning, depending on how those
answerable have behaved.

Transparency focuses on governance by information disclosurdie &vailability and/ or
disclosure of information to the public (UNDP 199ayers and Vermeulen 2002; Graham,
Amos et al. 2003; Gregersen, Contreras-Hermosillal.e2005; Andersson 2006; Gupta 2008;
Brito 2009; Gupta 2010). Transparency is thoughtb& a qualification of accountability,
legitimacy and effective governance. It is belietteat when the public has access to information
it is empowered (Gupta 2008), and can easily monite way issues are handled. Those with
roles of responsibility handle those responsiletiitivell because they are aware that they have to
answer to the public for every action they taketrBwing form the theory of equity and fairness
(Leventhal 1976), it is also assumed that oncerinébion is available every process that takes
place is a fair process as long as it is in accurddo that information or procedures prescribed
as part of information. Unavailability of informati or by passing some of the procedures may
be perceived as unfairness and coined as ‘lackasfsparency’. Similar to accountability,
transparency is also part of every definition timibrms about good forest governance. Gupta
(2008) however discusses some important aspects aiformation disclosure, bringing to the
fore important questions to be addressed when taldlieg to understand transparency. For
Gupta (2008 and 2010), who is pushing for disclesafrinformation, for whom and for what
purpose are central to her argument for the neearfalysing the assumptions emerging from
transparency. She claims to have identified sépergpectives about information disclosure and
their assumed relations to accountability, legittsnand effectiveness in global environmental
governance which need more sustained scrutinydttebunderstood associations.

Participation has found importance in particularly disciplinek pmlitical sciences and in
development studies (Buchy and Hoverman 2000).9Foesource management has not been an
exception as it conflates both the political andali@pmental agenda. Central to the participation
debate are questions relating to the meaning eicgeation, who should participate and to what
extent. Arnstein (1969) pioneered important diseuss on the meaning of participation. His
scale was presented by eight rungs of participattanging from manipulation (non-
participation) to citizen control (full participat). Arnstein’'s work has been inspirational to
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anthropological studies, health sciences, thasighchildren (Shier 2001) and widely in natural
resource management (Dahl 1997; Buchy and Hover2@8®; Curtis and Lockwood 2000;
Carlsson and Berkes 2005; McCall and Minang 200%&dRr2008). Debates also highlight two
important prongs of participation, participationasapproach or a management tool (Buchy and
Hoverman 2000). Key to participation is power (Aews 1969; Sproule 1996; Buchy and
Hoverman 2000). Inspired by Arnstein’s conceptaia) of ‘nobodies’ seeking to become
‘somebodies’ participation is clearly about the poess seeking the chance to become powerful
by involving themselves in activities that affebeir lives. The African charter for popular
participation describes participation as being &bgiuing people the chance to take part in
developmental activities, people acquiring the potwe mobilise their capacities and becoming
social actors rather than subjects (Sproule 19@6hatural resource management participation
seems to be the backbone of decentralisation amdiud®n policies. The key indicators of
participation are often the involvement of local ople (often considered the
‘nobodies’/’powerless’/ ‘those people’) in decisionaking processes, a legal framework that
empowers the voiceless to have a voice and imarlusf contributions coming from the people
into the main governance discussions and activities

Participation is an important principle of gooddst governance. It complements the need for
transparency and promotes accountability amongsktthat accept responsibilities. Relating to
participation this work paid particular attentianthe scale of participation as highlighted by the
perceptions of the research participants.

Fairnessis aconcept embedded within the conceptions of eqiiity equity theory is presented
in literature as a merit principle positioning feess as a social relationship that occurs
particularly when there is sharing of rewards amdighments to be done (Leventhal 1976).
Fairness comes with one big rule, the justice riilestice rule is in one’s belief that a procedure
of distributing outcomes is only fair if it satief certain criteria. It therefore becomes faiorte

if distribution and/or procedures of distributioreaccording to the laid criteria. So if the ciigier
are not followed one may perceive unfairness. Ftbim analysis rules and regulations are
important aspects of fairness as they are thesettdhe criteria by which distribution is done.
Huseman, Hatfield et al. (1987) highlight an impaott aspect of the equity theory, the
outcome/input ratios. If the ratio of one’s inpgt mot commensurate with their outcomes,
inequality and inequity may be perceived. The ooeads gradual distress which may then lead
to undesirable actions by the individuals.

Influenced by the United Nations Human Rights Cdu(é¢RC), over the years fairness has
dwelt on respect for human rights and dignity (Meyt, Beckley et al. 2001). Fairness is an
aspect of good forest governance that is desifadxdause when fairness prevails, it means there
is transparency and those who hold responsibiliey reeld accountable; it means conflicts are
avoided and focus is directed more to developntet tonflict resolution.
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Coordination and cooperation are built on the notion that, for one sector ofistycor one out

of two-three bordering countries sharing resourmegpractice conservation measures whilst
another ignores them is a clear sign of purposedesk an ingredient to failure. Forests are
resources that other sectors and groups use ereiff ways. Given the interconnected nature of
forestry related problems, rational governancehet which will promote connectivity across
different scales of government, different policgtees, countries and regions. This is important
in addressing shared problems in an effective dfidiemt manner as well as significantly
breeding sustainability in forest resource managerti@gNDP 1997; Graham, Amos et al. 2003;
Brito 2009; Lockwood, Davidson et al. 2010; FAO &RIOFOR 2011).

Performance of agencies is a significant determinant of whetestainable forest management
is achieved or not. This entails that set goalstargkts are met in the most efficient way and that
capacity to achieve those goals is available. Hffeness and efficiency have been associated
with overall performance in marketing and in orgational studies. In the field of marketing and
organisation science effectiveness is describeédeasxtent to which desired goals and objectives
are achieved, whilst efficiency refers to the inputput ratio and doing things right.
Effectiveness and performance are related termshwhbwever do not mean the same in
literature. Unlike performance which is the actaat of doing and inputting oneself the
responsibility for being evaluated (Goffman 197difectiveness is a measure of that ‘act of
doing’ and maybe an on-going process for continuouprovement. Effectiveness has
dependent and independent variables both whichimpertant in determining the ultimate
effectiveness of a system. Miles (2002) pointshi® importance of a well-defined system and
the standard against which its success (in thefadbing) must be evaluated. To operationalize
the concept of effectiveness, the performing systenst be laid against the standard and by
establishing the distance between what is actwahjeved with what would have been ideally
achieved, effectiveness can be achieved. Effeas®rthus works on a scale which is not
necessarily the case with performance.. Againstideas by Miles (2002), it is clear why
effectiveness is used to qualify performance. Eifeaess has been recognised as a key indicator
of performance by various scholars see, (DamanaodrEvan 1984; Denison and Mishra 1995;
Green and Griesinger 1996; Bititci, Carrie et &897; Brewer and Selden 2000; Vorhies and
Morgan 2003; Kim 2005). In this thesis efficiengydaeffectiveness encompass issues pertaining
to enforcement and compliance, and how non-comiasmdealt with.

Adaptability becomes important because forests are not stasceshuman needs. Good forest
governance means the ability to manage forest thighacknowledgement that change in the
nature of forest and the needs of the differenkestalders is happening. Following this

reasoning adaptability becomes a product of theptada management theory which basically
attests that managers must expect surprises antherseas an opportunity to learn, rather than
avoiding them; societies must in addition to adggirknowledge change their behaviour to
survive new conditions and new understandings atb@utvorld. (McLain and Lee 1996). In the

same light, following (Balint, Stewart et al. 20,1 Bdaptability becomes a principle for good
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forest governance in that all policies and managenpeactices must be implemented as an
experiment from which lesson can be drawn to modifiyl continuously improve the forest
governance system. This includes the implementatdfatihe concept of GFG itself... There are
however variations of adaptive management theai lthve emerged such as the precautionary
principle which | regard an advance level of adaitity. As highlighted by (Balint, Stewart et al.
2011) lack of evidence that adverse events willuodgn the future do not justify the delay of
action to regulate them before they have occuldsihg lessons from operational experience to
adjust forest management to present day conceerassa necessary prerequisite to adaptive
good forest management as well, precautionary fg@gernance.

These interpretations are not cast in stone, sdbeamntested. Indications are that several strains
and variants may emerge depending on people’s vaawls how they may change over time
What has been highlighted here are more or lesggémerally agreed definitional elements
synthesised from about 40-45 (forest) governanteles including books. What is challenging
about these principles are the interrelationshias €xist amongst them. It becomes challenging
to operationalize these principles individually.eTinterconnected web of values may not easily
be untangled as one principle has associations s@tteral other values. Few to none forest
governance and policy scientist have attemptedditontence this challenging rather distressing
escapade. The study does not take the challerggptrate then either, rather to understand from
a group of experts’ views the possibility of untang the web.

PERFORMANCE
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INCLUSIVENESS &
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ACCOUNTABILITY POLICY, LEGAL — PLANNING AND [ IMPLEMENTATION [—
INSTITUTIONAL DECISION ENFORCEMENT

TRANSPARENCY | AND REGULATORY || MAKING | AND COMPLIANCE | |
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Figure 2. Theframework for International good forest gover nance
By (Mushonga 2011: unpublished) inspired by FAO BRDFOR (2011)
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2.3. The concept of frames and framing

Important questions concerning the paradigm GFGeHasen asked. For instance Orlandini
(2003: 16) questioned, “But is it always true thvitat is good for the US is good for the world?”
This is a necessary question because it highlilots views about the same issue differ
depending on who is speaking. Once people engageaning making of any issue, they have
initiated the process of framing and sense makiBrgromans, Putnam et al. 2008). In a brief
attempt to answer Orlandini, indeed what is peextias good by an individual or one group of
people may entirely be organised differently bytaeoperson or group

The concept of frames and framing have been widsegd in political sciences (Hajer 2003;
Hajer and Versteeg 2005), conflicts and negotiatistudies (Gray 2003; Dewulf, Gray et al.
2009), in media and communication (Entman 1993;e8ftHe 1999); in personality and social
psychological studies (Golec, Federico et al. 2@0%) social movement studies,(Gamson 1992;
Benford and Snow 2000). In natural resource managgnthe concept has manifested in both
conflict management Shmueli (2008) and in mediayama of natural resource conservation
(Sprangers 2012). Framing has thus been used iy diaaiplines of science. It has become a
useful concept and tool in understanding how emgrgisues are constructed and how meaning
is developed.

A chronicle of the definitional characteristics fohming dates back to as early as 1955 with
Bateson (1955) and his idea of frames as co-catging. Later in the sequence of events Schitz
(1967) suggested framing to be a scenario wherpl@dwacket their experience and give them
meaning in a particular fashion (Brummans, Putnaral.e2008). In 1974 Goffman described
framing as principles of organisations that govevents. Since then the definition has evolved
into several variations. Gamson and Modigliani8@Rput it differently, emphasising storylines
that give meanings to unfolding events. Four ydatsr, Entman established framing in a
manner that captures the interest of this rese#telsaid to frame is to “select some aspect of a
perceived reality and make them more salient iro@municating text in such a way as to
promote a particular problem definition, causakiptetation, moral evaluation, and/or treatment
recommendation for the item described” (Entman 13®3. In the late 1990s it was added that
information processing and interpretation was lgrgdso influenced by pre-existing structures
(Scheufele 1999). Valkenburg, Semetko et al. (13#9eved that the way an issue is framed,
plays a role in determining the meaning people ¢ivessues, usually shaping public opinions.
Emphasising the role of framing analysis in invgsting perceptions, Shmueli (2008) pictured a
‘frame’ as both a verb and a noun that collectivedyg a filtering effect on determining people’s
perceptions.

By 2009 Dewulf and colleagues thought there waereeptual confusion of framing because a
plethora of interpretations that kept emerging (DEwGray et al. 2009). They reorganised the
paraphernalia of definitions into the two most coonnframing paradigms. They came up with
the cognitive and the interactional paradigm. Asegally agreed, frames as cognitive devices
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focus on how people interpret issues; they viewpfeeas information processors. The interactive
approach focuses on conversational processes (Aadsvan Woerkum 2006; Shmueli 2008;
Dewulf, Gray et al. 2009). In spite of the effory Bewulf et al (2009) to separate the two
paradigms, it was however established before theik that the two in fact are interlinked (van
Bommel 2008). Aware of the plethora of definitiartgonicled in literature, schemes by Entman
(1993), Shmueli (2008) and Dewulf, Gray et al. @0@ut together provided a captivating
definition for this research. To frame as a verls waken in this work to mean the process of
constructing and representing our interpretatiohshe world around us, bracketing those
interpretations (Schitz 1967) and making them neakent and meaningful. Relating this
definition to my study understanding how opinions, #docused and organised were central to the
process of how the dominant views and opinions ctunfe.

It has been highlighted earlier that the concepframing is widely used in several natural
resource and environmental studies, particularlganflict studies. It is however scantly used in
specifically understanding good forest governameeZimbabwe forest policy and governance
studies have rarely been dedicated on the congeptl‘forest governance’, and rarely has frames
and framing been used as an approach to undeirsgafiodest governance issues. Understanding
how issues and GFG aspects are framed enableeatuanderstanding on the meanings given
to good forest governance. The conceptual framewsed in this study derives from both
theories of (good forest) governance and the cdnteming. This is because of forest and
natural resources governance experts are soc@alsasho reason influenced by their practical
experiences in forest governance and social spercaddition to their knowledge and skills.

2.4. The conceptual framework

The conceptual framework (figure 3) is based onfdlmdation that the context for interpreting
and describing national good forest governanchaped first by what is happening at the global,
regional and local level as far as forest goveraas@concerned. The bold vs. the broken arrows
on the scale (left) indicate that although ther@israction (through forest governance debates,
events and processes) between Global and regioatibnal and local levels, the pressure
(asymmetrical power relations) exerted downwasdsat equal to that exerted upwards (Giller,
Leeuwis et al. 2008). As problematized in chaptehé influence at global level to regional level
is stronger than the reverse. Similarly at natideakl, governments have larger influence on
what happens at more levels.

Understanding how good forest governance is ingéeplris actor centred. This makes the actor
the unit of analysis for this study. Actors whanlgrtheir context to the study as either being
purely forest policy experts, or natural resourpeticy experts; as either being government
experts or non-government experts play an importaatin determining what GFG should mean
| operationalized the actors as forest and nattgsburces policy experts; experts as those
individuals who are closely involved with foresespurce management in government and civil

society. They are experts because of their trgigualifications and relevant experience within
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the forest and natural resources governance af@re.interaction of actors with events and
processes in their given context detect the outcome

The outcome here represents the overall objecfithi® study, which was to obtain from field
data a national level (Zimbabwean) understandinGB6G. According to my conceptualisation,
the outcome should in turn communicate with thermational and/or regional forest governance
debate, at national level stir a continuous depateess and modifies the outcome. Answers to
the research questions highlighted in chapter oeeakh presented in the ‘Actor views’ bin in
which actors display their views about criticaldstr governance issues; their interpretations of
GFG and its related principles. Issues are hereatippalized as the areas of concern currently
hindering the desired forest governance objectieesas that are contested or debated in the
given forest governance arena. These concernsnéialerice the way actors view good forest
governance, in turn the actors’ views can genemate concerns resulting in an interactional
effect. The opinions and interpretations of theoectoccupy the illustrated position in the
framework, because they become the means to antlemdens through which, by means of a
framing analysis, what good forest governance mdansZimbabwean forest and natural
resources policy experts may be understood andsted.

Taking a closer look at the main unit of analysise factor which may determine one’s
opinions/views is moral thrust coupled with acadetraining background and discipline. It can
be expected that actors with a socio-ecologicakdpatind place emphasis on the needs of rural
communities in describing what arrangement of fogesernance is good, whilst a protectionist
emphasises on the needs of the environment andveisdy. In addition taking into account
one’s organisational affiliation, a government eoyple may have views that are influenced by a
need to protect the mandate and objective of gowemt. In addition to the context individual
actors bring to the study; the current nationaltesinintroduced in chapterl is therefore an
important background factor to remember as actaespret GFG. The national laws and rules
currently regulating forest governance in the coufdr instance may generate views within the
confines of the national legal framework, whilsherts think beyond and outside the current
rules. The same applies for international laws poticies. The heated land and land based
conflicts that have hit headlines since year 2089 play role in interpreting GFG. These land
based national political conflicts encompass lad8t tenure issues, priority given to forest
resource conservation, forest related conflicts mimto political squabbles. Within the national
context are also colonial forest governance parasligThey are herein referred to as those
colonial ways of thinking that have been perpeuate the forest governance arena. Such
include; barriers approach to biodiversity conseove industrial logging by concessionaires and
the latest programme of action to Reduce Emissiom fDeforestation and forest Degradation
(REDD).

So, summarising this conceptual framework, theam$efocused on the national scale forest
governance debates. Within this scope forest ahgralaresources policy experts were selected
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to understand from their views the critical forgevvernance issues in Zimbabwe; to understand
their interpretations of GFG as a concept and tbpinions on the principles that good forest
governance must consent to. Framing was used terstacid the thought processes of the experts
and the interactions that give rise to such thoygbtesses on interpretations of GFG. The
outcome, envisaged to be provisionally the framéwor good forest governance from the
Zimbabwean perspective, was compared with the iegighternational GFG concerns as a
necessary procedure to reflect on the global fagegérnance debates as well as stir an on-going
debate at the national level. An on-going debateational level is anticipated to refine the
concept as part of the GFG domestication process.
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3. Methodology

...If we are talking about good forest governanceneed to refer to the principles
of sustainable forest management.

... We need a policy, in this policy vacuum we teadhoot directionlessly and that
is a challenge for forest governance in Zimbabwee§t policy expert government
2012)

This chapter provides a methodological frame aegsstindertaken to answer the research questions. To
investigate how good forest governance is undedstthe study focused on a case study approaclg usin
Zimbabwe as a case. The research was entirehalitajive study because it relied on descriptiams t
generate data. A qualitative approach became fdeaapping into the thought processes of peopke an
the way the construct meaning of things around tiiPevine 2002). Semi structured interviews were
designed targeting forest policy and governanceessgpincluding those who have been intimately
involved with forest related natural resource mamagnt. A double hermeneutic approach (Marsh 2002)
was used to understand interpretations of GFGfitsielevel being the interpretations by the act@he
experts) and second level, interpretations by #searcher/observer. Proceeding from this point is a
series of methodological steps through the dateat@n process and analysis. The chapter will iégi
introducing the qualitative approach, followed wikRplaining how informants were chosen, who the
experts were, and why. Also it will explain how aanalysis was carried out, the steps to codingfzad
Miles and Huberman (1984) reliability test for tlteding procedure. The work was not without
constraints, the chapter will close with the stlidytations, weaknesses and challenges.

3.1. TheQualitative approach

Where the goal is to understand meaning attachpddple’s experiences, it has been advised by
Devine (2002) to engage qualitative methods. Withis understanding, intensive interviewing
techniques were employed. This entailed using &nirew guide, open ended question with
informal probing where it was necessary to keepdiseussion alive. Probing questions were
used to help to get a more elaborated responsetfrerimterviewees and sometimes to confirm
responses. The interview guide was used as a ldteslo the questions on the guide were not
asked in their order of appearance. It was justomamt that all the interview topics were
covered. Interviews were transcribed; these trésdrinterviews constituted the data that was
analysed and interpreted.

3.2.  Sdlection of interviewees

First | had to establish the criteria for who slibbé called an expert, and to define the boundary
of involvement in forest resource management. Aedbrpolicy expert became such by
gualification or by experience. This also includedse from broadly natural resources policy and
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management. Familiarity with forest resource mansgg meant that the informant should have
worked for more than 5 years in forest (relatedovece management and policy issues. The
attention given to the forest and natural resoysokcy experts was a purposive sampling
approach to focus from the top before cascadirtigwer tiers. Starting from the grassroots could
equally be a useful approach. However, from a mamagt point of view however, it is
important that the technical conceptual aspectangfgiven concept are adequately understood
by implementers of the concepts before its sitmatio more local levels. The complex global
understanding of GFG should be simplified to aaratl reference point which can then be used
as a tool for further work. This is work that reas the national experts because they have the
capacity to articulate the scientific laden techhiterms and simplify them for the ordinary
person. In addition they have the ability to tafpimation from the ordinary person and use it as
scientific information. Therefore national expestsre a justified entry point

The first two-three key informants were selectedidsntifying their names from my contacts.
To increase the sample size the snowballing sagpéichnique was used. Within a time frame
of 6 weeks, | had 20 informants. The 20 informamése classified as follows, 8 from forestry
resource management, 11 from broadly natural ressumanagement, 1 from commercial
forestry industry. 11 of them were from governmeepartments while 9 were from non-
governmental organisations (see appendix 2)

3.3. DataCollection

To investigate the perceptions on good forest gaese, 20 semi-structured interviews were

conducted. Each interview lasted on average S5Mtorthutes. There were some constrains
experienced; these are presented at the end chtper. Interview protocols were open ended,
with probing where necessary (appendix 1). Thisvadld respondents to pursue their themes on
the critical governance issues at hand, the meanirey give to good forest governance and how
they think the concept can be operationalizediriérviews were audio recorded and transcribed
manually. The average number of pages per interwaw 7 pages with 1.5 line spacing. In total

this gave about 140 pages of raw data text.

34. Dataanalysis

My data set was quite small and manageable manudathata reduction analytical procedure was
used (Miles 1984). Miles and Huberman advised syatie data reduction procedures using
contact summaries and different levels of matrispliiys. Analysis proceeded in 3 basic steps.
The data reduction process began with a qualitamnadysis of the interview transcripts. Guided
by the research questions and objectives of thearels, 3 study main categories of investigation
were established; critical forest governance issuedimbabwe; interpretation of good forest
governance and principles of good forest governaicem the interview scripts main aspects of
each category of investigation, per interview, wexeorded in 3 different data matrices in MS
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excel.. The three separate matrices created cmuelaith Miles and Huberman’s contact
summary technigue. They became the main matersgdof@r subsequent data reduction.

Main aspects for each category were derived frotmaeting thought units from the raw data
transcripts. Thought units expressed views or opiiabout good forest governance and
revealed the contention that exists within the $osesector. A thought unit was defined as a
piece of data text that stated an opinion or intditaa particular way of interpreting or
conceptualising the issue at hand (Brummans, Putsiaal. 2008).. The three data matrices
became the subject of content analysis which wasséitond step of data analysis procedure.
The third step involved checking for the salienerties in all the 3 main study categories of
investigation. This was done using MS Excel to &&x relative frequency counts of each
theme category.

Coding

To reduce thought units into thematic categoriedirgp followed in each of the matrices and
reduced 140 pages of 1.5 line spacing text to #8ldorest governance interpretation thought
units, 94 critical forest governance issues thougtits and 140 units for the principles of good
forest governance. Thought units were coded depgnoin the catchwords they displayed. For
instance when coding principles for good forestagnance, catchwords such as responsibility
and trust were related to accountability; informatio transparency; justice, equity and respect to
fairness. These catchwords were identified fromamixtinternational and national forest
governance literature.

Coding was done by the researcher using subjeahiigy. 11 themes emerged for critical forest
governance issues in Zimbabwe, 14 themes for ttenimg of good forest governance and 10 for
principles of good forest governance. For exam@&thought units from the interpretation of
good forest governance, were coded and reduced keyl themes. Coding was therefore part of
the data reduction process by which the thoughsumere reduced to the conceptualised themes
from which further analysis and conclusions werelea

Inter-coding has been emphasised by a number ditajive researchers as being important for
checking on validity in social science researchl¢slil984; Silverman 1997; Lombard, Snyder-
Duch et al. 2005; Brummans, Putnam et al. 2008} #cclaimed that when two researchers or
more code the same data, definition and codingrhesanuch sharper. Data analysis dealt with
these validity issues in the coding of the thoughits for critical forest governance issues in

Zimbabwe, the definition of good forest governararel the key principles of good forest

governance. The data set being quite small, a MilesHubermann (1984) intercoder reliability

test was conducted for all the thought units intladl three data matrices to check for reliability
and validity of the codes. Where the data setigd reliability test can be done by random
sampling of the data set, for example the workviarfo (2006) and Brummans, Putnam et al.
(2008). The intercoder process involved looking doe or two colleagues in the forest and/or
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natural sources governance field to perform theeseauing process as done by the researcher.
Reliability of my coding was checked by calculatitigg percentage agreement with my peer
coders, using a simple formula:

Reliability = number of agreed

Total number of agreements plus disagreements

It is advised by Miles and Hubermann (1984) thattsfactory reliability result is one which is
80% and above. In cases of disagreements, thectarsgisagreement have to be discussed and
recoding done until a required standard is achieivbdd two peer coders; reliability of my codes
was checked against each of my two coders. The ttoding schemes were then combined. This
was because although both of my peer coders ane fiaural resources management, one was
more of wildlife background whilst the other wasmnanclined to forest resource governance.
Selection of peer coders was done on the basekeaf involvement in forest and natural
resources governance at higher level training. Weewere both PHD students at Wageningen
University, close to completion of their programmé&here are from Zimbabwe and so
understood the Zimbabwean context.

With peer coder 1, the results of the first rouriccading did not reach the minimum required
80% when it came to coding critical governanceassim Zimbabwe. The coding scheme was
discussed after which recoding gave about 80%. \felkr coder 2, reliability was below
minimum for the critical governance issues and rdéfins of good forest governance coding
schemes, however above 70%. For the first roudéhgp Miles and Huberman (1984) say “one
shouldn’t really expect better than 70% intercog®rability...” Being at least above 70% |
considered it reliable. This is because the fiehbility to be used in further data reduction was
based on all coding schemes combined. At this sthgeresults for the three coders for each
matrix were checked. ‘Yes’ means that there wageamgent, whilst ‘no’ means disagreement.
Two yesses were equivalent to a yes and the reweasetrue for two ‘nos’. The result was
reliability above 80% in all cases. Table 1-3 sumseathe results of the final steps of the peer
coding process from which conclusions on reliapitere drawn. The presentation of the results
for inter-coder reliability test was adopted froMaffo 2006) who also used the Miles and
Huberman'’s reliability test in coding power straésgand power resource in his study of forestry
conflicts in Ghana.

The Miles and Huberman reliability test has beeaduby a number of scientific outputs. A
Google scholar search (July 2012) informed thatual@il scientific papers have used the
intercoder reliability suggested by Miles and Huhan. In addition to their reliability test, their
gualitative data analysis source book of 1984 aed¢vised edition of 1994 have been cited by
6021 and 32,060 respectively. Based on this arglif#¢ Miles and Huberman approach became
a reliable method to follow.
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After a satisfactory reliability was achieved thexnhstep was to check for the salient themes for
each investigated category. The absolute and vel&tequency counts were recorded in each
data matrix. Each theme was counted once perviaterand each category. From this the
themes were given a percentage weight. This pexgentveight was ratio by which that
particular theme emerged in relation to the otlentes that were also emerged in the same
category. It meant that those with a higher appesraatio were the salient themes or at least
more salient than others. So they were rankeddaraf their count weight.

Table 1. Comparison of the researcher-Peer coding of the interpretation of good forest
gover nance to check coding reliability

Reliability with coder 1

Agreed (no. of yese 65
Notagreed (no. of na 12

not code: 1

total coded annot codec 78
%reliability 83.33333333

Reliability with coder 2

Agreec 55

Not agreec 22

not code 1

total coded and n«codec 78
%reliability 70.51282051
Reliability with all combined (criteria 2

yeses=agr eed)

Agreec 74

Not agree 4

total 78

% reliability 94.87179487
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Table 22 Comparison of the researcher-peer coding of the critical forest governance issues in

Zimbabweto check for rdiability.
Reliability with coder 1

Agreec 83

Not agree 11

not code

total coded and n«codec 94

% Reliability 88.2978723
Reliability with coder 2

greec 70

Not agree 22

not code 2

total coded and n«codec 94

% Reliability 74.4680851
Reliability with all combined (criteria 2 yeses=agreed)
agree: 82

Not agree 10

not code 2

total 94

% Réliability ratio 87.2340425
Table 3: Comparison of Resear cher-Peer coding of principles of good forest gover nanceto check for
reliability

Reliability with Coder 1

agree! 124

disagree 16

total 14C

reliability 88.5714285
Reliability with coder 2

agree! 11¢

disagree 23

not code 2

total 14C

Reliability ratio 82.1428571
Reliability all combined (criteria 2 yeses=yes)

agree: 131

disagree 7

not code: 2

total 14C

% Reliability ratio 93.5714285
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3.5.

Limitations, weaknesses and challenges of this study

There were a number challenges and limitationkitostudy:

Given the complexity of its forest governance agements one may consider Zimbabwe
as an unsuitable case study for gaining undersignoii what good forest governance
should entail. On one hand, it may be argueddbatplexity and fragmentation of forest
governance in the country stifles efforts to unterd the system. Also, given the current
political tension people may not be comfortablaliscuss any matters purported to have
links with the country politics in fear of beingctimised. In this regard efforts to
understand perceptions may become a sore procegbe®@ther hand, forest governance
is inherently a political process and Zimbabwe ¢@se through the thick of events in her
forest governance timeline. On that basis therefdimbabwe’s political context makes
the country an ideal case study country to teasesmme critical lessons to input into
global forest debate.

There is a conceptual confusion in the definitidrfovests in Zimbabwe. In most cases
the term forests was used to also refer to woodlamdi bushes. This is due to the direct
translation that is derived from the native terrsarigo’ or the plural ‘masango’.
According to the FAO definition a forest would meam area of 0.5 hectare in extent of
more than 10% tree cover (Counsell 2010). In shisly, forests were taken to mean the
gazetted forests, woodlands and bushes and thicleafsed to interviewees at the start
of the interview. It is possible that, dependingtba nature of their work experiences,
particular interviewees may still have made certmterpretations based on non-
designated forests.

There is also a conceptual confusion of what thes teommunity means; a term that a
number of respondents without critical reflectiohilst the scholarly definitions of
community consequential from Elinor Ostrom’s wofBsfrom 1990) would be a good
guide, the study was not strict on the applicatbthese definitions. The term was used
loosely to mean collectively, the inhabitants o tlural communal areas without due
attention to issues of heterogeneity within thesenmunities. As outlined in the
conceptual framework, what was important was upwardlownward interpretation of
forest governance. | am confident that the differermderstandings of community did not
affect the validity of findings.

The study excluded the governance of ‘planted fetedAccording to the global
governance discussions, forest governance should dekberated amongst all
stakeholders, the private companies included. Texent it could be limiting to have
excluded the private planted forests. The studl tvoinductive decision to exclude them
due to the meagre proportion plantation foresteceempared to common forests.

The original criteria for forest policy experts wasestablish by two main factors; first by
academic qualifications in the field of forestrysmcondly by experience. The two factors

had to be observed as a single entity. Owing tdothen drain that robbed the country of
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experts, not natural resources alone but virtuallgisciplines, it became unproductive to
stick to the approach. In some instances | theeefonsidered either of the two factors
and also had to accommodate informants coming flmwadly natural resources
management considering that forests are part ofalaesources.

» Actual interview time was a bit constrained peeimtew. The challenge was that most
informants were time constrained, as they hold nrasponsibilities probably amounting
.to shortage of experienced personnel. In as madhwauld have wanted more time to
dig into the perceptions of my informants, it wad possible. The most | could have was
an average of 50-60minutes.
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4. Reaults

If we can sustain the benefits that go to the emvitent and the people... that becomes
good forest governance... (Government Forest pokpgd - 2012)

This chapter presents the empirical results ofinliestigations on the Zimbabwean understandingoofig
forest governance. It will begin with some of thétical forests governance issues that were idieuatif
These issues are necessary for providing a backdremd context for the rest of the results of the
investigation. The chapter next presents theikiypretation themes for good forest governanceels

as its principles. An important characteristic loé results is the weight given to these themesutiirout

the research, which goes in part to show how ingmbrthey were regarded by the forest and natural
resources policy experts of Zimbabwe. A commornuieaof this chapter will be quotes extracted from
interview transcripts portraying some views regagdihe pertinent forest governance issues and gdud
forest governance should be. They will occur thiamg the results presentation to support the gcaphi

presentationsl he critical forest governance issues identifiedimbabwe

4.1 Thecritical forest gover nance issues

In response to research question 1, eleven themesged from the responses to the question on
critical forest governance issues. Each themedsgmted as a percentage (%) of the total number
of thought units that were identified as informiagout critical governance issues in all the
interviews conducted. These themes included Isgstiem/legislation; political will; economic
incentives; forestry policy; rural livelihoods; fdo security; forest tenure; community
representation and; forest information and inventbarmonisation of international and national
laws and protocols. The need for Legal system vewiad the greatest frequency ratio, whilst the
theme relating to the domestication of internatigmratocols and laws had the least of weight
(figure 4). That the legal system is archaic an@dngy review was regarded with high
importance. A non-government forest policy expeirids this out clearly.

The forestry act is very outdated and gives moggomance to commercial forestry than
issues to do with utilisation of forests by comrtiesi It's an act that applies to hard
forest issues and it's not people centred. It isemaf protecting the interest of the white
men who gazetted forests and established plan&tidn has nothing to do with
developmental issues in the forestry sector, soah act that is very hard on the people.
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Theme frequency ratio: Critical forest governanceissuesin
Zimbabwe
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Figure4: Critical forest governanceissuesin Zimbabwe

Another non-government forest expert went furthetlee legal system emphasising community
forestry as an important component that shouldrbefahe legal framework;

..Nowadays there is greater talk about the commuforestry where communities
surrounding demarcated forests or communities waeehwoodlots in their localities
should be actively involved in their managemenesgehissues have to be reflected in the
legislation...

That the legal system is outdated was confirmedabgovernment natural resources officer
confirmed that the barriers approach and the ptdsgal framework for forest governance were
both inherited from the colonial Zimbabwe.
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...Firstly we inherited gazetted forest from the o@b system and we maintained the
forest that we had and have even added some foyeseans of the legislation.

It was also confirmed by forest policy expert frdhe government Forestry Commission who
acknowledged;

...I think there is some truth that the legislationasbit outdated....surely there are
emerging issues that need to be incorporated thédorest laws that we currently have

Thoughts on resource sharing and benefits refldbiedmportance that some respondents placed
on livelihood and food security issues as integtaments of forest governance. Others desired
that there be provided alternative means for diralihoods in order to maintain sanity and order
in the governance of forest resources in the consm®he following excerpts from respondents
highlight the need for forest governance to incoapmlivelihoods:

I think issues of livelihoods are important. Howncaesource benefit people...we should
not just watch a resource growing or people justigg peripheral benefits, rather the
core benefits that support livelihoods in the ruiaeas....(Non-governmental forest
expert)

Where poverty is an issue most people tend to fglytheir livelihoods on natural
resources and forest included. The easiest thete @0 for people is to rely on natural
resources. There are a significant number of peapl@imbabwe deriving livelihoods
from forest resources and sometimes it's not ptessd allow that to happen as it is a
strain on the forest resource...alternative livelidooptions should be implemented.
(Government forest expert)

National politics theme exposed various opinionstrad which singled out political instability as
a disincentive for forest governance. Some criticalights;

Politicians are giving people permission to se#tig/where and we can't allow that to happen
whilst we watch (government forest policy expert)

| am very pessimistic. If our politics is wrong Gk&not achievable. If we get our politics
right then its achievable. In a political environmiegood forest governance is like a mirage.
It's difficult but possible....(Non-government nafur@source policy expert and social
ecologist).

The political issues were further elaborated iratreh to the land grabs and the associated
politics by a government expert;

...but what we have seen is there has been tendémmople actually wanting to have the
land instead of the resources ...... Whilst we havelstsdco-manage this together, we have
people who want to actually occupy the land, thedlavhich has been gazetted by the state

35



Framing good forest governance: A Zimbabwean petisfe

for the purposes of mainly for catchment area managnt purposes, commercial hardwood
timber resources and wildlife resource... (Governnfergst policy expert)

Forest tenure related opinions were linked to w®Eess and ownership rights, with some
interviewees having the opinion that, once commuyoeaiple fail to realise security of tenure,
they will not find the reason to look after res@scather use them unsustainably.

....if you do not have tenure, you don’'t have an ecgnand you do not have property.
For you to be able to manage your trees you muttifeey are your property which you

can transfer and gain value or benefit....So tenwae temained an important issue when
it comes to forest governance. (Social forest gadixpert- University Department).

....with the current land tenure system, people lmeveeason to take best care of forest
resources (Non-governmental natural resources dxper

Tenure as a critical issue is expressed by mosergavent experts in the context of forest
invasions; their emphasis is captured in the folhgwiew.

In terms of tenure for forest, unfortunately aftee land reform all land was declared
state land which means no one in the communal setdement areas owns land. The
areas where you find forests are all state landsveken people want to use these forests
they get user rights and not ownership rights....gmdple invade state land and want to
assume ownership.....

The forest resource (benefits) sharing and incesttieme highlighted views related to the other
ten themes of critical forest governance issueghiwilegal system review theme, there were
opinions that benefit sharing and incentives shdaddan integral element of the legal system
which currently does not reflect that. Statemeikis bne by a social forest policy expert below
were quite common.

Benefit sharing should be improved from the legalmework. The Communal Land
Forest Produce Act (CLFPA) chokes people from bimgffrom their resources through
commercialisation. It criminalises commercialisatioof natural resources (Non-
government social forest policy expert).

Within the context of livelihoods and food secuyrityews such as those already elaborated as
important under the livelihood theme above weretequioticeable. Related to the forest
information and inventory theme, sentiments werat fifi the resource base is known, then
utilisation patterns can be developed in a sudbtéenmanner and the need for people to value
forest may be realised;

There is need to remap the forests we are talkimgug maybe the forests we make so
much noise about do not exist... we need to go #matsé that we have correct
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information about the forest resource extent anétwias to be managed (Government
Natural resources policy expert).

Community presentation was highlighted with the temh that communal people should be
involved at every level of decision making in thevgrnance of forest resources. These views
were commonly expressed by the non-governmentakfand natural resources experts. They
were precisely captured by one non-governmentahkfmrestry experts who thought;

What intrigues me and at the same time worries sn¢he critical role that local
communities play in the management of natural resesl...unfortunately over the years
there has been systematic attempt to disfranchesa tfrom the forest governance arena.
Although there are efforts to bring them back ere is no evidence that communities
really have a voice...we don’t see them at crudedision making fora.

Capacity as a critical forest governance issueexasessed in terms of the availability of skilled
forest guards as well as forest extension workersnan all the districts in the country. In
addition to the lack of adequate forest guards @o @il the protected areas as highlighted by one
government forest expert, another government faegpert supported his colleague by further
communicating his worry concerning the skill ofdst officers;

The only weakness that we have as an organisasitinat it has young cadres. Most of
the people who were there when the organisatiortestdeft during the last ten years of
economic breakdown, so we have new cadres whoareng from the colleges form

universities they don’t know too much about theslaivZimbabwe, so they are learning
on the job.....We are competing with other organssatike Environmental Management
Agency who are attracting most of the well traipedple. Our base is normally so weak
especially because of the salaries that we pay...

Policy direction was clearly expressed within tlomtext that the country is running without a
national forest policy to direct the governancéonést resources. Common were statement like

Zimbabwe does not have a national forest policysuch a vacuum a lot of things are
bound to happen (non-government forest policy eéxper

Another expressed,

...In this policy vacuum we tend to shoot directissl... (Government forest policy
experts)

Biodiversity and forest management were raisedritisat following thoughts that the resources
are dwindling. In that respect forest governancstroansider biodiversity issues as important in
addition to the social needs.
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Forests areas as a land use are losing out to mgimgriculture...losing forest means we
are losing the biodiversity as well as the divarsiof benefits accruing from
them....maintaining biodiversity must receive attamti(Non-government forest policy
expert 2012)

Forests ought to be managed well to maintain tloelibersity, maintaining biodiversity
benefits our catchment areas which benefit our tguiihrough the tourism industry...
(Government forest policy expert 2012)

Domestication of international laws was an issuestmme non-government forest and natural
resources policy experts who thought that inteomati laws should be domesticated to avoid

local

level conflict with existing institutionaldmeworks.

4.2. I nter preting good forest gover nance

In response to research question 2, the meanirgpad forest governance captured key terms

such

as; decentralised governance, responsive andydvernance systems, and sustainable

governance. A total of 14 themes for defining gdoest governance were identified from the
interview text; each theme expressed as a percenatig of all the thought units identified to be
informing about the meaning of good forest goveceanFigure 5 shows their relative
frequencies, from the most salient (left hand sifithe chart) to the least noticeable on the right
hand side of the chart.

Theme frequency ratio: Interpretation of good forest governance
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Figure5: Themefrequency: Interpretation of good forest governancein Zimbabwe
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For almost all the interviewees, a multi-stakeholgigoroach was important but the inclusion of
communities in forest resource governance, planamydecision making was highly regarded;

Good forest governance would start with a visiond atihe involvement of the

communities...and whose vision should be pursue@he? vision of the communities
should be pursued. Whatever forest interventiotisbeiimplemented should be directed
to address the vision of the community in ordea¢hieve development for communities
(Government agroforestry policy expert).

The key to good forest governance is the commurtitgy are the true custodians to the
forests. We are here in offices and we say we @msts.....The critical point is to
involve communities, who should be given ownersigpts. (Non-government forest
policy expert).

Others perceived good forest governance by desgrishat bad governance would be;

Where decisions are just being imposed and ingiitatin which key stakeholders are not
being represented...that is bad governance (Non-govent natural resources legal
expert).

Sustainability was pictured within the realm of legical, social and economic benefits. It was
perceived that good forest governance is one wieicbures that all three disciplines are
benefiting today, continue to benefit tomorrow amd the future. Excerpts from non-
governmental natural resources experts, governmatral resources and government forest
expert characterises the different dimensions jpéiares take around sustainability;

Good forest governance for me will hinge on the¢hpillars of sustainable management,
ecological efficiency social equity, and econonffciency. As long as we balance them
then that is good forest governance for me... (Noregonent natural resources policy
expert)

For me good forest governance will be a systemhsnawyou have a win- win situation,
where forestry in a biodiversity perspective bdsefind the people also benefit....
(Government natural resources policy expert).

We want to see sustainable management of our faresonly to benefit us but the future
generations... we want to maintain the benefits af @atchment area management
through proper management of our protected forests,want to improve our tourism
industry. We have the wonder of the world the Viatalls, the rivers flowing into the
Zambezi are coming from these catchment areas (@Gonant forest policy expert)

The theme responsiveness and fairness basicaltgchopinions that referred to the needs of the
community, particularly to resource sharing. Highted were opinions that the legal framework

and forest policies should be pro-poor, sensitiveulture and norms as well as the economic
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needs of the people. They were feelings that ifroomities look after resources, then they should
be part of the equation when it comes to benefitiiage resources. A non-governmental social
forestry expert had an interesting statement toesfram his field experiences; a statement that
summed up these feelings;

One old man in Chivi said we are like dogs anddtae is like the handlers of the dogs,
the hunter goes on a hunting expedition you cately,ihe moment you catch the prey as
a dog you are chased away, you are no longer waotethe scene; you are no longer
part of the matrix. They go home they cook the raehtaai it and you are given leaked
bones, if there is left over soup and meat thegeplaat a place where you can't reach.
For another expedition you are given a small partiand go on another hunting
expedition. He said they were used to it. SO manageis done not on your terms and
when there is something to be shared you are naitesla.. (Social forest policy
expert2012)

Decentralised governance system was linked to eaommunity involvement in forest and
natural resource governance; that authority to neia@sions at territorial level should be given
to those closest to the situation. The priorityhwihich a supportive legal system is regarded is s
inversely related to its dominance as a criticalegpance issue. Likewise themes regarding local
political support, knowledge of resource base,qydiiirection and the need to safe guard national
interests feature less in describing the criticak$t governance issues than the ones so far
described.

4.3. The principles of good forest governance

This section responds to research question numb&he principles of good forest governance
were organised into 10 themes. Of more or lesslegaeght where; participation, incentives,

fairness and equality, coordination and coopergfignre 6) themes. Performance, political will

and direction were of lesser important comparetiéaest of the principles identified.
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Theme Frequency: Principles of good forest governance
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Figure 6: Theme frequency: Principles of good forest gover nance

The participation, incentives, fairness and eqaityl the coordination and cooperation themes
received more or less equal attention. The folh@amexcerpt from a forest policy expert at the

Forestry Commission typifies some of the opiniongparticipation as a principle of good forest

governance, particularly from the views of governtrexperts

Forestry Commission has about 100 forest guards wainol about 800 000 ha of

gazetted forests giving a ratio of 1 forest guand8000ha. This is not effective and
practically impossible to cover. This hinges on fiaicy framework which should

involve people participation in planning and thecd#on making process. As long as
people see forestry Commission as “them” and “ulsén there is a problem. Also the
Forestry Commission does not have the capacityot@rcevery hectare of the land by
the guards. Involving people is the right thingitm

There are however some areas where participatidoday people was not welcome, as another
government expert explained further;

... RMCs are there and participation is happeningt iBiprotected areas we cannot talk
about community involvement because we don't wdremt in the gazetted
forest...(government forest policy expert)

Nonetheless, in whichever way participation is feappg, genuine participation was advocated
for by a non-government social forestry expert whpressed his feelings;

41



Framing good forest governance: A Zimbabwean petisfe

There should be an element of participation, geayparticipation not this thing what
people call ‘facipulation’...a hybrid of facilitatioand manipulation...we want genuine
participation by all involved... (Non-government f&trpolicy expert).

Central to the incentives theme were opinions edlab resource sharing, monetary benefit

sharing as well as a legal framework that suppgbdse aspects. It was clear that benefit sharing
was a good incentives for getting people involvedorest management activities, and hence an
important component of good forest governance. Satement that captured the majority of the

thoughts on benefits and resource sharing as aorian incentive was one by an academic and
social forest policy expert from a university depsent;

...So for us to talk about forest governance we mallsabout what benefits people derive
first...that should be the driving incentive towandanaging forests...

Fairness and equity hinged on the distributionesfdfits and economic incentives. Views ranged
from government expert perspectives;

.... So the fact that there is no permission fanowrcialisation, is an aspect which has
fairness in it because we are then saying the oagrgapacity of the local forest areas
are such that if people exploit for own use its tasnsble. If we allow for
commercialisation there is unfairness because tieesmmebody who has the energy and
the skill to harvest just for that, but there iso#imer counterpart who just wants to harvest
for subsistence. It becomes unfairness becausenatpoint the resource will dwindle
because there is over exploitation by the one whemmmercialising, so there is fairness
in that legal aspect...

To non-governmental forest policy expert perspestiv

As far fairness concerns to forest revenue... thdse lave managed to conserve the
forest should benefit. As it happens in the pallpteys principles, if you are the one who
has damaged the forest why should you benefit....

Fairness also focused on the legal aspect of fagesernance, that there should be even
handedness in the application of the law;

The law should be applied as it obtains within statutes we should not have of other
people treated in a different way from others. T should be applied as it is at all

levels and social standing... equally to all peoplethe country... (Non-govenmental
natural resources policy expert 2012)

For both government and non-government expertsdomation was regarded an important
principle. Views are that forest related work withhe forestry department; between the forestry
department and other government departments; betvwgexernment and non-government

activities; and between modern and traditionalitusdns should be harmonised for effective
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forest resource governance. These views were @apthy a general statement made by a
government agroforestry policy expert

There are so many players in the forestry sectorilevthey are too many players, the
players do not network and also they do not shaq@erences....there is repetition of
work done as a result

Transparency emphasised on the availability ofrmtion to all those interested (particularly
the communities) about the processes and evertseifiorestry sector; information about the
status of the forest resources, about procedurdsepefit sharing and concessions; the law and
courts and annual reports of what each organisatitime sector is doing. Accountability was an
important principle for most non-governmental expemwho thought clarity acceptance of
responsibility was important for GFG. Political lnalso emerged as a principle within the views
that those in political leadership should be memsgive to the developmental needs.

Another thing that is important is that there shtbbk political support. Politics must not
work against sustainable forest management; pslitghould work to foster the
institutions and legislation and influence changethe positive way... (Government
natural resources expert 2012)

Political will is one critical thing. Forest resoaes are a common property resource, if
we don’t have sufficient political will it will bdifficult to institute adequate management
processes (government forest policy expert)

Likewise for non-governmental experts, the politnsst be right if research and experiential
learning must influence development and GFG.

Politicians have no time to look at policy briefsnerging from empirical findings,
research findings are therefore read by the shelvastead of impacting
development....this is what drives the developedtdeanresearch drives development.
There are several research findings that have mgledinecessary recommendations for
improved forest governance in this country but paditical procedures to actually
influence policy have not been made easy...in facdn@has the time for them (non-
governmental social ecologist and natural resoungekcy expert 2012)

Performance as an important principle touched gaddy issues, both human and finance. It
was highlighted that without financial resourcedsidifficult to achieve the set objectives. The
views of both government and non-government expegte within the same light.

The issue of resources is a national issue bectheseconomy is not in good shajée
need financial resources but no matter how wedryaise revenue it is not feasible that

43



Framing good forest governance: A Zimbabwean petisfe
we get enough for our operations. Yet, it is imaortthat ourobjectivesmust be met
(government forest policy expert 2012)

Direction chiefly pointed to the current nationakdst policy vacuum, that it is an important
principle to have a policy that guides the processegood forest governance. In the current
policy vacuum unprecedented events have room tarocc
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5. Discussion.
The key to good forest governance is the communitpey are the true
custodians to the forests. We are here in officed we say we own
forests... (Natural resources policy expert-Non goxent)

This chapter is dedicated to discussing the repuétsented in chapter 4. The first section discutse
actors in relation to the critical forest governanssues identified in Zimbabwe. The second section
focuses on the meaning of good forest governancgrdb discussing the interpretations given to gjoo
forest governance by the forest and natural regsuegperts in Zimbabwe; and secondly deliberating
on the principles identified as the important valoé good forest governance. Recalling that therac

is the main unit of analysis in this study, whateiges attention in these first two sections of the
discussion is an analysis of who raised which issua why they were raised. The last section is an
analysis based discussion on how good forest gamemmay be visualised in Zimbabwe, all findings
summed up. It juxtapositions these findings wité ihternational framework for assessing good forest
governance illustrated in chapter 2 and focuseshenimplications of the results of this study with
those generally agreed at international level.

5.1. Key forest gover nance issues

Clearly emerging from this study is that most c# forest and natural resources policy experts
acknowledge that all issues identified as critfcalforest governance in Zimbabwe fall short of
current demands and expectations on good foresérgamce. Hence these need to be re-
examined and changed accordingly. As currently titoiesd these issues in one way or the other
endorse those highlighted in Zimbabwe forest goaece literature (Matose 1997; Mapedza and
Mandondo 2002; Mapedza 2007). That actors raisedstlthe same issues and acknowledged
the need for change is one matter, agreeing om#lyeforward is a different matter altogether.
Evident in this study is that the context of actmftuences how forest governance is framed. A
look at this context and their opinions as corgliar the context helps to reveal why actors may
have raised certain issues as critical while otlhwn® not or were considered less critical.

For forestry experts in government issues that drintiem from achieving the government
mandate were considered the critical issues. Reggofrom the Forestry Commission (FC)
officials clearly evidence this. As officials guitldy state laws in carrying out their mandate
their responses primarily focused on legislatiormasmportant tool for achieving good forest
governance. There are two principle pieces ofslagion, the Forestry Act Chapter 19:05 of
1948 and the Communal lands and forest produce oAct927 revised in 1996 and 1987
respectively. Despite them being outdated thelystpport them. That they acknowledge the law
to be outdated yet still hesitant to have a comgmeive revision shows that GFG issues cannot
be separated from organisation interests and existsecurity. . Chiefly communicated by the
Zimbabwean government forest policy experts from Forestry Commission is that governance
reform is needed however not at the expense oferergl their organisational mandate
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inappropriate. Three important points emerge fréis group of experts. First, although they
realise the importance of legislative reforms fog forestry sector in contributing to good forest
governance, maintaining the relevance of their mggdion appears paramount. They therefore
shift the argument from being a legislative on¢hat of resource use in which the local people
are framed as a ‘problem’. In that respect whathisrefore recognised as a critical forest
governance issue is one which is intended to det the ‘problem’ of local stakeholders.
Problematizing local stakeholders as a ‘problenms aiso observed to be common amongst most
African governments (Counsell 2010). Secondly, gonent experts do realise that forest
governance is a political issue, as well they sealhe political ecology linked to the local
squabbles. They however pay less attention to thaivagement approaches which in fact play a
role in eliciting and/or perpetuating local polélcsquabbles. They seem blind to the fact that
their barriers approach triggers rebellion and oonformance. Dissociation from the political
squabbles manoeuvres their discussion on goodtfg®@gernance to their best advantage.
Against their views, clearly, local politics is pented as a ‘hindrance’ to good forest governance.
Yet ironically their management approaches may Hmeight to contribute to this hindrance.
Lastly, the obligation to cohere to organisatiopalicies displayed by government experts
assumes a group identification tone that labelsnisdves as ‘we’ and their stakeholders as
‘them’. These segregation frames have importanticaons on good forest governance. They
instigate challenging questions to the forest goalece debate and have an impact on the manner
forest governance issues are articulated and gwedtfgovernance understood.

The reasoning exposed by government forest exjgentst peculiar to Zimbabwe alone. In Nepal
(Dahal 2003), government forestry experts are tahicto introduce laws that promote
devolution of forest resource management. Offidralge taken over all the valuable forests and
limited forest user independence within the disguo$ national interest to protect biodiversity
and increase revenue. Local elites in Thailandyetske over the concept of good governance
for their own use (Orlandini 2003). The same betwavis noticeable in the Philippines, were
government forest experts are seen to be pragticiatiging on supervisory and monitoring roles
at the expense of the local stakeholders (DahalGaqstrano 2006). In the African region in
general, government experts are keen on the vadat#st (Counsell 2010), reluctant to involve
local stakeholders where they are big benefitsrieiothat their mandates are met. Government
actors from developing countries exhibit more asléhe same behaviour because they are
directed by protectionist strategies to forest goamce. It can be concluded that pre-
independence strategies carried over into the ipdspendence era continue to determine to a
large extent the forest governance issues for dhasip of actors. The emphasis on national
interests, conservation and sustainability issyegdvernment actors in Zimbabwe show where
their interest lie and how they would like to hassues articulated and GFG shaped.

Seven out of the nine non-government forest andralatesources policy experts raised the same
legal issues as the government forest policy expeut differ in that they wanted more than
cosmetic changes to current legislation and awmlyoin support of substantive revision of the
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law. Their opinions show that they are against govent’s domination of forest governance

policy debates or hegemonic crafting of forest lawBhis group of experts exposes in their
argument and reasoning that the legal frameworkeissdeed falls back on multi-stakeholder
concerns and hence may be seen as a ‘multi-stadeshissue’. The non-government experts thus
adopt a storyline that evokes the inappropriatenés®lonial legislation that was an exclusion

mechanism privileging certain sections of the papah over others. Hence the current forestry
law is depicted as a system that gives attentiothéoobjectives of the colonial masters and
negates the needs of the majority. It is frame@atslated’, ‘colonial’ and ‘oppressive’. It needs

to be ‘improved’ and ‘reformed’. These phrasingries play a role in relegating the rather rigid
approach to governance supported by governmenttsxpe

Secondly, non-governmental actors clearly refletha national level the influence of events and
processes at the global and regional levels. Aljhassues are articulated based on local level
context and experiences, there is a strong aftihato the global requirements for good forest
governance particularly those inclined towards tregoing debates on sustainability and
development. What is therefore recognised ascatifiorest governance issues by forest and
natural resources policy experts working with depetental NGOs are those that ‘tannish’ their
membership to the basic principles of democracy ¢bane along with these developmental and
sustainability discourses. As such framing the ll@canmunal people as the ‘voiceless’, rather
than portraying them as a ‘problem’; describingalopolitical squabbles as ‘power disparities’
that impact on development rather than a ‘hindrattcgovernment mandate clearly depicts the
effects of global developmental discourses. Thikesathese global concerns an important
reference point for this group of experts in idimtig and clarifying more local forest
governance issues in Zimbabwe.

The issues considered critical for GFG in Zimbabmay have been limited because this study
only focused on forest experts at a national lei@hver (2009) sought to understand GFG
through the actors in the forest governance ardigastudy in Uganda covered the provincial,
local and the grassroots levels and could be cereidmore exhaustive in unearthing forest
governance issues because he took into considertite opinions of the local communities.
Local views may be important to consider in thdbcal dependency on Non-Timber Forest
Products (NTFP) obviously generates beliefs abdt® @ relation to local needs. Klaver (2009)
discovered that issues identified were the samallalevels he studied. These issues were
however expressed differently but the Congo stumbBsdhot focus on why that may have been the
case. The methods used neither explicitly pointhe use of nor consider framing analysis of
such opinions in understanding the forest govermaaitciation in Congo. Klaver’s results do not
therefore precisely articulate the contexts duahplement the proximate opinions he identified.
Against these concerns, my study, although not esthee, demonstrates the importance of
framing analysis in understanding forest debatesiging to the fore a nuanced view of the
issues in forest governance that are critical &mihg GFG.
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The issues raised as critical for forest governameamportant for understanding actors thought
processes on what GFG should be and should nofrhe.following section discusses some of
the interpretations given to GFG as meanings ¢leamhtred on these forest governance issues.

5.2. Describing good forest governancein Zimbabwe.

5.2.1. Interpreting good forest gover nance

Interpreting GFG was not divorced from the artibedbforest governance issues. Similar to the
forest governance issues, the meanings that exgavis to GFG depended on one’s training
background and experience, moral thrust and orgaoisl affiliation as well as experience. It
was also quite evident that meanings were not decrfrom the processes, events and
requirements of good forest governance at globadlional and national level. The non-
government forest and natural resources expertsdsnw their understanding from global and
regional concerns clearly highlighted this. What‘geod’ was illustrated in a variation of
phrasing frames such as ‘win-win’, ‘sustainabilityhulti-stakeholder’ by government experts
and ‘pro-poor’ ‘inclusive’ ‘participatory’ by prednoinantly the non-government forest and
natural resources experts. Recalling the critioeé$t governance issues identified and marrying
them with these phrasing frames, it can be suggetstat the forest governance situation in
Zimbabwe is perceived as being in a feeble staeding to be ‘reformed’ and ‘improved'.

Actor interpretation of GFG displays an interestingnd; from GFG being interpreted as a
national interest based centred approach to mieithys for both national-people interests and a
totally people-centred approach. These interpretatiepresented the forest and natural resources
policy experts from government forestry departmeindm natural resources government
departments and non-governmental organisationsectgply. What is marked in this study,
which is also observed in forest governance litgetis the inability of the forest policy experts
to give a solid or rather formal definition of gofmtest governance. The responses of the experts
were pointers to the circumstance that the subgebtoad, and that describing what is good is
relative to many factors. Literature confirms thelggem of wide interpretation of what is ‘good’
(Larson and Petkova 2011).

Consequent to labelling the local communities asthiceless’, advocating for the needs of the
voiceless compels the non-government experts priedoity to interpret good forest governance
as a system that is people-centred. For most efatttors in this group, whose day to day
activities is working towards a communitarian olijgs, a system that therefore conforms to
these objectives is good. Significantly they suppoforum through which all key stakeholders,
particularly the local communities are a part & governance processes. This development it is
not unexpected. It is an indication of the extenthich global initiative influences views and
opinions about the subject.. Since the 1992 Ridedeeiro summit on sustainable development,
there is been a global impulse for the need tovelgtiinvolve all stakeholders, particularly

communities, in forest resource management in theatcy. In Zimbabwe pressure to pursue
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such approaches came from non-governmental orgmmisaand coalitions. The pressure to do
may have come from perhaps the compulsion to gengire order to access funding from the
western donors as was noticed by Conklin and Grafi#85) in the Amazonian eco-politics
There were therefore several NGO activities in ¢bantry pursuing community based forest
management approaches up to the year 2000. Th&t tfrthe NGOs and/or their donor agencies
was on sustainability, community involvement, faga and benefit sharing. These donor funded
programmes left lasting impressions on the forast ratural resources experts that participated
directly or indirectly in these programmes, fronttbgovernment and non-government. It's been
about a decade since major donors pulled out fhatting, targeting it to more transboundary
activities (Hutton, Adams et al. 2005). Yet, theidees of their projects and objectives are still
however significantly evident in the way some for@sd natural resources experts made sense of
‘good’ forest governance. What the study doesdabérmine is how long the global initiatives
that come through international donor organisatiath continue to influence the manner in
which people think. It can however determine thabb@l and regional initiatives have an
important role to play in influencing perceptiorasoning and re-contextualisation processes of
GFG in Zimbabwe.

Government forest experts were interestingly resiida for the least significant interpretations
of GFG namely human capacity, policy direction asafeguarding national interest. A
particularly noteworthy feature in the Zimbabweefstrgovernance arena is that what appears to
be important for government is half the time leggificant to other stakeholders. This is an
important observation that signals the need foregmment and non-government parties to
compromise on what best should represent the ratigood forest governance context. |
particularly reflect on this point because non-gawegent stakeholders although being quite
dominant advocates of a people centred forest gamee (which defines their GFG), the
probability that they may be dismissed by governnasrmpromoting ‘foreign’ rather than national
or indigenous interest is high. In the current Eaiobwean political context, association with
international NGOs is often associated with foreagenda and being tagged as belonging to the
opposition political parties. This is an interegtidevelopment considering that the current
government borrowed and carried over colonial mot® These qualify as foreign. The
government stakeholders have however a legal fgatintheir support for national interest.
National politics on the other hand is sufficiemtdemote advocates of global and regional ideas
by propagandising national sovereignty. If eventsgpess in that manner, then the national
boundaries for GFG ultimately become defined bygtreernment actors. The current law is their
most reliable weapon to detect the going-ons omlbel all stakeholders. If at all there is a shift
from government to governance Zimbabwe, one careaxihat it a snail process; otherwise
following the reasoning by Arts and Visseren-HamakK2012) there will not be a distinct shift
rather a continuation of governmentality with goweent doing things differently in the
appropriateness of time.
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There are few studies that have undertaken empmnésarch on the meaning of good forest
governance. The study in the Democratic Republi€afigo by Klaver (2009) which set out to
investigate the meaning of GFG emerges with sonpoitant themes to describe it. However,
Klaver's study does not use framing analysis toeustdnd the meanings of GFG, as such his
results are not explained within this scientifidarpinning. Apart from Klaver's work in Congo,
other studies include the study by Orlandini (20@8jch endeavoured to understand how the
concept is re-contextualised in Thailand. Her stimbyvever focuses on the broader ‘good
governance’ rather than good forest governance.ethatess it is useful in that it considers
framing in understanding how the concept ‘good goaece’ is translated to the Thai language.
She however does not detail the aspect of framimadyais in her work because her methods
focus on the production/consumption framework thgpothesises ‘good governance’ as a
product, marketed and delivered in developing coemt The object-consumer relationship she
employs may be thought as a better approach torstateling re-contextualisation processes in
that it engages several approaches such as discamalysis and the anthropology of
consumption; these bring a better understandinghef process and events during the re-
contextualisation process when compared to thidystlihe act of framing does not however
come out clear and receives less attention bedausehrouded in discourse analysis and the
social act of consumption.

Against this backdrop, this study may be one offéve studies that have endeavoured to explore
the meaning of GFG by engaging a framing analykigeople’s views. In the same vein, this
study becomes a basis for comparison by other tsstievho will work on similar studies in the
future. Despite the differences in approaches batwhe Thailand and the Zimbabwean cases
similar findings emerge, for instance how politiedites seize the concept of good governance
and use it to symbolise their political programna@sl how the social activist strive for social
reforms while NGOs and grassroots movements upheldieeds of the local people.

5.2.2. Forest governance principles

Actors articulate forest governance principles amake sense of the meaning of good forest
governance, in a manner that is noticeably conddot¢he interpretations of GFG they identify.
Evidently non-government forest and natural resesiexperts expound on meaning of GFG as
people centred governance by appropriately selpttiose values that ensure that this meaning is
satisfied. Likewise, the government experts expoomdhow achieving national interests can be
operationalized.

While all the experts agree on participation as ri@st important principle, for government

experts, the desire that local people participatéorest resource management affairs is not a

heartfelt response. Having become a buzz wordtdha participation is used rather loosely

exposing signs of inaccuracy in the meaning of téren. From their views what is called

participation does not match Arnstein (1969) desiom of genuine participation whereby

stakeholders, particularly the communal people toaxist with forests can be in a position to
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take over the forests from the FC. Discussing alparticipation for these officials entails

elaborating the co-management approach which thedfted for a pilot project back in the early

1990s. Some of the statements made by the govatriorest policy experts imply that once the
resources management committees (RMCs) submitetintructions of government, they have
‘participated’. Resource management committees (RM&e the key components of the
comanagement arrangement. They are created by @heoFrepresent the needs of the
communities. However it is known through a numbkstudies ((Matose 1997; Mapedza and
Mandondo 2002; Matose 2006; Mutimukuru, Kozanayelet2006; Mapedza 2007; Mapedza
2007) that these RMC are manipulated by the Fgré€ammission through the Forestry Act. In

this comanagement venture levels of tokenism ai@eat disguised as participation. Tokenism
not participation is when communal people are hégrthe forest officials but they still lack the

power to ensure that their views will be considef@dnstein 1969). From the opinions of

government forest experts, Arnstein’'s ladder slowlysumes a pyramidal shape broadly
practicing manipulation and less of citizen contaad Arnstein’s participation. These findings
match those by Matose (1997) and Mapedza and Maed¢2002) who established lack of

genuine participation within government structures.

From a non-governmental view, participation referghe upper rungs of Arnstein’s ladder of
participation, calling for the need for genuinetgpation not ‘facipulation’ as one responded
emphasised how government experts combine manipuland facilitation in disguising
participation. A human rights approach is takentlyse forest and natural resources policy
experts who purport to speak for the voicelessirldraphasis on stakeholder participation is on
the local people, because they have framed thethea&oiceless’ and ‘vulnerable’. There is
however one important fact worth noting. The féet many non-government experts identify
with local people may be however thought to be tdamge extent prompted by donor
requirements for either funding projects, or indial training scholarships. It is not entirely out
of individual interests neither is it totally prefiod. It seems gradually these interests become
modified and become an inbuilt perception becaugents earn their living form engaging in
such activities.

Most of the forestry experts who work with non-goweental organisations, either as consultants
or full time employees started off in governmenighE out of the twenty participants of this
research now in the non-governmental sector stateth Government. The reason for their
leaving is not independent to the lucrative satatiet these organisations offer. A government
forest/ natural resource expert earns not more &hd$$1000 per month; in consultancy or full
time employment with developmental nongovernmeatghnisations one earns double or triple.
If advocating for the rights of local communitiesngs food to their table, it is the rational thing
to do. This is a classic example alerting scientistking on forest governance, globally and
within specific contexts, that contextualisation ®FG takes place in a much more complex
environment than can ever be imagined, influencetladfected by many factors. While it may
be thought that at global level contextualisatidngood forest governance is a complex
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adventure, it gets more compound as one depans the general to the particular. So, the
international forest governance debate may be tbtths hotter at the lower level debate fora
where more varied factors interact.

Operationalization of participation is a process without challenges. Nonetheless, that experts
identify it as an important value is noteworthysélnoteworthy is a trend in which actors relate
participation (the chief principle) with the otheine (9) principles identified in the study. The
order of importance the actors give to these ppiesiin Zimbabwe can be discussed within the
context in which these principles associate withiggation; incentives and fairness being the
closest associate and direction the furthest associhe trend that relates these principles is
simple. Following figure 6, advocating that allkstholders should participate sets a prerequisite
that they should be incentives that motivate therad. These incentives that often come in the
form of benefits should be distributed and allodatgth fairness. Participation is also a scheme
that makes sure that there is coordination andpanency of activities in the sector; those with
roles of responsibilities are held answerable utiderscrutiny of the other stakeholders. If there
is political will from the politicians to participa, then the overall performance of the forestry
sector will be improved, the direction becomes rcleth however does not happen in a straight
forward fashion as presented here. Strategicaatien between and amongst players will be
such that each actor yields outcomes that meet pneferences. Approaches to game theory
may precisely explain how events may occur betvastors, which unfortunately go beyond the
scope of this study. Guided by this reasoning, tstdading the meaning of governance therefore
requires that a number to concepts be engaged wdsckarlier commented, makes the work of
(Orlandini 2003) reliable and informative.

Amongst both government and non-government actaasparency and accountability do not
seem to be very important principles. The two pples only received attention when they were
probed by the researcher, otherwise more than b@qre of the time they never dominantly
featured in the descriptions of the forest expértese findings don’t dismiss the two as being
unimportant to the forest governance arena in Zbwlea It may be that they are currently not a
hot issue, therefore not at present hyped in thebZzbwean context.

5.2.3 Theframework for good forest governancein Zimbabwe

The issues, principles of good forest governancéQYsand interpretation of good forest

governance as viewed by experts within the Zimbamweontext are comparable to the forest
governance components identified by internatiorralddpction centres such as WB, FAO and
PROFOR (Figure 7). In the Zimbabwean context tla@n&work consists of 10 key principles

which have been arranged in the framework accordirigeir weight based on expert views. The
weighting is a proxy for the importance of the piples, with top principles carrying more

importance than those at the bottom rungs of éu@démwork.
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The critical forest governance issues identifiedtiyg research are integral to the framework as
diagnostics of the quality and adequacy of a palgicaspect of forest governance. All principles
and issues were raised within the context of plammind decision making, legal framework and
/or performance and compliance. Through deduciasaoning the context blocks identified by
FAO and PROFOR become the pillars for supporting tramework. To understand the
Zimbabwean framework it is necessary to brieflykl@ad how the context blocks are defined and
to recap issues and principles as identified bybaibwean forest and natural resources policy
experts.

Governance Context block
Palicy, Planningand | Implementation,
Institutional and | decision making performance
Legal framework and compliance
Participation
incentives
T Fairness and equity ISSUES
L . . =  Adequacy of legal and institutional
0 Coordination systems
@) o .
LL Transparenc = Livelihood and food security
| P y =  Micro/macro political coordination
(@) R =  Forest benefits and economic
@) Adaptability incentives
O Accountability = Forest and land tenure
% w =  Community representation
O Political will * Capacity

n = = Policy direction
W < Performance = Forest management
a =z = Forest information and inventory
O % : : = Domestication of international
Z > Dl r eCtI on protocok
x O
o O

Figure 7: The Zimbabwean framework for assessing good forest governance.
Adopted from Governance of forestry initiative (2009 and FAO and PROFOR-2011

The context blocks

Policy institutional and legal framework is conasinwith how the existing rules governing
forest resource management and use have beend;reaéy be changed during review and
reformulation and the coherence of these rulesomiging the overall context for forest resource
management. The policy institutional and legal feamrk investigate the quality of the legal
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system in relation to the existing forest govermaissues and the broader developmental policies
and legal systems (FAO and PROFOR 2011, WB 2009=12009)

Planning and decision making, focuses on the psesesf decision making in the management
of forest resources; the range of actors involved laow they interact. It takes note of the key
actors and the extent to which they allow for theolvement of other actors in the decision
making process (FAO and PROFOR 2011, WB 2009 and2Gi)

Implementation, performance and compliance focusas operational activities of forest
governance by assessing the extent to which tred fegmework and actors interact, whether
there is compliance of the rules enforced and wdratiajor objectives are being met (FAO and
PROFOR 2011, WB 2009 and GFI 2009)

Theissues

Adequacy of legal and institutional systems is a concern raised with respect to the

inconsistencies that are presented by the curegal land institutional framework, which are

understood to be in discord rather than harmonly thié needs of today; needs for the people and

those of the environment.

Livelihood and food security embraces worries that as more people continueédoelow the

poverty datum line, the number of people that ddpmm natural resources for subsistence in on

the increase.

Micro/macro politics refers to mainly the political squabbles commoauad the protected

areas which have derailed forest governance pmojectboth government and non-government

actors.

Forest benefits and economic incentives discuss the management and distribution of revenue

and benefits accrued from the productive functiohgorests, such as timber and Non-timber

forest produce (NTFP) respectively.

Forest and land tenure concern predominantly ownership, access, usepamhgement rights

to the forests. Forest and land tenure issues raeved to address who has ownership over which

resources; who has rights, which type of rights?

Capacity is understood as an issue related to the perfarenahthe forestry sector. The need for

skilled personnel to guide the management of foresburces and the financial capacity to

engage in projects that ensure that forest manageimesustainable are the chief issues raised

concerning capacity.

Policy Direction makes reference to lack of a national forest poiic Zimbabwe, which is

urgently needed to get forest management processack. Forest management embraces

concerns regarding the conservation of biologicamity, as well as balancing with community

needs, and other extractives uses such as agreultu

Forest information and inventory focuses on the need for a data warehouse regatukrgock

in terms of forest resources that the country hamfwhich forest management developed.

Domestication of international policies and lawsaisoncern raised to illustrate the need of
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adopting whilst adapting all foreign concepts sat they as get implemented they are in harmony
with existing policies and laws, as well as trasfitand culture of Zimbabwe.

Theprinciples

The interrelationships between principles (Sec8d) preclude a separate discussion of some of
the principles. Hence, some of the principles dldiscussed jointly. For the first time they are
introduced they are highlighted to guide the reader

Participation in the Zimbabwean context focuses on addressingcpkarly the inclusion, the
active and genuine involvement of local communitgksholders and the integration of
traditional technical knowledge in policy and laarrhulation. Policy and law formulation are
expected to suppoincentives envisaged in the form of economic benefits, fastance the
commercialisation of forest products and they stidnal well supported by the law. Linked to the
law and incentives ar&irness and equity which should be highlighted in the manner in which
the law is applied to all the actors in the govangarena and benefits are distributed.

Adaptability is an important principle predominantly because nikeds of both the people and
the environment are changing. Adaptability needsrdioation of these changing aspects.
However coordination is also an aspect of adaptability; coordinatiotwleen government
agencies such as agriculture and forestry depatitmbea forestry department and mining;
between the forestry department with other natteaburces departments such as the National
Parks and Wildlife Authority (NPWA) and the Enviroental Management Agency (EMA).

Transparency is related to information disclosure. Every stakdhr in the sector must have
access to information about forestry resources gemant. There should be therefore
mechanisms to ensure that all stakeholders hawsado information. Access to information is
an important element adccountability as it enables those with roles of responsibilitede
scrutinised, rendering them fully accountable Fferitt actions.

Attributes ofperformance are primarily based on human and financial capagcitelation to law
enforcement and ensuring that objectives of foreahagement are achieved. Performance
requires a conducive environment apdlitical will is necessary for creating such an
environment. Political will focuses largely on theed for political leaders to be motivated
towards recognising forest resource conservationaagiable land use option. Together
performance and political will are critical for therest management directioDirection refers

to chiefly the importance of a national forest pgl{which currently absent) in providing the
direction and a guide in the management of foresturces.

The principles identified by experts in the Zimb&an context are not new (ref). From the
synthesis of extant forest governance literaturecan be noted that almost all the above
mentioned principles have been raised. Howevert wiakes the empirical findings interesting is
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that principles are ranked according to the wetbbly receive from the experts. International
forest governance literature does not rank in aay the relative importance of these principles.
Despite that the principles identified in the Zirblaean context are not anything new in global
forest governance debate; the debate surroundasg thrinciples is interesting. The following
section discusses how some principles receive @reatention at the national and less at
international level as the debate about these iptextake different reasoning approaches.

5.3. The Zimbabwean ver sus the I nter national under standing of good forest governance: a
reflection on the framework for good forest gover nance

The national framework for good forest governanoeemging from the views of the natural
resources and forestry policy experts is similath®international understanding in extant forest
governance literature. The difference lies in thiergy given to the principles of good forest
governance and in that at the national level cdrftaest governance issues are more elaborated.
This difference exists because international actioirsk ‘global’ not paying much attention to
country specific needs. On the other hand natiac@rs are confronted with the real situation for
which they must find solutions and therefore sttivachieve a governance approach that enables
them to provide these solutions. Against this bambgd, there are interesting modifications to
the general internationally agreed framework favdjforest governance. It is however confirmed
that the output by international experts remainsfarence point for the national experts. Besides
their different priority structures on what GFG altbmean, the interpretations at national level
show an affiliation to the ideas of internationakest governance experts is not a negative
outcome. It is expected that international andalwiews assist national experts to focus their
situation starting from the larger spectrum of G&@ narrowing to a more focused scale.

| focus my discussion about the differences betwbkemational and international frameworks on

principles particularly because they are the céngéfarence point for good forest governance at a
global level and from the empirical data. Issued #me interpretations of GFG are equally

important because it is from these two that thaqgipies of GFG emerged. However, a focus on
principles allow for a comparison since they appgarsoth the global and national level. Paying

attention to very distinct differences, performarsemems to receive more attention at the
international than at the national level. Recallihg facts about performance in chapter 2,
synthesis of forest governance literature indicdlbed international forest governance experts
believe that good forest governance can be achigvwkd system has the capacity and ability to
achieve set objectives in the most effective arfetieht manner by making sure rules are

enforced and compliance is ensured (Batterburyerdando 2006; Mayers, Bila et al. 2006;

World Bank 2009; Lockwood, Davidson et al. 2010;3-Aand PROFOR 2011). This is a global

way of thinking that highlights the ideal GFG.

At the national level, which is more local, acténgnk performance is significant, but not top
priority. It can be deduced that forest and natesource policy experts probably do not worry

about performance because at this point it thoaghdn indicator for the absence or existence of
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GFG and therefore seen as an evaluation index F®.G hey would rather worry about the
means to performance. Being unimportant at tmstjure still makes it an important evaluation
principle for the overall GFG process. It is a t@dithread of reasoning to gauge GFG by
performance; against such reasoning it is ratidoalprioritise the principles that support
performance. Referencing the same line of reagomnd reverting the argument to the
international views; if performance is an evaluatinodex s, then to these experts it is of high
importance in that it is also the key indicator wafiether a system is practicing good forest
governance or not. It logically leaves performartheir first priority; all other principles
therefore appear organised in order of how clogedy facilitate performance.

Another marked difference is that one new princlds emerged from the Zimbabwean context.
Zimbabwean experts point at political will as anportant principle of GFG because of the
current political context that many sectors otlhantforestry have to grapple with. Politicians are
increasingly becoming more concerned with persdinalihood issues related to power and
following; hardly do they pay attention to theite® for the development of the nation for which
they have acquired those positions. This is a stwainique to Zimbabwe that is not reflected by
the international framework for GFG. However, timaentives do not appear on the international
list (table 4) does not render it a new findingnirZimbabwe. There are discussions about
incentives at the global level. If at all they shibappear in this list they should take any positio
from position 8 in table 4, implying that incentsveeceive less recognition compared to those
already identified.

To close on the differences, one important featheg is often missing on the international
frameworks for good forest governance is the fogesternance issues. The Governance of
Forest Initiative(GFI) has attempted to establisime issues (Brito 2009), but it is not clear for
which specific context those issues apply. The ®Blkit is purported to be unique in that it
provides a common definition and conceptual frant&vor understanding the meaning of GFG
of forest across different country contexts. Insérgly, none of the contributors of this output
are from Africa. It is however commended for regggvsome room for relating to the key facts
and quantitative information in any given context Which the framework will be used. Other
than the GFI most international GFG production @Enimiss out the forest governance issues
which are important in comprehending the forest egpance system at hand and the
identification of appropriate GFG needs. The Zimbkahn setting highlights these issues and
clearly these issues are related to the interpoetaiven to GFG and the principles that ought
therefore to receive attention.

Commonalities between the national and internationderstanding of good forest governance
lie in that both groups of experts struggle witlke formal meaning of good forest governance.
The international level may be thought to be hedéibate forum because although experts agree
it is through a rigorous process. Far from thisdehiag crowd’, from international bureaucracies
and protocols, it is still a futile undertakingeagage in establishing a formal definition of good
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forest governance. Apparently there is more madassme begins to focus. Although the study
did not focus on the grassroots, by focusing ongbeernment and non-government experts
alone, they were indications of complex differendeaming and tagging one another. This
endorses that contextualisation although it pravidebetter way of understanding GFG, it is a
challenging task. What makes re-contextualisationenchallenging for countries like Zimbabwe
is that before domestication of a new concept lasl taken off, variants of the same concept
already begin to emerge. Developing countries wigir limited resources have to keep up. This
is the reason why many countries in spite of kngwime advantages of domesticating foreign
ideas, play blind to these issues. A good examjieety related to forest governance is
sustainable development (which inspires sustainfapést management) which 20 years after the
1992 United Nations Conference on Environment aadelbpment (UNCED), a few developing
countries have successfully domesticated the condegt, the just ended June 2012 Rio +20
conference set a new theme for sustainable develoiproined as ‘green economies’ which
member countries must adjust to suits their costéitte contextual understanding of good forest
governance will always therefore be within a compleeb spinning around several international
discourses, national concerns and local need®festf governance.

Table 4: Good forest governance principles: A comparison of the empirical findings at
national level with the internationally agreed principles.

GFG Principles
priority order.

Identified principlesat national level (empirical
data)

Generally agreed principles at
international leve (literature based
analysis)

1 Participatiol Performanc

2 Incentive: Fairness and equ

3 Fairness and equ Participatiol

4 Coordination& cooperatic Accountability

5 Transparenc Transparenc

6 Adaptability Coordination and cooperati
7 Accountability Adaptability

8 Political will -

9 Performanc -

1C Direction -
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6. Conclusion
...but the major challenge for Zimbabwe has beenptblgics of the land. Some of the
decisions are political and they don’t mean anghim business and to sustainable forest
management (Government forest policy expert 2012)

This study aimed at understanding how good foresemance is interpreted with the overall objectife
developing a framework for good forest governanaanfthe Zimbabwean perspective. Good forest
governance is a foreign concept to all its intendegts; the context in which it is developed dfeiith the
context in which it will be consumed. In the prozes consuming GFG, it must be re-contextualisedl an
user countries GFG national benchmarks determiheéderefore became important to tap the thoughts o
national level forest and natural resources padiggerts, understand the re-contextualisation poead,
initiate a domestication process and developmeiat mditional benchmark which in turn can communicate
with the international production centres. Thessgsh questions where;

1. What are the current critical forest governanceeéssaccording to the forest and natural resources

experts in Zimbabwe?

2. How is GFG interpreted by forest and natural resesiexperts in Zimbabwe?

3. Which principles of good forest governance do tirest and natural resources policy experts uphold?
The most dominant forest governance issue wasetja framework framed as ‘outdated’ and represgntin
the present day needs. GFG was generally intetptetbe a system that to a large extent activelglires
the local communities. Subsequently the most ingmbrtprinciples became participation, fairness,
incentives and coordination to ensure the voicehef ‘voiceless’ is heard. An analysis of these ltesu
converges to an interesting conclusion about reestmalisation, social settings and conflictingenasts all
which have influenced how GFG is framed.

Interest-driven agendas and the social settingcargral in detecting the boundaries of what
forest governance arrangement is ‘good’ and whscbad’. This is displayed by the antagonistic
opinions between the government and non-governragpérts all which arise because of a
specific orientation to certain needs and backgilsuRegarding critical forest governance there
were relatively distinct differences between goweent and non-government experts in relation
to the following issues:

* Legal system review
» Community representation
* Tenure

It appears that the hottest debate amongst fonedt reatural resources policy experts in
Zimbabwe is about the legal and institutional framek tagged as ‘outdated’. All values and
aspirations about GFG are hinged on the legal fwaorie which if remains unchanged will
continue to stir debate amongst the advocator®wintunity based forest resources governance
and proponents of protectionist notions. For insgaicommunity representation and tenure issues
which were also quite controversial amongst exptalisback on the legal framework. For
adequate community representation, the law shoale Iprovisions for the local communities
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who are in this study framed as the ‘voicelessmitirly the law denotes allocation rights and
who has which type of rights.

Regarding interpretations of GFG there were reddyidistinct differences between government
and non-government experts on the following issues:

» Active community involvement
» Sustainability
* Multi-stakeholder

There are interesting differences regarding theeréxbf community involvement, involving
aspects more to do with power issues surroundingldgon and decentralisation. On one hand
the non-governmental experts were strong advocatbrdevolution and active community
involvement as they purport to speak for the ‘vi@ss’. On the other hand government experts
were hesitant to actively involve communities, wtieey tag as a ‘problem’, potentially
generating a heated debate in the Zimbabwe fo@strgance arena. Contrary to community
involvement multi-stakeholder issues emphasisethenimportance of participation rather than
the power dynamics associated with it. On sushéitg the differences arise particularly
because government have a strong case for rethiéngpncept with national interests.

Regarding GFG principles relatively distinct difaces emerged between the government and
non-government experts revolving around three nssines:

e Incentives
* Accountability
* Political will

The three became interesting in that they are piatBnthe areas for on-going debate concerning
principles. Incentives seem to closely tie with kbgal system which should make provisions for
the incentives to be formalised. They are also etyodinked to involvement and general
participation of all stakeholders particularly {h@or rural communities. Non-government experts
were the main advocates of incentives whilst prditiwill received more attention from the
government who thought political swabbles and laicgolitical commitment is a ‘hindrance’ to
GFG.

The differences between government and non-governexerts in relation to issues, principles
and interpretations of GFG raised above pointsh® Key areas that should be prioritised in
operationalizing GFG in the Zimbabwean context. iHavmapped the areas for potential
obstacles in defining the boundaries for GFG withie Zimbabwean context, it can be noted that
having a formal definition of GFG may be a diffitprocess due to differential challenges that
become more complex as one begins to focus orcpkatiaspects of forest governance. Failure
to agree on common definitional concerns has negatiplications as a potential hurdle for the
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domestication process. Also importantly emergingmfrthis study is that power differences
between government and non-government experts adwearing on the direction and pace at
which the GFG framework can be developed and opesdised. At the national level,
government officials as the ultimate decision makier the current forest governance system
have a comparative advantage over the non-govetremperts and set the pace for the evolution
of government to governance.

Evidenced by the pace with which the governmeniciaf§ are moving, the transition from
government to governance may be regarded as ratBkaw process in Zimbabwe. In spite of
slowly changing perceptions as demonstrated by dbminant views that emerge in the
Zimbabwean case, government forest officials catito dominate in the governance of forest
resources because their frames are clearly supbdite the existing legal framework.
Consequential for policy is that, while global etseand processes may have a relatively huge
influence on the dominant perceptions of most toaesl natural resources experts in Zimbabwe,
they have less influence on the positive changesrtis governance. They cannot dominate
national sovereignty by which ever means as alhage are closely checked by the law. Against
this drawback, although the importance of shifttoggovernance and good forest governance
may be realised and understood, its implementatolely depends on the government.
Consequently the meaning of GFG and the desiretiptes are largely qualified by the notions
of government officials in the forestry sector.

Despite the internal differences within the natiooantext, it can however be confirmed that
there are similarities between the international mational understanding of GFG. The principles
identified in Zimbabwe are not new in global forggtivernance debates. What differs is the
prioritisation of GFG principles and the opiniohat qualify them. Against these findings it can
be confirmed that international templates for assgsgood forest governance are a good guide
to understanding country-specific forest governarid¢eey therefore can be used in Zimbabwe
with adjustments. It is nonetheless important tghlight their shortfalls in representing
particular contexts as needs stand to vary fromesorio context. Due to these variations oin
needs re-contextualisation and the meaning makiogegs are complex and played like a game
where each rational member player negotiates ftoooues favourable to them. This study has
provided empirical evidence that in the Zimbabweforest governance debate both
nongovernmental and governmental actors modify rtheéws and make self-sufficient
adjustments to their views in order to confirm thgasitions.

Recommendations.

For a national comprehensive understanding of GFQimbabwe, | recommend that further
studies focus on the local and territorial levdl$ooest governance. That local rural communities
coexist with and depend on forest resources playdeain relating their circumstance with the
meaning of forest governance at lower levels. dditeon to focusing on territorial levels, it may
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be an advantage to employ multi-concept and mudtinedological approaches to obtain an
improved wide ranging view on contextual good foggs/ernance aspects.

Regionally, more studies on the topic are recommeéndhere are currently few studies that have
been dedicated towards getting insights on theestibj Similar studies can be done elsewhere in
the region for comparative processes and sharaéghtsson the use of foreign concepts. At the
Global level, forest governance experts from Afracad all developing countries should receive
priority participation in the international foregbvernance debates. Otherwise, there is false
optimism by the international community in hoping ¢hange situations for which they lack
comprehensive information. The experience thabnatiexperts have makes a huge contribution
to the global forest governance debate.

Implications for national level forest policy areat, focus must be directed to the areas where
there are distinct view differences in the foresivaynance issues, principles as well as
interpretation of GFG. These are likely to be otists to not only the development of the
national benchmark for GFG but also the operativatbn of GFG. The issues arising with
marginal difference however must not be overlookddhey are just in a better position of the
debate in that there are more likely to be trade-ahd actors can manage their way to a
consensus, however still require a level of attemti
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Appendix 1: Interview guide: perceptions on good forest gover nance in Zimbabwe.

PERCEPTIONS ON GOOD FOREST GOVERNANCE: a Zimbabwganispective

SEMI STRUCTURED INTERVIEW GUIDE

Researcher: Tafadzwa Mushonga (MSc Forest and é@&la@wnservation,
Wageningen University, the Netherlands)

Theme of the interview: Forest Governance

Occurrence of interview: Zimbabwe

The guide consists of three sections. The firstgeaeral questions meant to create a governance
atmosphere. The second section is dedicated teaaheept of good forest governance and its
principles. Questions are asked to reveal an utatetimg on how participants perceive good
forest governance, how they define and /or explaiand the practices/principles they consider
important. The last section focuses on the C&I auork of the principles identified in section

II; their ideas and perceptions on how they magpdsessed in practice.

The duration of each interview session is expedtedbe between 30-60 minutes. With the
permission of the participants, all interviews viaél tape recorded.
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Section |: OPENING AND GENERAL QUESTIONS

Interview Objectives:

To know the biography of the participant and personal circumstances with which gheisbringing to

the discussion.

Main question (s)

Interview topic

Probing keys

1. Please tell me about yours

and your involvement (as grintroduction

individual or organisation) with

forest management/governance

in Zimbabwe.

2. Could you highlight the
issues
governance that give yaqu

forest

worry?

Zimbabwe
relating to

2.1. Why do these issues worry

you?

2.2. Do you think these issues
are key indicators of the
state of forest governance |in

Critical governance issues

« Comanagement

» Benefit sharing

« Forest revenues
incentives

* Land and forest tenure

e Clarity of tenure use an
access rights

» Deforestation

» Biodiversity conservatiof

arj

Zimbabwe e Forest products and
markets
» Forest information and
data banks
» Institutions (rules)
3. Which aspects ¢| Important governanc * Planning and decision

management do you fin
important in the governange
of  Zimbabwe's
resources? Why?

fores

dcomponents for Zimbabwe

making
e Implementation

d

Il

» Enforcement an(
compliance

e Legal and institutional
frameworks

Section II: THE CONCEPT GOOD FOREST GOVERNANCE-

Interview Objectives:

To understand how the concept of good forest governance is defined and explained in Zimbabwe.

To know how the concept is perceived as far as it relates to forest management in Zimbabwe.
(Meaning, language, knowledge and logic).

To be informed on the principles of good forest governance that are considered relevant in

Zimbabwe.
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Main Questions Interview topic Probing keys

4. In your view how woulc| Meaning of good fores Synonyms of GF
you define and explaingovernance  Sound development
term ‘good forest management
governance’? » Sustainable forest

management

» Good management

* Interventions aiming at
changes in forest related
decision making

5. What would you identifiyf Meaning of good fores
as bad or poor forestgovernance
governance and why?

6. Do you think that th( Relevance of the GFG concept » Degradation narrative
Good forest governangeZimbabwe e Sustainable forest
idea is important fo management discourse
forest management in + Livelihood discourse
Zimbabwe? Why? « Conservation/PA

narratives

7. What do you think GF(| The potential of the good fore * Reduce corruption
will do or will not do to| governance in Zimbabwe e Solve forest related
improve forest conflicts
management and + Increase growth

governance in Zimbabw

1%

+ Promote democracy an

decentralisation and
devolution
» Recovery of forest
resources

* Increased visibility of the
forestry sector

» Sufficient security of
tenure

» Policy shaping

8. What values do you thin
good forest governang
must Portray?

GFG principles for Zimbabv
e

» Transparency

e Accountability

e Fairness

» Participation
inclusiveness

e Coordination

* Performance
(effectiveness, efficiency,

andg

monitoring and
enforcement))

« Adaptation

 Legal and institutional
framework

9. In order of theil

importance, how woulg

GFG principles for Zimbabv
)

you rank your list? Why7

77



Framing good forest governance: A Zimbabwean petisfe

Section I11: Concluding Remarks

Interview Objectives:

Tounderstand in general the state of forest governancein Zimbabwe.

To understand the views of actors on the practicability and operationalization of the concept

To get information of some models of good forest governance in the region and/or whole Africa (if

they exist)

Main questions

Interview topic

Probing keys

10. Do you thnk that there i

Sate of forest governance

good forest governangeZimbabwe

in Zimbabwe? why?

11 Do you think GFG it
achievable

Practicability of GF(

12, Are they any good fore:
governance models in
Africa you may know?

Successful GFG models in Afri

13.How do you think
Zimbabwe may learn
from them
VOTE OF THANKS
END!
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Appendix 2: list of interviewed persons

Name Organisation/department Forest Agro- Natural Government | Non-
policy forestry resour ces gover nment
experts | expert policy experts

Government-Forestry v
Stephen Zingwena Commission (FC) v

Government-FC v
Mr Marufu v

Government-FC v v
Edward
M ufandaedza

Government FC on secondmeny’ v
M axwell Phiri to FAO

PHD student University of v v
Witness K ozanayi Cape town (UCT) has worked

for Institute of environmenta

studies (IES) and CIFC

Government-Environmental v v

Steady Kangata Management Agency (EMA)

Kundishora Government-Ministry of v v

M upandaguta Environment and  Natural

resources Managem

Government-Ministry of v v
Mr Matiza Environment and  Natural

resources Managem

v

Christopher Government-EMA
M ushave

Government-Department aof v v
Dorah Mwenye Agricultural Extension Servicep

(AGRITEX)

Centre for Applied socia v v

Steven Matema sciences research (CASS)

Centre for Applied socia v v

Billy Mukamuri sciences research (CASS)

Zimbabwe Environmenta v v

M utuso Dhliwayo Lawyers Association (ZELA)

Environment Africa (E-Africa) | v/ v

Mr Gwande

E-Africa v v

Barnabas Mawire

ZERO - Regional v v
Joseph environmental organisation
M adzvamutse

WWEF- Zimbabwe v v
Milward Kuona

Government- Allied Timbers | v v
Joseph Kanyakanye

Government- Parks and v v
Dr. Murindagomo Wildlife Authority

Government-Parks and Wildlife v v

Edson Gandiwa

Authority

79




