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Introduction to the topic  

In preparation of the side event on “Social protection for building resilience of forest dependent 
people” that will take place at the XIV World Forestry Congress (WFC) in Durban, South Africa, from 
the 7th to the 11th of September 2015, FAO is launching an online discussion to gather views and 
experiences on the inter-linkages between social protection and forestry.  
 
Forest dependent people are often located in remote and poor areas where livelihood opportunities 
are limited. They heavily depend on trees and forests in their surroundings for their food and 
nutrition security. Poverty, vulnerability, marginalization and social exclusion are among the major 
challenges they face. Poor rural households are constrained by limited access to resources, low 
agricultural productivity and poorly functioning markets, which reduce their ability to cope with 
economic and natural risks and shocks that threaten their livelihoods. In these contexts, forests 
often serve as a safety net to cope with crises, which can lead to the unsustainable management of 
forest resources.  
 
What is the role of social protection in promoting and protecting the livelihood of forest-
dependent people? 
 
Existing evidence suggests three main roles for social protection to support forest-dependent 
people. Firstly, providing poor people dependent on trees and forests with access to social 
protection can strengthen resilience, allowing them to better manage the social and economic risks 
and environmental threats. Secondly, through direct income support, social protection can help 
alleviate extreme poverty, overcome food insecurity and increase productivity by stimulating local 
economy. Lastly, social protection schemes can also be used to directly increase the adoption of 
sustainable forest management practices. 
 
There is a two way relationship between social protection and forestry that needs to be further 
explored to provide insights and evidence to policies and programmes aiming at forestry-based 
livelihood protection and promotion. Forests play an important role in the livelihoods and food 
security of forest dependent people, as by providing access to food, energy and income they help 
manage risks and reduce vulnerabilities, thus serving a socially protective function. On the other 
hand, social protection interventions can reduce poverty and increase resilience of forest 
dependent people, while fostering sustainable management of forests and natural resources.  
 
The objectives of this online discussion that contributes to the preparation of a report for the 
side event are to: 
 

• Gain a better understanding of the potential synergies and conflicts between social protection 
and forestry; 

• Identify major social protection instruments that can promote a sustainable forestry 
development; 

• Share knowledge and experience on how to better coordinate and harmonize social 
protection and forest policies. 
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We are looking forward to hearing your views and experiences on these issues. You may wish to 
consider the following questions: 
 

1. What are the impacts of forest policy and programs on risks and vulnerability? 

2. What are the major sources of vulnerability for forest dependent people? What are the 
limitations of forest management policies and programmes in addressing them and how 
would these be best addressed by social protection?  

3. Which countries have social protection instruments and programmes that:  

- target forest-dependent people? 

- are implemented with the aim of promoting sustainable forestry among the poor?  

- are integrated with sustainable forest management programmes? 

4. What key factors influence the creation of synergies or conflicts between social protection 
and sustainable forestry? What complementarities can be utilized to optimize the effects of 
social protection on forestry management? 

5. What aspects of the global climate-change agenda present opportunities for harmonizing 
social protection and sustainable forestry policies? What are the key mechanisms for 
fostering coordination of and coherence between social protection and forestry policies?   

 
We thank you in advance for your time, interest and support. 
 
We look forward to a lively and interesting interaction/discussion. 
 
Nyasha Tirivayi 
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Contributions received 

1. Emile Houngbo, Agricultural University of Ketou (UAK), Benin 

Protection sociale pour renforcer la résilience des populations tributaires de la forêt 

Les forêts constituent des écosystèmes naturels dont l’importance va grandissante, surtout avec de 
la prise de conscience planétaire des questions environnementales à partir Conférence des Nations 
Unies sur l’Environnement Humain tenue à Stockholm (Suède) en 1972. Cette prise de conscience a 
été renforcée à Rio de Janeiro (Brésil) en 1992 lors du Sommet de la Terre qui a consacré dans les 
discours politiques et scientifiques le concept de durabilité. Les forêts jouent pour l’humanité des 
fonctions de production (bois, produits forestiers non ligneux, plantes médicinales, ...), de 
protection (soutien aux relations trophiques, habitat des prédateurs naturels, épuration de l’air, . ..) 
et de régulation (pluie, purification des eaux, climat, photosynthèse, …). Elles servent aussi de 
laboratoire naturel pour les activités pédagogiques, de lieux de distraction et de tourisme. Les 
forêts sont aussi convoitées souvent dans les milieux où les terres se raréfient pour plusieurs 
raisons : 

- L’accroissement de la population et la forte urbanisation qui imposent la recherche de plus 
d’espaces pour des habitations; 

- La dégradation des terres agricoles qui poussent à l’installation progressive des cultures dans les 
forêts. 

Pour tout cela, les forêts occupent une place de choix dans les questions de développement durable 
prônées depuis la Conférence de Rio citée ci-dessus. Du coup, la dégradation des forêts n’est pas 
seulement le fait des populations pauvres, mais aussi le fait des administrations locales qui 
n’hésitent à pas à étendre les lotissements dans les forêts ou à déblayer des espaces pour des 
infrastructures communautaires (terrains de sport, écoles, …). Il va sans dire que les forêts sont 
d’une importante utilité pour toutes les couches de la population et même pour les administrations. 
Seulement, les populations pauvres restent les plus dépendantes des forêts du fait qu’elles n’ont pas 
d’autres alternatives. De façon générale, lorsque l’homme a des difficultés de survie, il s’attaque aux 
ressources naturelles qui sont supposées n’être la propriété de personne. Etant des biens communs, 
les forêts sont soumises à la théorie de « la tragédie des biens communs » développée par Hardin 
(1968). Comme elles ne sont pas la propriété de quelqu’un, les populations qui en dépendent, les 
populations pauvres notamment, ont tendance à les surexploiter, conduisant ainsi à des problèmes 
écologiques graves. 

Au regard de tout ce qui précède, on se demande si la question est de promouvoir une foresterie 
durable parmi les populations pauvres ? S’agit-il de renforcer les moyens d’existence des pauvres 
pour leur permettre de laisser la forêt se développer ? 

La réponse est à notre avis non. Il s’agit plutôt de rechercher comment les populations peuvent se 
servir des forêts sans les dégrader. Il s’agit de déterminer comment sortir ces populations pauvres 
de la pauvreté, si possible même à partir des potentialités des forêts. Car, les nombreuses 
expériences faites à ce jour en termes de protection intégrale des forêts ont échoué. Même les forêts 
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classées sont attaquées par les populations. C’est le cas des forêts classées de Kilir (Commune de 
Djougou, nord Bénin) et d’Abomey (Commune d’Abomey, centre Bénin). Celles-ci ont perdu des 
années 1950 à ce jour respectivement 75 % et 43 % de leurs superficies de départ. Il y en a même 
qui ont disparu complètement. D’une superficie de 200 ha au départ, la forêt communautaire 
Gbévozoun (Commune de Bonou, sud Bénin) ne couvre actuellement qu’une superficie d’environ 
162 ha, avec environ 120 ha affectés aux activités agricoles et 42 ha représentant encore la 
véritable forêt boisée. 

Il se dégage que pour sauvegarder les forêts, les mesures d’exploitation durable des forêts soient 
privilégiées. La solution ne serait pas de chercher des solutions ailleurs pour renforcer les 
populations afin de préserver les forêts. La protection intégrale n’a souvent pas de chance de 
réussir. Pourquoi ne pas délimiter à chaque fois des espaces périphériques où se pratiqueraient des 
modèles d’agriculture écologique, sans intrant chimique de synthèse, tels que l’agroforesterie ? Des 
mesures pourraient être prises pour que l’agroforesterie et l’agriculture de conservation 
s’appliquent à ces espaces. L’agroécologie doit être la règle autour des forêts. On pourrait aussi 
ajouter des activités écologiquement soutenables comme l’apiculture, l’écotourisme, 
l’aménagement d’espaces botaniques. Dans tous les cas, la solution idéale sera de chercher 
comment organiser ces populations et les faire vivre des forêts, mais sans les dégrader. Car, 
généralement, la pauvreté, et surtout la pauvreté chronique des populations, est le fait de 
dispositions structurelles macroéconomiques qui empêchent celles-ci de saisir des opportunités 
économiques. Elles subissent l’exclusion sociale due au système en place, au point des solutions de 
proximité et réalistes sont préférables.   

=============================== 

Dr Emile N. HOUNGBO 
Agroéconomiste & Spécialiste du Développement Durable 
Université d’Agriculture de Kétou 
05 BP 774 Cotonou (République du Bénin) 
 

2. Driss Ezzine De Blas, Cirad, France 

Dear Forum moderators, 

In the South of the Yuacatan state, in Mexico, I have witnessed that, since forests and cattle act as 
bank savings for forest and agricultural populations, in need of severe health care, they tend to sell 
their plot of forests to more capitalized cattle ranchers. 

Therefore, in the lack of a healthcare and social protection system, health problems indirectly 
provoke deforestation, when farmers are obliged to sell plots of forests in order to be able to carry 
with hospitalization costs. 

I hope this experience can be useful, 

Best wishes, 

http://www.fao.org/fsnforum
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Driss 

 

3. Santosh Kumar Mishra, Population Education Resource Centre (PERC), India  

Subject: Contribution to Online Discussion: Social protection for building resilience of forest 
dependent people 

Dear Nyasha Tirivayi, 

Warm greetings from the S. N. D. T. Women’s University (SNDTWU), Mumbai, India 

I am sending herewith (see below) my contribution to online discussion on “Social protection for 
building resilience of forest dependent people”. I hope you will find it interesting. Kindly 
acknowledge its receipt. With best regards 

Dr. Santosh Kumar Mishra (Ph. D.), 

Technical Assistant, 
Population Education Resource Centre (PERC), 
Department of Continuing and Adult Education and Extension Work, 
S. N. D. T. Women's University, 
Mumbai - 400020, Maharashtra, India. 

 

Online Discussion:  
Social protection for building resilience of forest dependent people 

 
Note: 

1. Submitted: on May 15, 2015 to: Nyasha Tirivayi, Research Fellow, UNU-MERIT (United 
Nations University), the Netherland:, Email: FSN-moderator@fao.org  

1. Contributor: Dr. Santosh Kumar Mishra (Ph. D.), Technical Assistant, Population Education 
Resource Centre, Department of Continuing and Adult Education and Extension Work, S. N. 
D. T. Women's University, Patkar Hall Building, First Floor, 1, Nathibai Thackerey Road, 
Mumbai-400020, Maharashtra, India.  

 
 
 What are the impacts of forest policy and programs on risks and vulnerability? 

Important changes in our approach to forest policies began in the 1970s, when growing 
awareness of how local communities depend on forests, and of the importance of small-
scale forest industries, prompted efforts to strengthen local participation in forest 
management, programmes and activities. New types of cooperative activities emerged 
between local communities and national governments, including community forestry, farm 
forestry and joint forest management. These activities highlighted the role of forests in 
broader rural development and, at the same time, eroded confidence in exclusive state 
control. 
 
Developing effective forestry strategies and policies to promote sustainable development 
involves an array of difficult choices. For example, while we know that forest clearing for 
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crops and pasture, overcutting for fuel wood, uncontrolled commercial logging for timber 
and expanding infrastructure all contribute to deforestation and degradation, the 
fundamental problem facing policy-makers is how to address the underlying causes. These 
include poverty, hunger, access to land, a lack of jobs and income-generating opportunities, 
and growing economic demands for forest goods and services. 
 
Ironically, some government policies frequently exacerbate these underlying causes, 
producing intense and lasting impacts on forest resources. A growing body of literature 
now demonstrates convincingly that taxes, terms of forest concessions, administered prices, 
controlled transportation of forest goods, land and tree tenure insecurity, tariff and non-
tariff barriers to international trade, investment incentives, agricultural sector strategies 
and macro-economic policies all affect economic motivations as well as the management 
and conservation of temperate and tropical forests. In many cases, these policies directly 
encourage or unintentionally subsidize deforestation and degradation. 
 
Countries are seeking more appropriate economic policies, regulatory mechanisms, 
financial incentives, organizational structures and tenurial arrangements to promote 
sustainable forestry practices. In many countries, the search for policies takes place 
alongside a wider examination of the role of government as regulator of the market place, as 
landowner and as forest manager. This examination is prompted partly by governments' 
own need to optimize resource efficiency, and partly by public concerns with government 
performance and, in particular, with the performance of forest services and their policies. 
 
The overall policy impacts on the economy, society and environment depend not so much 
on the effect of policies on one forest, but their net effects across these diverse settings. The 
resulting forest conditions reflect the consequences of policies that created and modified 
the motives for cutting and growing trees in different places and at different times. For 
example: 

a) Relative market prices between agricultural and wood products and between fossil 
and forest fuels influence the growth of farm forestry and rates of natural forest 
depletion. 

b) The development of market infrastructure influences price structures and 
relationships. 

c) Changes in the labour force, non-farm employment opportunities and the expansion 
and intensification of agriculture are all fundamental forces affecting how forests 
change. 

d) Income and its distribution between and within urban and rural populations affect 
the availability of resources for, and spatial distribution of, investment in trees. 

e) The capital value of trees as growing stock and as protection against avoidable costs 
in soil and aquatic productivity is of growing importance to macro-economic 
considerations of the national roles of forests. 

f) Trade policies and international environmental agreements alter property rights 
and tenure systems. 

 
 What are the major sources of vulnerability for forest dependent people? What are 

the limitations of forest management policies and programmes in addressing them 
and how would these be best addressed by social protection? 
Forests are naturally dynamic ecosystems. Natural processes (e.g., fire, flood, wind, 
earthquakes, mortality caused by insects, outbreaks of diseases, and the simple aging of 
trees) affect the composition and structure of all forests. Anthropogenic influences also 
change forest ecosystems, often in more dramatic and permanent ways. It is important to 
distinguish two different types of significant forest change, which are sometimes confused: 
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a) land-use change, and 
b) forest conversion. 

 
Land-use change, i.e., deforestation, reduces the area under forest. Deforestation occurs 
when forest areas are transformed to other land uses such as: 

a) Agriculture: this includes shifting cultivation (traditional and colonist shifting 
cultivation), permanent cultivation (subsistence or commercial cultivation), and 
cattle ranching (small and large-scale cattle ranching). Agricultural expansion can 
replace native forests with pasturelands and crops. Palm oil, soy crops, and likely 
fuel crops in the near future, are considered the leading proximate cause for forest 
land use change in the tropics. 

b) Human settlement: urban development, colonization, transmigration and 
resettlement (spontaneous transmigration, estate settlement, industrial settlement, 
urban settlements). 

c) Infrastructure: transport infrastructure, market infrastructure (mills, food markets, 
storage, etc.), public services (water, sanitation), hydropower, energy and mining 
infrastructure. 
Forest conversion happens when a natural forest is transformed into a highly 
cultivated forest, often with introduced tree species and control of the hydrological 
and nutrient regime with a focus on wood production. 
 
Over time, a significant amount of the world's forest lands have been converted to 
other land uses. In the northern latitudes most of this change in land use occurred in 
the past. In some cases natural forests have reestablished themselves in these areas; 
in others forests have been planted. The managed forests we see today are often 
influenced by historical land uses, such as grazing or agriculture. 
 
Converting a forest into a forest plantation affects the balance of ecosystem services 
(e.g., it may eliminate species, affect erosion control and/or water supplies while 
increasing the production of wood), but converting forests to non-forest uses such 
as urban settlements completely eliminates the forest ecosystem. Forests deliver a 
variety of ecosystem services and benefits, but many of these are not recognized 
under the current economic and political situation and do not generate any revenue 
to the forest owner. Often the value of an intact natural forest or a standing forest or 
a forest plantation can be greater to society than the value of a converted forest 
area. 
 
In procuring wood and paper-based products from forest areas that are being 
legally converted to another land use (e.g., as part of governmental land zoning 
policies), it is advisable to fully understand that circumstances such as the risk of 
corruption, illegalities, violations of indigenous people’s rights, and other issues may 
be high. Also, it is advisable to ensure that those involved in such a change process 
do it in a way that is transparent, mindful of the needs and perspectives of different 
local stakeholders, well planned and informed, and with safeguards and measures to 
remedy negative impacts 

 
 Which countries have social protection instruments and programmes that: 

o target forest-dependent people? 
Forests cover almost one third of the world’s land area and nearly all are inhabited 
by indigenous and rural communities who have customary rights to their forests 
and have developed ways of life and traditional knowledge that are attuned to their 
forest environments. These communities have been managing the environment 
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through their own systems based on traditional knowledge, practices, rules and 
beliefs for generations (‘customary use’).  
 
Yet in many countries forest peoples do not have secure tenure over these areas and 
are denied access and use of their territories because of inadequate government 
policies, extractive industries’ activities, or conservation initiatives, such as 
protected areas. At the same time, many indigenous territories are increasingly 
threatened by unsustainable activities such as logging, mining, cattle ranching and 
plantations. Where forest-dwelling communities lack legal recognition and where 
their rights are not protected by national laws, their land is vulnerable to land 
grabbers and their capacity to defend and sustain their forests and customary 
livelihoods in the face of corporate and government interests is seriously 
compromised. 
 
“Forest-dependent people” may be described as peoples who live in and have 
customary rights to their forests, and have developed ways of life and traditional 
knowledge that are attuned to their forest environments. Forest peoples depend 
primarily and directly on the forest both for subsistence and trade in the form of 
fishing, hunting, shifting agriculture, the gathering of wild forest products and other 
activities. 
 
Not all forest-dependent peoples are necessarily self-identified as indigenous 
peoples. In South Asia, Southeast Asia and Africa, for example, agriculturalists have 
a long history of using forest produce and of regulating access to forest resources 
may not see themselves as different from the national population yet they claim 
rights in forests based on custom.  
 
According to the World Bank, more than 1.6 billion people around the world depend 
to varying degrees on forests for their livelihoods – not just for food but also for fuel, 
livestock grazing and medicine. Of these, an estimated 350 million people live inside 
or close to dense forests, largely dependent on these areas for subsistence and 
income, while an estimated range of 60 million to 200 million indigenous people are 
almost wholly dependent on forests. 

 
o are implemented with the aim of promoting sustainable forestry among the 

poor? 
Nearly one third of the world’s land area is covered by forests. Forests provide 
many benefits, including wood, fuel, shelter, food and water security and 
employment. They play a vital economic role, often in areas of poverty or relative 
economic disadvantage. Furthermore, the maintenance of forests is essential for the 
environmental well-being of the world as forests have a crucial role in dealing with 
the challenges of climate change, and in sustaining species and biodiversity 
conservation. These challenges are present in the 15 EU Member States, in the 
acceding states and beyond in the wider Europe, though their significance varies 
according to the particular European region. 
 
The EU has for a long time supported the concept of sustainable forest management. 
EU citizens enjoy the forest environment for its ecological and amenity values. The 
EU is also home to many leading players within forestry and forest-based industries. 
 
The EU strategies and policies with regard to forestry and “forest-based industries” 
cover a wide range of aims and objectives from global to regional and even local 
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level. At the global level the EU’s priorities are the promotion of sustainable and 
equitable forest management as a means of reducing poverty, increasing the use of 
sustainably-produced wood and other forest products, and meeting international 
obligations to help improve the environment and preserve biodiversity and natural 
resources. The EU also recently proposed an Action Plan to combat illegal 
harvesting of wood and related trade of forest products. 
 
At the same time the EU faces many internal challenges. These range from the need 
to manage the role of forestry and forest-based industries within rural development 
measures, forest health, sustaining the competitiveness of the industries that 
depend on forests and forest products and combating forest fires, pollution of 
forests and other environmental concerns.  
 
Furthermore, the EU plays a leading role in helping developing countries. Forestry 
activities, and aid linked to these, are very important and the EU is a major world 
player in development aid via forest actions. To back up these activities the EU sets 
aside considerable funds and the efforts of a wide range of officials and experts to 
pursue its forestry objectives. Apart from policy-making the EU is very active in 
research and development and project funding, and in the gathering of data and the 
monitoring of the forest economy and environment. In order to establish and 
implement its strategies and policies the European Commission manages several 
networks of EU-level, national and regional players. Great care is taken to consult 
widely and with experts and officials. This helps to ensure not just that the right 
regulatory environment is created, but that policies are applied in practice. 
 
Since the year 2000 the primary objective of EU development co-operation has been 
to reduce poverty by means of sustainable development. The sustainable 
management of natural resources, including forests, forms a central part of this 
process. This is reflected in the EU’s strategic objective in the forest sector, which is 
to promote sustainable and equitable forest management as a means of reducing 
poverty. 

 
o are integrated with sustainable forest management programmes? 

For a decade, forestry companies in Central Africa (considered here as Cameroon, 
Central African Republic – CAR, Congo, Democratic Republic of Congo –DRC, 
Equatorial Guinea and Gabon) are increasingly engaged in a quest for more 
sustainable forest harvesting by developing integrated management plans. This 
concept of integrated forest management goes against the actual “mining practices” 
still favored by many of the logging companies (no significant planning of the 
harvest, highly selective logging of a few species, frequent re-logging based on 
market requirements, fast creaming of large tracks of forest, etc.). The managed 
forests so far are characterized by their large size (several hundred thousand 
hectares) with the actual harvest as the only silvicultural operation, regulated by 
several parameters (mortality, growth, regeneration, damage to residual stands) of 
ecosystem dynamics; the aim being to ensure as much as possible a true 
sustainability of the exploited resource.  
 
In addition to classical resource base and economical issues, biodiversity and social 
issues are increasingly integrated into these ‘new’ management plans, which aim at 
being more than simply a way to manage timber cutting. They take into account 
wildlife issues such as hunting, and create plant and animal biodiversity refuges. 
They also include agreements with authorities and local populations in terms of 
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local development (roads, health infrastructure, and redistribution of a part of the 
timber income). Several industrial companies have agreements with scientific 
institutions or environmental or social NGOs to help them in developing these 
aspects that are new to them. 
 
Forest management plans in Central Africa are built around a common set of 
features and activities and differ only marginally from one concession or one 
country to the other. Depending on available remote sensing and cartographic 
documents, a set of base maps is developed. These maps (vegetation types, 
topography, infrastructure, etc.) are the cornerstone of the activities such as road 
planning and inventory design. 

  
 What key factors influence the creation of synergies or conflicts between social 

protection and sustainable forestry? What complementarities can be utilized to 
optimize the effects of social protection on forestry management? 
Sustainable forestry (SF) is a management regime that integrates and balances social, 
economic, ecological, cultural, and spiritual needs of present and future generations. 
Essential aspects of SF include the following:  

a) Economic: the capacity of the forests to attract investment and support 
economically viable forest uses in the present and the future is undiminished. The 
forest is not used beyond its long-term capacity for production of wood and non-
wood forest products.  

b) Social: include a variety of aspects such as: 
 The rights of indigenous peoples and local communities are respected and 

protected 
 Forest workers are healthy, safe, and their rights are protected (e.g., 

freedom of association, right to bargain, child labor, forced labor, equal 
remuneration and non-discrimination) 

 Local communities, including indigenous peoples, benefit economically from 
forest management 

 Sites of religious, spiritual, archaeological, historic, as well as of aesthetic 
and recreational value are preserved. 

c) Environmental: forest use protects biodiversity (ecosystems, species, genes and 
ecological processes) and the capacity to maintain ecosystem processes and 
services such as watershed protection, pollination, protection against mudslides, 
aesthetic beauty, carbon storage, etc. 
 

 What aspects of the global climate-change agenda present opportunities for 
harmonizing social protection and sustainable forestry policies? What are the key 
mechanisms for fostering coordination of and coherence between social protection 
and forestry policies? 
Many governments tend to deal with forests through programmes and projects rather than 
as elements of a national system. Forests are nonetheless analogous to other systems of 
national interest such as infrastructure, education, finance, transportation and energy. 
Policies chosen to express and serve these interests influence the aggregate quality, 
composition, distribution and use of a country’s forests. 
 
Forests are living systems which evolve over time with or without human intervention. 
These changing forest formations create a kaleidoscopic movement of trees and land uses 
over space. Understanding the reasons behind these changes provides the basis for 
predicting the direction and consequences of future changes. Understanding how national 
policies affect forests provides the basis for achieving desired types of forest formations, 
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including the aggregate contributions they provide, and the required trade-offs with other 
national objectives. But while the overall economic implications of national policy models 
are reasonably well understood, aggregate forest landscape formations have been ignored. 
 
Forests and the resources devoted to growing, maintaining and protecting them depend on 
combinations of many different policies: environmental, energy, land, commodity, trade, 
industrial and agricultural policies; price, wage, income and investment policies; and the 
terms of international agreements. The analytical task is to relate policy combinations to 
forest consequences in diverse conditions and to identify those that are likely to serve local, 
national and international interests in the best way. 
 
An important step towards understanding how overall policy choices affect forest resources 
was taken in the 1980s, as development strategies shifted from project-based assistance to 
policy-oriented programmes. During this period, policy analysts turned their attention to 
the impacts of intersectoral policy linkages on the forestry sector. They recognized the 
inability of traditional forestry strategies to slow the accelerating pace of deforestation and 
forest degradation and realized that the roots of forest degradation and depletion often lay 
outside the forestry sector. In the industrial countries, the effects of pollution (acid rain) on 
temperate forests highlighted this problem. In the developing countries, population growth, 
land tenure systems and agricultural sector policies were seen as underlying causes of 
deforestation. 
 
Indeed, specialized direct policies have proved to be remarkably ineffective without an 
appropriate macro or inter-sectoral policy context allowing them to work properly. How 
these policy linkages are defined and interpreted depends on whether forest issues are: 
viewed from a national (macro) or a forest unit (micro) perspective; evaluated using 
development-oriented or resource-oriented concepts of capital, space and location; and 
analyzed with macro-economic or micro-economic methods (therefore establishing macro 
or micro sets of policy priorities). The ongoing research on the efficiency and sustainability 
implications of these linkages may be consolidated in four key areas: 

a) market failures and incentive structures;  
b) policy failures;  
c) forest sector policies; and  
d) impacts of timber trade policies on forest use and the environment. 

 

4. Moises David Rojas, Inspector MIC, Dominican Republic  

Protección social para crear resiliencia en la población dependiente de los bosques 

Los bosques representan el 25% del territorio nacional y proporciona los bienes y servicios de 
apoyo a la producción agropecuaria pues contribuyen a la regulación de los caudales fluviales y 
minimizan los riesgos con la escases de agua. 

Un análisis de la legislación forestal hasta el año 2000, permite afirmar que el Estado Dominicano 
ha orientado su política básicamente a la protección y control del recurso. En efecto, el servicio 
forestal de la RD, conducido mayormente por militares desde 1967 hasta agosto del 2000, aplicó 
unas políticas extremadamente rigurosas con un predominio de mecanismos represivos pocos 
eficaces. Estas políticas de protección forestal estricta, intensificaron la restricción del uso de los 
recursos forestales a los propietarios de tierras forestales y habitantes locales, matizando un 
período de enemistad del hombre con el árbol y actuaron como impedimento del MFS, 
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constituyéndose en incentivo para sustituir los bosques por otros usos no sostenibles, pero 
legalmente posibles. 

Recientemente el Ministro de medio Ambiente declaro que el Estado Dominicano convertido los 
programas de reforestación y protección forestal en política del Estado, manteniendo la inversión 
en el sector de manera continua durante las últimas cuatro décadas… En el 2001 se elaboró un 
perfil ambiental del país, que produjo un diagnóstico general de asuntos medioambientales críticos 
e identificó acciones estratégicas prioritarias. 

En el 2002 se culminó la ejecución del Proyecto de Políticas Nacionales de Medio Ambiente, 
financiación y la asistencia administrativa de instituciones internacionales, que permitió la 
identificación de los problemas ambientales prioritarios y propuestas de soluciones a dichos 
problemas. En el 2004, se estableció los “lineamientos de política forestal” como marco orientador 
para integrar los esfuerzos institucionales, del sector privado y de la sociedad en general. Esta 
política forestal pretende contribuir en la búsqueda de soluciones sostenibles, de manera que 
pueda establecerse un verdadero compromiso nacional de reactivar el sector forestal. En dicho 
documento se plantea una estrategia constituida por ocho elementos fundamentales en los cuales 
se basa el cumplimiento de la política forestal: Ordenamiento de las tierras forestales, adecuación 
del marco legal e institucional, desarrollo de instrumentos eficaces para el financiamiento e 
incentivos, fomento al manejo sostenible de bosques, adecuado control y fiscalización, educación, 
capacitación y divulgación, promoción de la competitividad del sector y la coordinación 
Interinstitucional. 

Todo esto esfuerzo así como el plan nacional de desarrollo forestal ha ordenado y conservado, un 
desarrollo sostenible de los bosques. En este mismo tenor, reconocen que los bosques y la 
silvicultura pueden contribuir a los ODM de reducir la pobreza y la inseguridad alimentaria y 
eliminar la pobreza constituye un objectivo humano y social. El gobierno central en su afán de 
reducir la pobreza establece programas sociales para poner en práctica la Lucha contra la pobreza 
en especial la pobreza rural. Todo esto se queda solamente en la hoja de papel donde se escribe, si 
vamos a la realidad en esta política de preservación de los bosque no se toma en cuenta a los 
verdaderos ejecutores y los que conviven y viven diariamente en el bosque al agricultor. 

Al agricultor especialmente al pequeño y mediano en ninguno de lo programa de reforestación y 
preservación de los bosque se han tomado en cuenta ni siquiera para sembrar un albor no se diga 
para establecer un programa de desarrollo sostenible de política sociales que redunden en 
beneficios para los anémicamente agricultores. 

Un verdadero programa de desarrollo de política social, toma en cuenta a las practicas que 
aglutinan a los pequeños y medianos productores los cuales tienen la oportunidad de cosechar en 
sus tierras rubros como; café, cebolla, plátano, quineo, limones, banano, entre otros productos 
agropecuarios. 

Donde La practica se reúna constantemente con sus miembros y que se tomen las decisiones por 
conjunto. Que en la misma estén representados todos sus miembros no importando si son 
analfabetos o profesionales, si son mujeres u hombres, donde todos tengan los mismos derechos y 
los mismos beneficios. 

Estos productores al estar desamparados por las PS, y al estar sin recursos económicos y vulnerable 
antes las condiciones climáticas fuertes, como la sequia, los ciclones, las inundaciones, los 
deslizamientos de tierra, así como la pérdida de la cosecha por la invasión de una plaga, la 
enfermedad o pérdida de un familiar, entre otros riesgos, encuentra en la practica que puede 
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abordar y enfrentar situaciones de riesgos como lo anterior expresado, que si no existiera esta 
practica los productores no serian capaces de enfrentar estas circunstancia adversa. 

Los desastres naturales constituyen un serio obstáculo para el desarrollo humano, la reducción de 
la pobreza extrema y el cumplimiento de los ODM. Los bosques pueden ayudar a reducir la 
vulnerabilidad de los productores agrícolas a los desastres naturales. Con política efectiva de 
gestión de los bosques dentro del ámbito de las practicas  demanda un gran esfuerzo de 
coordinación funcional entre las entidades, primero del sector público y segundo de las 
asociaciones agrícolas. 

Muchas Gracias. 

Moises David Rojas 
Inspector MIC 
Punto Focal FAO 
Santo Domingo, R. D. 

 

5. Nyasha Tirivayi, facilitator of the discussion 

Dear Santosh 

Thank you for your contribution. I acknowledge receipt of the document. You have raised 
interesting issues about the forestry context in India.  Next week we will try and focus on the role of 
social protection instruments. Among the discussion documents on the top right corner of this 
webpage is a background document that introduces and defines social protection and the key 
instruments (e.g. cash transfers, food assistance, school feeding, subsidies, public works etc).  

Next week, could you provide any further examples of whether social protection instruments in 
India like the  National Rural Employment Guarantee Act are in any way promoting sustainable 
forestry or affecting forest dependent people in India? 

 

6. Subbash Chand, ICAR, India  

Dear sir, 

my view on the issues of forest dependent people would be that before taking any developmental 
activity in such areas we have to think for long term perspectives. Because these people are living 
since ages in the forest and they have huge store of local knowledge by which these forest are still 
intact. We have been putting efforts since centuries for development and inculcating the habit of 
living on partially artificial world. But fact is that natural system which is being maintained by 
locals is protecting us from many natural and manmade hazards. Therefore, when we take the 
policy decision on expanding developmental activities in the reserve areas we have to make long-
term and broad planning. Thus following points may be kept in mind. 

1. What will be the effect on the local people in the forest areas 
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2. How their culture/ rituals can be protected 

3. What alterative we are going to provide so that they can protect the assets created for 
conservation 

4. What will be the future of this generation who are being prohibited or displace. 

 

7. Dosse Sossounga, Amis des Etrangers au Togo (ADET), Togo 

1-) Forests protection address many social problems like climate change, indoor diseases for 
women and children, deforestation, biodiversity loss, poverty, hunger, 

2-) The limitation of forests policies is financial and people mental positive change technology, 
Forests protection education is important. 

3-) In Togo trees protection law but it is not functional. In Canada yes. 

4-) The conflicts is poverty, politics, climate change ignorance, Absence of technology. 

5-)  Awareness raising programme, citizen engagement for forest protection. Village groups to 
protect forests, laws, modern cooking system using by women and girls. Local governments must 
be responsible for forests protection projects. 

 

8. Maruthi Vegapareddy, Central Research Institute for Dryland Agriculture, 
India  

Dear All, 

Forest people are unaware of e-developments in the society as we understand almost all the 
activities are now electronic transaction based, since they are yet to get familiarized with it are 
vulnerable in this area. However, unless we give them importance with regard to tree knowledge, 
medicinal plants, and indigenous medicines for many diseases, consider and treat them as experts, 
they will not be confident in dealing with the problems associated with development.      

 

9. Nyasha Tirivayi, facilitator of the discussion 

Dear participants, 

I would like to thank the contributors to the discussion last week. The discussion covered a lot of 
interesting issues. Most of you focused on the first two questions. Here is a summary of some of 
your contributions: 

The impacts of forest policy and programs on risks and vulnerability 
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• Forests provide productive benefits like wood, non-timber forest products, medicinal 
plants, environmental protection through air purification and habitats for animas, 
environmental and climate regulation through water purification and aspects like 
photosynthesis 

• Forests are places of entertainment and tourism 
• Forests provide protection against soil erosion. 
• Forests have capital value as growing stock 
• They prevent  climate change and biodiversity loss 
• They prevent indoor diseases for women and children 
• Forest products alleviate hunger and economic benefits reduce poverty 
• The impacts of forests and forest policies are mediated by taxes, terms of forest 

concessions, relative market prices between agricultural and wood products and fossil and 
forest fuels , controlled transportation of forest goods, land and tree tenure insecurity, 
income inequality, tariff and non-tariff barriers to international trade, international 
environmental agreements, investment incentives, market infrastructure, agricultural 
sector strategies and macro-economic policies 

The major sources of vulnerability for forest dependent people 

• Increased population pressure on forests 
• Forest degradation from agriculture, human settlement and infrastructural development 
• Tragedy of the commons leading to overexploitation 
• Used as a risk coping strategy or informal insurance such that they are sold or degraded in 

response to risks and vulnerability 
• Poverty and climate change 

Policy considerations 

• Long term planning of policies while considering the needs of forest dependent people e.g. 
wellbeing, culture, their assets, displacement 

• Enforce tree protection laws 
• Incorporate more technology into forest management and raise awareness among forest 

dependent people 
• Raise awareness and engage citizens for forest protection e,g, village groups, modern 

cooking fuels for women. 
• Consider forest dependent people as experts in forest management, medicinal plants 

 

10. Nyasha Tirivayi, facilitator of the discussion 

Dear participants 

This week we will try and focus on the role of social protection instruments in forestry. 

You may wish to consider discussing the third question: 

Which countries have social protection instruments and programmes that: 

• target forest-dependent people? 
• are implemented with the aim of promoting sustainable forestry among the poor? 
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• are integrated with sustainable forest management programmes? 

Tips: Give information on social protection need, social protection program objectives, design, target 
group and effectiveness regarding resilience. 

I would like to draw your attention to a background document on social protection. Among the 
discussion documents on the top right corner of this webpage is a background document that 
introduces and defines social protection and the key instruments such as cash transfers, food 
assistance/aid, school feeding, subsidies, public works etc. Some famous examples of social 
protection programs include the Productive Safety Net Program (public works) in Ethiopia, 
Opportunidades Condicational Cash Tranfer program in Mexico, Cash transfers for orphans and 
vulnerable children in Kenya, Bolsa Familia in Brazil, the National Rural Employment Guarantee Act 
(NREGA public works) in India and many more. 

 

11. JHude Moudingo Ekindi, Cameroon Mangrove Project, Cameroon   

Greetings to the contributors before me. For the first point my view are in line with that of Mr 
Dosse of Togo are applied to Cameroon. The forest issues are cross cutting and result can only be 
gotten in not short term but strategies from lesson learned from other initiative can play a big rule 
is absence of given force to the law. Most of the communities are usually not aware of project, even 
with urge amount set they can meet MDGs specifications at the local level, since most policies are 
set without prior lessons learned or consultation in Cameroon. For quite the 1994 forestry 
‘common compass’ which is under revision for close 6 years is still be published. 

Associated problems for mangrove in Cameroon equally include: 

• Low  integration  of  local  communities  living  in  mangrove  areas  in  the  local  developme
nt  planning  framework. 

• Lack of coherent integrated planning for economic development, sustainable use and 
conservation. 

• Lack of tangible information and dialogue amongst stakeholders. 
• Lack of capacity  to  scale-up  community-

based  approaches  to  sustainable  use  and  management. 
• Legal and policy reform. There  is  currently  no  legal  and  policy  framework  that  would 

facilitate  the  management  of  the  mangrove  special  ecosystem 
• Lack  of  alternative  economic  development  opportunities  other  than  fisheries,  fish  smo

king and  harvesting  of  mangrove  resources. 

 

12. Lal Manavado, University of Oslo, Norway  

Social Protection to Enhance the Resilience of Forest-Dependent Peoples 

I am happy to see that this very timely subject is up for discussion, for it is an attempt to preserve a 
rapidly vanishing element of human cultural diversity, and more importantly, an effort towards 
letting people live in the way they wish. 
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There is no doubt that a holistic mechanism of social protection is essential to enable the forest-
dependent peoples to lead their lives in the most satisfactory way according to their own norms. 
This is because their ability to do so is undermined by two disruptive forces. First, owing to a 
variety of reasons, outside human influences are continuing to adversely affect their ability to 
satisfy their essential needs, and secondly, the general environmental degradation brought about 
by those influences are affecting the forests on which they depend. 

Therefore, it would be reasonable to suggest that the social protection we envisage here, ought to 
counter the adverse effects of those two influences, and to ameliorate their consequences, which 
are already felt by the forest-dependent peoples.  Now, I shall try to outline a possible way forward. 

I shall first discuss the possible ways of countering the direct adverse influences. The crucial step 
here is to set up a sound legal and practicable mechanism to prevent any further reductions in the 
forest areas on which our target populations depend. Next, it is important to legally entitle the 
forest-dependent people the sole right of sustainable exploitation of the forest resources to which 
they ought to be entitled. This right is not to be exercised by an individual, but rather by a 
representative group chosen by a given population. At the same time, what constitutes sustainable 
forest harvesting in a given area should be ascertained by a group with reference to scientific and 
traditional knowledge. 

For the sake of completeness, it is necessary to establish a sound and enforceable legal mechanism 
to control the exploitation of any surrounding forests, which may not be used by a given population 
of forest-dependent people. At the same time, exploitation of the water ways through forests, 
locating factories or other installations whose emissions are injurious to the well-being of such 
forests ought to be prevented. 

And finally, two moot points; first, the sensitive issue of exploiting the mineral resources which 
may be found in forests, and secondly the nature of services like education, health care, etc., offered 
to forest-dependent peoples. I think it would be wise to place an embargo on mineral exploitation 
in such areas until we have evolved techniques of exploitation that are only minimally traumatic to 
sylvan environment. As for the services, I think the current brand of education which irrationally 
regards technology as an entity having an intrinsic value would be more destructive of the social 
fabric of forest-dependent peoples than anything else. However, if education offered everywhere is 
free of this 'purpose of education is to enable one to get the best paid job so that one could live a la 
mode d'holywood' bias, we would have no cause for concern. 

Our next task is to see how to ameliorate the consequences of the adverse influences mentioned 
earlier. Their impact may affect nutrition, health, security (in its widest sense), etc., of those 
peoples. As which need is affected, and to what degree it has done so may vary widely, I shall only 
make some generic suggestions here. 

1. Financial and appropriate technical help to establish and operate co-operative to harvest and 
market forest products by forest-dependent peoples without the mediation of brokers. 

2. Restrictions on what is sold to those peoples by outsiders, particularly the sale of exorbitantly 
priced cheap flashy goods, unhealthy food and beverages. 

3. Help to engage in re-forestation of their habitat whenever indicated. 

4. Graded long-term food aid compatible with their traditional diet (as much as possible) until they 
can achieve self-sufficiency. 

http://www.fao.org/fsnforum


21 Social protection for building resilience of forest dependent people 
Proceedings  

 

 

Global Forum on Food Security and Nutrition www.fao.org/fsnforum 

 

5. When necessary, housing and clothing help. 

6. Establishment of appropriate medical units having the relevant competence. 

7. Establishment of legal, administrative, technical and financial infrastructure required to carry out 
the proposals made here. 

I hope this may be of some use. 

Cheers! 

Lal Manavado. 

 

13. Michael Frings 

Dear Nyasha Tirivayi 

Please find as attachment my answers to your questions.  

http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/sites/default/files/resources/XIV_Congress_Durban.pdf  

It is prepared as a presentation. I hope, you can use it or you invite me to the congress. 

Good luck and best regards 

Michael Frings 

 

14. Wajid Pirzada, SAFWCO Foundation, Pakistan 

Greetings from SAFWCO Foundation (www.safwcofoundation.org)! 

Role of Social Protections towards Disaster Risk Reduction-DRR 

Social protection in general and home-grown safety nets, built on resilient livelihoods that inter alia 
support food, nutrition and health security contribute a lot towards Community-based Disater Risk 
Manahement (CBDRM). 

At the same time new social protection tools like cash transfers for reestablishing livelihoods- 
including threatened livelihoods, because of deforestation, of forest community with the aim of 
supporting afforestation and thus forest-based livelihoods can help develop resilient forest 
communities. 
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15. Duncan Macqueen, IIED, United Kingdom 

The impacts of forest policy and programs on risks and vulnerability for forest dependent people 
are considerable. Policies and programmes typically marginalise those people in favour of State or 
Corporate interests – often mediated through business models involving large-scale industrial 
forest concessions, or large-scale agricultural land allocations. However, there is little evidence that 
the large-scale industrial model either protects forests reduces poverty (Mayers, 2006). 

Much rarer are models of investing in locally controlled forestry (ILCF) which allow local people to: 
(i) secure commercial resource rights; (ii) gain access to technical extension and finance; (iii) 
develop business capacity and market access; and (iv) strengthen organisations that allow them 
market power and political influence. Any forest farmer needs these four preconditions to engage 
in farm forestry – and would need to answer yes to the following four questions: If I plant or 
manage this tree / crop, will I be able to sell it? (rights); will I be able to protect it from pests and 
diseases and process it to market specification? (technical extension); will I be able to access 
markets on fair terms? (market access); will I have an organisation to defend these prior conditions 
during the tree / crop cycle? 

Good progress is being made towards ILCF in countries such as Gambia, Guatemala, Kenya, Mexico, 
Nepal – but progress is painfully slow. Moreover, there is now considerable evidence that ILCF 
delivers better forest protection and poverty reduction than State or Corporate models (Nepstad et 
al. 2006; Pagdee et al., 2006; Molnar et al., 2007; Bowler et al. 2010; Persha et al., 2011; Robinson et 
al., 2011; Porter-Bolland et al. 2012; Seymour et al. 2014; WRI and RRI, 2014 – the list goes on…). 

A valid question, therefore, is ‘why do the former sets of policies still persist’ – and the answer is 
probably mostly simply stated as ‘elite vested interests’. So how can such policies and vested 
interests be tackled or realigned with social protection for forest-dependent people? The best 
approach, in my view, is to strengthen the organisation of forest and farm producer groups so that 
they can hold government to account and break into markets. This is exactly the approach of the 
Forest and Farm Facility that was designed by representatives of alliances of Indigenous Peoples, 
community forestry and smallholder family forestry – see 
http://www.fao.org/partnerships/forest-farm-facility/en/. The major sources of vulnerability for 
forest dependent people to my mind lie in their isolation: from each other, from markets, from 
service providers and from decision-makers. Alliances of supporters of small forest enterprises 
such as Forest Connect have sought to tackle such isolation – and are now aligned with the 
approach of the Forest Farm Facility based around ILCF. 

So how might social protection policies be aligned with ILCF? Well, firstly there is a need to role out 
social insurance to support forest farm producers in times of shock. Many forest farm producer 
organisations already invest in this, by establishing rotating loan funds that can (i) meet critical 
short term cash needs for members while also (ii) preventing needs based tree cutting that 
threatens sustainable forest management planning. 

Second, there is a need to provide social assistance to those unable to engage directly in such forest 
farm producer organisation (because they are ill, or in school, or landless etc). Again forest farm 
producer organisation almost always make such investments in social assistance within the 
distribution of profits from their businesses. 

Third, there is a need to develop labour policies to protect forest workers (minimu wages, safety 
standards etc). But this is much less of an issue if the business model is based on collective 
ownership and profit distribution between members structured in some form of informal or formal 
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association or cooperative. One of the best ways to provide labour assurance is to preferential 
support and procure from such business collectives where labour not capital drives benefit 
distribution. 

Fourth, in terms of subsidies, there are ways of reducing the administrative costs of establishing 
collective forest farm producer businesses, adjusting resource tenure and taxes in their favour, 
reducing the cost of capital for their investment needs, subsidising inputs (seeds, fertilisers, energy 
costs etc) 

Finally, there are ways of designing education systems (and indeed health, agricultural support etc) 
such that they cater for the entrepreneurial necessities of local forest farm producers – across a 
necessarily diverse basket of crops – that diversifies income sources and so provides security from 
climatic, economic and civil shocks. 

In summary – the best way of aligning social protection services with forest policies and 
programmes is to ensure that both work directly to strengthen the organisation of forest and farm 
producer groups – who form the biggest forest private sector – and the one most likely to conserve 
forests and reduce poverty. 
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World Resources Institute and Rights and Resources Initiative (2014) Securing Rights, Combating 
Climate Change. Washington DC: World Resources Institute. Washington DC: Rights and Resources 
Initiative. Available at: http://www.rightsandresources.org/publication/securing-rights-
combating-climate-change-how-strengthening-community-forest-rights-mitigates-climate-change/. 

 

16. Nyasha Tirivayi, facilitator of the discussion 

Dear participants 

I would like to thank the contributors to the discussion last week. The discussion covered a lot of 
interesting issues. Here is a summary of some of your contributions: 

Social protection instruments that can be targeted to forest dependent people 

• Graded long-term food aid compatible with their traditional diet can help forest dependent 
people achieve self-sufficiency. 

• In-kind-transfers such as housing and clothing help 
• Social protection can help people meet their basic needs and also help prevent 

environmental degradation 
• Cash transfers can help re-establish livelihoods affected by deforestation by supporting 

afforestation. 
• Social insurance schemes in the form of rotating loan funds that can (i) meet critical short 

term cash needs for members while also (ii) preventing needs based tree cutting that 
threatens sustainable forest management planning.  

• Social assistance schemes for those unable to engage directly in such forest farm producer 
organisation (because they are ill, or in school, or landless etc). These schemes can be 
implemented via forest farm producer organisation.  

• Labour market policies to protect forest workers (minimum wages, safety standards etc). 
• Labour protection through preferential procurement from business collectives where 

labour not capital drives benefit distribution. 
• Subsidise inputs for forest farm producer businesses 

The major sources of vulnerability for forest dependent people 

• Isolation from each other, markets, service providers and decision makers 
• Few owners of  forest areas 
• Conflict or trade-off between forest extraction today and benefits for future generation 
• High demand for forest products to meet daily needs ( food, medical care, tools) 
• Criminal elements in the timber markets 

Limitations of forestry policies in addressing vulnerability of forest dependent people 

• Lack of coherent integrated planning for economic development, sustainable use and 
conservation. 

• Lack of tangible information and dialogue amongst stakeholders. 
• Forestry policies and programmes typically marginalize forest dependent people in favour 

of the large industrial model, with little evidence that this model protects forests or reduces 
poverty. 
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Policy considerations 

• Ensure that social protection instruments and forest policies and programmes strengthen 
the organization of forest and farm producer groups who comprise the biggest part of the 
forest private sector are the most likely to conserve forests and facilitate poverty reduction 
e.g. leverage existing initiatives like the Forest and Farm facility designed by alliances of 
indigenous peoples, community forestry and smallholder family forestry 

• Design education systems that address the entrepreneurial necessities of local forest farm 
producers so that they may diversify income sources 

• Invest in locally controlled forestry (ILCF) which allow local people to: (i) secure 
commercial resource rights; (ii) gain access to technical extension and finance; (iii) develop 
business capacity and market access; and (iv) strengthen organisations that allow them 
market power and political influence. Evidence that this model protects forests and 
alleviates poverty e.g. examples in Gambia, Guatemala, Kenya, Mexico and Nepal. 

• Legal titling for forest dependent people to allow sustainable exploitation of forest 
resources 

• Financial and appropriate technical help to establish and operate co-operative to harvest 
and market forest products by forest-dependent peoples without the mediation of brokers. 

• Scale up community based approaches for sustainable  use  and  management. 
• Establish legal and policy frameworks that  would facilitate  sustainable forest  management 

e.g.  mangrove  special  ecosystem in Cameroon 
• Leverage the FAO family farming project 

 

17. Nyasha Tirivayi, facilitator of the discussion 

Dear participants 

This week we will continue our discussion on the role of social protection instruments in forestry. 
We will also start considering the potential synergies that can be created between social protection 
instruments and forestry policies. 

You may wish to consider discussing the third and fourth questions: 

3. Which countries have social protection instruments and programmes that: 

- target forest-dependent people? 
- are implemented with the aim of promoting sustainable forestry among the poor? 
- are integrated with sustainable forest management programmes? 

4. What key factors influence the creation of synergies or conflicts between social protection and 
sustainable forestry? What complementarities can be utilized to optimize the effects of social 
protection on forestry management? 

If you could you provide examples any social protection instruments around the world that are 
being used to promote sustainable forestry or are aimed at alleviating poverty amongst forest 
dependent people. 

http://www.fao.org/fsnforum


26 Social protection for building resilience of forest dependent people 
Proceedings  

 

 

Global Forum on Food Security and Nutrition www.fao.org/fsnforum 

 

Tips: Give information on social protection program objectives, design, target group and 
effectiveness regarding resilience. Also provide information on how or where social protection 
instruments are being combined with forestry policies. 

 

18. Mafa Chipeta, Malawi 

I have a problem with the concept itself: why should these people be given protection - social or 
otherwise - before they make efforts to first help themselves? 

If they are suffering because some more powerful groups or elites are abusing them, then should 
the international community not focus on combating the powerful abusers? 

My worries start from what I see in Africa: cash transfers and other aid is going to the poor. They 
are in effect receiving "pensions" for doing nothing. I had to work nearly 30 years to get my pension 
and these people simply have to be poor (or forest-dependent) to qualify for the same. Is this 
reasonable, given international norms that pensions should be earned? 

Mafa Chipeta 

 

19. Maja Gavrilovic, FAO, Italy 

Reflection on dependence, in response to Mafa Chipeta. 

Maybe sometimes people just cannot help themselves and require external support. Like the time 
when they are just born into a very poor family that experiences chronic food insecurity, with 
mother who is severely malnourished, overworked and unable to breastfeed its child, so the 
newborn is dependent on the external support (ie. nutritional supplement) to have a chance to 
live… or the time when they are really old and – despite working their whole life (often longer than 
30 years) – they never had an economic or institutional opportunity to pay for their social security 
(or save money) to protect their livelihoods, and thus depend on the state pension to keep them 
alive; or even when they are a (hard)working poor farming family and the shock strikes and 
destroys their harvest – they too need protection to stabilize their income and consumption, and 
ensure their livelihoods are not permanently damaged. This support might also prevent the 
adoption of the potentially corrosive coping strategies to survive, such as illegally cutting and 
selling forest products to survive…   

The basic fact of life is that we are all, at certain stages of our lives (and for different reasons and 
levels), dependent on external support, which often comes in the form of social protection (ie. cash 
transfer, a public work, school meal, social security/social insurance, food assistance, or pension). 

 

20. Mafa Chipeta, Malawi 

I can sympathise with what drives Maja's perceptions. But it seems to me unfair to help people 
before they are given a chance to help themselves. 
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The forest is itself a resource: it can be commercialised or be used for subsistence livelihood. Why 
should a third party (FAO, a do-gooder or Maja etc) intervene before the obvious use of the 
resource to support livelihoods is exhausted as a solution? 

 

21. Nyasha Tirivayi, UNU-MERIT (United Nations University), Netherlands 

In response to Mafa Chipeta 

There has been a longstanding debate about the merits of providing social protection or safety net 
measures to the poorest in society. Critics of the merits of social protection often argue for 
individual responsibility and warn of "dependency" on social protection instruments, which are 
also viewed as handouts. However, we now have overwhelming evidence that social protection 
measures do not create dependency and do indeed help households manage risks and maintain 
sufficient consumption in times of severe shocks or stress. In addition, in many developing 
countries, most working-age adults, including forest dependent people are in the informal sector 
and therefore do not have access to social security or pensions when they retire.  At the same time, 
national shocks like the HIV/AIDS epidemic and natural disasters have weakened informal sources 
of insurance.  j 

Concerning forest dependent people, the argument for social protection is driven by the evidence 
that forest dependent people are usually poor and vulnerable to multiple risks and shocks. Hence, 
despite the availability of forest resources as a source of livelihood, they may not protect forest 
dependent people from risks and income shortfalls. Furthermore, income shortfalls may even 
motivate forest dependent people to extract forest resources unsustainably. 

 

22. Mafa Chipeta, Malawi 

Thank you Nyasha. 

But instead of giving charity to the forest dependent people, would it not be more sustainable to 
legislate for the locals to be co-owners of the forest? In that way, when companies are given 
concenssions to harvest forest products, the royalies they pay would not just to government but 
also to a local community trust. 

Similarly, if a processing industry using forest products is established, legislation would enable 
local people to be shareholders (initially their shares could be paid for in kind thru raw materials) 
so they have steady capitalist earnings rather than charitable handouts. 

Mafa 
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23. Solomon Mkumbwa, United Nations Human Settlements Programme, Kenya 

Thanks for the interesting topic and discussion so far. I guess before people can contribute to the 
discussion substantively, there should be an agreement on the definition of social protection and 
why one would need social protection. As the term implies, if one needs protection (whether civil, 
social or military), it means that particular person or entity is exposed to something harmful. In that 
case, the best protection is to either attack and neutralize the identified harm or strengthen the self 
defense mechanism of the potential victims (self protection). 
The word 'social' implies protection provided by society to which the potential victims belong. This 
is the society where they derive their citizens-based entitlement to protection in return for their 
taxes and other obligations payable to the authorities, including what authorities collect elsewhere 
in trust of their citizens. In the context of the 'rule of law', any citizen has the right to protection for 
their lives and livelihoods, as provided in both national constitutions international human rights 
law. As such, I agree with the proposal by Mafa Chipeta for the legislation of the rights and 
ownership of the forests to the communities directly dependent on them. This will mean that they 
derive meaningful benefits from the use and exchange (sell some of their registered rights). As with 
any economic opportunity such laws do not just come by. First, the communities dependent on the 
forest need to be sensitized of their rights and duties with respect to the forest. Secondly, 
strengthen their political organisation so they can effectively lobby for the legislation. Thirdly, 
sensitize the local and government and parliament on the importance of the legislation. Fourth, 
support local communities to report to the appropriate national and international authorities of 
any person or entity abusing their legislated rights. 

 

24. Nyasha Tirivayi, UNU-MERIT (United Nations University), Netherlands  

Dear participants 

I would like to thank the contributors to the discussion last week. The discussion debated the 
merits of providing social protection to forest dependent people. 

Here is a summary of your contributions: 

• Social protection is not necessary due to the availability of forest resources.   Forest dependent 
people should instead first help themselves by using the forest resources as their main source 
of livelihood either commercially or through subsistence means. 

• Social protection should only be provided to forest dependent people when it’s no longer 
possible to use forest resources as a source of livelihood. They are charitable handouts. 

• Legislation that allows forest dependent people to co-own forests is an alternative to social 
protection as it is more sustainable. Potential revenue from forest products is shared with a 
local community trust. 

• To ensure the rights of forest dependent people are legislated, they first need to be sensitized of 
their rights and duties and of local and international grievance mechanisms. Their political 
organization also needs to be strengthened. Local authorities, government and legislators also 
need to be sensitized about the importance of legalizing the rights of forest dependent people. 

• Forest dependent people do face multiple vulnerabilities and shocks at various stages of life 
cycle. They too need social protection to stabilize their income and consumption, and ensure 
their livelihoods are not permanently damaged. 

• Social protection instruments can help prevent detrimental risk coping strategies of forest 
dependent people such as illegal logging and fuelwood collection. 
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• Social protection instruments like cash transfers are needed since forest dependent people are 
mainly in the informal sector and do not have access to social security or pensions. 

• Social protection instruments are especially relevant since informal sources of insurance have 
also been weakened by natural disasters, shocks and epidemics 

 

25. Nyasha Tirivayi, UNU-MERIT (United Nations University), Netherlands  

Dear participants 

This week we will discuss how social protection instruments and forestry policies can be 
coordinated. We will also focus on the current global climate change agenda especially the 
opportunities it presents for harmonizing social protection policies and forestry policies. 

You may wish to consider discussing the two parts of the fifth question: 

5 a) What aspects of the global climate-change agenda present opportunities for harmonizing 
social protection and sustainable forestry policies? 

Tips: Examples of aspects include climate change adaptation, disaster risk reduction, reduction of 
greenhouse emissions, climate change funds, climate-smart agriculture. You can cite protocols, 
agreements and country-specific climate change adaptation programmes, policies and interventions. 

5b) What are the key mechanisms for fostering coordination of and coherence between social 
protection and forestry policies? 

Tips: Consider institutional, co-ordination, governance and political, design and implementation, key 
actors, and financial aspects. Give examples from country experience 

 

26. Manoj Kumar Behera, NRMC India, India  

 

Dear All, 

Social protection has immense role to play to promote and protect the livelihoods of the forest 
dependent communities given the fact that they are more vulnerable to the climate change impacts 
which sometimes found disastrous for communities who rely on any natural resources for their 
livelihoods. Social schemes around education, health, sanitation & land development sectors are of 
immense use for the welfare and development of forest dependent communities. Though India has 
made a successful journey in this direction, a lot yet needs to be done before it attains the goal. The 
so called Right to Education Act in India has been found to be effective in improving the literacy 
rate among the tribal communities. Similarly National Health Mission successfully piloted in almost 
all states of India could able to reduce the MMR (Maternal Mortality Rate) and IMR (Infant Mortality 
Rate). Above all NREGS (National Rural Employment Guarantee Act) has immense role in 
sustainable land development and creating additional job opportunities for the tribal women and 
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youths. Though we strongly appreciate their customary legacies, however, the need for 
convergence with the social schemes to improve their socio-economic status cannot be denied. This 
is high time to ensure proper implementation of these schemes in the remote areas instead of 
proposing new schemes. Besides, in no way the fundamental rights of forest dependent 
communities to forest and land shall be compromised. A better forest dependent community 
ensures a better environment, country and a globe. 

 

27.  Jonica Ottara, Center for Integrated Development and Social Marketing,Inc., 
Philippines  

Forest management policies and programs work well if the people have the knowledge and are 
empowered with regards to this matter.  In view of sustainability, the government and private 
sector interventions have 2 effects. The first is that it can enhance forest management policies and 
social protection programs. The second, effect would be that it can worsen the poverty conditions 
of people if no ethical support is received from the actors that have a role to play in advocating 
forest management policies and programs.  

One of the major sources of vulnerability for forest dependent people is when political interests of 
the actors such as government, private sectors company prevail  even if it is in contrary with the 
forest management policies and programs. The Government and the private commercial companies 
too have a major responsibility. Corruption in some developing countries is a factor in the 
vulnerability of the forest dependent people, among the most marginalized sectors of society - the 
indigenous and the farmers.  For example,  In one of the  places  here  in the Philippines  , Just this 
January of  2015, one of the   government  agencies has lifted the ban on a private  company that is 
mining now in one of the  places known to  be an indigenous land.  The lack of education   of the 
indigenous makes them vulnerable to this kind of political matter. With their poverty situation 
today, they can be vulnerable to manipulation in exchange for money as a source of income. Since 
the people are relocated, their livelihood is also affected and there is no guarantee that their 
livelihoods will become sustainable.  

 Another is that not far from the place, there are more than 600 farmers who  practice organic 
agriculture. The growing of organic plants require an adequate  amount of sunlight and water. If the 
organic plant gets too much sunlight,  chances are they get poor yields from the plant.  Cutting 
down of trees for mining, will make the place hotter. With a hot climate ,surely the livelihoods of 
more than  600 organic farmers are affected and may have worse effects for them and this has a 
negative impact on the local as well as for the national economy since they  export the organic fruit. 

The Philippines is vulnerable to climate change and we have forestry policies and  social protection 
programs but the problem comes down to its implementation. In other places, it has worked well, 
while in other places it has not worked at all.   Moreover, this implies that the implementation of 
forest policies and social  protection programs should also educate people, empower them as to 
how they  can best manage their own communities and promote sustainable livelihoods in  the 
area. I believe if there are government or private sector interventions, there  should be proper 
accountability and transparency. Governance  is one of the  factors contributing to the success of 
the implementation of forest policies and  social protection programs. In addition, the Government 
and private sectors  would work best in the communities if there is proper communication, 
that  both the government and private sector would also  take time to  understand  the cascading 
effects  of their actions  when implementing forest policies  and social protection programs. Lastly, 
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the governments need to listen to the  feedbacks of the local residents in the area with regards to 
the forest policies and  social protection programs. 

 

28. Peter Steele, Independent Consultant, Italy   

Self-Sustaining livelihoods from forests 

People helping themselves 

The first point raised by Nyasha Tiriraya in her summary of last week’s debate/discussion says it 
all. People everywhere need to ‘help themselves’ and the best way of doing this is to develop one or 
more livelihoods based upon the resources that they have available. This may include access to 
forests, woodlands or agricultural resources but it also, and crucially, includes the resources of the 
people themselves. 

Herein are issues of approach, but it is too simplistic to refer, as Nyasha Tiriraya does, to ‘livelihoods 
based upon either commercial or subsistence means’. The latter is neither sustainable nor practical 
long-term and typically reflects upon the endemic poverty of many rural communities, but also 
marginalization and isolation which means, in reality, lack of access to information, technologies, 
finance and markets. Further, in high density rural areas there are, typically, insufficient resources 
available for traditional subsistence production systems to continue to deliver. 

No one wants to be a subsistence grower 

You only have to work with subsistence producers to appreciate the challenges that they face with 
feeding themselves, paying school fees, managing illness in the family and more. High on those 
priority wish-lists is the determination not to have their children (at least the boys in the family) 
become subsistence growers. Urban centres offer social attractions and financial advantages that 
employment provides. In short this is all about ‘education’; educating people to enable them to 
escape their poverty. 

Search the five year rolling development plans for just about every low-income country and you’ll 
find objectives that target: ‘shifting every subsistent grower into commercial production’. The 
rhetoric is always there - it’s just that typically there are insufficient resources of funds and 
experienced people in the public sector to make a significant difference. 

Competition from timber companies 

Forest people can be double or triple disadvantaged given the competition for access to the 
resources of national forests with commercial timber companies, working closely with government 
people, that are provided with priority access to those same resources. All timber companies are 
not the same, but the speed with which forests are sometimes clear-felled with scant regard to the 
sustainability of habitats, stands and/or single species and the non-wood forest fauna/flora that 
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depend upon them suggests the high value of the formal tax returns that government receives and, 
equally, the unofficial payments that are sometimes given to key decision-makers. 

There is sometimes official smugness as new plantations of industrial trees replace the sometimes 
ancient indigenous forests that once dominated - copying the practices that were followed in earlier 
times by today’s high income countries. Whether harvesting fruits, leaves, timber or gums the 
plantation becomes the domain of the manager and workers, and it no longer provides either the 
social insurance or the biological wealth of old. 

Making livelihoods more attractive 

Livelihoods followed by indigenous forest people may ultimately help retain the sustainability of 
that forest, but this will depend to a large extent upon the goodwill of the public administration. 
There are no (or at least few potential) tax returns from the honey hunter, for example, exploiting 
wild bees in a patch of forestland. Therein is a sense of public financial support required of 
indigenous people – foregoing commercial earnings in exchange for the stability of forest cover and 
the longevity of traditional practices. Start with safety nets – shift to community-led commercial 
practices as markets can be developed. 

Those traditional social practices are changing everywhere, however, as rural people become more 
aware of social development elsewhere in their country and, equally, within practical reach in 
foreign lands. The mobile phone, like the radio before it, has provided access to the information that 
has changed people and their expectations forever. 

What to do about it? Good question – but much too hard to provide an easy answer that will assist 
with this debate. In reality, there are no easy answers. You need educated electorates in countries 
with levels of corruption that can be managed - to provide security for the natural environment 
including forests. 

Resources of information 

You can summarise this kind of approach within the ‘3Rs’ concept as promoted by the Centre for 
International Forest Research; these are ‘Rights’, ‘Returns’ & ‘Restoration’ and they refer to the 
sustainability of rural landscapes in all the complexity of people making a living from the natural 
resources available to them. The ‘3Rs’ are self-explanatory, but you can find out more at: 
http://blog.cifor.org/28860/rights-returns-and-restoration-3rs-for-landscapes. 

In the meantime, focus upon the development of those livelihoods that will, perhaps, boost the 
circulation of money and wealth in the community. For many years I have made use of some 
popular publications produced by the FAO Forestry Department. Check out the information 
available at: http://www.fao.org/forestry/publications/en/. Check under ‘Forestry papers’ and 
‘Working papers’. Key words are: ‘Livelihoods’, ‘Enterprises’ and ‘Small-scale’. That all important 
sector ‘Non-wood forest products’ is best covered in the NWFP series at: 
http://www.fao.org/forestry/nwfp/85525/en/. Key texts are: #5. ‘Edible nuts’, #6. ‘Gums’, #7. 
’Rural incomes’, #9. ‘Domestication’, #11 ‘Medicinal plants’, #17. ‘Fungi’, #19 ‘Bees’ and #171 ‘Edible 
insects’. 
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Most of the modern publications can be down-loaded. Earlier publications are available in hard 
copy only, but note that people in the low-income countries can request copies free-of-charge from 
the local FAO Representative in the capital city. 

Thoughts for the next FSN forest debate 

Estimated four billion hectares of forest occupy around 31% of global land areas. World 
populations are expected to stabilize at 9-10 billion by 2050, the great majority of whom will be 
living in urban centres. The challenge will be one of producing the additional 70% food required 
from much the same agricultural lands that are currently available today; and, simultaneously and 
for best, expanding forest lands for their environmental, economic and social values. 

Peter Steele 

Rome 

03June2015 

 

29.  Xie Chen, China National Forestry Economics and Development Research 
Center, China  

Dear Nyasha Tirivayi: 

I'd like to address the issue of relationship between social protection and forestry policy via China's 
experience. 

Similar with other developing countries, in China's main forestry area or main forest restoration 
area, people's livelihood is directly linked with forestry sustainable management. So, in many 
forestry policy, improving people's livelhood has always been altermate of the China's forestry 
policy. Taking the Conversion of Cropland to Forests Program(CCFP) as an example. In the first 
phase of the CCFP,  grain and cash subsidy had been provided to farmers who agreed to convert 
their cropland to forests.  Since considerable of CCFP farmers were poor at the time, the subsidy 
really served as important income souces of them. As CCFP last 16 years and some 32 million rural 
households around 25 provinces involved in, so the program not only increased forest coverage, 
but also be a largest poverty alliveation program In its second phase, in addition to subsidy, CCFP 
add ecological migration, rural energy, irrigation, training, etc. with the aims of strenthen long term 
rural development capacity. All those efforts have help rural poors/forestry dependent people to 
reduce pressure on forests and input more efforts on forest restoration and management, i.e. win-
win of SFM and rural livelihood.  In the last 12 years, I'm keeping monitoring socio-economic 
impacts of CCFP on 1165 households of 100 counties of 21 provinces and could provide some 
evidence for this topics. 

I've going to attend WFC and will present those observations. If you need any more information, let 
me know. 

Best regards 
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Xie Chen(谢晨) 
China National Forestry Economics and Development Research Center 
State Forestry Administration 
Hepingli Dongjie 18# 
Beijing 100714 

 

30. Chris Cook, Nordic Enterprise Trust, United Kingdom   

This is an interesting subject closely related to my work at UCL's Institute for Seucrity & Resilience 
Studies both in respect of 'Resource Resilience' (keeping the lights on) and 'Human Resilience' 
(capacity building etc).  

For me 'Resilience' is pretty much symbiotic/coterminous with Peter Steele's 'Restoration'. 

My focus has long been upon the necessary associative protocols ('social contracts') which frame 
Peter's 'Rights' (ie rights of use, usufruct & control) and the financial instruments which are used 
within these frameworks to generate 'Returns'.  

My research approach has been firstly geographic, to identify 'what works' in terms of successful 
policy frameworks, and secondly, historic, to review what exactly was there before the legal and 
financial institutions with which we are familiar came along ie 'what worked'. 

This recent presentation at Strathclyde University sets out my findings in general 
terms. http://www.slideshare.net/ChrisJCook/open-capital-2015 

Perhaps one of the most interesting historic findings is that the very word 'Return' refers to the 
return of credit instruments to an issuer. eg the Tax Return was the accounting event at which the 
tax-payer who had pre-paid tax at a discount (and thereby funded the sovereign) would return the 
'stock' record of the transaction to the Exchequer for matching and settlement of his tax obligation 
against the 'counter-stock' portion of the split tally stick accounting record which pre-dated doube 
entry book-keeping.. 

But I digress.  

In the forestry context it is quite possible to imagine simple social/associative contracts for the use 
of the forests and for the sharing of usufruct as between stakeholders. More to the point it is 
possible to imagine investment in forestry through the issuance - in exchange for value received - of 
credits returnable in payment for forest products generally, and carbon energy value specifically.  

If the Danish objective operating principle of 'least carbon fuel cost' is then applied alongside the 
subjective principle of 'least human cost' then the outcomes will probably be more positive than the 
current outcomes from the application of 'least $ cost' economic principles from the application of 
conventional corporate protocols and instruments such as equity shares, debt and derivatives. 
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31. Ismaila Senghore, Gambia Radio and Television Services, Gambia    

Hi, 

I am a development communication journalist employed with The Gambia Radio and Television 
Services. We do not have a formal social protection mechanism of forest dependent communities in 
my country but I am of the conviction that this is very necessary and important wherever needed. 

The practice, as in my country of transferring the ownership and management of forests to the 
communities is a positive way of achieving this, as indicated by some participants. However, a true 
mechanism for defending the rights of forest dependent communities in case of transgression of 
their rights, even under this system, is not guaranteed, as states can revoke this ownership under 
any purported national interest. 

I would therefore, recommend that a committed international body, such as the UN, under 
mechanisms like REDD and REDD+, be devised that will monitor such rights and formulate 
measures for redress. The Forests of the world are our common heritage and should be sanctified 
and regulated under international jurisprudence to help save the world from the looming dangers 
of climate change. 

I believe if States are  adequately sensitized and motivated (under climate change adaptation 
mechanisms), alternatives to national development and proactive local legislation to save and 
revive forests the world all over will be more likely to succeed. 

It is also important to note that social protection in itself will not be adequate to save forests since 
without sustainable management (state intervention) of the forest resources, the local communities 
themselves could be the source of their destruction, if they see it as their property that they can use 
anyhow, which is the general state of affairs at present. 

Ismaila N. Senghore, 

Manager, FM Radio Station (National) and Head, Education and Development Programmes. 

Gambia Radio and Television Services. 

 

32. John Weatherhogg, Italy  

Under Question 4 (creation of synergies or conflicts) provision of services such as drinking water 
and/or sanitation can be extremely beneficial in group formation and social engineering. Often 
development work in watershed rehabilitation or forest management takes place against a fairly 
consistent background of past failure. Communities are therefore skeptical and may be slow or 
unenthusiastic in participating. Provision of drinking water as a component of a wider forest or 
watershed community development project - particularly early on in a project - can have a strongly 
catalytic effect on community participation and hence the success in achieving the development 
objective. For that reason investment in drinking water provision should always be considered as a 
component in a wider development effort - not to be considered as a self standing programme - 
which may look splendid but effectively uses up all the catalyst without any catalytic effect.   
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33. Patrick Spencer, Cork Forest Conservation Alliance, USA     

The seven countries of the Mediterranean cork forest region, Portugal, Spain, France, Italy, 
Morocco, Tunisia and Algeria, all have very specific governance policies that not only protect the 
forests but the inhabitants as well. With one of the highest levels of forest biodiversity on our 
planet, the cork forests represent a model for forest-dependent people. The forest workers who 
harvest the cork bark are some of the highest paid agricultural workers in the EU. 90% of the cork 
forests in the EU are owned by family farmers.  These 2.6 million hectares are the last firewall in the 
battle against desertification in this region.  

But these forests are not free from environmental, social and economic attack. The United Nations 
has designated the cork forests of the Mediterranean region as one of the top 25 "Hot Spots" of 
biodiversity, yet little effort or funding is being provided to ensure their continued livelihood. We 
encourage the UN to refocus its attention to the cork forests and its people.  

Best,  

Patrick Spencer 
Executive Director 
Cork Forest Conservation Alliance 

 

34. Nyasha Tirivayi, facilitator of the discussion 

 

Dear participants 

I would like to thank the contributors to the discussion last week. The discussion provided 
examples of some synergies between social protection and forestry policies/goals, factors vital for 
the successful implementation of social protection and forestry policies, and examples of sources of 
vulnerability among forest dependent people. 

Here is a summary of your contributions: 

Social protection and forestry policies: Synergies, issues and examples 

• In India, social protection instruments and other social policies have positively impact 
forest dependent people. For example, NREGS (National Rural Employment Guarantee 
Act) has created jobs for tribal women and youths and enabled sustainable land 
development. The Right to Education Act in India improves literacy among tribal 
communities, while the National Health Mission provides health benefits by lowering 
maternal and child mortality. 

• Ensure that social protection schemes are harmonized to improve socioeconomic status. 
No need for new schemes in India, policy makers should ensure the proper 
implementation of social protection schemes in remote areas and protect the rights of 
forest dependent communities. 
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• In China, there is an example of strong linkages and synergies between social protection 
and forestry policy. The Conversion of Cropland to Forests Program (CCFP) 
provides grain and cash subsidies, migration assistance, energy, irrigation and training 
to farmers who agree convert their cropland to forests.  Over the past 16 years, 32 
million rural households in 25 provinces have benefited. The CCFP has increased forest 
restoration and cover and is the largest poverty alleviation program in China. 

• The livelihoods of forest dependent people can be strengthened via provision of safety 
nets first, followed by a short to community-led commercial practices when markets are 
developed. 

• Proper implementation, governance and accountability, communication with 
beneficiaries are key factors influencing the success of forestry policies and social 
protection programs. 

• Consider creating synergies between forestry policies and other developmental 
objectives like drinking water provision, which can increase community participation in 
forestry programs 

Sources of vulnerability and other issues 

• Forest dependent people are vulnerable to elite manipulation and displacement, when 
the needs of private interests supersede theirs. 

• Forest dependent people are disadvantaged by the competition for access to forest 
resources emanating from timber companies who are close to governments. 

• Social protection alone not adequate to prevent unsustainable forest extraction 
practices. Rights of forest dependent people must be protected and guaranteed via 
REDD and REDD+. 

• Social contracts that define the rights of use, usufruct and control of forests can 
contribute to efforts on building resource and human resilience. 

• Ensure funding and protection for the cork forests and forest dependent people in the 
Mediterranean  

 

35.  Nyasha Tirivayi, facilitator of the discussion 

Dear participants 

This week our discussion will focus on how social protection programs and forestry policies can be 
coordinated and harmonized. We are asking contributors to provide examples of social protection 
instruments that have been implemented among forest dependent peoples and/or as a means of 
promoting forest conservation. In the past week, discussants gave insights on some of the social 
protection instruments being used around the world to help forest dependent people or promote 
forest conservation goals, e.g.  cash and in-kind subsidies in China and a public works program in 
India. 

For further information on the types of social protection programs we are referring to, please see 
the background document for the discussions. It is among the discussion documents in the right 
panel of the webpage under the section "discussion resources". 

Please consider discussing questions 3, 4 and 5: 

3.      Which countries have social protection instruments and programmes that: 
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- target forest-dependent people? 
- are implemented with the aim of promoting sustainable forestry among the poor? 
- are integrated with sustainable forest management programmes? 

4.      What key factors influence the creation of synergies or conflicts between social protection and 
sustainable forestry? What complementarities can be utilized to optimize the effects of social 
protection on forestry management? 

5.       What aspects of the global climate-change agenda present opportunities for harmonizing 
social protection and sustainable forestry policies? What are the key mechanisms for fostering 
coordination of and coherence between social protection and forestry policies? 
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