


        Community Forestry:




Institutional arrangements in which:



communities share in decision-making & benefits, 




and contribute labor and knowledge 






to achieve:





healthy forests  +  social well-being





mix of public and private goods



   Likely requires cooperation of:




Public sector  
Private sector









Coproduction !!!!





(comanagement)




Community + Government Agency




       difficult, but possible with:





social capital
organizational capacity





“community”



    agency embeddedness

Policies to create conditions for coproduction:  


“a climate where citizens count”


creating/investing in social capital through duties


stable personnel practices (promote in place)


transparent decision-making


follow through on promises (clear direction to staff and back them up)


promote collaborative processes, esp. fund & staff joint activities


monitoring to provide info and promote trust


fund/promote capacity-building directly

Therefore potential to work, but still lots of things to work out:

For example

· Which pieces communities should contribute vs. governments (i.e.  relative roles and responsibilities and who decides them)

· Need for capacity-building (esp. community) and reorientation (esp. agency)

· Authority vs. responsibility (devolution of power vs decentralization of tasks)

· “Getting institutional arrangements right” includes internal incentives and the resources in additon to external fiats (i.e. laws not enough to change practice)

· How to get embeddedness/collaborations at local level to  counter e/c at highest levels which work against communities and environmental health

Main reasons why Evans model of Coproduction is applicable to community forestry :

· public-private divide – exists and how to bridge it

· potential for synergy in coproduction – why bother

· complementarity – 
public-private goods, 

local & non-local interests/impacts

· embeddedness – true for USFS but not a bad thing!

· role and constructability of social capital 

· value of a viable bureaucracy (helping, not crowding out community)

· addresses potential for corruption – no worse, maybe lower in an open system


(Ostrom:  “it is likely that behind the closed doors of a centralized system practices can flourish without much fear of exposure”)
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