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ABSTRACT

Sustainable participatory management and conservation requires an understanding
of site-specific, rights structure, resource use and resource dependency patterns
over time. This paper documents these issues by examining the resource use
pattern overtime by the Katu people in Nam Dong district, Thua Thien Hue province,
central Vietnam, before and after allocation of natural forest to the households of the
community. Household interview, key informant and group discussions were used for
data collection and crosscheck. Descriptive analysis and pair-sample T-test are main
tools used to explore those parameters. We found a weak performance of property
rights and differences in the De facto to the De jure rights of forest recipients. On
contrary to the increased rights, forest use and forest dependency of local people
have been reduced due to the degradation of resources, and availability of
alternative opportunities from emerging agriculture and animal grazing options.
Considering dynamic nature of resource dependency overtime, it is necessary to
consider in the post-allocation programme which embrace the local context to have
better forest protection and management as well as the satisfaction of local people
on the forest resources they manage.

Keywords:participatory management, forest allocation, property rights, Katu people,
Vietnam

INTRODUCTION

There is a large body of research demonstratingctiv@servation of forests in situations
where local people are dependent on the resoweqaires some degree of ‘people’s
participation.’ Crafting the overall framework ofmicipatory management and forest
conservation for policy simulating at large scalewever, requires an understanding of the
actual use and management and even the dependeifanest resources. Understanding the
site-specific, property rights structure, forest psittern and forest dependency is therefore
fundamental in formulating co-management programtima&smay be sustainable over the
long-term. The in-depth attention on that propeigirts become crucial when property
rights offer incentives for management; providehautation and control over the resource;
reinforce collective action; and assign rightshte tisers in demonstrating government
commitment to devolution (Meinzen-Dick and Knox 2D0T herefore, property rights are a
central issue of policy development that altersgbreernance structure and the rights of
users over forest resources.
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As a form of property rights, current policy inetham has provisions for handover
of natural forest to communities, similar to thencounity forestry programme of other
Asian countries (The Vietham Forestry Developmerdt8gy for 2006 to 2020, issued by
the Decision 18/2007/QD-TTg). This policy, initidten 1995 through the pilots and
experiments and latter is Law on Forest Protedimh Development (2004), has
dramatically changed the people-forest relationsinigh is the result of an evolution of
policy that began in 1975 with the reunification\détnam. Through the programme, local
people and communities are allocated forest arestdand for their own management.

Understanding property rights over a natural resotelps to identify incentives,
disincentives, and ultimately the prospects fotanable management and conservation of
forests by communities. It is with this concernttimethis paper, we evaluate forest-related
property rights of rural, forest-accessing commasibf the Katu, an important ethnic
group in the remote regions of Thua thien Hue Rroej central Vietnam. In addition, we
also evaluate forest use and dependency of runahzmities. Our focus is to examine how
local people manage, use and protect forest res@licated to them based on the changes
in their property right toward forest resourceswttat level they are dependent on their
forest resources and are there any changes inftihegt use and forest dependency since
they are allocated.

In this paper, before we describe the major chatiggshave occurred in the rights
systems of one important ethnic minority societgenitral Vietham, the Katu and how they
use and management of forest resources, we btiaftg the government policy over last
three decades as they relate to the way peoplangsmmanage forest resources as a basis for
investigating the changes in the property rightéd ttave occurred in Katu society. We then
review the existing literature on Property riglitsest devolution and CFM in Vietnam.
From that, we describe the forest use and forgstrency that characterized Katu
people’s behavior before forest allocation and ttiescribe the contemporary modalities of
those community forest management parameters.lfimad discuss the implications of
those changes on the property rights, forest uddaast dependency for the future of
community-based forest management in Hue in paati@and overall governance of
community forestry in general.

THE POLICY CONTEXT

In 1968, the Viethamese government initiated agyadf resettlement and sedentarization.
The sedentarization programme was applied to ‘ethminorities’ that lived in the
mountainous regions of the country. Concurrentigsettlement programme was
implemented by moving the people of the ethnicamtyj Kinh into more remote regions
because they were seen as a new frontier for redto@velopment. Labour, capital, and new
technologies needed to be invested to releasenimense productive potential of the
uplands (Poffenberger et al. 1998).

In December 1986, Vietnam launched tBbei° Moi,” a policy of economic
renovation to promote economic growth and imprdnegeople's livelihoods through the
market economy with national enterprises as théimgasector. This ultimately led to the
recognition that non-state forest enterprises coatdribute to the management of forests.

In 1991, the Forestry Protection and Developmentwes passed. This Act had
three main features. First, it defined forest asl laith existing forest, or as land designated
for forest plantations. Second, it classified ftsess Protection Forest (critical watersheds),
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Special Use Forest (including formally protecteglaarsuch as national parks) or Production
Forest. Third, it specified that production forestld be allocated to state enterprises,
households and corporations.

Decree 327/CT dated 19/11/1992 (for the period :9B298) aimed to re-green
barren land in the country through an integratedlrdevelopment approach. However, in
order to be implemented in reality, the nationalgpamme 327 was formed under the
management and coordination of the two ministiidisistry of Agriculture and Rural
Development and Ministry of Finance in order to lempent the Decree 327.

The Land Law of 1993 buttressed the Forest Prateend Development Act of
1991 by specifying that the land (such as produadiioest) should be formally allocated to
the managing entity (household, a group of houskshar an organization) for 50 years.

The government, in addition to the protection cacits as common means of
involving local people in forest management, atsued a set of related polices to enforce
forest protection. Logging bans (stipulated spigtisihce 1992), fines (Decree 77 in 1996),
and expanded enforcement agencies (to make theraranf the provincial people’s
Committee responsible for their managed foreshénDirective 286 in 1997) to increase
state control over forest resources.

In 1994 the Government Decree 02/CP pursued aitocaf forestland to various
economic sectors for management and use for lang-ded sustainable forestry
development. In 1995, Government Decree 01/CP cawrated on forestland allocation for
forestry purposes. In addition, the Decree 163/119B9CP concerning of allocation and
lease of forestry land to organizations, househafdsindividuals for stable and long-term
use for forestry purposes.

Since 1995, there were several pilots of Land uaerihg and Land Allocation
(LUPLA) implemented by GTZ-SFDP (German Technicab@eration Social Forestry
Development Projetn Lai Chau & Son La provinces in 1995; the aditban of forested
land in Daklak province (1998). The pilot model vedso implemented in Thua Thien Hue
province (2000), Gia Lai province (2002), QuangiBiHoa Binh and DakNong provinces
(2005)

In 2001, Decision 178/2001/QD-TTg concentrated endfit sharing and
responsibility of household and individual who ¢otd and forest land through land
allocation, rental or forest protection contracts.

The recent 2003 Land Law and the 2004 Forest Rroteand Development law
further defined local responsibilities and re-regelthe overall management of local
authorities over forest resource. These laws gagal rights to local people especially they
recognized local communities as legal recipientisuod use rights.

In 2006, the National Forestry Department laundhedCommunity Forestry
Management (CFM) pilot programme which embarksestablishment of CFM in 10
provinces, and they got the approval from MinigthyAgriculture and Rural Development
(MARD) to apply the CFM in 40 pilot communes in thigove mentioned programme.

TABLE 1 Major Policies regulating Community forestry in Vikam



1991 |Law on Forest Protection and Development

1992 |Decree 327/CT aimed to re-green barren latigeicountry

1993 |Law on land use management

1994 |Decree 02/CP on allocation of forestland ous economic sectors

1995 | Decree No. 01/CP on contractual allocatiolard for forestry purposes

1999 |Decree 163/1999/ND-CP on allocation and le&$erestry land to organizations,
households and individuals for stable and long-tese for forestry purposes

2001 |Decision 178/2001/QD-TTg on benefit sharind essponsibility of household and
individual who got land and forest land throughdaflocation, rental or forest
protection contracts.

2003 |Land Law These laws gave rights to local people especiaéy t

2004 | Forest protection and recognized local communities as legal recipientsuod
Management Law use rights

2006 |Decision 18/2007/QD-TTg: The Vietham Forefigvelopment Strategy for 2006 tc
2020

In Thua Thien Hue province, the people’s committas the resolution
7c/NQ/HDND in1997 to implement the logging ban floe natural forest, increasing the
planting to cover the barren hills, abandon laiiidslso had the Decision 667QUB in
2002 to form the working groups to implement theMCkease forest and forest land to
households, individuals and communities followihg Decree 163/1999MCP. This is
also thanks to the successful pilots in CFM in Thigyn Thuong village, Phu Loc district,
Thua Thien Hue province initiated by the MARD thghuJNDP’s Program for Forests
(PROFOR) in 2000.

Through the development of the policy context, $tmgin Vietnam has experienced
changes from the nationalization of forest and tp@dually decentralization from state to
local management.

PROPERTY RIGHTS, FOREST DEVOLUTION AND CFM IN VIETAM

Property is referred to things or assets (Brom@§9b, Hann 1998, MacPherson 1978)
while in the formal usage, it is referred as rigiotshings (Bromley 1989b, Bruce 1998,
MacPherson 1978). Bruce (1998) stressed that the“froperty rights” is used to make
clear the meaning of property. Schalager and Os(i®92) classified Property rights to
resources into different types. The access rigbwal holders entering the forest and
enjoying non-subtractive benefits. The withdrawght allows them to obtain resource
units of products from the forest. The Managemennight to regulate internal use patterns
and transform the forest by making improvements. (@inning, planting, etc.). The
Exclusion is right to determine who will have farescess and withdrawal rights, and how
those rights are determined. The Alienation allbwisles to sell or lease above rights.
These five fundamental rights are the main rulgcstires under which individuals
formulate ‘ownership’, and therefore shape theti@ighips among people with the forest
and amongst themselves. The property rights ajerdevhen resource users are granted
officially the rights by the government and areagitawful recognition by formal, legal
instrumentalities. Property rights can also bead¢df when resource users cooperate to
define and enforce rights among themselves. Wdlsimgle resource, de jure and de facto
property rights can overlap, complement or everflwbrvith one another (Schlager and
Ostrom 1992).




Devolution is the transfer of authority over foresitnagement decision-making
from central government bureaucracies to local sntiety actors, generally forest users
and user organizations not created or controllegdwernment (Fisher 1999). Devolution is
under the consideration many countries worldwidétiare trying to transfer property
rights as well as responsibilities from the ceni@aernment to local people (White and
Martin 2002, Edmunds and Wollenberg 2003) aiminfpegst conservation (Balooni and
Inou 2007) and livelihood improvement (Castellale006) . The actual implementation
of devolution is different from place to place doemany different factors and a benefit
derived from forest devolution is significantly ’ifent (Shackleton and Campbell 2001,
Edmunds and Wollenberg 2001, Edmunds et al. 2003)ever, there are limited gains
from the forest devolution (Balooni and Inou 20@hile the drawback is still prominent:
the poor is usually neglected leading to the Idgkair livelihood (Edmunds and
Wollenberg 2003) while the wealthier groups get ienefit at the expense of the poor
(Kumar 2002); Nurse and Malla (2005) also questibtihe contribution of forest
devolution to rural development because these psoceSouth and Southeast Asia are
bounded to secondary and degraded forests (Baémohinou 2007).

Community forestry has been considered as a nevoagip for natural resource
conservation and livelihood improvement in Vietnsimce forest resource were not
sustainably managed by the State forest agence&@ninck 1999) while the best
remaining forest resources remain under the abaotiState Forest Enterprises (Sunderlin
2006). In addition to the successful pilots uralezh by the I/NGOs and government
agencies at different levels, community forestrg haen attached to the FLA through the
Land Law 2003 and Forest Protection Law 2004 arddh.aws recognized the efforts of
those pilots as well as established the legal Basisommunity forestry in Vietnam.

There have been several studies conducted retafedest and FLA in Vietham
ranging from incentives of the FLA process wheeytbo in deep analyzing the incentives
of related stakeholders in FLA process (Ngo and M\2108); Studies, for example have
reported that in Vietnam, legal rights did not siate into analogous changes in actual
rights and practices (Tran and Sikor 2006, Sikar l[dguyen 2007). Changes in land use,
for example not only demoted transfer of respoligitip an individual but also gave
farmers incentives to make rational use of the kmdito protect the resource because once
they get the benefits by paying the costs assatiatih the degradation of the resource
(Castellaet al. 2006, Tran and Sikor 2006). On the contrary, fitmad allocation policy
played a major role in land use changes not bedapsavided the right incentives for
farmers to reforest; rather, it was because thestand allocation disrupted local
institutions and collective land use systems (Clenaed Amezaga 2009). Moreover, forest
re-growth in Vietham was not due to a single prea@spolicy but to a combination of
economic and political responses to forest and $aadgcity, economic growth, and market
integration at the scale of the country while degtton of old-growth forest continues
(Meyfroidt and Lambin 2008). The total forest aremained stable but there were major
transition from forest and non-forest categoridsitf@iet al. 2007).

Nguyen and Noriko (2006) found really high deperayeon forest resources in one
community in Nghe An province after forest allooatithe poor households have more than
65% of their income from forest while the richevba@0% and it even came up to 75% for
the poorest households (Nguyen and Noriko 20069r& twere successful cases when the
forest allocation creates greater benefits fordorecipients as well as the associated
livelihood diversifications from the government agees for the communities (Le et al.



1996; Sikor 2001; Bao 2003; Do et al. 2007). Howegtheere are cases where local people
livelihoods was not that improved and the beneditf forestry is less since forest
allocation policy do not allow people practice #t@sh-and-burn cultivation and raise
livestock in allocated forest area (Castella eR@02, p. 197). The reduction of swidden
cultivation overweights the slow increase of pagddyduction thus reducing the labour
productivity (Jakobsen et al. 2007).

Before we go into details of finding, we brieflysieibe study area and method of
information collection and data analysis techniques

STUDY AREA

This study was undertaken in Nam Dong district ofid Thien Hue province, central
Vietnam. The total area of Nam Dong is 650.5 k8ixty-four percent of the area (416
km?) is covered by forest, of which the majority (3®8n) is considered as natural forest.
Approximately 3,219 ha (5.31%) of Nam Dong is ungemmanent, registered agricultural
use. Swidden agriculture was historically an imaotriand management system that was
practiced along the margins of natural forest agmnanent agricultural land, but is now
declining in Nam Dong since the government banmédden agriculture in 1997. The
government of Vietnam, through programme 327,atetil an extensive reforestation
programme, and in Nam Dong it resulted in extenestablishment of exotic species
(Acaciaspp.,EucalyptusCinnamomunspp., andHevea brasiliensjson former swidden
and degraded forest lands. Moreover, many formetdam fields have been converted into
permanent agriculture. In addition to the effecthaf programme 327, “the distribution of
forestry land to households, new forest managemmatices, and food crop intensification
were combined in “push and pull” effects to dezse the footprint of agriculture on
hillsides (Meyfroidt and Lambin 2008) and forestp@&nded, mainly due to the
liberalization of agricultural output markets andgability of new technology (Sikor
2001).

All forests and forest land (land designated foe$try purposes) are claimed by the
state. Oversight and management of forests isesonsibility of the Ministry of
Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD) and Mimsbf Resources and Environment
(MoRE). These two ministries have provincial ofBaghich are Department of Agriculture
and Rural Development (DARD) and Department of Reses and Environment (DoRE).
The two departments are in charge of the protecti@magement as well as the allocation
of forest land and forests to households and contrearfDoRE is in charge of land
planning and administration). Thus, there are tgenaies responsible for the management
of forests in Hue Province. Under DARD, there aveet Protection Division and Forest
Development Division both at the provincial andiis levels. They have specific tasks
related to the protection and development of foresburces. The main owners of forest
and forest land are State Forest Enterprises (SEEsge they were really one important
actor in forest allocation (prior to 2005). Howewaue to the weak and inefficient
management of the resources, they are converted\iatershed Management Boards and
Forestry companies (2005-2007) and large pathrektdand under their management were
taken back for allocation to local people.

The specific study sites for our research wereetbemmunes of Nam Dong district,
Hue province (Figure 1). Huong Son is in the scaheegion of the district about 8 km
from the district center of Khe Tre. Thuong Quaieg in the southwest region of the
district, approximately 17 km West from Khe Tre artduong Long is about 14 km



Southwest away from the district center. All commsiare accessible by an asphalt road,
however historically Thuong Quang and Thuong Lomgenfairly remote set of villages
until 1996. Huong Son consists of 7 Katu villagBsyong Long has 8 Katu villages and
Thuong Quang has 4 Katu and 3 Kinh villages. Falstation process initiated in the
three communes during 2004 even thought the reld bextificate were only released in the
late 2006.

Katu people are big group of minority peoples indfThien Hue province and they
are the major ethnic group in Nam Dong district2D@ over the total population of 23 875
people in 2008 (Nam Dong statistical book 2008) n#ey other ethnic groups in Vietham,
they are famous for the rotational swidden cultorapractices and usually lived in the
upstream area and their life was heavily dependeiidrest resources. Since the
sedentarization program (1968) and the ban on ®middltivation (1997), they were
settled down and live permanently in the arrangedsa They learnt to cultivate paddy field
and the gardening changing from gatherers and i idi cultivating and creating
conditions for major crops (sustainable and intem$arming). Most of the Katu villages
live in and around forests and they still harvese$t products for their daily life even
thought before the FLA, forest resources belontpécstate. On average, Katu people are
poor and Nam Dong is one of the poorest distritth® country (Wetterwald et al 2004)

[ 10 20 Kilometers

FIGURE 1 Study communes in Nam Dong district, Thua Thienpifaeince, Vietnam

Economic indicators suggest that Nam Dong has arage income much lower than
the national average. The rural populations of Nzng, particularly the Katu households,
significantly depend on the forest for their sutesise livelihoodsWetterwaldet al. 2004,
Tran 2004) because there is a shortage of flasdoegaddy cultivation and low livelihoods
diversification in the area.



METHODS

The three communes were selected for research $egdy they all contain a high
percentage of Katu households, all of which hakeh dependency on forest for their
livelihoods;(2) These communes still possess a pegbentage of natural forest cover; and
(3) households in the villages have good accesstbdbrest and to markets.

Several preliminary reconnaissance visits wererta@ehe three study communes to
hold informal interviews with key informants andaddish a sampling design. Interviews
were held with commune leaders and officers, vilagadmen, and key Katu village elders.
The preliminary discussions about property rigimtstitutions, historical and current forest
use and forest dependency revealed that there gk aegree of similarity across Katu
villages within a commune and across the threeystochmunes. Based on the preliminary
survey, we concluded that one village survey irheammmune would be sufficiently
representative of Katu villages in Nam Dong. Witeach commune, one Katu village, which
has allocated forest, was randomly chosen for Hmidesurveys. Thus, in this paper we
aggregate the results from all three villages t@&emarepresentation of Katu people.

From the list of households in the village, we ramdly chose the households for
guestionnaire interview. A total of 96 householdsevsurveyed in this manner out of the
total 148 households in the three villages. Senuiettired interviews to investigate historical
and current patterns of Katu forest use were caedueith a total of 20 key informants. Key
informants were village headmen, village elderspemne leaders, and representatives of the
DARD, DoRE, FPD. Finally, a group discussion wall e each village at the end of the
field work to discuss the information that had beellected and to build consensus on its
reliability. Final revisions were made to ensurattihrepresented the overall trends seen in
Katu villages over the past several years.

Major indicators collected through data collectgncess:

- Legal rights originated from the current legatdments and regulation of local
authorities at province, district and commune level

- Information on defined rights by group memberexted during key information
interview and group discussion regarding who am@nadd to do what.

- Data are collected through household questioarairforest use and forest product
extraction, other livelihood activities, changegarest management and protection
before and after FLA.

The qualitative analysis was used for analyzingeleal rights associated with the
process, de facto rights generated and practicdadchay people. The quantitative analysis
involved the SPSS v.13 software. A list of fores¢ and local livelihoods’ variables (Table
4) were developed and analyzed with Pair samplesTtb see the changes in forest use and
forest dependency, changes in their livelihoodsddl people.



RESULTS

FLA process:

In order to implement the land allocation prograntméhe communities level, the district
authorities based on the district forest managesteaegy, the available forest and forest
land fund, the actual need from local residentse@bfor management, protection and barren
land for re-forestation), the distribution of thepplation. Functional agencies, DARD, DoRE
come to meet with communes and villages to disautsslocal people about the strategy,
possibility of forest allocation, listening to thevishes, desires, how they want to manage the
forest resources. They work together to form a waylgroup including members of DARD,
DoRe, commune officers, villagers. This group wodddineate the boundary among
communes and villages. They prepare the map, dimtast inventory for the stock
evaluation later on. They work with all member loé tommunity to set up the management
plan (yearly and five year plan) in managementtgmtoon, utilization and after that submit
all for the approval from district People’s Commét The benefit sharing mechanism in the
plan is based on the Decision 178/2001/QD-TTg efgbvernment. The Chairman of the
district People’s Committee has the right to apprthe allocation plan and release the Land
use certificate (Red book) for the recipient comimes

In Katu village, due to the traditional cohesiortled community, all forest resources
are allocated to the whole community (as the widbaal people). Based on the geographic
condition of the forest resources and the traddi@ossess over forest resources, the villages
are chosen for forest allocation. This means witlnia commune, there are only few villages
allocated (it is actually still in the form of exjraental forest allocation). This has created
two groups: forest recipients and non-recipienth@tcommune scale. The relationship
between villages, therefore have changed accosdingl

Change in the rights and property rights over foresources

Since the FLA, there were changes in the rightspogderty rights of local people on forest
resources. Before forest allocation, all foresbueses belonged to the State forest enterprises
(SFE). Thus, villagers did not have any legal sgiiotwvard these forest resources except for
the access right. Even for the protection conffihet common form of hiring labour from

SFE), local people only played the role of patngl/land protecting forest resources, and in
this way, they could be considered as protecto&F&’s forest. However, local people still
practice their harvesting of NTFPs in protectiod anoduction forest and the stage agencies
implicitly let local people to practice their witradval right.

TABLE 2 Changes in De jure rights and Property rights intiK¥illages under the FLA

Beforethe FLA After the FLA
Rights Allocated Neighbor Allocated Neighbor
Village villages Village villages
Access Yes Yes Yes Yes
Withdrawal No No Yes No
Management No No Yes No
Exclusion No No Yes No
Alienation No No Yes, but No




| \ | restricted | |

Under the forest allocation process, the rightdramsferred from state to forest
recipients and this has changed the relationshipd®n villages. Forest recipients received
forest, land and land use certificate (LUCY®d bookfor the period of 50 years which can
be renewable as their wishes and if they managethest forest. As stated by the Land law
2003 and Forest Protection and Development Law 2fo@dst recipients have the basic
rights and responsibilities in forest managemedtlzanefit sharing mechanism which are
regulated by the Decision 178/2001/QD-TTgpiarticular. However, communities are not
allowed to transfer their rights over forest resasrto others. The only possibility is that they
can mortgage, provide guarantee or contribute @lapith added value of forest use rights.
This is the reason why we put “Yes, but restricti'the alienation right of the allocated
village (table 2). Meanwhile the rights of non-gents (neighbor villages) are unchanged.

There are great changes in the management adivitieecipient villages. With the
support of local authorities or national, internatil NGOs for the study villages such as The
Green Corridor project, The Tropenbos Internatipted SNV (Netherland Development
Organization), ETSP/Helvetas (Swiss Associationriternational Cooperation. ETSP —
Extension and Training Support Project for Foreatrgl Agriculture in the Uplands),
CORENARM (a local NGO - Consultative and Researeht€r on Natural Resource
Management recipient villages did the forest inventoriest® what exactly they do have in
the community forests, and from then make the kbetaulan for forest management, building
up the nursery gardens for the replanting and ement of the forest, rehabilitation, formed
the patrol groups in each village and do the platgpthroughout their forest regularly (two
times/month). During the patrol, they protect theest by excluding the violation of
encroachers in case of timber logging or animatingnperforming the management
activities such as clearing the climbers, fire preion, observing changes in their forest in
order to have proper management activities.

Under the FLA process, both the de facto and derjghts of local people have
changed accordingly, which are presented in thie b

TABLE 3 Changes in De jure and De facto rights in Katuagks under the FLA

Rights Dejurerights Defactorights
Allocated neighbor Allocated neighbor
Village villages Village villages

Access Yes Yes Yes Yes

Withdrawal Yes No Yes Yes, but limited

Management Yes No Yes No

Exclusion Yes No Yes but loose No

Alienation Yes, but No Yes, but No
restricted restricted

With the imposition from the forest allocation pess, forest recipients have all the
rights over their forest resources both on theude §nd de facto aspects. For withdraw right,
recipient villages have all the rights to the NTRRsducts except for the wildlife list
regulated by the Decree 32/2006/ND-CP of the gawemt. For timber, local people would
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benefit from the growth and amount stipulated irciBien 178/2001/QD-TTg by the Prime
Minister. However, this needs the participatior-ofest protection department and district
functional agencies to be able to implement infigld and since they day of first
implementing the plot of CFM, only one villagesDaklak province and one village in Thua
Thien Hue province has the experiment harvestingrdier resourcedberndorf et al. 2006)

For the exclusion right, recipient village have thk exclusion rights with outsiders
encroaching their forest. However, they only perfatrto a certain level. They still allow
outsiders to come and harvest NTFPs in their foResnhg asked about the reason why
recipient villages are “loose” about their exclusrayht, local people mentioned that: (1) The
forest area is adjacent to each other and there cdear boundary or fence for the private
protection; (2) Local people used to have “opereastto the state forest and people are used
to harvest NTFPs products anywhere they want; é8pk in the village, commune all know
each other and they feel difficult to stop theilgidours from harvesting the NTFPs product.
In addition, previously these forest area were atsed to be the harvesting place of other
villages so to present time, they still carry dugit traditional practices; and (4) the amount
of products harvest is really small due to the eemh of resources thus they do not care if it
is harvested by outsiders.In the year 2009, theethillages found 4 violations related to
timber logging in their forests. They managed thelires 2 cases and informed the commune
and Forest protection unit for support in dealinthwhe other 2 cases of armed encroachers.
These are the new management activities introdwithcthe allocation of forest to local
communities.

Meanwhile, with the non-recipient villages, theyru have the de jure rights except
for the access right over the forest allocatectipient villages. However, on the de facto
aspect, non-recipient villages still can enjoy lbleaefit of NTFPs on the allocated forest
thank to the loose exclusion of recipient villagesl they do not have this right with timber
resource. Being limited by the types of producid dependency on the will of recipient
villages, we call the de facto withdrawal rightrain-recipient villages as “limited”
withdrawal right.

Changes in forest use and forest dependency:

Katu people has long dependent tradition on faesturces. They live in the upstream area
and almost all of their daily food and foodstuffoe from forest. In the past, they are the
self-existent communities who live separately i& ttmote area with very low exchange
with outsiders. Until 2004, Katu people in Nam Ddragl very high forest dependency for
subsistence and additional income (Wetterwald 2084) and the majority of Katu
households have 11 — 50% of their total income fforast (Tran 2004).A list of several
forest use and local livelihood variables and pfarghe Pair sample T-test are presented in
table 4.

Through table 4, we can see that most of the fargstand local livelihood variables
before and after allocation are significantly diéiet and only one insignificant difference is
in the use of medicinal plants. Income from forgsazing and agriculture are significantly
different from the two time period while income finmutside is not significantly different.
Total income is slightly different @tvalue <.05at the downward trend which mean total
income of local people at the present is even |diven before forest allocation.

TABLE 4 Differences in forest use pattern of local people
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Sig.
No Variable names Unit & noteson variables M ean t (2-tailed)

Pair 1 No.entryl - No.entry2 Times (times of forest entries/month)| 0.56 3.76 0.0003 ***
Days (No. of days people spend in

Pair 2 daymonth1 - daymonth2 forest/month) 3.99 8.71| 0.0000 ***
% (percent of forest product for sale

Pair 3 prodcsalel - prodcsale2 39.64 9.04 | 0.0000 ***
Species (No. of species people usually

Pair 4 Noofspeciesl - Noofspecies2 harvest) 2.51 8.80 | 0.0000 ***
Bunches (No. of fuel bunches people

Pair 5 Fuell - Fuel2 take/month) 0.96 5.86 | 0.0000 ***
Canes (amount of rattan

Pair 6 Rattanl - Rattan2 harvested/month) 69.90 6.76 | 0.0000 ***
Bottle (No. honey bottles people

Pair 7 Honeyl - Honey2 harvest/year) 1.94 5.08 | 0.0000 ***
Leaves (No. of Rhapis laosensis leayes

Pair 8 hatleavel - hatleave2 people harvest/month) 170.52 4.30 | 0.0000 ***
Kgs (Amount of the Thysanolaena

Pair 9 broom1 - broom2 maxima harvest/month) 0.21 0.07 | 0.9421
Kgs (Amount of mushroom people

Pair 10 Mushroom1 - Mushroom2 harvest/year) 1.15 6.02 | 0.0000 ***
Kgs (Amount of fruits people

Pair 11 Fruitl - fruit2 harvest/year) 2.05 2.70| 0.0082 **
1: the household do collect

Pair 12 Medicinall - Medicinal2 0: the household do not collect 0.07 1.72| 0.0896

Forestincomel - VND (total income from forest/year)

Pair 13 | Forestincome2 1148 337.50 7.22| 0.0000 ***
VND (total income from

Pair 14 Agriincomel - Agriincome2 | agriculture/year) (1 335 833.33 (8.58) 0.0000 **
VND (total income from animal

Pair 15 Grazincomel - Grazincome2| husbandry/year) (723 673.61) (6.04] 0.0000 ***
VND (total income from

Pair 16 Osideincomel - Osideincomég2outsides/year) 238 058.3 0.96 | 0.3381
VND (total income from all

Pair 17 Totalincomel - Totalincome? sources/year) (673 111.11) (2.06) 0.0421*
% (ratio of income from forest/total

Pair 18 Foresttotall - foresttotal2 income) 11.44 7.89 | 0.0000 ***
% (ratio of income from agri./total

Pair 19 Agritotall - Agritotal2 income) (7.53) (6.22) | 0.0000 ***
% (ratio of income from animal

Pair 20 Grazttotall - Grazttotal2 husbandry/total income) (5.69) (5.90)| 0.0000 ***
% (ratio of income from outside/total

Pair 21 Outtotall - Outtotal2 income) 1.78 0.95| 0.3447
VND (income/person

Pair 22 Inperyearl - Inperyear2 lyear) (196 334.03 (2.81) 0.0060 **

. VND (income/person /month)
Pair 23 Inpermonth1l - Inpermonth2 (16 361.17) (2.81) 0.0060 **
Note:

- *p<.05, * p<.01, ** p<.001
- VND: Viethamese Dong
- 1 USD = approximately VND 16 000 during studyipdrof 2009.

With regard to the number of forest entries andsdgpent in forest, in comparison to
the past, local people have less number of forgsies and days spent in the forest and the
differences in the two times period is significaditmilarly, the number of species harvested
and ratio of product for sale, it is not only lieut to the time spent on forestry activities but
actually local people have also reduced the acisglof forest resources. These patterns are
explained by the number of species they harvesin(f.81 down to 3.30 species) and the
ratio of product sold against harvested which fwasedown from 69.9% to 30.26%. Local
people confirmed that the amount of product haaees too small so that people mainly
harvest for subsistence instead of selling products
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Fuel-wood collection is an important and integraltf local forest usage. The
collections of fuel-woods, even though a hard wark, mainly done by women in the study
villages. Local people usually harvest the drieahiches or stems of tree in the forest and
carry home on a big local back pack (equivalemre bunch with the weight of around 30-
35 kg/bunch) which in this study is used as a ohihe fuel-wood usage. Previously people
used higher amount of fuel wood (3.20 bunches/mantt recently they only consume 2.24
bunches. This is because local people have thenoetl from their own home garden and
plantation (thinning of the branches of their owanpation). Some households have started
using gas.

Of the forest products (such as Rattan, Honeybtbem making plantTlhysanolaena
maximg, hat making plant (leaves @&hapis laosensjsMushroom, Fruit), all have the
same pattern of reduction trend except for the oafiee broom making plant. This was
confirmed by local people that all these produotskeeing rare compared to the past and it
takes much time for local people to find and hatrttesse products. However, the broom
making plant is a herbaceous species that growlyidehe secondary, degraded or open
canopy forest, thus making its availability in adance. This explains that there is no
difference in the harvesting intensity of only thi®@duct by the local people.

Due to the changes in forest use pattern, the issdnom forest have changed
accordingly. Thus, the contributions of income frtorest to the total income of local people
have dramatically reduced.

foresttotall foresttotal2

Frequency
T

Frequency
T

5+ / \ 10+
N
\ Mean = 17.915 Mean = 6.473
Std Dew.=127241 Stel Dev. = 6 4566
0 N=96 0 N=96

1 T 1 1 T T I ! T
0o 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 0o 50 100 150 200 250 300

foresttotal1 foresttotal2

Forest income/total income before allocation Folesbme/total income after allocation

FIGURE 2 Change in forest income and forest dependencycaf [meople before and after
forest allocation

Along with the downward change in income from foresher sources of income of
local people have also changed overtime. The incgtraeture of local people after forest
allocation in the study area is presented in t&blehis shows the only internal changes in the
income structure of local people with the diversifion of agriculture and animal grazing
options.
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TABLE 5 Changes in forest dependency index and incometstauc

M eans of incomeratios Unit Changes after allocation Notes
Before After

Forest income/total income % 18.17 7.06 IFD

Agriculture income/total income % 54.86 56.79

Animal husbandry income/total income % 15.23 24.54

Non-farm income /total income % 11.74 11.61

Note: IFD: Index of forest dependency: The ratio of imeofrom forest and total income of the
family. This shows to what level a household isatetent on forest resources in the study area.

There are big decline on forest dependency of Ipeaple before forest allocation
compared to the present time, which has come doavn 18.17% to 7.06%. This indicates
the shift of natural resource dependent life oalqaeople toward a production—based system
in agriculture and animal husbandry activities.

This downward trend of forest dependency of loeaigde in study area questions
often taken for granted panacea that allocatingstaio the community users will increase the
destruction of forest by over harvest. Althoughigaiecipients of forest resources means
having higher individual and community rights toaiaine forest, forest land and other
products on their forest land. Local people in casttare less dependent on forest resources
for their livelihood. The reason for forest produetuction were that the forest products are
becoming more and more scare due to over extraatidrpoor status of allocated forest.
Group discussion also revealed that forestry ams/imply low income in the short time
with labour intensive requirement as well as theamted risks due to complex topographic
conditions and unexpected threats and the locadlpdend to change to other livelihood
options due to alternative choices available fapbe in the livelihood diversification options
and changes in local people’s income structuretdwgportunities for improved methods of
agriculture production and animal husbandry adtsitThe allocated forests, at present, are
perceived by local people as the long term low coststment for future family security.

DISCUSSION

Local people have actively participated in the RwAcess and they played the main role in
most of the related activities, from discussing;isien making, implementing, monitoring
and evaluation. This process not only require tégjpation of local people but also demand
the support, participation of local authoritiesadtional agencies to help implement all
related activities in the field.

Before forest land allocation, local people hava-writtenaccess and withdrawal
rights over forest resources with de facto rigtitsarvesting NTFP products in both the
protection and production forests. With forest @dliton programme, recipient villages
experienced great change in their property righies éorest resources. From only having the
access rights to having almost full bundles oftsgbward forest resources was a great
achievement of the FLA programme. From the pointiedv on the resource management
theory, this would largely contribute to the prdiee and management incentives for local
people and alter the governance structure andghtsrof users over forest resources
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(Meinzen-Dick and Knox 2001). With these changes,de jure right of the forest recipients
and non-recipient are concretely different. It @ilfmrest recipients to have almost full rights
in general while the rights of non-recipients dtag same with the access rights over the
allocated forest resources.

On the de facto aspect, rights of non-recipienagés are different from the de jure
rights. People in adjacent villages or even difiei@mmunes would still have the rights of
withdrawal 1egal” forest products over allocated forest (legal NTRRd the agreement of
the allocated village) anaon-writtenaccess and withdrawal rights over state forest
resources. This agreement for the legal harvesfirngitsiders occurs in all the three study
villages show the close relationship among locikhges as well as tHeosemanagement
and protection of their natural capital. Moreovanst of the allocated forests are poor and
degraded, thus the quantity and quality of forestlpcts are low and local people do not
have the incentives to protect those resourcesiallgt for legal NTFP products to this
moment in the study area, both recipients and ecipients practice threamewithdrawal
rights for both allocated forest and state’s farégith recipient villages, they at the same
time have the full bundles of rights over theioalited forest and, like non-recipients, the
non-writtenaccess and withdrawal rights over state foregs, Tim principal, will allow forest
recipients to have greater legal share of benefifforest compared to non-recipients in the
same commune. However, these changes, up to themionave not brought about much of
the short-term benefit and contributed to the Ihabd of local Katu people.

To the present, forest recipients have only pradte@ccess, withdrawal, management
and exclusion rights over their forest resourcesspecified in the Law on Forest Protection
and Development (2004), allocated communities ateathowed to tivide forests among
their members; not to convert, transfer, donatasée mortgage, provide guarantee or
contribute business capital with, the value oftle rights over the assigned forestEhey
are only allowed torhortgage, provide guarantee or contribute capitéhwonly the added
value of forest use rights, that is brought aboptdrest owners’ investments as compared to
the forest use right value determined at the tifeeing leased forests according to law
provisions. This would make it complicated for local commtigs in obtaining their full
rights over their allocated resources.

Beside the exclusion and alienation rights, thewotie facto difference between
recipients and non-recipient, the timber incentivesuld take too long for forest recipients
to be able to benefit from this source due to tive duality of allocated forest. There are
several reasons for the degraded conditions daditbeated forest (Sunderlin 2006) or in
another word, state forest enterprises manage ofdis¢ valuable natural forests (Balooni
and Inoue 2007) or worse, when the state forestrgmse delay forest allocation and
maximize timber extraction before allocation (Dzwmgl Webb 2007). Thus, in the short and
medium term, there are not much difference betvileerorest recipients and non-recipients
in term of actual benefit from forest resourcessTto some extent affect to the incentive and
participation of local people on forest protectaoxd management activities.

In contrast to the higher level of property righter forest resources, the forest use
and forest dependency of forest allocated commuadyces compared to the past. This is in
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contradiction to other study (Jakobsen et al. 20@re he found the really high level of
forest dependency in one community in Nghe An prowiafter forest allocation.

In addition to the reduction of forest use, theé@ase of incomes from agriculture
production and animal husbandry are also otheorsathat make the contribution of forest
resources to income of local people smaller, @mather word, Katu people are less
dependent on forest resources. People have diffehences due to higher livelihood
diversification options so that they can earn theing though agriculture extensive farming:
increasing the area (converting from swidden fialddl yield of cash crop, increasing the
yield of paddy field. Local people also increase pinoductivity of their home garden thanks
to the cultivation techniques; re-design their rdixew productive gardens with high
economic value species. In the animal husbandeyetare significant increase in the income
from livestock grazing and pig rising. There amaadt no changes in the non-farm income of
local people including the sub-categories sucmesme from outside, income from small
business and income from pension/wage. These s&sea agriculture and animal grazing
are thanks to the supports both from the governmetti/NGOs programmes/projects on
agriculture diversification, improving the mixeddameffective home garden, the VAC
programme to promote the integration model of hgarelen, fishery and animal (V stands
for garden, A for pond and C for caged animal),dlaerall management of Agriculture
Extension who transfer the technique and look afterdiseases for the castle and animal as
well as the self exposure to the market economyevloeal people start participating in the
market-oriented production.

It is really a shock to see that there were noiiggmt changes in the total income of
local people which means local people did not ggtiacrease in their income within the last
five years after forest allocation. The income &inee shifts the dependence from forest to
other sources or income from forest is compendaydtie income increase from agriculture
and livestock production. This really means locabpe lost the income from forest. This
shows a grey picture of the Katu people’s standéfiving in specific and Nam Dong people
in general. Forest did not support local peoplelihood as the wishes of local people when
receiving forest allocation and the local authestiobjective of FLA process which is to
improve living standards of mountain populationagt@lla et al, 2006). In fact, the
contribution of allocated forest to local livelindtas not been achieved and the valuable
traditional knowledge of local people has not bpeperly utilized as it should be. However,
group discussion reavealed that, the low incomm fimrest resource may also be because of
the fact that the forest plantations of local peapt allocated barren forest land have not
reach the age of harvesting thus the income fraesfas still low at the time of data
collection period. They would be ready for harvegtin the next 2-3 years.

CONCLUSION

In general, there are positive changes in theqpatiion of local people in forest
conservation and management; changes in the pyapght and rights; and changes in forest
use and forest dependency of local people ovesfoesources as a result of forest allocation
programmes in the three study villages. The chaimgpésde the de jure and de facto rights to
both forest recipient villages and non-recipiefiages. Forest recipient villages have the full
bundles of rights both from de jure and de faagbts confirming their absolute ownership
over the allocated forest resources. This, on thewould ensure incentives for local people
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to participate and contribute toward protection armhagement of allocated forest. Recipient
villages almost have full de jure rights towardedited resources except for thestricted”

right on alienation. They cannot transfer the ghit community to others. Katu people do
not practice strong de facto rights toward the ésting of NTFPs in their community forests.
The non-recipient villages, to the present, enf@/limited” benefit from the defined and
practiced de facto rights of recipient villagesisTimplies the'loose” management and
protection of allocated forest resources by foresipients.

From the difference in the de jure and de factbtagver forest resource of Katu
people, we can conclude that: (1) to some extesihaws the influence of long tradition on
forest management of Katu people and the commasaitge in their daily activities.
Community forestry was a tradition in Katu commigstbecause they have been living on
forest resources for centuries and the communitgesenly faded out since the state forest
management (1976 — early 1990s); (2) It also shgreat impact of state management on
daily life of Katu people, people still have thease that the forest resource is open for access
as a common pool resource; and (3) The resoureesogsoor that it cannot create strong
enough incentives for recipient villages to careuwprotecting them.

Our finding confirm the findings of Tran and SiK@006) that the legal rights and
actual rights are not necessary translated anashgérom laws and regulation to property
rights and land use practices, and forest allonatial property rights transfers are only the
first steps in sustainable natural resource managem

Surprisingly, forest use and forest dependencyiast recipients reduce significantly
compared to the past both in the quality and gtaritiis really in contradiction with the
changes in property rights of local people. Thisshort, are the waste of resources and the
ineffectiveness of natural resource managemensti@ild be taken into consideration both
at the policy making level and the grass-root comityuevel.

Moreover, with the creation of forest recipientsl aon-recipients having different
property rights over forest resources during tliedbland allocation process, we argue that it
would create conflicts in the long run as well asstrains in achieving sustainable forest
resource management. This should be considerduebyovernment and local authorities for
forest development strategies and the implememtatfi€CFM in order to better conservation
of forest resources and to improve livelihood afdiopeople.

The result of this study suggests that the govemimmieVietnam should consider the
difference in de jure and de facto rights in thealacontexts. These different rights,
sometimes, would have great contribution to therowpment or reduction of the
conservation of forest resources and livelihootboél people. The customary tradition of
local people should be respected and consideredeoahd during the implementation of
CFM. In addition, the knowledge of local on forasage and management should be utilized
so that the desired outcomes of forest allocationldvbe achieved. Moreover, there is a
need to have supporting policies and post-allongtitmgrammes that create incentives for
local people to protect and invest in the allocdtedst and help forest recipients enjoy more
benefit from their protection and management afcated forest thought sivilculture
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techniques, investment and loans for long termyetdn models and additional values
through international and national promising prognmges such as payment for environmental
services, REDD, upland watershed protection rewkndse supporting policies would create
long term incentives for local people to bettertped and manage their forest resources. This
is also in agreement with Nguyen (2006) that to enadéople benefit from forest devolution,
the state policy should not only focus on how peajdt rights to devolved forest but also on
how people derive true economic benefits from it.
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