Olivier Dubois’s contribution on capacity building
Likewise participation, capacity building has almost become a buzzword in the development and natural resource management arenas. Here also the term means different things to different people and therefore requires clarification. The context where farmers and small-scale natural resource users operate contains a significant dose of uncertainty, linked to changing policy, legal and institutional frameworks, changing market conditions and often erratic climatic events. This is combined with the need to account for various stakeholders (often) divergent interests. Therefore, one should use a working definition of capacity building which focuses on those capacities needed for local stakeholders (government agencies, communities and private operators) to adjust to changing ecological, socio-economic and institutional circumstances, including both adverse events and opportunities for livelihood improvement. The emphasis on changes means that both Resource Capacities (RCs) and Institutional Capacities (ICs) of local stakeholders need to be strengthened, where:

· Resource capacities (RCs) refer to adequacy of resources in terms of “hardware” (funds, equipment, material and infrastructure) and “software” (information, knowledge and skills); and 

· Institutional capacities (ICs) (or governance capacities) relate to the enabling institutional environment, which allows for a cost effective use of RCs. ICs encompass several factors associated with the concept of ‘good governance’, including:
· adequate information;
· transparency in management procedures;
· accountability, both upwards (to higher administrative levels) and downwards (to civil society);
· inclusive/participatory decision making processes;
·  inked to the above, adequate representation of local interests in decision making forums;
· managerial skills (in particular regarding financial matters); and;

· cost-effectiveness.

The uncertain circumstances under which local stakeholders operate in rural areas also imply that stakeholders’ roles in the management of natural resources are in the process of being or will soon have to be (re-)negotiated. This situation has several important implications on the way one should approach capacity building, i.e. 

· Capacity to manage role changes must be added to the definition of capacity building provided above. 
A simple definition of capacity building could then become “the capacity to manage changing circumstances and roles in relation to land husbandry and natural resource management”;

· An operational definition of the rather vague term of roles becomes crucial. In other words, trying to answer questions such as who has and should have the right and responsibility to do what, followed by who should benefit and pay for use/management/conservation, and finding the right balance between these things. However, the most important factor is the quality of relationships between local stakeholders, on which collaboration hinges. This is not easy to assess in a constructive way. In that respect there is some interesting experience to define stakeholders’ roles via their respective ‘4Rs’
, i.e.
·  the balance of Rights, Responsibilities and Returns/Revenues, both within and between stakeholder groups;
· * The characteristics of stakeholders’ mutual relationships, in terms of quality, degree of formality/informality and type of dependency.

· Finally, capacity needs should be assessed on the basis of stakeholders’ new roles in the context of SARD; hence only once these roles have been negotiated and agreed upon by local stakeholders. 

· The above also means that capacity needs should and will increasingly be defined by stakeholders themselves after having agreed on development objectives and stakeholders’ roles and responsibilities. 

· The above also implies that capacity building should definitely be more than a few training sessions during project life. 
The need for partnerships between different stakeholder groups also implies that one must address the issues of power disparity between these groups, and the capacities to deal with it. Indeed the sustainability of participatory processes has often to do with the local power game/power disparity. Local disparity in stakeholder power affects the sustainability of multi stakeholder agreements, even if they stem from very active participation. This is because the mightier parties can always pull out of the agreement. Hence the importance of assessing and managing power issues for participatory processes to be successful. The problem with assessing power is twofold:

· You can't asses it directly, i.e. no use in telling the mightier party that is too powerful

· Power disparity is often assessed ex post, i.e. as an outcome of an agreement, when one notices the losing and winning parties.

One possible way for improvement in that respect is to assess power indirectly, i.e. via proxies such as stakeholders' roles. This brings us back to the need to clearly define roles and develop approaches and institutional frameworks that allow for their negotiation, that I have discussed above. 

Finally, the following stepwise multi-stakeholder process is proposed in terms of endogenous process for defining capacity needs:

· Start by agreeing on objectives of development initiatives ;

· Clarify/(re)negotiate roles ;

· Assess jointly what can be achieved using the existing capacities, thus focusing on capacity use prior to capacity development;

· Assess where weaknesses lie and what types of local partnerships might overcome them;

· Encompass both resource and institutional capacities so as to address the key hidden institutional problems related to good governance;

· An initial build-up phase through a series of small-scale experimentation projects is often advisable.

This stepwise process has been applied in several initiatives supported by FAO’s Forest, Trees and People Programme (FTPP), including support to Forest Users Groups in Nepal, Hunters’ Associations in Benin and CICAFOC
 Members in Central America.

� This additional dimension is very much linked to that of institutional capacity.


� Information on the ‘4Rs’approach can be found on � HYPERLINK "http://www.iied/forestry/tools" ��www.iied/forestry/tools� and also on �HYPERLINK "www.fao.org/participation"��www.fao.org/participation� (under tools)
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