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Alexandre Caron Abstract
Email: alexandre.caron@cirad.fr 1. Calling on the concept of environmental justice in its distributive, procedural and

Funding information recognition dimensions, we implemented a coelaborative scenario building ap-
European Commission, Grant/Award

proach to explore sustainable livelihoods pathways in four sites belonging to two
Number: FED/2017/394-443

Transfrontier Conservation Areas (TFCAS) in southern Africa.

Handling Editor: Peter Bridgewater 2. Grounded on participation and transdisciplinarity, as a foundation for decolo-
nised anticipatory action research, we aimed at stimulating knowledge exchange
and providing insights on the future of local livelihoods engaging experts living
within these TFCAs.

3. Our results show that wildlife and wildlife-related activities are not seen as the
primary drivers of local livelihoods, despite the focus and investments of domi-
nant stakeholders in these sectors. Instead, local governance and land use regula-
tions emerged as key drivers in the four study sites. The state of natural resources,
including water, and appropriate farming systems also appeared critical to sustain
future livelihoods in TFCAs, together with the recognition of indigenous culture,
knowledge and value systems.

4. Nature conservation, especially in Africa, is rooted in its colonial past and strug-

gles to free or decolonise itself from the habits of this past despite decades of
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the rest of nature.

KEYWORDS

1 | INTRODUCTION

The western concept of nature conservation emerged in the
late 19th century in the United States (Adams & Hutton, 2007;
Cronon, 1996). This movement was born in the midst of the colo-
nial era and was rooted in a worldview in which Western patriarchal
white societies felt they had the right to impose their values on the
world, including the relationship between people and nature and be-
tween human populations. Despite the end of the colonial era in the
second part of the 20th century, some colonial values still prevail in
parts of societies and the conservation sector is no exception (Trisos
et al., 2021). In the 1990s, efforts to replace the dominant colonial
conservation model of ‘fortress conservation’ by models in which
local residents would be more involved in the governance of natural
resources attempted to balance the power relationship between ex-
ternal and local stakeholders (Adams & Hulme, 2001). However, the
coloniality of conservation is enduring, particularly in Africa (Adams
& Mulligan, 2002; Dominguez & Luoma, 2020; Garland, 2008).
Local worldviews and knowledge and value systems still suffer
the most from the domination of the western worldview in conser-
vation, which results in their incapacity to thrive despite their rele-
vance for local contexts. Externally imposed concepts and paradigms
undermine concepts of social and environmental justice: who con-
tributes to the governance of natural resources, how and who ben-
efits from natural resources? How to ensure that local cultures and
indigenous knowledge systems are respected and valued, that is, rec-
ognised (Honneth, 2016)? How are conservation costs and benefits
distributed? The need for the decolonisation of conservation is there-
fore linked to the tripartite typology of concerns of environmental
justice: distribution, procedure and recognition (Martin et al., 2016).
The recent history of conservation in southern Africa navigates
around the concepts of decolonisation of conservation and environ-
mental (in)justice back and forth. In the region, many National Parks
(NPs) were designated during the colonial or apartheid eras, in areas
merely unfit for any other forms of modern land use, albeit inhabited
by indigenous communities (Andersson et al., 2014). The creation of

reconsideration. To date, the enduring coloniality of conservation prevents local
citizens from truly participating in the planning and designing of the TFCAs
they live in, leaving room for limited benefits to local citizens and often limiting
Indigenous people's capacity to conserve.

5. A practical way forward is to consider environmental justice as a cement between
the two pillars of the TFCA concept, that is, nature conservation and socio-
economic development of local or neighbouring communities, as part of a more

broadly and urgent need to rethink the relationships between people in, and with,

futures, governance, local communities, participatory approach, protected areas, recognition
justice, southern Africa, well-being

protected areas has been largely imposed on local communities, who
were in many instances forcibly evicted from their land and alienated
from meaningful access to all critical natural resources and culturally
important sites (Adams & Hutton, 2007; Guerbois et al., 2013; West
et al., 2006). Colonial top-down governance and environmental in-
justice towards local residents of NPs prevailed.

Since the second half of the 20th century, globally, conserva-
tion models have exhibited several regime shifts, mainly influenced
by evolving meanings and values of nature in western cultures
(Mace, 2015; Manfredo et al., 2016). From the mid-1980s on, the
southern African conservation sector spearheaded innovative ini-
tiatives promoting the devolution of the management of natural
resources at the periphery of protected areas to local communities
(Nelson et al., 2020). In these Community-Based Natural Resource
Management (CBNRM) programmes, the community-land or wild-
life management areas are managed as a source of resources, har-
vested in the peripheral sink areas, which would also play a buffer
role, reducing human/wildlife conflicts in adjacent agricultural areas
(Metcalfe, 1993). The CBNRM programmes marked a significant
global shift from ‘fortress conservation’ towards more inclusive ap-
proaches including ‘nature for people’ and ‘people and Nature'. This
move further paved the way for a broader recognition of the inter-
dependencies between protected and unprotected areas (Guerbois
& Fritz, 2017). This called to increased participation from all rele-
vant stakeholders and led the way to the emergence of transdis-
ciplinary approaches for protected area management (DeFries &
Nagendra, 2017; Lang et al., 2012). CBNRM programmes initially
attempted to address environmental justice mainly through its dis-
tribution (e.g. benefits) and procedure (e.g. rights) components. In
addition, this interdependence called for more systemic or holistic
visions and a better recognition of the plurality of points of view ex-
pressed by actors with different weights within society and different
representations (Guerbois et al., 2013).

A sustained lobbying by conservation organisations triggered the
establishment of Transfrontier Conservation Areas (TFCAs) at the
beginning of the 21st century (Ferreira, 2006; Hanks, 2003). TFCAs,
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which represent networks of protected areas and their surround-
ings, were largely preconceived by the organisations that originally
funded them, together with central governments that operate them
(Baghai et al., 2018). The concept of TFCAs seeks achieving balanced
attention and actions on two complementary pillars, nature conser-
vation and socio-economic development of local or neighbouring
communities, as enshrined by the Southern African Development
Community—SADC (Hanks, 2003). Therefore, by design, the TFCA
initiative takes into account the concept of environmental justice
by positioning local residents of TFCAs as central actors. However,
for the past 20years, the focus on conservation has largely over-
shadowed the efforts to support TFCA residents (e.g. Lunstrum &
Giva, 2020; Van Amerom & Buischer, 2005). A net imbalance or dis-
parity persists between the levels of investment in conservation (and
tourism) and those in local development (e.g. Hibschle, 2017; Otsuki
et al., 2017; Spierenburg et al., 2006). Marginalisation of Indigenous
people currently riddles TFCAs, leading to poverty, poor devel-
opment, social injustice and inequity (Chatty & Colchester, 2002;
Dzingirai et al., 2014). The three pillars of environmental justice have
been violated, intentionally or not, in a context of persistent neoco-
lonial behaviour of some of the dominant actors of TFCAs.

First, local residents barely participate in the planning and de-
sign of TFCAs and actually know little about with their objectives
(Ferreira, 2006). Since the CBNRM experiences, external stakehold-
ers such as conservation organisations, states and private sectors
have increasingly recentralised the control of conservation in com-
munal areas (Cassidy, 2021; Kicheleri et al., 2021) and local communi-
ties, due to lack of appropriate decision-making rights, have behaved
up to now, as reactive stakeholders, adapting to grasp what benefits
are accessible to them. Second, private sectors and states capture
most of the created wealth in an environment characterised by rent-
seeking behaviours (DeMotts & Hoon, 2012; Green et al., 2018;
Kalvelage et al., 2022). Benefits rarely reach local communities,
who have to bear most of the conservation costs (Mbaiwa, 2005;
Norton-Griffiths & Said, 2010). This situation paves the way to he-
gemonic practices, exclusion, manipulation and limited benefits to
local citizens (Bruna, 2019; Fairhead et al., 2012; Lunstrum, 2016;
Witter, 2013). Often the operation of protected areas has come in
direct conflict with the basic needs of human development (Anderies
et al., 2007; Cumming et al., 2014). Finally, TFCAs entail an almost
complete lack of recognition justice towards TFCA residents. The
TFCA paradigm for conservation, imposed by the dominant Western
worldview, has reduced the window for local communities to ex-
press their voice in what primarily deals with their future (Dressler
& Buscher, 2008; Igoe et al., 2010; Wolmer, 2003). The so-called
‘participatory approaches’ and programmes within TFCAs focus on
the problems encountered by local communities as the result of situ-
ations that emerged due to inadequate initial consultations and rec-
ognition of interdependencies, knowledge systems and values. This
reinforces gaps and mismatches (Blischer & Dressler, 2012; Dressler
et al., 2010).

This neocolonial approach has promoted a management based
on developing wildlife tourism with little consideration for the

potential of other services to the ‘Other’ people, especially neigh-
bouring indigenous communities (Barrett, 2013; Ceausu et al., 2019;
DeGeorges & Reilly, 2009; Dressler & Biischer, 2008). This approach
fuelled conservation-related conflicts, which include human-human
conflicts around conservation, land use and human activities, wild-
life poaching (Peterson et al., 2010; Redpath et al., 2015; Salerno
et al., 2020), human-wildlife conflicts, in particular their social di-
mensions (Dickman, 2010) and the conflicting recognition of indig-
enous knowledge and value systems in protected area management
(Lee, 2016). For example, in the Hwange district of Zimbabwe,
farmers living on the edge of protected areas have to sleep in their
fields during the cropping season to protect their crops from ele-
phant raids, each of them depending on a strong social cohesion at
community level as they risk to lose their whole potential harvest in
one single night (Guerbois et al., 2012). These persisting mismatches
derive from top-down initiatives forced upon local stakeholders to
deal with the merely symptoms of their marginalisation instead of
their root causes (Bechstedt, 2005; Rahnema, 1992). This reduces
not only the capacity of local stakeholders to have a chance to imag-
ine their own future, but it also impedes them from participating
proactively in present actions as they do not see room for manoeu-
vre beyond adapting to, or rejecting, the imposed future (i.e. being
preactive at best if not merely reactive or passive).

Central to the notions of decolonising conservation and environ-
mental justice is the need to promote a more balanced participation
of the different stakeholders in TFCA, meaning greater participation
of local communities in planning and management activities (Gatiso
et al., 2022). This also includes the aspect of public participation in
research, determined by its degree and its quality (Shirk et al., 2012).
Public participation as the expression of a ‘just participation’ con-
nects directly with the procedural dimension of environmental
justice in conservation as the expression of a recognition process
leading to redistribution of power (Ruano-Chamorro et al., 2022).
Participation aims to make visible the excluded local perspectives
and knowledge (Hall & Tandon, 2017). TFCAs should therefore look
beyond a distributive model of justice to incorporate concerns for
social recognition, including careful attention to ways to pursue
equality of status for local TFCA stakeholders. This will require re-
flection on working practices and looking at forms of intercultural
engagement that, for example, respect alternative ways of relating
to nature and biodiversity.

Sustainability transformations in conservation are bound to irre-
ducible complexity, deep uncertainties, a plurality of legitimate per-
spectives, value dissent, high stakes and sometimes decision urgency
characteristic of a postnormal world (Funtowicz & Ravetz, 1993).
The ideals of scientific expertise or professional consultancy no lon-
ger fit in such a process, as it would lead to knowledge production
processes prone to the risk of colonisation and the resurgence of
environmental injustice. Irreducible complexity is associated with
interconnected uncertainties that are inherent to complex social-
ecological systems (Anderies et al., 2007). The uncertainties stem
not only from the known unknowns, but also the unknown un-

knowns that arise from human-nature interactions (human-nature
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connections), human-human interactions (institutional arrange-
ments) and from the interaction of these interactions and their per-
ception by different types of actors. The diversity of meanings and
interpretations inevitably brings ambiguity, which requires a refor-
mulation of the knowledge production processes employed, in terms
of the types of knowledge used, how and by whom it is created, what
values are incorporated, and how values are weighted (Brugnach
& Ingram, 2012; Colloff et al., 2017). Along those lines, Abson
et al. (2017) identify three realms of deep leverages for sustainabil-
ity transformation: restructure (i.e. change, stability and learning in
institutions), reconnect (foster interactions between people and na-
ture) and rethink (the way knowledge is produced and used).

To date, there is very limited published information about how local
communities perceive their own futures in TFCAs (but see Chirozva
et al., 2013; Chitakira et al., 2012). There is an urgent need to repair
and improve environmental justice and deconstruct the persistent
neo-colonialism in TFCAs (Chan et al., 2020; Ferreira, 2006; Martin
et al., 2016). In this article, we argue that when facing a colonised past,
a decolonisation of the present is required to prevent further coloni-
sation of the future. For this reason, we posit our work as a participa-
tory anticipatory action research for unveiling local visions and seeking
recognition justice in the governance of interconnected conservation
purposes and livelihoods promotion purposes. It is a means to promote
a decolonial way of engaging with local stakeholders in the production
of alternative futures (Bourgeois et al., 2022). Through anticipatory
participatory action research as a decolonial practice connected to jus-
tice, the exploration of possible futures is a citizen-centred approach
that acknowledges the relevance of a plurality of perspectives leading
to the acceptance of alternative futures. In this case, it renders jus-
tice by unveiling and honouring the perspectives of the communities
whose futures are alienated by the implicit perceptions of the future
the dominant stakeholders impose on them. Four principles, which are
as many operational challenges, guided the way the research was con-
ducted within the framework of the project (Bourgeois et al., 2022).
These are (i) negotiate the use of the future with local communities, (ii)
recontextualise our practices, (iii) place local actors at the centre of the
knowledge generation process so as to create a form of indigenous-
led transformative knowledge and (iv) embrace the concept of ‘servant
leadership’ (Eva et al., 2019). These principles were intended to apply in
the practice of producing alternative futures a decoloniality of power
as defined by Quijano (2000) and a decoloniality of knowledge (Hall
& Tandon, 2017). They will structure the discussion of the results of
using an anticipatory participatory action research approach applied to

complex social-ecological system, TFCAs in this case.

2 | CASE STUDY AND METHODOLOGY
2.1 | Context of the study
This article reflects on the first steps of the implementation of the

ProSulLi (Promoting Sustainable Livelihoods) project, implemented
in four sites in two TFCAs in southern Africa (Figure 1) (Caron

et al., 2022). The primary objective of ProSulLi is to enhance adap-
tive comanagement of natural resources by local stakeholders
(mainly local communities) through participatory processes. The
selection of sites was based on a collaboration between research
institutions under a regional research platform (www.rp-pcp.org).
Each partner selected a site in a region where it already had some
activities implemented or wanted to do so. The Great Limpopo
TFCA (GLTFCA) spanning almost 100,000km? resulted from an in-
ternational treaty signed in 2002 by Mozambique, South Africa and
Zimbabwe (Peace Parks Foundation, 2020a). The Kavango-Zambezi
TFCA (KAZA TFCA), resulting from a treaty signed in 2011, covers
520,000km? in five countries (Angola, Botswana, Namibia, Zambia
and Zimbabwe) with an estimated population of over 2 million peo-
ple living on both communal lands and urban centres (Peace Parks
Foundation, 2020b). All sites have a semi-arid climate and harbour
healthy wildlife populations, high large mammal densities in a mostly
unfenced environment. Local livelihoods rely mainly on subsist-
ence agriculture, including extensive small-scale farming and re-
mittances from family members working in urban centres or mines
in South Africa. Local project coordinators determined the spatial
limits at each site in agreement with local authorities, considering
the level of resources available for the project and spatial equity. In
Zimbabwe, to scale dependencies in natural resource governance,
they choose to work on relatively small scales (ward level), reach-
ing out to populations ranging between 5000 and 10,000 people at
each site (Table 1).

2.2 | The Futures workshops

We adapted and used a coelaborative scenario building ap-
proach called participatory prospective analysis (PPA) (Bourgeois,
Liswanti, et al., 2017), as a human-centred forward-thinking ac-
tivity rooted in participation and transdisciplinarity (Gudowsky &
Peissl, 2016), to explore alternative futures for local livelihoods
and associated issues at stake. This methodology is used to im-
plement anticipatory processes in complex multistakeholder en-
vironments dealing with wicked problems world-wide (Bourgeois,
Liswanti, et al., 2017; Bourgeois, Penunia, et al., 2017; Shantiko
et al., 2021) and in Africa (Camara et al., 2019; Puskur et al., 2017;
Sourisseau et al., 2017).

Considering that ‘All efforts to ‘know the future’in the sense of think-
ing about and ‘using-the-future’ are forms of anticipation’ (Miller, 2018,
p. 52), it seeks to improve the conscious use of the future in the
present (Rossel, 2010). It gives the possibility to use the future to
make sense of, and to sense novelty in the present (Miller, 2015,
2018; Rhisiart et al., 2015; Slaughter, 2012). Using the future is thus
a transitional step that allows participants to explore pathways be-
yond the current trends (see Johansson, 2021 for a critical review
on scenario building). We implemented it through three decolonising
postulates: (i) the future does not exist in the present, only repre-
sentations of the future, (ii) there is no truth about the future since
there are no facts about the future and (iii) the future is a mental and
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Zambia

Mozambique
Zimbabwe

South Africa

FIGURE 1 Location of the four study sites (black dots) in the Eastern Panhandle (Botswana), the Hwange and Chiredzi districts
(Zimbabwe), and the Moamba district (Mozambique), covering three countries (white borders) and two TFCAs. The Kavango-Zambezi TFCA
(left, orange border) and the Great Limpopo TFCA (right, red border). ©Laure Guerrini.

TABLE 1 Specific characteristics of the four study sites

Area TFCA Site location Landscape Population (pp), ethnicity
Eastern Panhandle (Botswana) Kavango Zambezi Botswana, Seronga area, Wetland HaMbukushu, WaYei, San and Gciriku
TFCA (KAZA Eastern Panhandle, dominant
TFCA) on the shore of
the Okavango
Delta, delineated
to the North by the
Namibian border
Hwange (Zimbabwe) Zimbabwe, Ward 15 of Savanna Mostly Nambya, Tonga and Ndebele
the Hwange district, woodlands
adjacent to the dominant

Hwange National
Park, Sikumi Forest
and private farms

Chiredzi (Zimbabwe) Great Limpopo

TFCA (GLTFCA)

Zimbabwe, Ward 15
of Chiredzi district,

Shangaan dominant

adjacent to the
Gonarezhou National

Park

Moamba (Mozambique)

Mozambique, Moamba

Shangaan dominant

district, adjacent
to the Sabie Game
Park and the Kruger

National Park

social construct (Bourgeois et al., 2022). Here, it was implemented
to create alternative local representations of the futures of local live-
lihoods, collecting and organising different perspectives through a
sequence of interconnected steps.

In each site, we started with an agreement about the issue
at stake and its related dimensions-geographic boundaries, time

horizon and group of actors, (the where, when, who). A collective
identification and definition of factors of change followed (including
social, technical, environmental, economic and political dimensions).
The factors of change are the constitutive elements of the evolu-
tion of the system, in the past, the present and the future. As such,
a factor of change is ‘both presently accessible and future relevant’
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(Saritas & Smith, 2011). Participants identify internal and external
factors, respectively, being factors that actors in the system control
and those they cannot control or influence (Bruaset & Saegrov, 2018;
Crawfords, 2019). Focusing on internal factors is crucial for enabling
local agency (Bourgeois, Liswanti, et al., 2017). Then the participants
collectively selected the most influential internal factors of change,
also called driving forces or drivers (Saritas & Smith, 2011), through a
structural analysis (Godet, 1986). These drivers play a structuring role
in the system. Through collective brainstorming, contrasted and mu-
tually exclusive hypotheses are made about alternative future states
of each driver at the selected time horizon (steps 1-3 in Figure 2). For
this step, we invited the participants to think about desirable and un-
desirable states, current trends (likely trajectory) or ruptures. In this
paper, we focus on presenting the comparative results of steps 1-3
at our four study sites. Steps 4-8 are indicated here as a matter of

interest but will be presented and discussed in another article.

2.3 | Participation, facilitation and decision rules

The Futures workshops took place between October 2018 and
March 2019 and lasted each a total of 3days. Preparatory work

included the identification and invitation of 20-35 local resource
people, including district officials. They were individuals selected for
their knowledge and experience about local livelihoods, their ability
to consider different perspectives, and tolerance of other opinions.
The domains of expertise of the participants are displayed in Supp.
Mat. 1. We seek balance in terms of age, gender and social catego-
ries. The identification of these resource persons took place after
several months of preparation with local stakeholders and partners
(Botswana, Mozambique) or through knowledge and experience
gained from more than 10years of local engagement in Zimbabwe.
Local authorities granted authorisations to conduct workshops
through prior meetings and/or official letters to their representatives
and/or existing memorandum of understanding (e.g. in Zimbabwe
between district authority and research bodies). All participants
gave their prior oral consent to participate in the workshops. Oral
consent was chosen because many of them could not read and this
is the method usually used and suggested by local authorities. All
activities took place in English or Portuguese (Mozambique) and ver-
nacular languages, Setswana, Shangaan, Shona, Nambya or Ndebele,
depending on the location. Participants were free to use their pre-
ferred language and we ensured that they had also access to infor-

mal translation.

|
Factors of change affect the \

The driving forces are factors of change having the
strongest influence over all other factors as
unveiled through a structural analysis, a pair-wise
analysis of direct mutual influences.

evolution of the system. They
are identified and precisely
defined by the participants,
combining available sources of

Participants collectively envisage alternative future |
states for each driving force. These are plausible
hypotheses about trends and disruptions.

Short stories combining
the states of the driving
‘ forces at a specific time

information and individual

I Driving forces and Morplological S
» L ynopses
knowledge. ‘ Structural future states anplysis d

Factors of

change
Diagnostic o
Brainstorming

‘ The system

The system is ultimately identified
through a collective process with
local participants. This includes the
central question, the geographic
limits, the time horizon in the
future and the actors concerned.

Scenarios e

Representations of the future
connected to representations
of the present

Storytelling

Images of the

system in the

future and in
the present

Storytelling

Narratives

[ Representations ]

Full descriptions of the
system in the future

Backcasting

Sets of events connecting
representationsin the
future and in the present
Expert judgement
v

[ Tipping points } 0

Specific events of a path leading to
a significant transformation

LEGEND: Output

Definition of

the output Process

FIGURE 2 Applying participatory prospective analysis in the TFCA sites: steps, activities and outputs. Note that the left panel highlights

the three steps at the core of this paper.
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In order to move forward through the different steps of the work-
shops, we started by asking the participants to establish the house and
decision-making rules that they would use when there was no immedi-
ate agreement on a specific question. They generally opted for a pro-
cess of (i) listening to different perspectives and discussing them, (ii)
checking them whether this would make it possible to reach an agree-
ment and (iii) if not, reframing the issue until people could ‘live with
it’. This processed proved sufficient for addressing potential dissent,
since we made clear that in the construction of scenarios there was no
absolute truth, no ‘right’ and no ‘wrong’. In Hwange (Zimbabwe), when
consensus was not reached, the participants decided to use vote and
defined 66% voices as the majority. If 66% was not achieved, then 51%
was the majority for the second vote. In order to grant space for true
participation, the workshops alternated individual, group and plenary
activities. We also adjusted according to local specificities such as in
Mozambique, where using visuals, symbols, colours as well as ‘person-
ification’ of concepts facilitated the participation of several nonliterate
people. In Botswana, due to a large number of participants, the latter
occasionally requested to work in groups organised per village.

All sites had a very similar agenda (Supp. Mat. 2), although the
implementation of the Futures Workshops had to be adapted due to
contrasted local contexts and history of engagement, which imposed
some adjustments of the methodology. An adjustment needed to face
time constraints was the preparation of a preliminary list of factors of
change, collated through a review of previous research conducted in
each location. Through in-depth group and plenary discussions, the
participants systematically revised and amended the list. Another ad-
justment was transforming the structural analysis into more intuitive,
yet structured, locally adapted approaches, so as to balance trade-
offs between the quality of the results and time constraints (Supp.
Mat. 3). In all sites, participants performed a collective mapping pro-
cess to determine the influence between factors of a given category.
After displaying the collective results, they voted for the five most
influential drivers ensuring the representation of at least three of the
five dimensions (social, technical, economic, environmental and po-
litical). Then the participants collectively selected five drivers from a
minimum of four of these dimensions to ensure the possibility to cre-
ate alternative scenarios that encompass several dimensions. For this

article, the outputs of the workshops were screened for conceptual

content analysis to uncover salient and recurrent elements resulting

from the participatory processes.

3 | RESULTS

3.1 | Theissue at stake

The orientation of the ProSulLi project predetermined the issue at
stake—Promoting sustainable livelihoods in TFCAs—inspired by sev-
eral years of engagement in three of the sites. The question at the
core of the Futures workshop was labelled as follows: ‘What could
be the futures of livelihoods in [the selected sites, respectively]?’ The
time horizon selected by the participants was 2036 in Botswana cor-
responding to the Botswana Vision 2036 (Vision 2036 Coordinating
Agency, 2019). For Zimbabwe, they selected 2038 in Chiredzi and
2040 in Hwange. In Mozambique, the selected time horizon was 2040.
They are consistent with usual recommendations and empirical prac-
tice (Borjeson et al., 2006; Boschetti et al., 2016), which suggests that

participants had a good grasp of the purpose of the whole process.

3.2 | Factors of change

In total 105 factors of change were identified: 36 in the Eastern
Panhandle, 34 in Hwange, 36 in Chiredzi and 30 in Moamba. Most
factors related to social and environmental dimensions (respectively,
accounting for 39% and 21% of the enumerated factors), followed
by economic (16%), politics, governance (13%) and technical (10%)
(Figure 3a). Table 2 provides a summary of the factors of change per
category, as provided by the participants in different areas. The full

list of factors and their definitions can be found in Supp. Mat. 4.

3.3 | Dirivers of change
In each site, the participants collectively identified five drivers of
change fromthe set of 30to 40 factors previously defined (Figure 3b,c).

We witnessed evidence of growing ownership of the process during

(@) Factors (b) Drivers (c) Drivers (clusters)
Social NN political Governance and LUP  mem—
. Culture and education NN
Environmental NN Social NN
Adaptive capacity =
Economic [N Technical | Farming systems  IE—
. ) Natural resources IE—_———
Political [ IINNGE Environmental [N )
Economic development n—
Technical [INE Economic |GG Services and infrastructures =
0 20 40 60 0 2 4 6 0 2 4 6
Frequency Frequency Frequency

. Chiredzi - Hwange - East. Pan

Moamba

FIGURE 3 Results of the structural analysis in the three sites. (a) The frequency of factors by dimensions in each site, (b) the frequency of
drivers by dimensions after the structural analysis and (c) the frequency of drivers by clusters (LUP, land use planning).
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TABLE 2 An overview of the factors of change selected in the four sites (full lists in Supp. Mat. 4)

Factor categories Examples of factors

Social Access to and level of Education, Health, Housing, Information, Transport, Recreation; Social capital; Gender
balance; Local capacity (innovation, adaptation to climate change); Demographics; State and level of
recognition of indigenous knowledge systems and local culture; Attitudes and Behaviours

Technical
Economic

Environmental

Type of farming systems; Crop and livestock production; Animal health
Economic opportunities; Level of food security; Type of incomes; Wealth; Value chains

State and access to water (domestic use and farming) and energy; State of natural resources; Soil and air

quality; Human-Wildlife Conflicts; Resource management; Conflict management

Political/Governance

Decision-making processes; Power distribution; Land use allocation and regulation; Demographic policy;

Community governance; Leadership

TABLE 3 Driversidentified in each of the four sites and clusters identified above coloured in grey shade (LUP, land use planning)

Eastern panhandle,

Botswana Hwange, Zimbabwe

Governance and LUP
Governance and Community

Governance and LUP
Land use regulation and
allocation

Governance and LUP
Land use regulation and
allocation

Economic development
Local job opportunities

Natural resources
State of natural resources

Natural resources
Human/wildlife interaction
management

Culture and education
Education

Farming systems
Farming systems and livestock
management

Services and infrastructures  Culture and education
Transport connectivity Local culture

discussions about the relative influence between factors in the struc-
tural analysis. This collective process allowed participants to sense
and share the plurality of understanding of the systems dynamics.
The discussions sometimes led to the reformulation or combination
of certain factors, but in all cases, the participants collectively refor-
mulated the definition of each of these drivers (see Supp. Mat. 4 and
5 for more details). In Eastern Panhandle, the participants merged the
state of land use regulation and the related land use allocation factors as
one. Similarly, they defined the driver Human/wildlife interaction man-
agement as the management of risk related to the elephant popula-
tion in relation to human injury and crop damage, combined with the
management of risk with respect to predator/livestock conflicts and
other human-wildlife interactions. In Hwange, participants requested
a restructuration of some drivers: they created Governance and com-
munity combining Local governance and Community organisation; Land
use regulation and allocation combining Land use regulation and Land
use allocation; and Farming systems and Livestock management com-
bining Farming systems and Livestock management. In Chiredzi, after
seeing the results, participants preferred to select Governance capac-
ity of the local community rather than land use allocation, as a driving
force and decided to include a specific land use allocation dimension
in the description of the future states of this driver. They also merged
types of farming and livestock systems. In Moamba, because votes and

Chiredzi, Zimbabwe

Governance and LUP
Governance capacity of community and
land allocation

Economic development
State of poverty

Adaptive capacity
Capacity to adapt to climate change

Farming systems
Type of cropping and livestock systems

Culture and education
State of local culture and tradition

Moamba, Mozambique

Governance and LUP
Community Governance

Governance and LUP
Local government functioning

Natural resources
Access to water

Farming systems
Livestock production

Farming systems
Family farming and food security

opinions pointed to equally influential factors, participants decided
to group food security with family farming as a single selected driver.
The structural analysis made the political dimensions the main driv-
ers, while the economic dimensions were cited as drivers only in two
sites (Figure 3b). As shown in Table 3, we identified some striking con-
vergences and a few disparities in the drivers at the different sites. Local
governance and land use regulation, grouped in a Governance and Land
Use Planning cluster, were perceived across the four sites as two of the
main drivers of sustainable livelihoods in TFCA (6/20 drivers). The third
cluster (4/20) referred to Farming systems cited as drivers at all sites
except the Eastern Panhandle. Natural resources (state and manage-
ment) (3/20) and Culture and education (3/20) clusters came next and
almost similarly at the four study sites. Economic development (2/40)
and Services and Infrastructures (1/40) were perceived as a key driver
in two communities, in the Eastern Panhandle and in Chiredzi, respec-

tively, in relation to job opportunities and the state of poverty.
3.4 | Future states of drivers
In each site, the participants reflected in small groups on potential

future states of the different drivers also known as the morphologi-
cal analysis (Table 4 and Supp. Mat. 6). The facilitation process opens
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TABLE 4 Synthesis of the results of the morphological analysis on the most common drivers of sustainable livelihoods in the four study

areas

Clusters

Governance and
land

Farming systems

Culture and
education

Natural resources

Negative trends

Corruption, nepotism, autocracy, centralised
power

Laisser-faire, disembodied communities, no
law enforcement

Centralised land allocation, fight over land

Disregarding community issues, lack of
infrastructures

Rural land sold at expansive price, auctioned

Monoculture, intensive farming, large
companies

Subsistence farmers struggling, pest disease,
low productivity

Lack of resources (grazing, water), conflicts,
robbery, insecurity

Lack of veterinary assistance and treatments

Disappearance of local cultures,
commodification, individualism

Hybridisation, reduced understanding of the
‘original’ values

Low school attendance, teachers not caring

Costly functional private schools and
affordable poorly equipped public schools

Degraded lands, loss of biodiversity,
contaminations, extinctions

Depletion of wildlife outside protected area,
no efficient management

Conflicts over resources (water, grazing),

Dependence on external providers

Positive trends

Community governance systems,
democratic, decentralised,
transparent, trustable

Gender inclusiveness, youth involved,
participatory, proactive

Exemplary culture-based leadership,
decentralised administrative
services

Priority to locals (no red tape), well-
informed and just decisions

Planning based on sustainable uses,
values, professionalism and
efficiency

Diversified, holistic, environmentally
friendly, integration with tourism

Adapted breeds, improved grazing
pastures, granaries

Mechanised plough, irrigation, inputs,
veterinary treatments

Slaughterhouse, market, insurance
mechanisms

Food security

Local cultures and values are
respected, utilised and
transmitted (at school)

Unified in diversity. University and
vocational training,

Mixed primary and secondary schools
in each village, well-trained and
paid staff, well-equipped schools

Increasing resources, diversity and
healthy populations.

Abundant wildlife in parks and
conservancies, regional corridors

Technology-assisted human-wildlife
coexistence, sustainable use areas

Quality water for all uses managed by
traditions, drinkable piped water

Ruptures

Computerised governance
No more freedom
Chaotic fights for power and land

No more grazing, nor livestock

Only small livestock (rabbits, chicken)
Commercial monopoly (banana, milk)
operating outside the community

Genetically modified species incl.
wildlife

room for creative thinking and helps them go beyond conventional
thoughts based on the extrapolation of trends (desirable or undesir-

able, and ruptures).

4 | DISCUSSION

Futures workshops were organised at four sites in three countries in
two TFCAs as a first step of a development project to enable local
stakeholders to use the future to codesign activities focusing on pro-
moting their livelihoods (Caron et al., 2022). Capturing the views local
stakeholders expressed through the Futures workshops allowed us to
test an anticipatory participatory action research methodology as a
process contributing to promote a decolonial approach to the future
of local communities. We observed mismatches between worldviews
of local and external stakeholders, including a lack of recognition of
local cultures and knowledge, preventing local stakeholders to play

an active role in the framing of their own livelihoods. The views ex-
pressed by local stakeholders call for more engagement towards
environmental justice in the implementation of TCFAs. After these
points of discussion, we then explore the few convergences and
many discrepancies between global and local TFCA framing and dis-
cuss the implications of this mismatch of expectations. Finally, we dis-
cuss the possible coloniality associated with this study and clarify to
what extent the results, that is, factors of changes, drivers and their

future states come from a rather decolonial process.

4.1 | Mismatches between worldviews

We observed substantial consistency and similarity in the driv-
ers of change and their different states across the four study sites.
Therefore, we infer that these are robust constitutive elements of the
perception that local people have of the future of their livelihoods
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in TFCAs. This consistency encourages us to expose how local peo-
ple consider the future of their livelihoods in the context of TFCAs.
Most drivers are absent from the discourses and practices applied to
TFCAs. This is particularly true for local and broad-scale governance,
land use and corruption, the integrity of natural resources that are
not wildlife (soil and minerals, energy, water, woodland, grassland),
public infrastructures (education, health, transport), social changes
including valuing local cultures.

Dominant external stakeholders have crafted TFCAs as large
African landscapes, where nature conservation and local develop-
ment and well-being are expected to coexist and interact positively
with each other (Hanks, 2003). The assumption is that more conser-
vation areas, themselves more connected through wildlife corridors
enabling wildlife mobility across countries, could boost a wildlife-
based economy. As a result, through a trickle-down process, the live-
lihoods of people in TFCAs would be linked to conservation through
employment and multiple revenues, so that people would become
the first custodians of protected areas and TFCAs, protecting them
against harmful external behaviours such as poaching activities
(Stoldt et al., 2020). The participation of local communities in con-
servation programmes is supported to improve the legitimacy and
appropriation of conservation areas, as well as the engagement of
the community in conservation. Many of these models now acknowl-
edge the importance of incorporating some benefit redistribution in
an explicit manner, such as sharing tourism revenue, compensation
for wildlife damages or alternative livelihoods to minimise income
activities conflicting with conservation objectives (Mannigel, 2008).
However, the distributive component of environmental justice, if
necessary, is not sufficient. Framing local livelihoods only through
the prism of conservation and imposing livelihood activities bound
to conservation (e.g. tourism, antipoaching) without attempting to
understand the will of the people violates the procedural and rec-
ognition components of environmental justice (Martin et al., 2016).

Local worldviews are anchored in African cultures, value sys-
tems, and livelihood logics where small-scale agriculture, including
rainfed and irrigated crops and extensive livestock production, is
the main pillar. These worldviews are similar to those of societies
of semi-arid areas of western Africa, not included in TFCAs nor
close to a protected area, and are not integrated into the TFCA
design. In theory, a future where both the conservation and agri-
cultural sectors coexist sustainably is possible but an alternative
one without agriculture or without conservation would compro-
mise the well-being of stakeholders (e.g. Keesing et al., 2018;
Tyrrell et al., 2017). Guerbois and Fritz (2017) show in Hwange
the critical role protected areas play in buffering natural resource
crises in communal areas. The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic
on the finance of the conservation sector in southern Africa has
also shown the limitation of a conservation model funded exclu-
sively through tourism (e.g. Smith et al., 2021). More balanced or
integrated investments in conservation and local livelihoods with
processes rooted in the current reality of the TFCAs would help
overcome the gap in these different perceptions and decolonise
the initial process of the TFCAs.

The worldviews about governance systems diverged fundamen-
tally. External stakeholders from the conservation sector draw lines
on maps, (re)connecting protected areas to promote wildlife mo-
bility and ecological function, only later engaging local stakehold-
ers to deal with the consequences of these desktop decisions. The
precedence of the conservation dimension over the social dimen-
sion creates a major mismatch between local and external actors.
Local stakeholders during Futures workshops expressed the feeling
of being left behind in decision-making about their life, a feeling of
being powerless to take charge of their own livelihoods. They did
not mention TFCA conservation stakeholders in their discourse, but
the local governance system, which is largely top-down with little
participation and inclusivity. The centralised governance issue was
pregnant in local livelihood discourses with important impacts on
land use and access, especially in terms of land allocation, but also on
natural resource access (e.g. water, soil for agriculture, pasture). The
willingness of local communities to take charge of their destiny and
to assume their own internal and external governance contrasted
with the absence of their role in decision-making in the conservation
worldview. Beyond the issue of environmental justice, this is a major
violation of key principles in sustainability theories such as inclusiv-
ity, equity and conflict resolution mechanisms (Chan et al., 2020;
Ostrom, 2009).

The place of local culture and value systems in local livelihoods
was expressed as another pillar of local worldviews that deserved
to be protected from outside influence. Indeed, they do not reject
what outside influence could bring, for example, education, health,
roads and communication, but are concerned with their capacity to
ensure that these will not continue to destroy ultimately what they
value most in their culture. This position contrasts with the highly
technical worldview of conservation, which attempts to import eco-
nomically oriented innovations without considering the effects on
local culture. It is a remnant of colonial times, when a completely
exogenous worldview was forced on African cultures across the con-
tinent that persists today and still ignores local worldviews and their
relevance and importance for local livelihoods. Local stakeholders
fear that whenever an external innovation is imposed on them, it will
erode their culture. Therefore, there is no easy permeability of local
livelihoods to innovations, in addition, when these innovations tar-
get an entirely new sector such as tourism. This aspect is never taken
into account when external projects bring technical innovations (e.g.
in agriculture). This is not to say that local culture should be pro-
tected at all costs. Modern social concepts, such as gender equity,
can challenge aspects of local culture. This means that it is a crucial
dimension that must be seriously included for the effective design
of more integrated investments in local livelihoods and conservation
mentioned above. This includes processes that make it possible to
anticipate possible positive and negative impacts in a systemic way
that external and local stakeholders must discuss in order to nego-
tiate the conditions and context of these investments. This point is
clearly a call for more recognition of local culture and knowledge

systems (i.e. the third component of environmental justice).
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4.2 | Acall for environmental justice in TFCAs

The presence of a protected area in the local landscape did not play
a significant role in the expressed futures, with the exception of the
relationship between humans and wildlife that was mentioned at
a single site (Eastern Panhandle, Botswana) and strictly concerned
the management of negative interactions such as human/elephant
and /lion conflicts. This is a noteworthy point for sites belonging
to TFCAs. Contrary to our expectations, local communities do not
see wildlife primarily as a natural resource on which they would de-
pend but as part of the nature they also belong to. Similarly, but for
Eastern Panhandle, wildlife-related activities are not considered the
pillar of economic and social structure at all. However, the regulation
of natural resource use (which traditionally existed in the forms of
taboos and sacred areas before colonialism but have been replaced
by state rules and centralised power) appeared critical to achieve
sustainable livelihoods and to maintain indigenous culture, knowl-
edge and value systems. This means that in order to connect nature
conservation with sustainable local livelihoods there is a need for a
kind of inside-out conservation process (Western et al., 2020) based
on local communities practices and visions as a way to foster recog-
nition through appropriate procedural arrangements.

Farming systems, both crop and livestock, which remain the pil-
lars of the economic and social structure of these communities and
rely on indigenous knowledge systems, face the risk of change and
disappearance through external and global forces and changes. A
continuous heavy dependence on the state of natural resources pro-
vides the basis for agricultural and livestock activities, namely water,
soil, energy, material and forage, as well as nontimber products for
food and medicine. These local knowledge and practices are rooted
in culture and traditions, which used to define the relationships and
solidarity between all elements of the system (human and nonhu-
man). However, degraded lands and a lack of infrastructure charac-
terise the landscapes of the so-called ‘marginalised’ communities. If
ecological research at the interface of protected areas and commu-
nal land has shown that manipulating resources, land use and prac-
tices can improve human-wildlife coexistence (Guerbois et al., 2012;
Valls-Fox et al., 2018), this seems to remain highly contentious from
a private operator perspective, as ‘tourists don't travel to southern
Africa to see people and cattle’. This vision reflects Eurocentric in-
dividualist value systems where lands and cultures are commodified
instead of being treated as Commons (Biischer & Dressler, 2012).
The marginalisation process, which started centuries ago, has led
local communities into poverty traps due to the loss of opportunities
to nurture the ‘original’ value system, discredit brought to systems
of indigenous beliefs through religion and the decomposition of tra-
ditional leadership suffocated by administrative centralised institu-
tions (Guerbois et al., 2013).

Governance structures and relationships within the community
and between the community and the local government and other
stakeholders are critical in this changing environment to frame the
future, especially regarding land use and regulation. This conver-
gence of local governance and land use regulation in all four sites

indicates that our results support the social-ecological system
framework principles of decision-making rights and ownership as a
key general principle determining sustainable management of nat-
ural resources (Dawson et al., 2021; Ostrom, 2009). Indeed, all the
groups expressed the idea of more decentralised and transparent
decision-making processes that focus on local needs. This is not
only about past colonial practices, but also about the lack of trust in
the way decisions regarding land and resource allocation are being
made today in these areas, including at the local government level.
The participants talked about proactive, participatory and inclusive
(in gender and age) community governance systems, where leaders
would lead by example, based on local cultures and ‘original’ value
systems. The idea of living ‘unified in diversity’ echoes the philos-
ophy of Ubuntu anchored in the ethical principle of promoting life
through mutual care and sharing between and among humans and
nonhumans (Mabele et al., 2022). It advocates for diversification and
holism, the integration of multiple land uses, including tourism and
farming. Abundance is the goal and translates in the management
of domesticated and nondomesticated resources, including wildlife,
water, farmed and natural resources, based on well-informed land
use planning for the sustainability of a plurality of values and multi-
ple uses, and allocated through professionalism and efficiency. This
local vision captures the three fundamental components of envi-
ronmental justice: procedural, distributive and recognition (Martin
et al,, 2016).

Whereas our findings point to the needs of considering envi-
ronmental justice as a prerequisite for decision-making in protected
areas centred socio-ecosystemes, it also broadly resonates with the
recent proposed concept of convivial conservation, that is, a post-
capitalist approach to conservation that promotes radical equity,
structural transformation and environmental justice and so contrib-
utes to an overarching movement to create a more equal and sus-
tainable world (Biischer & Fletcher, 2019).

4.3 | External perspectives, local realities:
Mind the gap

If external perspectives continue shaping the future of TFCAs, these
will colonise the perspectives hold by local actors whose voices will
remain barely heard or taken into consideration, and TFCAs will not
achieve their genuine purpose (Chan et al., 2020; Ostrom, 2009). We
argue that imposing these visions reduces not only the capacity of
local stakeholders to imagine their own future in that coexistence
process, but it also impedes them to engage proactively in present
actions as they do not see rooms of manoeuvre beyond adapting
to, or rejecting, the imposed future (i.e. being reactive at best if not
merely passive).

We believe that engaging all stakeholders (i.e. external and local)
in anticipation processes such as the Futures workshops presented
here has potential to start addressing the mismatch of expectations
created by previous externally imposed and top-down approaches
in conservation. The current way of doing local development is not
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particular to the stakeholders of TFCA and applies to many sectors
of development in developing countries and is anchored in the his-
torical relationship between societies of dominant empires and col-
onised territories (Bourgeois et al., 2022; Dressler & Bischer, 2008).
This type of behaviour that reproduces past relationships between
dominant and dominated stakeholders (e.g. colonial power—African
black populations, dominant state—ethnic minorities) means that
local stakeholders have developed response strategies such as pas-
sive acceptance of whatever comes in terms of infrastructure, train-
ing and innovation from a project even if it has no chance of surviving
the project's lifetime. When presenting the ProSuLi project to local
stakeholders at the Mangalane site in Mozambique, local stakehold-
ers asked, ‘What do you bring to us?. We answered this question
by ‘you will decide what the project will bring to you'. This created
a misunderstanding of the project objectives and it took time for the
project team to get the trust and collaboration of local stakeholders
into such a not-business-as-usual approach. Therefore, an approach
that encompasses anticipation and other participatory approaches
will need to trigger behavioural changes not only in external but also
in local stakeholders.

Using the Futures to impact the present therefore requires
changes in mindsets and behaviours of all stakeholders, not only
dominant and local stakeholders but also researchers, local govern-
mental services, local NGOs and donors, and turn the whole pro-
cess into a type of participatory anticipatory action research that
is truly decolonial (Bourgeois et al., 2022). Concretely, this means
that the way projects are framed, designed and implemented both
financially and in time needs to change. Using Futures to codesign
the present means that projects cannot have activities starting in
the first months of the project and that a certain amount of time
and means need to be directed in implementing these approaches,
ideally during an inception phase whose length needs to be care-
fully negotiated with stakeholders and the donor. Of course, such
approaches require specific skills such as facilitation, and capabil-
ity such as futures literacy (Miller, 2007) and experience (e.g. local
knowledge) without which they could miss their objectives and even
be counterproductive. This mixture of skills ensures that local level
of perceptions and decision is from the beginning embarked into the
project design, bridging the governance gap highlighted here.

The capacity acquired by local people through the process of
reflecting on their present situation and acting accordingly as op-
posed to getting people to react to imposed visions of the future,
is probably the main output of this process. It promotes the cre-
ation of a space and time for multistakeholder thinking about the
future of the area and the condition of its local stakeholders. This
process may seem as a luxury not only when the realities of pov-
erty keep on diverting oneself from any form of projection beyond
a few days horizon, but also forbidden by standard conservation
and development strategies. Yet, this is a necessity, as while one
cannot predict the future, it will happen anyway, and depriving
anyone from the possibility to use it only ends up in being unable
to make the difference that will count for themselves or the next
generations.

4.4 | Testing the approach as a Decolonial practice

We use here the four principles proposed by Bourgeois et al. (2022)
to discuss to what extent this methodology contributed to a decolo-
nial practice of anticipation.

441 | A negotiated process of cooperative design
involving all actors

The implementation of Futures workshops was based fundamen-
tally on the participation of local resource persons. However, the
remoteness of the study sites made it difficult to develop intensive
and iterative interactions prior to the Futures Workshops. Local un-
derstanding that participants were resource people, in the sense of
knowledge bearers, and not mandated representatives of different
groups of interest was of particular importance. We were able to
ensure such a distinction, thanks to the local coordinators from the
local communities supporting the project, who helped identify par-
ticipants to ensure a diversity of perspectives based on experience,
origin, gender, age and social status.

We had to take into consideration the question of influence and
power relations during the implementation of the workshops. The
selection of participants as knowledge bearers and the facilitation
process, which relied on techniques enabling everyone to express
their views and their ideas without knowing who suggested them,
partially addressed this. We ensured that all had the opportunity to
speak or intervene in the process, working simultaneously in differ-
ent languages and/or using symbolic ‘language’ (e.g. drawings of items
such as people, animals, houses on signs to represent some factors) to
increase understanding and participation of less literate people.

The availability of the participants who could not all allocate
5days for a full Futures Workshop led us to negotiate the reduction
of the whole process from 5 to 3days. In response, we prepared a
preliminary list of factors of change that helped also preventing a
common caveat, which is the weight of the past and the urgency of

the present determining the way people think about the future.

4.4.2 | Recontextualising our research

The implementation of the methodology in different contexts led
us to contextualise it accordingly as its purpose was not to pro-
duce knowledge per se as the result of a standard approach but to
engender a reflexive process in our own practice based on moral
discernment. Transforming the full structural analysis resulted from
the realisation that it involved a way of thinking and tools that could
have excluded many of the participants. In each site, the process
of selecting the drivers from the factors of change, as detailed in
Supp. Mat. 4, was the result of an ad hoc discussion with the par-
ticipants once they understood what the purpose was. The process
of selecting the drivers was ultimately less rigorous than what we
had planned, but the interaction between participants during this
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process indicated that it was an important phase of appropriation of
the methodology and the objectives. The consistency of the results
(Table 3) tends to advocate for their robustness, given that we devel-

oped different adaptive measures at each site.

4.4.3 | Creatingindigenous-led transformative
knowledge with local actors at the
forefront of the inquiry

Being aware that in action research any activity with an exogenous
component, such as the preliminary lists of factors of change, can
limit the expression of indigenous-led knowledge, we took special
care ensuring deep and careful discussions of these lists and modi-
fication through group works, collective discussion and transparent
changes. Creating spaces of intercultural interpretation helped to
negotiate and adapt meanings. The participation of different per-
spectives also changed individual perspectives, including ours, and
reduced the gaps between them. The factors of change, drivers, and
most of all the future states constitute thus an indigenous-led knowl-
edge based on their own perceptions of the future, which the Futures
Workshop helped to unveil. Actually, neither the workshop facilita-
tors nor the local coordinators had any idea of the content that would
come out of the Futures workshops. Furthermore, the focus on in-
ternal factors produced not only indigenous-led knowledge, but also
potentially transformative knowledge. The members of the ProSuLi
project reported that this knowledge coproduction opportunity legiti-
mised new ways of engaging in the subsequent phases of the project,
providing an entry point for marginalised voices. The latter was wit-
nessed by further actions following the Futures Workshop, which are

not discussed here, but can be found elsewhere (Caron et al., 2022).

444 | Embracing the framework of
servant leadership

As facilitators, we had to take leadership in the implementation of the
workshops. The framework of servant leadership (Greenleaf, 1998)
guided us, so that our engagement in, and the design of the Futures
workshop was based on our belief that the future is a public good
(Bourgeois et al., 2022). As such, it is a resource that everyone has
the right to use in their own ways, provided that they are aware of
the different ways of using it. However, this research faced an ines-
capable tension between the exogeneity of the project as an external
initiative mostly implemented by external researchers and the will-
ingness to support endogenous transformative changes. Therefore,
we had to approach local actors at the different sites with an honest
posture regarding what we offered to do, even if the concepts them-
selves were rather exogenous. Still, the fundamental orientation of
the project itself provided a much-needed opportunity to engage
local actors in framing their own futures, if not by codesigning the
whole process but at least through their direct involvement in the
production of the results.

5 | CONCLUSIONS

TFCAs provide a unique opportunity to produce healthy landscapes
with a sustainable coexistence between people and nature but seri-
ously need approaches that are designed and implemented along the
lines of a decolonial process to address the environmental injustice
prevalent in the residents of TFCA.

Through a comparative and people-centred anticipatory ap-
proach focusing on the perceptions of local communities and
other stakeholders in four different sites, we unveiled the drivers
of change for the futures of local livelihoods alongside conser-
vation areas. We highlighted a significant gap between the global
discourses on improved livelihoods and poverty reduction through
tourism-based income-generating activities and local aspirations.
The drivers of local livelihoods were largely shared between the four
sites, identifying governance issues at various levels, the reliance of
local communities on natural resources for small-scale agriculture,
and subtle trade-offs between local traditions and cultures and ex-
ternal innovations. We advocate for the three tenets of environmen-
tal justice (procedure, distribution and recognition) to become the
cement that will allow the connection between the two pillars of the
TFCA, namely nature conservation and sustainable livelihoods in a
way that will help TFCAs move towards a more convivial approach
to conservation.
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