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ABSTRACT. Addressing ecosystem destruction and unsustainable development requires appropriate frameworks to comprehensively
investigate social-ecological systems. Focusing on woody plant management in southwestern Ethiopia, we combined social-ecological
resilience and a leverage points perspective to (1) assess how stakeholders perceive and operationalize resilience principles; (2) investigate
resilience challenges and solutions across different levels of systemic depth; and (3) assess how different stakeholder groups noted
challenges and solutions at different levels of system depth. Data were collected in focus group discussions with multiple types of
stakeholders and analyzed via quantitative content and descriptive analysis. All stakeholder groups identified two principles currently
applied in the landscape, while other principles were not currently applied widely. In total, we identified 37 challenges and 44 solutions
to resilience, mainly focused on “deeper” systemic change. This trend was noted across stakeholder groups, but particularly by local
people. Based on our work, we suggest to foster bottom-up changes in system goals, rules, paradigms, and intent, drawing explicitly
on local people and their knowledge. More broadly, we suggest that further research on combining social-ecological resilience and
leverage points perspectives could be helpful to better navigate and transform social-ecological systems.
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INTRODUCTION

Land-use change, particularly deforestation, forest degradation,
agricultural expansion and intensification, and urbanization,
affect most terrestrial ecosystems (Ellis et al. 2010, Foley et al.
2011, Steffen et al. 2015). Rapid and large-scale land-use change
has impacted the state and functioning of the entire Earth system,
and ultimately could trigger far-reaching, non-linear, and
irreversible changes that may devastate a variety of ecosystem
services (Steffen et al. 2015, Diaz et al. 2019, IPBES 2019) and
other aspects of nature’s contributions to people (Diazet al. 2018,
Riechers et al. 2020).

Addressing ecosystem destruction (Rockstrom et al. 2009, WWF
2020) and unsustainable development pathways (White 2017,
O’Neill et al. 2018, Brand et al. 2021) requires urgent and
fundamental transformative change (e.g., Fazey et al. 2020, Vogel
and O’Brien 2022). However, enacting such transformative
change remains a challenge because of its political and normative
character, as well as the inherent complexities and uncertainties
in social-ecological systems (SES; see Blythe et al. 2018,
Chaigneau et al. 2022). Hence, it is vital to find appropriate
frameworks to comprehensively analyze transformational
processes in SES in order to identify interventions with
transformative potential.

Transformation processes can be assisted by embracing systems
thinking (Ostrom 2007, Meadows 2009, Scoones et al. 2020).
Systems thinking is an analytical perspective to study and manage
the emergent behavior of complex and interlinked social-
ecological system elements (Ostrom 2007, Meadows 2009).

Within systems thinking, two complementary perspectives have
emerged that can help to facilitate better and more sustainable
management of SES. First, a resilience perspective is interested
in how systems can cope with shocks and continue to develop
(Folke et al. 2010). More specifically, this perspective emphasizes
human-nature relations and adaptive management. The resilience
perspective views humans as part of nature, and human-nature
interactions form the core of SES (Berkes et al. 2003, Folke 2006).
The resilience of SES can be enhanced by applying established
principles that are widely recognized to foster social-ecological
resilience (Biggs et al. 2012; see Table 1).

In addition to the resilience perspective, a leverage points
perspective can also be useful to improve SES management
(Meadows 1999, Abson et al. 2017, Fischer and Riechers 2019).
Leverage points are specific places within a complex system where
relatively small interventions can lead to substantial change
(Meadows 1999). A leverage points perspective conceptualizes
interventions in systems as acting on different levels of systemic
depth, from the relatively shallow levels of parameters and
feedbacks to the deeper levels of system design and intent (Abson
et al. 2017), and thereby helps to identify potential interventions
that could help bring about transformative change (Fischer and
Riechers 2019; see Table 2 for details and examples). Interventions
at shallow levels (e.g., allocating budgets for tree planting or
increasing the size of a protected area) of a given system will be
ineffective, or unfeasible, if such interventions are constrained by
deeper level system characteristics (e.g., authoritarian regimes
that resist institutional change or a system with core goals related
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Table 1. Contemporary principles for building resilience of social-ecological systems (SES), and their relation to the management of
woody vegetation as discussed in this paper. E = primarily ecological aspects; S = primarily social aspects. E and S were differentiated
for some principles for ease of discussion with local stakeholders; we are acutely aware that E and S aspects are tightly interrelated.

Adapted from Biggs et al. 2012.

P1. Maintain diversity and
redundancy

P2. Manage connectivity

P3. Manage slow variables and
feedbacks

P4. Foster an understanding of SES
as complex adaptive systems

P5. Encourage learning and
experimentation

P6. Broaden participation

P7. Promote polycentric governance
systems

P1E: Maintaining ecological diversity and redundancy

Diversity refers to diversity of woody plant species, habitats, and ecosystems. Redundancy is functional replication
of species in SES that can provide options for responding to change and adapting to uncertainty, thereby building
resilience.

P1S: Maintaining social diversity and redundancy

Diversity refers to diversity of social actors. Redundancy relates to the functional replication of social actors in SES
and can provide options for responding to change and adapting to uncertainty, thereby building resilience.

P2E: Managing ecological connectivity

Ecological connectivity—that is, the way in which resources, e.g., seeds, disperse, species migrate, or interact with
each other across patches, habitats, or ecosystems—helps to maintain diversity and is key for resilience.

P2S: Managing social connectivity

Social connectivity—that is, the way in which multiple social actors interact with each other and collaborate across
social structures and domains—helps to maintain diversity and is key for resilience. Notably, too much connectivity
can cause rigidity.

P3E: Managing ecological slow variables and feedbacks

Managing ecological, slowly changing variables as well as the feedbacks that influence the configuration and
dynamics of a given SES is important to avoid crossing possible thresholds into undesired states.

P3S: Managing social slow variables and feedbacks

Managing social, slowly changing variables as well as the feedbacks that influence the configuration and dynamics
of a given SES is important to avoid crossing possible thresholds into undesired states.

Complex adaptive systems thinking helps to make sense of SES dynamics and to manage SES for multiple
ecosystem services in an integrated way, across multiple temporal and spatial scales.

The uncertain and dynamic nature of complex SES requires continuous learning via adaptive management, co-
management, and collaborative governance.

Active participation of stakeholders in the management and governance process enhances collective action for
resilience.

Governance systems in which various interacting governing bodies have autonomy to make and enforce rules can
enhance resilience by improving connectivity, participation, and adaptive learning.

to production-oriented rather than sustainability). Moreover,
interventions need to account for possible interactions among
system characteristics across multiple levels of systemic depth
(e.g., Manlosa et al. 2019a, Jiren et al. 2021).

The study presented here is an empirical exploration that
combines resilience principles (Biggs et al. 2012) with the notion
of leverage points across multiple levels of systemic depth (i.e.,
system parameters, feedbacks, design, and intent; Table 2; Abson
et al. 2017). Specifically, we investigated at which depth within
a complex SES key challenges and opportunities occurred for
applying resilience principles. Our case study focused specifically
on the management of woody plant diversity for improved
social-ecological resilience and well-being in a smallholder
farming landscape in southwestern Ethiopia. Woody plant
diversity, in this system, is central to both biodiversity and
people’s livelihoods (Rodrigues et al. 2018, Shumi et al. 2019a).
Theregionisalso a part of the eastern Afromontane biodiversity
hotspot (Mittermeier et al. 2011) and the center of origin and
diversity of Arabica coffee (Coffea arabica; Anthony et al. 2002).

Drawing on the rationale outlined above, we aimed to do the
following:

1. Assess how different stakeholders perceive resilience
principles and operationalize them, including perceptions
of the current social-ecological situation, and barriers and
opportunities of applying resilience principles in the
context of woody vegetation diversity management;

2. Investigate and characterize the perceived resilience
challenges and solutions across different levels of systemic
depth, from the relatively shallow levels of parameters and
feedbacks to the deeper levels of system design and intent;
and

3. Assess whether or not different stakeholder groups noted
challenges and solutions at different levels of system depth.

In doing so, our study can contribute to better understanding how
various stakeholders perceive the sustainability of their system,
includingits current situation as well as barriers and opportunities
to resilience building. This, in turn, can help to identify places of
intervention to improve resilience in the study region. Some of
the findings may also be helpful for other similar settings,
especially in bioculturally diverse parts of the Global South. The
insights obtained are particularly important for the local
community within our study area who greatly depend on, and
have close ties to, nature. The local people have built a wealth of
traditional ecological knowledge and experience, but are often
marginalized by top-down and sectoral policies. Indirectly, our
study thus also contributes to the better recognition of local
people, and their livelihood and nature stewardship needs, local
knowledge, and experiences. To this end, the outcomes of this
study were summarized in a non-technical manual for how to
build resilience within our study region in the context of woody
vegetation management. This manual was produced in both
English and the local language, so that it, too, can be used beyond
the study area as appropriate (Shumi and Fischer 2023a, b).
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Table 2. System characteristics as defined by Abson et al. (2017) and leverage points by Meadows (1999), with increasingly deep (i.e.,

influential) leverage points toward the bottom of the table.

System characteristics Leverage
points
Effectiveness Type Description
Shallow leverage  Parameters The relatively mechanistic characteristics or 12. Constants, parameters, numbers (such as subsidies, taxes,
points physical elements typically targeted by standards);
policy makers (or environmental managers 11. The sizes of buffers and other stabilizing stocks, relative to their
in our case) flows;
10. The structure of material stocks and flows (such as transport
networks, population age structures);
Feedbacks Interactions between elements within a 9. The lengths of delays, relative to the rate of system change;
system that drive internal dynamics
8. The strength of negative feedbacks, relative to the impacts they
are trying to correct against;
7. The gain around driving reinforcing feedback loops;
Deep leverage Design The social structures and institutions that 6. The structure of information flows (who does and does not have
points manage feedbacks and parameters access to what kinds of information);
5. The rules of the system (such as incentives, punishments,
constraints);
4. The power to add, change, evolve, or self-organize system
structure;
Intent The underpinning values, goals, and 3. The goals of the system;
worldviews of actors that shape the 2. The mind-set or paradigm out of which the system, its goals,
emergent direction to which a system is structure, rules, delays, parameters, arises;
oriented 1. The power to transcend paradigms;

Finally, collaborative multi-stakeholder field days were organized
to kick-start the implementation of some of the resilience
principles prioritized by local stakeholders.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORKS

The concept of resilience, as defined above, was introduced by
Holling (1973) in a seminal paper describing nonlinear ecosystem
dynamics. Since then, resilience has become a dominant concept
in SES research (Folke et al. 2004). Because many contemporary
social and ecological challenges are complex and intertwined
(Donohue et al. 2016), systems thinking can contribute to finding
solutions to such multifaceted and interconnected systems’
problems (Ostrom 2007, Meadows 2009).

To this end, a social-ecological resilience perspective recognizes
the strong impact and reliance of humanity on nature as well as
possible non-linearities arising from human impact. This
perspective can be used to explore and understand the current
status and spatial-temporal dynamics of SES (e.g., see Fischer et
al. 2015, Dugo 2019). Further, some principles seem to generally
support the sustainable management of a given system, that is,
applying these principles can help the system remain adaptable
and avoid undesirable shifts into degraded system states (e.g., see
Biggs et al. 2012). Biggs et al. (2012) identified seven generic
principles through an assessment of the scientific literature, a
survey of leading resilience experts, and a mock court workshop.
The identified principles are listed in Table 1. In this article, as
indicated in Table 1, we differentiated ecological and social aspects
for each of the first three principles and considered them
separately to avoid ambiguity as well as ease the discussion with
local stakeholders.

The first three resilience principles focus on general SES
properties and processes to be managed (diversity, redundancy,

connectivity, slow variables, and feedbacks), while the remaining
four principles relate to aspects of SES governance (Biggs et al.
2012). Overall, all principles are intended together as a guide to
ensure a continuous flow of desirable ecosystem services (Biggs
et al. 2012). Because these principles were first generated, there
have been several attempts to apply them to diverse contexts,
including ecological restoration (Krievins et al. 2018) and water
management (Reilly et al. 2021), among others.

Applying resilience-fostering principles in real world landscapes,
particularly in smallholder farming landscapes, remains
challenging because of the prevalent production-oriented green
revolution discourse (IPBES 2019, Grass et al. 2020).
Operationalizing resilience principles to maintain resilient SES
requires radical transformational change. A radically
transformed system would place sustainability at the core of
personal and societal value and belief systems and elevate it to
the top of political agendas (Osborne et al. 2021, McPhearson et
al. 2021). Fostering such transformative change hinges on
identifying suitable interventions within a given system. This, in
turn, can be facilitated by a leverage points perspective. In a
landmark essay, Meadows (1999) identified a hierarchy of 12
leverage points—places of interventions—in complex systems.
Meadows (1999) differentiated between leverage points at which
interventions are simple but restricted in their potential to bring
about transformative change (i.e., shallow leverage points) and
leverage points at which interventions are more difficult but have
great potential to bring about transformative change (i.e., deep
leverage points). Building on the work by Meadows (1999), Abson
et al. (2017) summarized the 12 leverage points into four main
areas of leverage, and surmised that increasingly deep or
influential areas of leverage would be associated with changes in
parameters, feedbacks, system design, and the intent encapsulated
by a given system (Table 2).
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Fig. 1. Location of (a) study area in Ethiopia, Oromia Regional State, Jimma Zone; (b) the two kebeles (Gido Bere in Setema
district, Kuda Kofi in Gumay district), two district towns (black dots, namely Gatira in Setema district and Toba in Gumay district),

and Jimma town.
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A leverage points perspective recognizes the link between causal
and teleological explanations of system change, that is, change is
perceived to arise from variables influencing one another as well
as from how human intent traces and shapes the trajectory of a
system (Fischer and Riechers 2019). System change can also arise
from interactions among system characteristics across multiple
levels of systemic depth (Fischer and Riechers 2019, Manlosa et
al. 2019a, Jiren et al. 2021).

Combining a resilience perspective with a leverage points
perspective could be useful to facilitate a better understanding of
the depth within a system at which resilience challenges and
solutions occur; and thereby, identify possible interventions that
are needed to more fully apply or operationalize resilience
principles in a given system. In our context, challenges were
defined as actions, processes, or structures that hinder the
application of resilience principles and thus, transformation to
sustainability. Solutions were defined as actions, processes, or
structures that could facilitate the application of resilience
principles.

METHODS

Study area

Our study was conducted in Jimma Zone, within Oromia National
Regional State, in southwestern Ethiopia. In this region, we
engaged stakeholders selected from two kebeles (the smallest
administrative unit), namely Gido Bere and Kuda Kofi; from the
two districts that these two kebeles are located within, namely
Gumay and Setema; and from Jimma town also (Fig. 1). We
selected the kebeles and districts based on our previous work
experience in the study area (Shumiet al. 2018, Shumi et al. 2019a,
Shumi et al. 2021), which suggests that these kebeles and districts

are broadly representative of the typical social-ecological
characteristics of the broader region.

The study area is characterized by a mosaic of forest, farmland
(arable land, grazing land, and home gardens), and settlements.
The forest in the area is moist evergreen Afromontane forest.
Woody plants are rich and abundant in the forest-agriculture
mosaic of the region. Dominant woody plant species include Olea
welwitschii, Pouteria adolfi-friederici, Schefflera abyssinica,
Prunus africana, Albizia spp., Syzygium guineense, Cordia
africana, Croton macrostachyus, and Coffea arabica (Shumi et al.
2019a).

Woody plants have important ecosystem functions and contribute
critically to local biodiversity (Engelen et al. 2017). They also
provide multiple ecosystem services, e.g., including soil fertility
maintenance for agricultural production or livestock and honey
production, and local people strongly depend on these services
for their day-to-day livelihoods (Ango et al. 2014).

Subsistence agriculture, including cropping and livestock
keeping, is the main source of livelihoods (Manlosa et al. 2019b).
Coffee and to a lesser degree honey are economically important
non-timber forest products in the area (Ango et al. 2014). Coffee
is widely managed at altitudes between 1500 and 1800 m asl,
within its ecological optimum, generally under a canopy of native
shade trees (Teketay 1999). The largest ethnic group in the region
is the Oromo, while Amhara, Kefficho, and Tigre people are
minorities (Shumi et al. 2019a).

Data collection

We chose focus group discussions to collect empirical data on
perceptions and operationalization of the resilience principles.
Focus groups can help to generate a joint understanding of
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complex social-ecological system issues, with participants being
informed and stimulated in their thinking by the discussion
points of others. Because of this, we selected this tool over other,
more individually focused tools, such as key informant
interviews (Hennink 2014). Focus group discussions were guided
by prompting questions on how stakeholders perceived
established resilience principles (sensu Biggs et al. 2012; see Table
1), and how they might or might not operationalize them in the
context of woody vegetation management in southwestern
Ethiopia.

For this, we first systematically grouped relevant stakeholders,
from local to zonal levels, based on their likely similar
backgrounds, shared experiences, ages, and wealth or social
status (Hennink 2014). Grouping of stakeholders into separate
discussion groups was done to minimize potential effects of
unequal power relations and fundamentally differing
perceptions of key issues, and to allow the emergence of different
perspectives and discussions within and between groups.
Accordingly, at the local level, stakeholders in each kebele were
divided into five groups, namely (a) model farmers (i.e., those
who usually adopt new agricultural technologies and have close
contact or link to extension agents or experts and researchers),
(b) low-income farmers, (c) women, (d) elders, and (e) a group
that comprised elementary school teachers, students (including
graduated and jobless youngsters), and development agents. At
the district level, stakeholders in each district were divided into
two groups, specifically (a) experts from the agricultural office
(i.e., crop, coffee, livestock, extension, and natural resource
management department) and the Oromia Wildlife and Forest
Enterprise (OFWE), and (b) experts from different
administration offices (i.e., district-admin, security, cooperatives,
tourism, marketing, and financial experts) and district-level
experts of non-governmental organizations (NGOs). At the
zonal level, we divided stakeholders into three main groups,
namely (a) experts from the agricultural office (i.e., crop, coftee,
livestock, extension, and natural resource management experts)
and from OFWE, (b) experts from the administration (i.e., zone-
admin, security, cooperatives, tourism, marketing, and financial
experts) and from zonal NGOs, and (c) lecturers and researchers
from Jimma University and the Biodiversity Research Institute.

Then, for each of the 17 groups, 10-12 participants were selected
purposefully and further divided into two sub-groups
comprising 5-6 discussants each (a suitable size for focus group
discussions; Hennink 2014), which also helped to align our work
with local SARS-CoV-2 regulations at the time, resulting in 34
individual group discussions. To limit the time spent in the group
discussions, one sub-group then discussed resilience principles
P1, P3, P6, and P7, while the other sub-group discussed P2, P4,
P5, and P6 (see Table 1 for a list of the principles). Before we
started each focus group discussion, we introduced the objectives
of our study and informed the discussants about the voluntary
nature of participation in the focus group discussion. A poster
illustrating all seven resilience principles (in general terms) and
a set of open-ended guiding questions in the local language
(Oromifaa) were used to stimulate and guide the focus group
discussions for each principle. Within each focus group
discussion, participants were first briefed about each resilience
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principle. Then, participants were asked to discuss the principles
in relation to woody vegetation management. They were
encouraged to explicitly articulate how they understand each
principle, that is by describing their current social-ecological
situation with respect to the resilience principle and were asked
whether they apply a given principle or not, and to list possible
barriers and opportunities for applying each principle in the
context of woody vegetation management within the study
landscape.

Thus, in total, we conducted 34 separate focus group discussions
from March to April 2021. All were conducted in the local
language Oromifaa and moderated by local experts and
supervised by the lead author.

Data analysis

The qualitative data obtained from the focus group discussions
were transcribed and coded using MAXQDA 2020 software. Data
were coded mainly deductively based on the resilience principles,
as well as inductively, meaning that additional coded categories
were developed for each principle based on the responses of
discussants.

Quantitative content analysis (Mayring 2000) was used to assess
how different stakeholders perceived and operationalized
resilience principles (aim 1). To this end, we analyzed the
frequency of statements on the social-ecological situation,
challenge, and opportunity or solution (related to a given
resilience principle) across stakeholder groups or the percentage
of groups articulated these statements. We chose to analyze the
data quantitatively because the frequency or percentage of
mentions provides an indicator of how prevalent a given
understanding was of the current situation, challenges to, and
solutions for, increasing social-ecological resilience, both within
and across different stakeholder groups. Further, we identified
the resilience principles that were linked to many challenges, as
well as suggested solutions that would address multiple challenges
at the same time.

To investigate and characterize the perceived resilience challenges
and solutions across system characteristics (aim 2), we classified
the coded categories of challenges and solutions of each resilience
principle across levels of systemic depth, namely system
parameters, feedbacks, design, and intent (see Table 2 for system
characteristics and specific leverage points). The classification
into leverage points was based on Meadows (1999) and Abson et
al. (2017), combined with our experiences of the study area (e.g.,
Fischer et al. 2021), and was undertaken independently by three
of the co-authors and then synthesized. Using the frequencies of
challenges and solutions mentioned in relation to a given
resilience principle, we generated Sankey diagrams in R software
(R Core Team 2022) to visualize how resilience challenges and
solutions linked to each level of systemic depth.

Finally, to assess whether different stakeholder groups focused
on challenges or solutions at different systemic depths (aim 3), we
determined the frequency of resilience challenges and solutions
across parameters, feedbacks, design, and intent system level by
each stakeholder group. We produced histograms to visualize the
results using R software (R Core Team 2022).
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RESULTS
Perceived current resilience situation, challenges and solutions

Perceived current resilience situation

All 17 stakeholder groups agreed on the existence and benefit of
various direct and indirect ecosystem services of diverse tree and
shrub species (P1E; Table S1). Similarly, a large majority of
groups, (16 or 94%) and (13 or 77%)), perceived benefits from the
existence of connectivity among different habitats (P2E) via
vegetation strips/corridors and steppingstones in the landscape
(Table S1).

However, almost all (16 or 94%) groups noted an absence of local
social networks (P1S) for tree management in the landscape (Table
S1). A majority of groups (15 or 88%) also perceived an absence
of social connectivity or collaboration among stakeholders (P2S)
across scales. Similarly, all 17 groups perceived steadily ongoing
degradation of land and water resources, including biodiversity
and ecosystem services, as well as changes in the climate (P3E).
All groups also agreed on the presence of slow social drivers,
namely ongoing human population growth, deterioration of
traditional social norms, values, cultures, and institutions; and 14
or 82% of groups reported growing poverty (P3S; Table S1). All
17 groups perceived absence of genuine participation or local self-
organization (P6) in tree or forest management and voiced a lack
of decision-making powers by local people and their social
networks. Instead, 16 or 94% of groups revealed that tree/forest
management related decision-making powers across the
landscape were exerted exclusively by government actors, namely
by local administration, and agricultural or OFWE experts (P7).
About half of the groups (9 to 10 groups) voiced absence of
understanding of SES as complex adaptive systems (CAS; P4),
and absence of learning and experimentation processes (P5) in
the context of tree/forest management (Table S1).

Perceived resilience challenges and solutions

In total, 37 different challenges were identified that could hinder
the application of at least one resilience principle. Identified
challenges were most numerous for applying P6, i.e., participation
(24 challenges), P18, i.e., social diversity and redundancy (22
challenges), P7, i.e.,, encouraging polycentric governance (22
challenges), and P35, i.e., continuous learning and experimentation
(20 challenges; Table S2).

The most commonly mentioned challenges were the following:
individualism and an absence of commitment or care (85
instances out of a possible 170, namely 17 focus groups by 10
specific principles), lack of awareness and experience sharing (82),
weak government performance or policy implementation (36),
and failure to recognize and prioritize local people and their needs
and experiences (32). Challenges that were perceived most
consistently throughout all principles were lack of awareness and
experience sharing, individualism and absence of commitment or
care, lack of monitoring, absent or weak support and supply of
materials (e.g., seedlings), absent or weak tree/forest management
and maintenance, and weak government performance or policy
implementation (Table S2). Box 1 summarizes the key challenges
that need attention in the study area.

Ecology and Society 28(2): 34
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Box 1: Key challenges (in decreasing frequency of total mentions
summed across all individual groups and principles) that hinder
the application of resilience principles to the management of
woody plant diversity in smallholder faming landscapes of
southwestern Ethiopia (cf. Table S2, for complete list of
challenges).

1. Individualism and absence of commitment, responsibility, care,
and respect

2. Lack of awareness and experience sharing
3. Weak government performance and policy implementation

4. Failure to recognize and prioritize local people and their needs
and experiences

5. Deforestation/tree clearing for land-use expansion and
intensification, and overutilization

6. Lack of or weak monitoring

7. Lack of or fake participation, only for political/reporting
purposes

8. Corruption

9. Absence of or weak trees/forest planting, management,
maintenance, and governance

10. Predominance of inequality and unfairness

11. Lack of or weak support and supply of materials (e.g.,
seedlings)

12. Predominance of human-wildlife conflict

13. Dependency on or waiting for government for tree/forest
management

14. Lack of or fake collaboration: connectivity among
stakeholders across scales

15. Lack of or weak local social network and collaboration in
trees/forest management

16. Lack of coordination or predominance of diverging values,
knowledge, needs, and interests

17. Lack of responsible unit or institution

18. Loss of local social norms, values, cultures, institutions, and
bylaws (customary laws)

19. Power of political elite: local people are afraid to stand up for
their rights

20. Predominance of mistrust/doubt, and absence of interest,
motivation, and willingness in trees/forest management

As to solutions, 44 different types of solutions were identified to
help facilitate the application of at least one of the resilience
principles (Table S3) in the context of woody vegetation diversity
management. The most frequently named solutions were:
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enhancing awareness and experience sharing (72 instances out of
apossible 170 mentions [17 groups by 10 principles]), connectivity
among stakeholders across multiple units and levels (71), adaptive
co-management and governance of trees and forest (68), enacting
local social networks and collaboration legally (60), genuine
participation or self-mobilization of local people (41),
strengthening government structures and policy performance
(41), and enhancing equity and roles of stakeholders (30; Table
S3). Among the solutions that could improve the
operationalization of most resilience principles simultaneously
were the above-mentioned solutions, as well as enhancing laws
and law enforcement, support and supply of materials, e.g., tree
seedlings, and monitoring of the entire system (Table S3). Box 2
lists the most prominently suggested solutions for better resilience
management for our study system.
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18. Enhance soil and water conservation practices
19. Enhance transparency and freedom of speech or expression
20. Enhance job creation/suitable poverty reduction strategy

21. Stop corruption

Box 2: Suggested solutions (in decreasing frequency of total
mentions summed across all individual groups and principles)
that could help facilitate the application of resilience principles
to the management of woody plant diversity in smallholder
faming landscapes of southwestern Ethiopia (cf. Table S3, for
complete list of suggested solutions).

1. Enhance awareness creation and experience sharing

2. Enhance connectivity among stakeholders across units and
levels

3. Enhance adaptive co-management and governance of trees/
forest

4. Enact and enhance local social network and collaboration
legally

5. Enhance genuine participation or local self-mobilization
6. Strengthen government structures and policy performance

7. Enhance equity and roles of stakeholders, particularly local
groups

8. Avoid individualism, and enhance care, responsibility, and
respect

9. Restore and enhance local cultures, norms, values, institutions,
and bylaws

10. Empower local people and their social networks/institutions
11. Enhance support and supply of materials (e.g., seedlings)

12. Recognize and prioritize local people, their needs and
experiences

13. Enhance NGOs/projects and their performance
14. Enhance family planning services

15. Enhance law, legislation, and proclamation as well as its
enforcement

16. Enhance monitoring

17. Recognize local people trees/forest ownerships and use rights

Resilience challenges and solutions across system characteristics
Relatively few resilience challenges and solutions were associated
with the shallow levels of system parameters (Fig. 2) and
feedbacks (Fig. 3). In contrast, many perceived resilience
challenges and solutions occurred at the deeper levels of system
design (Fig. 4) and intent (Fig. 5).

As to differences among stakeholder groups, administration staff,
expert, researcher, and model farmer stakeholder groups
articulated resilience challenges and solutions that occurred
across all system levels, including shallow levels of system
parameters and feedbacks (Fig. S1, S2, S3 and S4). In contrast,
local stakeholder groups, including low-income farmers,
perceived resilience challenges and solutions that occurred
predominantly at the deeper levels of system design and intent
(Fig. S3 and S4).

DISCUSSION

We combined two perspectives on complex SES, namely a social-
ecological resilience perspective and a leverage points perspective.
First, we documented stakeholders’ understanding of the
resilience principles, and identified numerous challenges and
suggested solutions to building resilience. Second, we uncovered
linkages from resilience challenges and solutions to many different
leverage points, ranging from parameters to intent. Third, we
noted divergence among local and other stakeholder groups in
their perceptions, in that most local stakeholder groups perceived
resilience challenges and solutions that were associated
predominantly with deeper systemic levels, while higher-level
stakeholders also (and sometimes primarily) considered relatively
more shallow levels of the social-ecological system.

In the following, we discuss these findings with respect to (a)
applying resilience principles, and particularly why applying some
principles remains challenging in the Global South; and (b) the
importance of the deeper systemic levels of system design and
intent to guide interventions. Finally, (¢) we reflect on the possible
utility of combining the two perspectives used here (a resilience
perspective and a leverage points perspective) in other SES
contexts.

Applying resilience principles

Our findings showed widespread management of woody plant
diversity and redundancy (P1E) and ecological connectivity (P2E)
in the study area. A possible reason for this could be that the
culture of local people and farmers is to manage trees and favor
agrobiodiversity (Altieri 2009, Jiren et al. 2018a, Shumi et al.
2021) in spite of agricultural intensification policies (Kassa et al.
2016) and a highly hierarchical food security and biodiversity
conservation governance in the region (Jiren et al. 2018b). A likely
additional reason is that local communities directly depend on
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Fig. 2. Sankey diagram of perceived challenges for and solutions to resilience, at the systemic level of parameters. The
width of lines in the diagram denotes the number of stakeholder groups asserting the challenge or solution. For details

of resilience principles, see Table 1.
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and have close ties to nature, and especially woody vegetation and
their associated ecosystem services, for their livelihoods in the
area (Shumietal. 2019b), similarly to other SES within the Global
South (e.g., Samberg et al. 2016, Pehou et al. 2020, Gitz et al.
2021). Managing diverse tree and shrub species across the
landscape can also facilitate ecological connectivity, as
corroborated by other studies (e.g., Bailey 2007, Saura et al. 2014),
which is vital for the maintenance of local and regional
biodiversity, ecosystem integrity, and ecological functions.

In contrast, our findings also uncovered the widespread lack of
application of many other resilience principles, such as managing
social diversity and redundancy (P1S), managing social
connectivity (P2S), managing slow ecological variables and
feedbacks (P3E) and slow social variables and feedbacks (P3S),
understanding of SES as complex adaptive systems (CAS; P4),
adaptive learning and experimentation processes (P5),
participation (P6), and polycentric governance (P7). This may be
due to deep-rooted, expert-driven, top-down command and
control economic development strategies (Holling and Meffe
1996, Jiren et al. 2018b, Reed et al. 2020) that are typified by strong
power hierarchies and asymmetries (Armitage et al. 2009, Foli et
al. 2018), which is common in many parts of the Global South
(e.g., see Faye 2017, Mustalahti et al. 2020, Zafra-Calvo et al.
2020). Linked to this is the possible marginalization of local
people, their traditional knowledge, social networks, norms, and
lifestyles (Megerssa and Kassam 2020, van Noordwijk 2020,
Zinngrebe et al. 2020), which could eventually lead to a
deterioration of their relationship with nature (Faye 2017, White
2017, Lyver et al. 2019). For example, empirical findings by Jiren
et al. (2018b) in our study area and by Mustalahti et al. (2020) in
Mexico, Nepal, and Tanzania revealed highly hierarchical natural
resource governance that favors only few powerful stakeholders
and functions without adequate legitimacy of deprived social
groups and their livelihoods (Faye 2017, Salomon et al. 2018).

Solution

™ Enhance enough
budget allocation

Enhance job creation

and poverty
reduction

The issues mentioned above may explain our findings regarding
the difficulty of pursuing participatory management (P6), social
diversity and redundancy (P1S), polycentric or decentralized
governance (P7), and adaptive learning and experimentation (P5)
in our study area. Our findings concur explicitly with study by
Ruiz Agudelo et al. (2020) who documented difficulties in the
application of these principles in the Amazon basin, as well as
with other studies from other countries that show widespread
absence of political recognition of social groups and absence of
decentralized governance (e.g., see Scheba and Mustalahti 2015,
Faye 2017, Mustalahti et al. 2020). Applying these key principles
therefore may be hampered by strong prevailing political power
differences as well as by reductionist views (Béné et al. 2009,
Scheba and Mustalahti 2015), lack of political willingness,
bureaucratic institutions, and social-political reluctance for
change in natural resource governance (Brockhaus and Angelsen
2012, Foli et al. 2018).

Despite many challenges, our findings also highlighted possible
solutions, including enhancing awareness and experience sharing,
connectivity among stakeholders across scales and levels,
adaptive co-management and governance of woody vegetation,
enacting local social networks and collaboration, genuine
participation of local people, strengthening government
structures and policy performance, and enhancing equity, all of
which can facilitate resilience building in the study region.
Furthermore, often these interventions were understood as
contributing simultaneously to multiple resilience principles (see
Fig.4and 5; Table S3). Our empirical findings concur with studies,
by e.g., Waters et al. (2022) and Chavez-Miguel et al. (2022), that
provide insights into the importance of contextualized, locally
based initiatives for SES resilience building. Importantly, they
have clear parallels with recent recommendations for reconciling
resilience and well-being (Chaigneau et al. 2022), for social-
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Fig. 3. Sankey diagram of perceived challenges for and solutions to resilience at the systemic level of feedbacks. The width of lines
in the diagram denotes the number of stakeholder groups asserting the challenge or solution. For details of resilience principles, see

Table 1.
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ecological transformation (e.g., see Visseren-Hamakers et al.
2021, Fougeres et al. 2022), and for supporting the pluriverse, that
is, pluralistic, culturally, and contextually specific solutions
(Escobar 2018).

Interventions at deep leverage points: system design and intent

Several recent studies have emphasized the need for working with
deep leverage points (system design and intent) to instigate
system-wide transformative change (e.g., Dorninger et al. 2020 in
energy and food systems, or Ives et al. 2020 for inner
sustainability). Because there are interactions and interlinkages
among leverage points, deeper system design and intent
interventions might also facilitate interventions at more shallow
leverage points, and vice versa (Manlosa et al. 2019a, Fischer and
Riechers 2019, Riechers et al. 2021). Empirically, our findings
uncovered the occurrence of a majority of both challenges and
solutions at relatively deep leverage points (see Fig. 4 and 5); that
is, effectively operationalizing resilience principles in smallholder
faming landscapes likely entails deep interventions, such as
changes in system goals, rules, values, self-organizing structures,
paradigms, and intents (Abson et al. 2017, Ives et al. 2020). In
line with our findings, the study by Fischer et al. (2022), for
example, reveals the manifestation of resilience challenges
(mainly triggered by the global green revolution discourse) at

Solution
I Enhance monitoring

Enhance support
and supply

Establish responsible
institution

S/ y I Manage connectivity
7 limitations

system design and intent levels in highly divergent SES of south-
eastern Australia, central Romania, and southwestern Ethiopia.
Thus, to address sustainability challenges or to enact effective
solutions and foster diverse and fair futures for human and
nonhuman life on Earth, paradigm shifts are needed (Patterson
et al. 2017, Fougeres et al. 2022).

In pursuing such paradigm system shifts, recognizing and aligning
with indigenous peoples and local communities, and their
multiple worldviews could help to facilitate social-ecological
transformation (Fernandez-Llamazares et al. 2021, Tynan 2021),
particularly in the Global South (Escobar 2016, Megerssa and
Kassam 2020, Martin et al. 2022). Our findings that most local
stakeholder groups perceived that challenges and solutions
occurred at deep leverage points (see Fig. S3 and S4) indicates a
strong potential of local thought and action for transformative
change and fundamentally improving social-ecological resilience
(Ives et al. 2020, Molnar and Babai 2021, Fernandez-Llamazares
et al. 2021). Nevertheless, in many cases both Western and non-
Western modernist practitioners (i.e., those who focus on the
green revolution or growth-based development, and often have
anintent to dominate or control other humans and nature), policy
makers, and researchers neglect local communities and their
livelihoods, complex systems of knowledge, cultures, and norms
(Arora2019, Lyveretal. 2019, Fernandez-Llamazareset al. 2021).
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Fig. 4. Sankey diagram of perceived challenges for and solutions to resilience at the systemic level of design. The width of lines in
the diagram denotes the number of stakeholder groups asserting the challenge or solution. For a complete list of perceived
challenges for and solutions to resilience for the design system level, see Tables S2 and S3. For details of resilience principles, see
Table 1.
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Fig. 5. Sankey diagram of perceived challenges for and solutions to resilience at the systemic level of intent. The width of lines in
the diagram denotes the number of stakeholder groups asserting the challenge or solution. For a complete list of perceived
challenges for and solutions to resilience for at intent system level, see Tables S2 and S3. For details of resilience principles, see Table
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Modernist thinking can “inferiorize” local people and their long-
standing practices as “primitive,” “irrational,” or “unproductive”
(Arora 2019, Megerssa and Kassam 2020). Because of this, even
though local people perceive and are affected by a loss of
resilience, they do not have the power to use their experiences to

reverse the situation (e.g., see Jacobi et al. 2017, Zikargie and

Cochrane 2022, Hartel et al. 2023). Our findings therefore add to
the growing recognition of the importance of facilitating
resilience by drawing on deeper place-based local knowledge,
including the people, culture, and norms that produce such
knowledge (see also Hernandez 2020, Thomas 2021, Tynan 2021).
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Combining social-ecological resilience and leverage points
perspectives

Many land-use models (e.g., land-sharing/-sparing analyses of
landscapes for ecosystem services and biodiversity conservation;
Grass et al. 2019) and social-ecological system studies (e.g., on
woody plant conservation and ecosystem services; Dugo 2019)
primarily consider the material characteristics of SES, without
due consideration of immaterial system feedbacks, design, and
intent (e.g., Fischer et al. 2014, Fischer et al. 2022, Riechers et al.
2022). Such models and studies are likely limited in their ability
to address sustainability problems, because deep-rooted
dominant worldviews, power structures, institutions, and
technologies favor intensification for material production and
consumption (Beddoe et al. 2009, Blythe et al. 2018, Knutti 2019),
but are outside the scope of many existing investigations.

By combining the social-ecological resilience and leverage points
perspectives, our research revealed the current state of social-
ecological resilience, as well as context-specific resilience
challenges and solutions for transformative change toward
sustainability. This combination of perspectives can help to shed
light on the places to intervene in the system, and in our case,
clearly underlined the need to draw on the deep knowledge of
local people to overcome current challenges. Our research thus
suggests that combining social-ecological resilience and leverage
points perspectives can provide a useful framing for revealing and
understanding context-specific challenges and solutions for
transformative change toward sustainability in complex SES.
Applying a similar approach could therefore also be useful in
other types of SES.

Finally, the findings discussed above depend entirely on the
empirical data gathered from focus group discussions with various
stakeholders, and therefore may be limited by our accuracy of
understanding the points made by discussants, as well as by the
accuracy of our coding these data. The study may also be limited
by a certain degree of subjectivity in classifying the generated
codes into levels of systemic depth, namely system parameters,
feedbacks, design, and intent. Nevertheless, we suggest future
studies should also attempt to combine a social-ecological
resilience perspective and with a leverage points perspective,
because this may be a promising way to generate new insights for
how to better navigate and transform SES.

CONCLUSION

Addressing ecosystem destruction and unsustainable development
pathways requires appropriate frameworks to comprehensively
investigate complex and interlinked social and ecological
processes. Such approaches are key to identifying interventions
that can facilitate transformation to sustainability. Yet, much
work is still needed to link suitable approaches to concrete, local
transformative change. In this study, by combining a social-
ecological resilience perspective and a leverage points perspective,
we documented evidence of stakeholders’ understanding of
currently applied approaches to building SES resilience. In
addition, we documented numerous challenges, and suggested
solutions for further building SES resilience. Many resilience
challenges and solutions were related to deeper systems
properties, such as institutional structures and rules (system
design) and the worldviews, system goals, and underpinning
paradigms that shape the governance of SES (system intent).
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Especially community level stakeholders perceived resilience
challenges and solutions as being associated predominantly with
these deeper systemic levels.

Our results and approach could be useful well beyond our study
area, especially because in 2021 the IPBES launched its new call
for a “Transformative Change Assessment” with the aim to
understand and identify factors in SES that may be leveraged to
bring about transformative change (IPBES 2021). To enhance
transformative change and resilience management in the
landscapes of southwestern Ethiopia and other similar parts of
the globe, we suggest (a) to foster bottom-up changes in system
goals, rules, paradigms, and intent, drawing explicitly on local
people and their knowledge; and (b) more specifically to recognize
local people, mainly farmers, and their livelihoods, long-aged
traditional ecological knowledge, and practices.

Acknowledgments:

The study was funded through Deutsche Bundesstiftung Umwelt
(DBU), Project ID: Az 35333/01-43/0. We thank the Governments
of Ethiopia and Oromia Regional State for their permission to
conduct the research. We also thank the staff of kebele, woreda,
and zone offices, Jimma University and the Biodiversity Research
Institute; and the local farmers for their cooperation and
participation. We thank local experts and our driver for their support
during data collection. We acknowledge support by the German
Research Foundation (DFG) and the Open Access Publication
Fund of Leuphana University Liineburg.

Data Availability:

The empirical data that support the findings of this study are also
available on request.

LITERATURE CITED

Abson, D. J., J. Fischer, J. Leventon, J. Newig, T. Schomerus, U.
Vilsmaier, H. von Wehrden, P. Abernethy, C. D. Ives, N. W. Jager,
and D. J. Lang. 2017. Leverage points for sustainability
transformation. Ambio 46(1):30-39. https://doi.org/10.1007/

s13280-016-0800-y

Altieri, M. A. 2009. Agroecology, small farms, and food
sovereignty. Monthly Review 61:102-113. https://doi.org/10.14452/
MR-061-03-2009-07_8

Ango, T. G., L. Borjeson, F. Senbeta, and K. Hylander. 2014.
Balancing ecosystem services and disservices: smallholder
farmers’use and management of forest and trees in an agricultural
landscape in southwestern Ethiopia. Ecology and Society 19
(1):30. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-06279-190130

Anthony, F., M. C. Combes, C. Astorga, B. Bertrand, G. Graziosi,
and P. Lashermes. 2002. The origin of cultivated Coffea arabica
L. varieties revealed by AFLP and SSR markers. Theoretical and
Applied Genetics  104(5):894-900.  https://doi.org/10.1007/
s00122-001-0798-8



https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol28/iss2/art34/
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs13280-016-0800-y
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs13280-016-0800-y
https://doi.org/10.14452%2FMR-061-03-2009-07_8
https://doi.org/10.14452%2FMR-061-03-2009-07_8
https://doi.org/10.5751%2FES-06279-190130
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs00122-001-0798-8
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs00122-001-0798-8

Armitage, D. R., R. Plummer, F. Berkes, R. I. Arthur, A. T.
Charles, I. J. Davidson-Hunt, A. P. Diduck, N. C. Doubleday, D
S. Johnson, M. Marschke, P. McConney, E. W. Pinkerton, and E.
K. Wollenberg. 2009. Adaptive co-management for social-
ecological complexity. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment
7(2):95-102. https://doi.org/10.1890/070089

Arora, S.2019. Admitting uncertainty, transforming engagement:
towards caring practices for sustainability beyond climate change.

Ecology and 8001ety 28(2) 34
ds / S

M. Brockhaus, W. D. Sunderlin, and L. V. Verchot, editors.
Analysing REDD+ challenges and choices. CIFOR, Bogor,
Indonesia.

Chaigneau, T., S. Coulthard, T. M. Daw, L. Szaboova, L.
Camfield, F. S. Chapin III, D. Gasper, G. G. Gurney, C. C. Hicks,
M. Ibrahim, T. James, L. Jones, N. Matthews, C. McQuistan, B.
Reyers, and K. Brown. 2022. Reconciling well-being and resilience
for sustainable development. Nature Sustainability 5:287-293.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-021-00790-8

Regional Environmental Change 19(6):1571-1584. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10113-019-01528-1

Bailey, S. 2007. Increasing connectivity in fragmented landscapes:
an investigation of evidence for biodiversity gain in woodlands.
Forest Ecology and Management 238:7-23. https:/doi.
org/10.1016/j.foreco.2006.09.049

Beddoe, R., R. Costanza, J. Farley, E. Garza, J. Kent, I.
Kubiszewski, L. Martinez, T. McCowen, K. Murphy, N. Myers,
Z. Ogden, K. Stapleton, and J. Woodward. 2009. Overcoming
systemic roadblocks to sustainability: the evolutionary redesign
of worldviews, institutions, and technologies. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America
106(8):2483-2489. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0812570106

Béné, C., E. Belal, M. O. Baba, S. Ovie, A. Raji, I. Malasha, F.
Njaya, M. Na Andi, A. Russell, and A. Neiland. 2009. Power
struggle, dispute and alliance over local resources: analyzing
“democratic” decentralization of natural resources through the
lenses of Africa inland fisheries. World Development 37
(12):1935-1950. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2009.05.003

Berkes, F., J. Colding, and C. Folke, editors. 2003. Navigating
social-ecological systems: building resilience for complexity and
change. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK. https://
doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511541957

Biggs, R., M. Schliiter, D. Biggs, E. L. Bohensky, S. BurnSilver,
G. Cundill, V. Dakos, T. M. Daw, L. S. Evans, K. Kotschy, A. M.
Leitch, C. Meek, A. Quinlan, C. Raudsepp-Hearne, M. D.
Robards, M. L. Schoon, L. Schultz, and P. C. West. 2012. Toward
principles for enhancing the resilience of ecosystem services.
Annual Review of Environment and Resources 37:421-448.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-051211-123836

Blythe, J., J. Silver, L. Evans, D. Armitage, N. J. Bennett, M.-L.
Moore, T. H. Morrison, and K. Brown. 2018. The dark side of
transformation: latent risks in contemporary sustainability
discourse. Antipode 50(5):1206-1223. https://doi.org/10.1111/
anti.12405

Brand, U., B. Muraca, E. Pineault, M. Sahakian, A. Schaffartzik,
A. Novy, C. Streissler, H. Haberl, V. Asara, K. Dietz, M. Lang,
A. Kothari, T. Smith, C. Spash, A. Brad, M. Pichler, C. Plank, G.
Velegrakis, T. Jahn, A. Carter, Q. Huan, G. Kallis, J. Martinez
Alier, G. Riva, V. Satgar, E. Teran Mantovani, M. Williams, M.
Wissen, and C. Gorg. 2021. From planetary to societal
boundaries: an argument for collectively defined self-limitation.
Sustainability: Science, Practice and Policy 17(1):264-291. https:/
doi.org/10.1080/15487733.2021.1940754

Brockhaus, M., and A. Angelsen. 2012. Seeing REDD+ through
41s: a political economy framework. Pages 15-30 in A. Angelsen,

Chavez-Miguel, G., M. Bonatti, A. Acevedo-Osorio, S. Sieber,
and K. Lohr. 2022. Agroecology as a grassroots approach for
environmental peacebuilding: strengthening social cohesion and
resilience in post-conflict settings with community-based natural
resource management. GAIA - Ecological Perspectives for
Science and Society 31(1):36-45. https://doi.org/10.14512/
gaia.31.1.9

Diaz, S., U. Pascual, M. Stenseke, B. Martin-Lopez, R. T. Watson,
Z. Molnar, R. Hill, K. M. A. Chan, 1. A. Baste, K. A. Brauman,
S. Polasky, A. Church, M. Lonsdale, A. Larigauderie, P. W.
Leadley, A. P. E. Van Oudenhoven, F. van der Plaat, M. Schroter,
S. Lavorel, Y. Aumeeruddy-Thomas, E. Bukvareva, K. Davies, S.
Demissew, G. Erpul, P. Failler, C. A. Guerra, C. L. Hewitt, H.
Keune, S. Lindley, and Y. Shirayama. 2018. Assessing nature’s
contributions to people. Science 359(6373):270-272. https://doi.
org/10.1126/science.aap8826

Diaz, S., . Settele, E. S. Brondizio, H. T. Ngo, J. Agard, A. Arneth,
P. Balvanera, K. A. Brauman, S. H. M. Butchart, K. M. A. Chan,
L. A. Garibaldi, K. Ichii, J. Liu, S. M. Subramanian, G. F.
Midgley, P. Miloslavich, Z. Molnar, D. Obura, A. Pfaff, S. Polasky,
A. Purvis, J. Razzaque, B. Reyers, R. R. Chowdhury, Y. J. Shin,
I. Visseren-Hamakers, K. J. Willis, and C. N. Zayas. 2019.
Pervasive human-driven decline of life on Earth points to the need
for transformative change. Science 366(6471):eaax3100. https:/
doi.org/10.1126/science.aax3100

Donohue, 1., H. Hillebrand, J. Montoya, O. L. Petchey, S. L.
Pimm, M. S. Fowler, K. Healy, A. L. Jackson, M. Lurgi, D.
McClean, N. E. O’Connor, E. J. O’Gorman, and Q. Yang. 2016.
Navigating the complexity of ecological stability. Ecology Letters
19(9):1172-1185. https://doi.org/10.1111/ele. 12648

Dorninger, C., D. J. Abson, C. I. Apetrei, P. Derwort, C. D. Ives,
K. Klaniecki, D. P. M. Lam, M. Langsenlehner, M. Riechers, N.
Spittler, and H. Von Wehrden. 2020. Leverage points for
sustainability transformation: a review on interventions in food
and energy systems. Ecological Economics 171:106570. https:/
doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2019.106570

Dugo, G. S. 2019. Woody plant biodiversity conservation and
ecosystem services in the forest-agriculture mosaic of
southwestern Ethiopia. Dissertation. Leuphana University,
Liineburg, Germany.

Ellis, E. C.,, K. K. Goldewijk, S. Siebert, D. Lightman, and N.
Ramankutty. 2010. Anthropogenic transformation of the biomes,
1700 to 2000. Global Ecology and Biogeography 19(5):589-606.
https://doi.org/10.1111/].1466-8238.2010.00540.x

Engelen, D., D. Lemessa, C. H. Sekercioglu, and K. Hylander.
2017. Similar bird communities in homegardens at different


https://doi.org/10.1890%2F070089
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs10113-019-01528-1
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs10113-019-01528-1
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.foreco.2006.09.049
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.foreco.2006.09.049
https://doi.org/10.1073%2Fpnas.0812570106
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.worlddev.2009.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1017%2FCBO9780511541957
https://doi.org/10.1017%2FCBO9780511541957
https://doi.org/10.1146%2Fannurev-environ-051211-123836
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fanti.12405
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fanti.12405
https://doi.org/10.1080%2F15487733.2021.1940754
https://doi.org/10.1080%2F15487733.2021.1940754
https://doi.org/10.1038%2Fs41893-021-00790-8
https://doi.org/10.14512%2Fgaia.31.1.9
https://doi.org/10.14512%2Fgaia.31.1.9
https://doi.org/10.1126%2Fscience.aap8826
https://doi.org/10.1126%2Fscience.aap8826
https://doi.org/10.1126%2Fscience.aax3100
https://doi.org/10.1126%2Fscience.aax3100
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fele.12648
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.ecolecon.2019.106570
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.ecolecon.2019.106570
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1466-8238.2010.00540.x
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol28/iss2/art34/

distances from Afromontane forests. Bird Conservation
International 27(1):83-95. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0959270916000162

Escobar, A. 2016. Thinking-feeling with the Earth: territorial
struggles and the ontological dimension of the epistemologies of
the South. Revista de Antropologia Iberoamericana 11(1):11-32.
https://doi.org/10.11156/aibr.110102¢

Escobar, A. 2018. Designs for the pluriverse: radical
interdependence, autonomy, and the making of worlds. Duke
University Press, Durham, North Carolina, USA. https://doi.
org/10.1215/9780822371816

Faye, P. 2017. The politics of recognition, and the manufacturing
of citizenship and identity in Senegal’s decentralised charcoal
market. Review of African Political Economy 44(151):66-84.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03056244.2017.1295366

Fazey, 1., N. Schiapke, G. Caniglia, A. Hodgson, I. Kendrick, C.
Lyon, G. Page, J. Patterson, C. Riedy, T. Strasser, S. Verveen, D.
Adams, B. Goldstein, M. Klaes, G. Leicester, A. Linyard, A.
McCurdy, P. Ryan, B. Sharpe, G. Silvestri, A. Y. Abdurrahim, D.
Abson, O. S. Adetunji, P. Aldunce, C. Alvarez-Pereira, J. M.
Amparo, H. Amundsen, L. Anderson, L. Andersson, M. Asquith,
K. Augenstein, J. Barrie, D. Bent, J. Bentz, A. Bergsten, C.
Berzonsky, O. Bina, K. Blackstock, J. Boehnert, H. Bradbury, C.
Brand, J. B6hme (born Sangmeister), M. M. Bgjer, E. Carmen,
L. Charli-Joseph, S. Choudhury, S. Chunhachoti-ananta, J.
Cockburn, J. Colvin, I. L. C. Connon, R. Cornforth, R. S. Cox,
N. Cradock-Henry, L. Cramer, A. Cremaschi, H. Dannevig, C.
T. Day, C. de Lima Hutchison, A. de Vrieze, V. Desai, J. Dolley,
D. Duckett, R. A. Durrant, M. Egermann, E. Elsner (Adams),
C. Fremantle, J. Fullwood-Thomas, D. Galafassi, J. Gobby, A.
Golland, S. K. Gonzalez-Padron, I. Gram-Hanssen, J. Grandin,
S. Grenni, J. Lauren Gunnell, F. Gusmao, M. Hamann, B.
Harding, G. Harper, M. Hesselgren, D. Hestad, C. A. Heykoop,
J. Holmén, K. Holstead, C. Hoolohan, A. I. Horcea-Milcu, L. G.
Horlings, S. M. Howden, R. A. Howell, S. I. Huque, M. L. Inturias
Canedo, C. Y. Iro, C. D. Ives, B. John, R. Joshi, S. Juarez-Bourke,
D. W. Juma, B. C. Karlsen, L. Kliem, A. Klay, P. Kuenkel, I.
Kunze, D. P. M. Lam, D. J. Lang, A. Larkin, A. Light, C.
Luederitz, T. Luthe, C. Maguire, A. M. Mahecha-Groot, J.
Malcolm, F. Marshall, Y. Maru, C. McLachlan, P. Mmbando, S.
Mohapatra, M. L. Moore, A. Moriggi, M. Morley-Fletcher, S.
Moser, K. M. Mueller, M. Mukute, S. Miihlemeier, L. O. Naess,
M. Nieto-Romero, P. Novo, K. O’Brien, D. A. O’Connell, K.
O’Donnell, P. Olsson, K. R. Pearson, L. Pereira, P. Petridis, D.
Peukert, N. Phear, S. R. Pisters, M. Polsky, D. Pound, R. Preiser,
M. S. Rahman, M. S. Reed, P. Revell, I. Rodriguez, B. C. Rogers,
J. Rohr, M. Nordbg Rosenberg, H. Ross, S. Russell, M. Ryan, P.
Saha, K. Schleicher, F. Schneider, M. Scoville-Simonds, B. Searle,
S. P. Sebhatu, E. Sesana, H. Silverman, C. Singh, E. Sterling, S.
J. Stewart, J. D. Tabara, D. Taylor, P. Thornton, T. M. Tribaldos,
P. Tschakert, N. Uribe-Calvo, S. Waddell, S. Waddock, L. van der
Merwe, B. van Mierlo, P. van Zwanenberg, S. J. Velarde, C. L.
Washbourne, K. Waylen, A. Weiser, I. Wight, S. Williams, M.
Woods, R. Wolstenholme, N. Wright, S. Wunder, A. Wyllie, and
H. R. Young. 2020. Transforming knowledge systems for life on
Earth: visions of future systems and how to get there. Energy
Research and Social Science 70:101724. https://doi.org/10.1016/

J.erss.2020.101724

Ecology and 8001ety 28(2) 34
ds / S

Fernandez-Llamazares, A., D. Lepofsky, K. Lertzman, C. G.
Armstrong, E. S. Brondizio, M. C. Gavin, P. O. Lyver, G. P.
Nicholas, P. Pascua, N. J. Reo, V. Reyes-Garcia, N. J. Turner, J.
Yletyinen, E. N. Anderson, W. Balée, J. Carifio, D. M. David-
Chavez, C. P. Dunn, S. C. Garnett, S. Greening (La’goot), S. J.
(Niniwum Selapem), H. Kuhnlein, Z. Molnar, G. Odonne, G.-B.
Retter, W. J. Ripple, L. Safian, A. S. Bahraman, M. Torrents-Tico,
and M. B. Vaughan. 2021. Scientists’ warning to humanity on
threats to indigenous and local knowledge systems. Journal of
Ethnobiology 41(2):144-169. https://doi.org/10.2993/0278-0771-41.2.144

Fischer, J., D. J. Abson, V. Butsic, M. J. Chappell, J. Ekroos, J.
Hanspach, T. Kuemmerle, H. G. Smith, and H. von Wehrden.
2014. Land sparing versus land sharing: moving forward.
Conservation Letters 7(3):149-157. https://doi.org/10.1111/
conl.12084

Fischer, J., D. J. Abson, . Dorresteijn, J. Hanspach, T. Hartel, J.
Schultner, and K. Sherren. 2022. Using a leverage points
perspective to compare social-ecological systems: a case study on
rural landscapes. Ecosystems and People 18(1):119-130. https:/
doi.org/10.1080/26395916.2022.2032357

Fischer, J., A. Bergsten, 1. Dorresteijn, J. Hanspach, K. Hylander,
T. S. Jiren, A. O. Manlosa, P. Rodrigues, J. Schultner, F. Senbeta,
and G. Shumi. 2021. A social-ecological assessment of food
security and biodiversity conservation in Ethiopia. Ecosystems
and People 17(1):400-410. https://doi.org/10.1080/26395916.2021.1952306

Fischer, J., T. A. Gardner, E. M. Bennett, P. Balvanera, R. Biggs,
S. Carpenter, T. Daw, C. Folke, R. Hill, T. P. Hughes, T. Luthe,
M. Maass, M. Meacham, A. V. Norstrom, G. Peterson, C.
Queiroz, R. Seppelt, M. Spierenburg, and J. Tenhunen. 2015.
Advancing sustainability through mainstreaming a social-
ecological systems perspective. Current Opinion in Environmental
Sustainability 14:144-149. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2015.06.002

Fischer, J., and M. Riechers. 2019. A leverage points perspective
on sustainability. People and Nature 1(1):115-120. https:/doi.
org/10.1002/pan3.13

Foley, J. A., N. Ramankutty, K. A. Brauman, E. S. Cassidy, J. S.
Gerber, M. Johnston, N. D. Mueller, C. O’Connell, D. K. Ray, P.
C. West, C. Balzer, E. M. Bennett, S. R. Carpenter, J. Hill, C.
Monfreda, S. Polasky, J. Rockstrom, J. Sheehan, S. Siebert, D.
Tilman, and D. P. M. Zaks. 2011. Solutions for a cultivated planet.
Nature 478(7369):337-342. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature10452

Foli, S., M. A. F. Ros-tonen, J. Reed, and T. Sunderland. 2018.
Natural resource management schemes as entry points for
integrated landscape approaches: evidence from Ghana and
Burkina Faso. Environmental Management 62:82-97. https:/doi.
org/10.1007/s00267-017-0866-8

Folke, C. 2006. Resilience: the emergence of a perspective for
social-ecological systems analyses. Global Environmental
Change 16(3):253-267. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2006.04.002

Folke, C., S. R. Carpenter, B. Walker, M. Scheffer, T. Chapin, and
J. Rockstrom. 2010. Resilience thinking: integrating resilience,
adaptability and transformability. Ecology and Society 15(4):20.
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-03610-150420



https://doi.org/10.1017%2FS0959270916000162
https://doi.org/10.11156%2Faibr.110102e
https://doi.org/10.1215%2F9780822371816
https://doi.org/10.1215%2F9780822371816
https://doi.org/10.1080%2F03056244.2017.1295366
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.erss.2020.101724
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.erss.2020.101724
https://doi.org/10.2993%2F0278-0771-41.2.144
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fconl.12084
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fconl.12084
https://doi.org/10.1080%2F26395916.2022.2032357
https://doi.org/10.1080%2F26395916.2022.2032357
https://doi.org/10.1080%2F26395916.2021.1952306
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.cosust.2015.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1002%2Fpan3.13
https://doi.org/10.1002%2Fpan3.13
https://doi.org/10.1038%2Fnature10452
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs00267-017-0866-8
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs00267-017-0866-8
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.gloenvcha.2006.04.002
https://doi.org/10.5751%2FES-03610-150420
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol28/iss2/art34/

Folke, C., S. Carpenter, B. Walker, M. Scheffer, T. Elmquvist, L.
Gunderson, and C. S. Holling. 2004. Regime shifts, resilience, and
biodiversity in ecosystem management. Annual Review of
Ecology, Evolution, and Systematics 35(1):557-581. https://doi.
org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.35.021103.105711

Fougeres, D., M. Jones, P. D. Mcelwee, A. Andrade, and S. R.
Edwards. 2022. Transformative conservation of ecosystems.
Global Sustainability 5:e5. https://doi.org/10.1017/sus.2022.4

Gitz, V., N. Pingault, A. Meybeck, A. Ickowitz, S. McMullin, T.
Sunderland, B. Vinceti, B. Powell, C. Termote, R. Jamnadass, 1.
Dawson, and B. Stadlmayr. 2021. Contribution of forests and
trees to food security and nutrition. FTA Brief 5. CIFOR, Bogor,
Indonesia.

Grass, I., C. Kubitza, V. V. Krishna, M. D. Corre, O. MuB3hoff, P.
Piitz, J. Drescher, K. Rembold, E. S. Ariyanti, A. D. Barnes, N.
Brinkmann, U. Brose, B. Briimmer, D. Buchori, R. Daniel, K. F.
A. Darras, H. Faust, L. Fehrmann, J. Hein, N. Hennings, P.
Hidayat, D. Holscher, M. Jochum, A. Knohl, M. M. Kotowska,
V. Krashevska, H. Kreft, C. Leuschner, N. J. S. Lobite, R.
Panjaitan, A. Polle, A. M. Potapov, E. Purnama, M. Qaim, A.
ROl S. Scheu, D. Schneider, A. Tjoa, T. Tscharntke, E. Veldkamp,
and M. Wollni. 2020. Trade-offs between multifunctionality and
profit in tropical smallholder landscapes. Nature Communications
11:1186. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-15013-5

Grass, 1., J. Loos, S. Baensch, P. Batary, F. Libran-Embid, A.
Ficiciyan, F. Klaus, M. Riechers, J. Rosa, J. Tiede, K. Udy, C
Westphal, A. Wurz, and T. Tscharntke. 2019. Land-sharing/-
sparing connectivity landscapes for ecosystem services and
biodiversity conservation. People and Nature 1(2):262-272.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.21

Hartel, T., J. Fischer, G. Shumi, W. Apollinaire. 2023. The
traditional ecological knowledge conundrum. Trends in Ecology
& Evolution 38(3):211-214. https://doi.org/10.1016/].tree.2022.12.004

Hennink, M. M. 2014. Focus group discussions. Understanding
qualitative research. Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK.

Hernandez, K. 2020. Land and ethnographic practices —(re)
making toward healing. Social & Cultural Geography 21
(7):1002-1020. https://doi.org/10.1080/14649365.2020.1744703

Holling, C. S. 1973. Resilience and stability of ecological systems.
Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics 4:1-23. https://doi.
org/10.1146/annurev.es.04.110173.000245

Holling, C. S., and G. K. Meffe. 1996. Command and control and
the pathology of natural resource management. Conservation
Biology 10(2):328-337. htps://doi.org/10.1046/1.1523-1739.1996.10020328.
X

Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and
Ecosystem Services (IPBES). 2019. Summary for policymakers
of the global assessment report on biodiversity and ecosystem
services of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on
Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. S. Diaz, J. Settele, E. S.
Brondizio, H. T. Ngo, M. Gueze, J. Agard, A. Arneth, P.
Balvanera, K. A. Brauman, S. H. M. Butchart, K. M. A. Chan,
L. A. Garibaldi, K. Ichii, J. Liu, S. M. Subramanian, C. N. Z. G.
F. Midgley, P. Miloslavich, Z. Molnar, D. Obura, A. Pfaff, S.

Ecology and 8001ety 28(2) 34
ds / S

Polasky, A. Purvis, J. Razzaque, B. Reyers, R. Roy Chowdhury,
Y. J. Shin 1. J. Visseren-Hamakers, K. J. Willis, editors. IPBES,
Bonn, Germany.

Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and
Ecosystem Services (IPBES). 2021. Annex II to decision
IPBES-8 /1 Scoping report for a thematic assessment of the
underlying causes of biodiversity loss and the determinants of
transformative change and options for achieving the 2050 Vision
for Biodiversity (transformative change assessme. IPBES, Bonn,
Germany.

Ives, C. D., R. Freeth, and J. Fischer. 2020. Inside-out
sustainability: the neglect of inner worlds. Ambio 49(1):208-217.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-019-01187-w

Jacobi, J., S.-L. Mathez-Stiefel, H. Gambon, S. Rist, and M.
Altieri. 2017. Whose knowledge, whose development? Use and
role of local and external knowledge in agroforestry projects in
Bolivia. Environmental Management 59:464-476. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s00267-016-0805-0

Jiren, T. S., A. Bergsten, 1. Dorresteijn, N. F. Collier, J. Leventon,
and J. Fischer. 2018b. Integrating food security and biodiversity
governance: a multi-level social network analysis in Ethiopia.
Land Use Policy 78:420-429. https://doi.org/10.1016/.
landusepol.2018.07.014

Jiren, T. S., I. Dorresteijn, J. Schultner, and J. Fischer. 2018a. The
governance of land use strategies: institutional and social
dimensions of land sparing and land sharing. Conservation
Letters 11(3):¢12429. https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12429

Jiren, T. S., M. Riechers, A. Bergsten, and J. Fischer. 2021. A
leverage points perspective on institutions for food security in a
smallholder-dominated landscape in southwestern Ethiopia.
Sustainability Science 16(3):767-779. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11625-021-00936-9

Kassa, H., S. Dondeyne, J. Poesen, A. Frankl, and J. Nyssen. 2016.
Transition from forest- to cereal-based agricultural systems: a
review of the drivers of land-use change and degradation in
southwest Ethiopia. Land Degradation & Development 28
(2):431-449. https://doi.org/10.1002/1dr.2575

Knutti, R. 2019. Closing the knowledge-action gap in climate
change. One Earth 1(1):21-23. https://doi.org/10.1016/).
oneear.2019.09.001

Krievins, K., R. Plummer, and J. Baird. 2018. Building resilience
inecological restoration processes: a social-ecological perspective.
Ecological Restoration 36(3):195-207. https://doi.org/10.3368/
er.36.3.195

Lyver, P. O. B., P. Timoti, T. Davis, J. M. Tylianakis. 2019.
Biocultural hysteresis inhibits adaptation to environmental
change. Trends in Ecology & Evolution 34:771-780. https:/doi.
org/10.1016/j.tree.2019.04.002

Manlosa, A. O., J. Hanspach, J. Schultner, I. Dorresteijn, and J.
Fischer. 2019b. Livelihood strategies, capital assets, and food
security in rural Southwest Ethiopia. Food Security 11
(1):167-181. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-018-00883-x

Manlosa, A. O., J. Schultner, I. Dorresteijn, and J. Fischer. 2019a.
Leverage points for improving gender equality and human well-



https://doi.org/10.1146%2Fannurev.ecolsys.35.021103.105711
https://doi.org/10.1146%2Fannurev.ecolsys.35.021103.105711
https://doi.org/10.1017%2Fsus.2022.4
https://doi.org/10.1038%2Fs41467-020-15013-5
https://doi.org/10.1002%2Fpan3.21
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2022.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1080%2F14649365.2020.1744703
https://doi.org/10.1146%2Fannurev.es.04.110173.000245
https://doi.org/10.1146%2Fannurev.es.04.110173.000245
https://doi.org/10.1046%2Fj.1523-1739.1996.10020328.x
https://doi.org/10.1046%2Fj.1523-1739.1996.10020328.x
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs13280-019-01187-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-016-0805-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-016-0805-0
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.landusepol.2018.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.landusepol.2018.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fconl.12429
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs11625-021-00936-9
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs11625-021-00936-9
https://doi.org/10.1002%2Fldr.2575
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.oneear.2019.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.oneear.2019.09.001
https://doi.org/10.3368%2Fer.36.3.195
https://doi.org/10.3368%2Fer.36.3.195
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2019.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2019.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs12571-018-00883-x
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol28/iss2/art34/

being in a smallholder farming context. Sustainability Science 14
(2):529-541. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-018-0636-4

Martin, D. A., F. Andrianisaina, T. R. Fulgence, K. Osen, A. A.
N. A. Rakotomalala, E. Raveloaritiana, M. R. Soazafy, A. Wurz,
R. Andriafanomezantsoa, H. Andriamaniraka, A. Andrianarimisa,
J. Barkmann, S. Droge, I. Grass, N. Guerrero-Ramirez, H. Hanke,
D. Holscher, B. Rakouth, H. L. T. Ranarijaona, R.
Randriamanantena, F. M. Ratsoavina, L. H. R. Ravaomanarivo,
D. Schwab, T. Tscharntke, D. C. Zemp, and H. Kreft. 2022. Land-
use trajectories for sustainable land system transformations:
identifying leverage points in a global biodiversity hotspot.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 119(7):
€2107747119. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2107747119

Mayring, P. 2000. Qualitative content analysis. Forum:
Qualitative Social Research 1(2). https://doi.org/10.17169/
fgs-1.2.1089

McPhearson, T., C. M. Raymond, N. Gulsrud, C. Albert, N.
Coles, N. Fagerholm, M. Nagatsu, A. S. Olafsson, N. Soininen,
and K. Vierikko. 2021. Radical changes are needed for
transformations to a good Anthropocene. Npj Urban
Sustainability 1:5. https://doi.org/10.1038/s42949-021-00017-x

Meadows, D. 1999. Leverage points: places to intervene in a
system. The Sustainability Institute, Hartland, Vermont, USA.

Meadows, D. H. 2009. Thinking in systems - a primer. Earthscan,
London, UK.

Megerssa, G., and A. Kassam. 2020. Sacred knowledge traditions
of the Oromo of the Horn of Africa. Fifth World Publications,
Ingram Spark, UK.

Mittermeier, R. A., W. R. Turner, F. W. Larsen, T. M. Brooks,
and C. Gascon. 2011. Global biodiversity conservation: the
critical role of hotspots. Pages 3-22in F. E. Zachosand J. C. Habel,
editors. Biodiversity hotspots: distribution and protection of
conservation priority areas. Springer, Berlin, Germany. https://
doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-20992-5_1

Molnar, Z.,and D. Babai. 2021. Inviting ecologists to delve deeper
into traditional ecological knowledge. Trends in Ecology &
Evolution 36(8):679-690. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2021.04.006

Mustalahti, I., V. Gutiérrez-zamora, M. Hyle, B. P. Devkota, and
N. Tokola. 2020. Responsibilization in natural resources
governance: a romantic doxa? Forest Policy and Economics
111:102033. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2019.102033

O’Neill, D. W., A. L. Fanning, W. F. Lamb, and J. K. Steinberger.
2018. A good life for all within planetary boundaries. Nature
Sustainability 1(2):88-95. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-018-0021-4

Osborne, T., S. Brock, R. Chazdon, S. Chomba, E. Garen, V.
Gutierrez, R. Lave, M. Lefevre, and J. Sundberg. 2021. The
political ecology playbook for ecosystem restoration: principles
for effective, equitable, and transformative landscapes. Global
Environmental Change 70:102320. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
gloenvcha.2021.102320

Ostrom, E. 2007. A diagnostic approach for going beyond
panaceas. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 104
(39):15181-15187. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0702288104

Ecology and 8001ety 28(2) 34
ds / S

Patterson, J., K. Schulz, J. Vervoort, S. van der Hel, O. Widerberg,
C. Adler, M. Hurlbert, K. Anderton, M. Sethi, and A. Barau.
2017. Exploring the governance and politics of transformations
towards sustainability. Environmental Innovation and Societal
Transitions 24:1-16. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.09.001

Pehou, C., H. Djoudi, B. Vinceti, and M. Elias. 2020. Intersecting
and dynamic gender rights to néré, a food tree species in Burkina
Faso. Journal of Rural Studies 76:230-239. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2020.02.011

R Core Team. 2022. R: a language and environment for statistical
computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna,
Austria.

Reed, J., A. Ickowitz, C. Chervier, H. Djoudi, K. Moombe, M.
Ros-Tonen, M. Yanou, L. Yuliani, and T. Sunderland. 2020.
Integrated landscape approaches in the tropics: a brief stock-take.
Land Use Policy 99:104822. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
landusepol.2020.104822

Reilly, K. H., E. M. Bennett, J. F. Adamowski, and G. M. Hickey.
2021. Reducing nutrient loading from agriculture to lake
ecosystems - contributions of resilience principles. Pages 91-111
inJ. Baird and R. Plummer, editors. Water resilience: management
and governance in times of change. First edition. Springer, Cham,
Switzerland. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-48110-0_5

Riechers, M., A. Balazsi, L. Betz, T. S. Jiren, and J. Fischer. 2020.
The erosion of relational values resulting from landscape
simplification. Landscape Ecology 35(11):2601-2612. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10980-020-01012-w

Riechers, M., J. Fischer, A. O. Manlosa, S. Ortiz-przychodzka,
and J. E. Sala. 2022. Operationalising the leverage points
perspective for empirical research. Current Opinion in
Environmental Sustainability 57:101206. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.cosust.2022.101206

Riechers, M., J. Loos, A. Balazsi, M. Garcia-llorente, C. Bieling,
A. Burgos-Ayala, L. Chakroun, J. M. Thomas, M. M. Muhr, L.
Pérez-ramirez, K. J. Raatikainen, S. Rana, M. Richardson, L.
Rosengren, and S. West. 2021. Key advantages of the leverage
points perspective to shape human-nature relations. Ecosystems
and People 17(1):205-214. https://doi.org/10.1080/26395916.2021.1912829

Rockstrdm, J., W. Steffen, K. Noone, A. Persson, F. S. Chapin III,
E. F. Lambin, T. M. Lenton, M. Scheffer, C. Folke, H. J.
Schellnhuber, B. Nykvist, C. A. de Wit, T. Hughes, S. van der
Leeuw, H. Rodhe, S. Sorlin, P. S. K., R. Costanza, U. Svedin, M.
Falkenmark, L. Karlberg, R. W. Corell, V. J. Fabry, J. Hansen, B.
Walker, D. Liverman, K. Richardson, P. Crutzen, and J. A. Foley.
2009. A safe operating space for humanity. Nature 461:472-475.
https://doi.org/10.1038/461472a

Rodrigues, P, G. Shumi, I. Dorresteijn, J. Schultner, J. Hanspach,
K. Hylander, F. Senbeta, and J. Fischer. 2018. Coffee management
and the conservation of forest bird diversity in southwestern
Ethiopia. Biological Conservation 217:131-139. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.biocon.2017.10.036

Ruiz Agudelo, C. A., N. Mazzeo, I. Diaz, M. P. Barral, G. Piiieiro,
I. Gadino, I. Roche, and R. Acuiia. 2020. Land use planning in



https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs11625-018-0636-4
https://doi.org/10.1073%2Fpnas.2107747119
https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-1.2.1089
https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-1.2.1089
https://doi.org/10.1038%2Fs42949-021-00017-x
https://doi.org/10.1007%2F978-3-642-20992-5_1
https://doi.org/10.1007%2F978-3-642-20992-5_1
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.tree.2021.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.forpol.2019.102033
https://doi.org/10.1038%2Fs41893-018-0021-4
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.gloenvcha.2021.102320
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.gloenvcha.2021.102320
https://doi.org/10.1073%2Fpnas.0702288104
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.eist.2016.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.jrurstud.2020.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.jrurstud.2020.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.landusepol.2020.104822
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.landusepol.2020.104822
https://doi.org/10.1007%2F978-3-030-48110-0_5
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs10980-020-01012-w
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs10980-020-01012-w
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.cosust.2022.101206
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.cosust.2022.101206
https://doi.org/10.1080%2F26395916.2021.1912829
https://doi.org/10.1038%2F461472a
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.biocon.2017.10.036
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.biocon.2017.10.036
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol28/iss2/art34/

the Amazon basin: challenges from resilience thinking. Ecology
and Society 25(1):8. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-11352-250108

Salomon, A. K., K. Lertzman, K. Brown, K. B. Wilson, D.
Secord, and I. McKechnie. 2018. Democratizing conservation
science and practice. Ecology and Society 23(1):44. https:/doi.
org/10.5751/ES-09980-230144

Samberg, L. H., J. S. Gerber, N. Ramankutty, M. Herrero, and P.
C. West. 2016. Subnational distribution of average farm size and
smallholder contributions to global food production.
Enviromental Research Letters 11:124010. https://doi.
org/10.1088/1748-9326/11/12/124010

Saura, S., O. Bodin, and M. J. Fortin. 2014. Stepping stones are
crucial for species’ long-distance dispersal and range expansion
through habitat networks. Journal of Applied Ecology 51
(1):171-182. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12179

Scheba, A., and I. Mustalahti. 2015. Rethinking ‘expert’
knowledge in community forest management in Tanzania. Forest
Policy and Economics 60:7-18. https://doi.org/10.1016/].

forpol.2014.12.007

Scoones, I., A. Stirling, D. Abrol, J. Atela, L. Charli-Joseph, H.
Eakin, A. Ely, P. Olsson, L. Pereira, R. Priya, P. van Zwanenberg,
and L. Yang. 2020. Transformations to sustainability: combining
structural, systemic and enabling approaches. Current Opinion
in Environmental Sustainability 42:65-75. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.cosust.2019.12.004

Shumi, G., I. Dorresteijn, J. Schultner, K. Hylander, F. Senbeta,
J. Hanspach, T. G. Ango, and J. Fischer. 2019b. Woody plant use
and management in relation to property rights: a social-ecological
case study from southwestern Ethiopia. Ecosystems and People
15(1):303-316. https://doi.org/10.1080/26395916.2019.1674382

Shumi, G., and J. Fischer. 2023a. Applying social-ecological
resilience principles to manage woody vegetation in smallholder
farming landscapes. Pensoft, Sofia, Bulgaria. https://books.
pensoft.net/books/13388

Shumi, G., and J. Fischer. 2023b. Naannoo qonnaa gonnaan
bultoota lafa xixiqqaa keessatti mukkeen kunuunsuuf
qajeelfamoota dandamannaa hawaasummaa-naannoosaa yookiin
ikoolojii hojiirra oolchuu. Pensoft, Sofia, Bulgaria. https://books.
pensoft.net/books/13389

Shumi, G., P. Rodrigues, J. Hanspach, W. Hardtle, K. Hylander,
F. Senbeta, J. Fischer, and J. Schultner. 2021. Woody plant species
diversity as a predictor of ecosystem services in a social-ecological
system of southwestern Ethiopia. Landscape Ecology
36:373-391. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-020-01170-x

Shumi, G., P. Rodrigues, J. Schultner, I. Dorresteijn, J. Hanspach,
K. Hylander, F. Senbeta, and J. Fischer. 2019a. Conservation
value of moist evergreen Afromontane forest sites with different
management and history in southwestern Ethiopia. Biological
Conservation 232:117-126. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.02.008

Shumi, G., J. Schultner, I. Dorresteijn, P. Rodrigues, J. Hanspach,
K. Hylander, F. Senbeta, and J. Fischer. 2018. Land use legacy
effects on woody vegetation in agricultural landscapes of south-
western Ethiopia. Diversity and Distributions 24(8):1136-1148.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.12754

Ecology and 8001ety 28(2) 34
ds / S

Steffen, W., W. Broadgate, L. Deutsch, O. Gaffney, and C. Ludwig.
2015. The trajectory of the Anthropocene : the great acceleration.
Anthropocene Review 2(1):81-98. https://doi.org/10.1177/20530-
19614564785

Teketay, D. 1999. History, botany and ecological requirements of
coffee. Walia 20:28-50.

Thomas, A. 2021. Indigenous knowledge is not an extractable
resource. Academia Letters. https://doi.org/10.20935/A1.3832

Tynan, L. 2021. What is relationality? Indigenous knowledges,
practices and responsibilities with kin. Cultural Geographies 28
(4):597-610. https://doi.org/10.1177/14744740211029287

van Noordwijk, M. 2020. Prophets, profits, prove it: social forestry
under pressure. One Earth 2(5):394-397. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.oneear.2020.05.008

Visseren-Hamakers, 1. J., J. Razzaque, P. McElwee, E. Turnhout,
E. Kelemen, G. M. Rusch, A. Fernandez-Llamazares, I. Chan,
M. Lim, M. Islar, A. P. Gautam, M. Williams, E. Mungatana, M.
S. Karim, R. Muradian, L. R. Gerber, G. Lui, J. Liu, J. H.
Spangenberg, and D. Zaleski. 2021. Transformative governance
of biodiversity: insights for sustainable development. Current
Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 53:20-28. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cosust.2021.06.002

Vogel, C., and K. O’Brien. 2022. Getting to the heart of
transformation. Sustainability Science 17:653-659. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11625-021-01016-8

Waters, S., A. El Harrad, S. Bell, and J. M. Setchell. 2022.
Decolonizing primate conservation practice: a case study from

North Morocco. International Journal of Primatology
43:1046-1066. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10764-021-00228-0

White, S. C. 2017. Relational wellbeing: re-centring the politics
of happiness, policy and the self. Policy and Politics 45(2):121-136.
https://doi.org/10.1332/030557317X14866576265970

WWE. 2020. Living planet report 2020 - Bending the curve of
biodiversity loss. R. E. A. Almond, M. Grooten, and T. Petersen,
editors. WWF, Gland, Switzerland.

Zafra-Calvo, N., P. Balvanera, U. Pascual, J. Mergon, B. Martin-
Lopez, M. van Noordwijk, T. H. Mwampamba, S. Lele, C. L.
Speranza, P. Arias-Arévalo, D. Cabrol, D. M. Caceres, P.
O'Farrell, S. M. Subramanian, S. Devy, S. Krishnan, R.
Carmenta, L. Guibrunet, Y. Kraus-Elsin, H. Moersberger, J.
Cariflo, S. Diaz. 2020. Plural valuation of nature for equity and
sustainability: insights from the Global South. Global
Environmental Change 63:102115. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
gloenvcha.2020.102115

Zikargie, Y. A., and L. Cochrane. 2022. Modernist land
development-induced villagisation: deconstructing socio-
economic rights of pastoralists in South Omo, Ethiopia. Forum
for Development Studies 49:511-534. https://doi.
org/10.1080/08039410.2022.2085168

Zinngrebe, Y., E. Borasino, B. Chiputwa, P. Dobie, E. Garcia, A.
Gassner, P. Kihumuro, H. Komarudin, N. Liswanti, P. Makui, T.
Plieninger, E. Winter, and J. Hauck. 2020. Agroforestry
governance for operationalising the landscape approach:
connecting conservation and farming actors. Sustainability
Science 15(5):1417-1434. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-020-00840-8



https://doi.org/10.5751%2FES-11352-250108
https://doi.org/10.5751%2FES-09980-230144
https://doi.org/10.5751%2FES-09980-230144
https://doi.org/10.1088%2F1748-9326%2F11%2F12%2F124010
https://doi.org/10.1088%2F1748-9326%2F11%2F12%2F124010
https://doi.org/10.1111%2F1365-2664.12179
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.forpol.2014.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.forpol.2014.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.cosust.2019.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.cosust.2019.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1080%2F26395916.2019.1674382
https://books.pensoft.net/books/13388
https://books.pensoft.net/books/13388
https://books.pensoft.net/books/13389
https://books.pensoft.net/books/13389
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs10980-020-01170-x
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.biocon.2019.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fddi.12754
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F2053019614564785
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F2053019614564785
https://doi.org/10.20935%2FAL3832
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F14744740211029287
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.oneear.2020.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.oneear.2020.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.cosust.2021.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.cosust.2021.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs11625-021-01016-8
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs11625-021-01016-8
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs10764-021-00228-0
https://doi.org/10.1332%2F030557317X14866576265970
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2020.102115
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2020.102115
https://doi.org/10.1080/08039410.2022.2085168
https://doi.org/10.1080/08039410.2022.2085168
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs11625-020-00840-8
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol28/iss2/art34/

Appendix 1. Supplementary Materials

Table S1. Stakeholder groups articulated social-ecological system current situations and their possible link to system level
characteristics and specific leverage point — place of intervention in a system in the context of woody vegetation management in the
landscape of southwestern Ethiopia. For details of resilience principles and system characteristics and leverage points, see Table 1 and
Table 2 in the method section of the main text, respectively). Note that stakeholder groups are GBG1MF = Model farmers from Gido
Bere; GBG2PF = Low-income farmers from Gido Bere; GBG3W = Women from Gido Bere; GBG4E = Elders from Gido Bere;
GBSTSDA = Teachers, students and development agents (DA) from Gido Bere; KKGIMF = Model farmers from Kuda Kofi;
KKG2PF = Low-income farmers Kuda Kofi; KKG3W = Women from Kuda Kofi; KKG4E = Elders from Kuda Kofi; KKG5TSDA =
Teachers, students and development agents (DA) from Kuda Kofi; SGIAdmMNGO = Admin and None Governmental Organization
(NGO) experts from Setema district; SG2AgriOFWE = Agricultural and Oromia Forest and Wildlife Enterprise (OFWE) experts from
Setema district; GG1AdmNGO = Admin and NGO experts from Gumay district; GG2AgriOFWE = Agricultural and OFWE experts
from Gumay district; JG1AdmNGO = Admin and NGO experts from Jimma Zone; JG2AgriOFWE = Agricultural and OFWE experts
from Jimma Zone; and JG3JURE = Lecturers and researchers from Jimma University and Biodiversity Research Institute. Note also
that frequency denotes the number of stakeholder groups and the number in bracket the percentage of stakeholder groups articulating
the respective current resilient situation.

Likely Specific leverage
Narrated system level point — place of
resilience  (Abson et al. intervention
Stakeholder group involved Perceived current situation Frequency (%) principle 2017) (Meadows 1999) Remark

GBG3W, KKG1MF, KKG2PF, Local people separately manage 8 (47) P1S Design The structure of
KKG5TSDA, GG1AdmNGO, trees/forest on their own, leading to information flows
SG2AgriOFWE, JG2AgriOFWE, JG3JURE  stakeholder fragmentation in

trees/forest management in the

landscape
GG2AgriOFWE In some cases, religious institutions 1 (6) P1S Design The rules of the Stated only by

manage trees/forest by their own system (informal district government

initiative in the landscape institutions — weak actors or experts

informal rules)

GBS5STSDA, KKGIMF, KKG3W, KKG4E, In some cases, associations/forest 11 (65) P1S Design The structure of Stated mainly by
KKGS5TSDA, GG1AdmNGO, user groups manage trees/forest in the information flows government actors
GG2AgriOFWE, SG1AdmNGO, landscape or experts
JG1AdmNGO, JG2AgriOFWE, JG3JURE
GBS5TSDA, KKGIMF, KKG3W, KKG4E, Government/OFWE manage 11 (65) P1S Design The power to add, Stated mainly by
KKGS5TSDA, GG1AdmNGO, trees/forest change, evolve, or government actors
GG2AgriOFWE, SGIAdmNGO, self-organize or experts
JG1AdmNGO, JG2AgriOFWE, JG3JURE system structure
GB5TSDA, KKG3W, KKG4E, NGO (SLM, REDD+, CALM & 10 (59) P1S Design The structure of Stated mainly by

GG1AdmNGO, GG2AgriOFWE,

Green legacy) manage trees/forest in

information flows

government actors



SGIAdmMNGO, SG2AgriOFWE,
JG1AdmNGO, JG2AgriOFWE, JG3JURE
GBG4E, KKG2PF, SGIAdmNGO

SG2AgriOFWE, JG2AgriOFWE

GBGIMF, GBG2PF, GBG3W, GBGA4E,
GBSTSDA, KKGIMF, KKG2PF, KKG3W,
KKG4E, KKG5TSDA, GG1AdmNGO,
GG2AgriOFWE, SG1AdmNGO,
SG2AgriOFWE, JG1AdmNGO, JG3JURE

GBGIMF, GBG2PF, GBG3W, GBGA4E,
SG2AgriOFWE

GBGI1MF, GBG2PF, GBG3W, GBG4E,
KKG2PF

GBGIMF, GBG2PF, GBG3W, GBGAE,
GBSTSDA, KKGIMF, KKG2PF, KKG3W,
KKG4E, KKG5TSDA, GG1AdmNGO,
GG2AgriOFWE, SG1AdmNGO,
SG2AgriOFWE, JG1AdmNGO,
JG2AgriOFWE, JG3JURE

GBGIMF, GBG2PF, GBG3W, GBGA4E,
GBS5TSDA, KKG1MF, KKG2PF, KKG3W,
KKG4E, KKG5TSDA, GG1AdmNGO,
GG2AgriOFWE, SG1AdmNGO,
SG2AgriOFWE, JG1AdmNGO,
JG2AgriOFWE, JG3JURE

GBGIMF, GBG2PF, KKGIMF,
GG2AgriOFWE, SG1AdmNGO,
JG2AgriOFWE

GBGIMF, JGIAdmNGO

SG1AdmNGO, JGIAdmNGO

the landscape

Politically imposed local social
networks manage trees/forest but they
are weak

In some cases, informal local social
networks manage trees/forest by their
own initiative

Informal local social networks do not
manage trees/forest or have no
trees/forest management roles legally,
leading to absence of diverse local
groups that manage trees/forest in the
landscape

There is no formal local social
network that manage trees/forest in
the landscape

Government/OFWE does not manage
trees/forest practically, leading to
weak management and policy
performance

Certain tree species provide a stock
for direct benefit

Certain tree species provide a stock
for indirect benefit

The abundance of some native tree
species in the landscape is declining

Nowadays, some native tree species
are found only in the forest

Nowadays, the number of Eucalyptus
plantations in the landscape is
increasing

3(18)

2(12)

16 (94)

5(29)

5(29)

17 (100)

17 (100)

6 (35)

2(12)

2(12)

P1S

P1S

P1S

P1S

P1S

PIE

PIE

P1E

PIE

P1E

Design

Design

Design

Design

Design

Parameters

Parameters

Feedback

Feedback

Parameters

The power to add,
change, evolve, or
self-organize
system structure
The rules of the
system but weak
informal rules
Rules of the system

The power to add,
change, evolve, or
self-organize
system structure
The power to add,
change, evolve, or
self-organize
system structure
The structure of
material stocks and
flows and nodes of
interaction

The structure of
material stocks and
flows and nodes of
interaction

The gain around
driving positive
feedback loops

The gain around
driving positive
feedback loops

The size of buffers
and other stabilizing
stocks, relative to
their flows

or experts

Stated only by
government actors
or experts

Stated by almost all
stakeholders

Stated mainly by
local stakeholders

Stated by local
stakeholders

Stated by all
stakeholders

Stated by all
stakeholders

Stated only by
admin experts —
government actors



GBG4E, KKG2PF, KKG5TSDA,
GG1AdmNGO, GG2AgriOFWE,
SG2AgriOFWE, JG1AdmNGO,
JG2AgriOFWE, JG3JURE

GBGIMF, GBG2PF, GBG3W, GBG4E,
GBSTSDA, KKGIMF, KKG2PF, KKG3W,
KKG4E, KKG5TSDA, GG1AdmNGO,
SG1AdmNGO, SG2AgriOFWE,
JG1AdmNGO, JG3JURE

GBGIMF, GBG2PF, GBG4E, GB5STSDA,
KKGIMF, KKG2PF, KKG3W, KKGA4E,
KKG5TSDA, GG1AdmNGO,
GG2AgriOFWE, SG1AdmNGO,
SG2AgriOFWE, JG1AdmNGO,
JG2AgriOFWE, JG3JURE

GBGIMF, GBG2PF, GBG4E, GBSTSDA,
KKGIMF, KKG3W, KKG4E,
KKGS5TSDA, GG1AdmNGO,
SG1AdmNGO, SG2AgriOFWE,
JG1AdmNGO, JG2AgriOFWE

GBGIMF, GBG2PF, GBG3W (2), GBG4E,
GBSTSDA, KKGIMF, KKG2PF, KKG3W
(2), KKG4E, KKG5TSDA, GG1AdmNGO,
GG2AgriOFWE, SG1AdmNGO,
SG2AgriOFWE (2), JGIAdmNGO (2),
JG2AgriOFWE, JG3JURE

SG1AdmNGO

GG2AgriOFWE

GG2AgriOFWE, JG2AgriOFWE,
JG3JURE

GBGI1MF, GBG2PF, GBG3W, GBG4E,
GBSTSDA, KKGIMF, KKG2PF, KKG3W,
KKG4E, KKG5TSDA, GG1AdmNGO,
GG2AgriOFWE, SG1AdmNGO,
SG2AgriOFWE, JG1AdmNGO,
JG2AgriOFWE, JG3JURE

GBGI1MF, GBG2PF, GBG3W, GBG4E,
GB5TSDA, KKGIMF, KKG2PF, KKG4E,
KKG5TSDA, GG1AdmNGO,

Connectivity/collaboration among
stakeholders exists for trees/forest
management in the landscape

Connectivity/collaboration among
stakeholders does not exist, leading to
lack of information flow for/in
trees/forest management in the
landscape

Connectivity among habitats in the
landscape exists via vegetation
strips/corridors

Connectivity among habitats in the
landscape exists via
steppingstones/scattered trees

Currently, there is a cascade of land
& water resources/biodiversity &
ecosystem service degradation/loss

There is an outmigration

Livestock population is increasing

Lawlessness is increasing, leading to
lack of social order or violence
Human population is growing

Poverty is increasing due to human
population growth, inequality and
natural resources degradation

9 (53)

15 (88)

16 (94)

13 (77)

4 (24) (P3S), & 17
(100) (P3E)

1(6)

1 (6)

3(18)

17 (100)

14 (82)

P2S

P2S

P2E

P2E

P3S &

P3E

P3S

P3S

P3S

P3S

P3S

Design

Design

Parameters

Parameters

Feedback

Parameters

Parameters

Design

Parameters

Parameters

The structure of
information flows

The structure of
information flows

The structure of
material stocks and
flows and nodes of
interaction

The structure of
material stocks and
flows and nodes of
interaction

The gain around
driving positive
feedback loops

The structure of
material stocks and
flows and nodes of
interaction

The structure of
material stocks and
flows and nodes of
interaction

Rules of the system

Constants,
parameters,
numbers

Constants,
parameters,
numbers

Stated mainly by
experts or
government actors

Stated by almost all
stakeholders

Stated by almost all
stakeholders

Stated by all
stakeholders for
P3E

Stated only by
district admin
experts

Stated only by
district experts

Stated only by
experts

Stated by all
stakeholders

Stated by almost all
stakeholders



SG1AdmNGO, SG2AgriOFWE,
JG1AdmNGO, JG2AgriOFWE
GBGIMF, GBG2PF, GB5TSDA (2),
KKG2PF, KKG3W (2), KKG4E,
KKGS5TSDA, GG1AdmNGO,
SG1AdmNGO, SG2AgriOFWE,
JG1AdmNGO

GBGIMF, GBG2PF, GBG3W, GBGA4E,
GBSTSDA, KKGIMF, KKG2PF, KKG3W,
KKG4E, KKG5TSDA, GG1AdmNGO,
GG2AgriOFWE, SG1AdmNGO,
SG2AgriOFWE, JG1AdmNGO,
JG2AgriOFWE, JG3JURE

GBG2PF, GBG4E, GBSTSDA, KKG3W,
GG1AdmNGO

GBGIMF, GBG2PF, GBG3W, GBG4E,
GBSTSDA, KKGIMF, KKG2PF, KKG3W,
KKGA4E, KKG5TSDA, GG1AdmNGO,
GG2AgriOFWE, SG1AdmNGO,
SG2AgriOFWE, JGIAdmNGO,
JG2AgriOFWE, JG3JURE

KKG2PF, SGIAdmNGO, JG3JURE

GBG2PF, KKG2PF, KKG4E,
GG1AdmNGO, GG2AgriOFWE,
SG1AdmNGO, JG1AdmNGO,
JG2AgriOFWE

KKG2PF, KKG4E, GIAdmNGO,
GG2AgriOFWE, SG1AdmNGO,
JG1AdmNGO, JG2AgriOFWE, JG3JURE

GBGIMF, GBG2PF, GBG3W, GBG4E,
GB5TSDA, KKGIMF, KKG3W,
KKGSTSDA, SG2AgriOFWE

GBGIMF, GBG4E, KKG2PF,
GG2AgriOFWE, SG2AgriOFWE,
JG2AgriOFWE, JG3JURE

GBG2PF, GBG3W, GB5TSDA, KKGIMF,
KKG3W, KKG4E, KKG5TSDA,
GG1AdmNGO, SG1AdmNGO,

Deforestation/tree clearing for
farmland/settlement expansion, tree
use & land—use intensification in the
landscape is increasing

There is a tendency of loss of local
social norms/values & cultures,
leading to loss of local social capital
or local people ability to self-organize
and enhance sustainable trees/forest
management in the landscape
Individualism, and absence of
commitment/ responsibility &
care/respect is increasing, leading to
uncontrolled personal behavior and
mindset/paradigm out of which
unsustainable system arises
Nowadays climate change is
experienced locally due to both local
and global factors, e.g., deforestation

NGO actors recognize & use system
thinking for trees/forest management
Local people/farmers recognize & use
system thinking for trees/forest
management self-initiatively

Government actors & policy makers
recognize & use system thinking for
trees/forest management

There is no stakeholder that recognize
& use system thinking for trees/forest
management, leading to extremely
reductionist/sectorial thinking

There is field day/agroforestry/farm
visit & experience sharing process,
but weak

Continuous learning &
experimentation processes do not
exist, leading to absence of

2 (12) (P3S), & 11
(65) (P3E)

17 (100)

5(29)

17 (100)

3(18)

8 (47)

8 (47)

9 (53)

7 (41)

10 (59)

P3S &
P3E

P3S

P3S

P3E

P4

P4

P4

P4

P5

P5

Feedback

Design

Intent

Feedback

Design

Intent

Design

Intent

Design

Design

The gain around
driving positive
feedback loops

The power to add,
change, evolve, or
self-organize
system structure

Mindset/paradigm
out of which system
arises

The gain around
driving positive
feedback loops

The structure of
information flows
The mindset or
paradigm out of
which the system
arises

The power to add,
change, evolve, or
self-organize
system structure
Mindset/paradigm
out of which system
arises

The structure of
information flows

The structure of
information flows

Stated by all
stakeholders

Stated by almost
local stakeholders

Stated by all
stakeholders

Stated by almost
admin/NGO experts
and local people

Stated by almost
local stakeholders

Stated by almost
local people and
admin/NGO experts



JG1AdmNGO

GG2AgriOFWE, SG2AgriOFWE

SG1AdmNGO, SG2AgriOFWE

GBGIMF, GBG2PF, GBG3W, GBG4E,
GBSTSDA, KKGIMF, KKG2PF, KKG3W,
KKG4E, KKG5TSDA, GG1AdmNGO,
GG2AgriOFWE, SG1AdmNGO,
SG2AgriOFWE, JG1AdmNGO,
JG2AgriOFWE, JG3JURE

GBG2PF

GBGIMF, GBG2PF, GBG4E, GB5TSDA,
KKGIMF, KKG2PF, KKG3W, KKG4E,
KKGS5TSDA, GG1AdmNGO,
GG2AgriOFWE, SG1AdmNGO,
SG2AgriOFWE, JG1AdmNGO,
JG2AgriOFWE, JG3JURE

SG1AdmNGO

GBGIMF, GBG5TSDA, KKG2PF,
JG1AdmNGO

GBGIMF, GBG2PF, GBG3W, GBGA4E,
GBSTSDA, KKGIMF, KKG2PF, KKG3W,
KKG4E, KKG5TSDA, GG1AdmNGO,
GG2AgriOFWE, SG1AdmNGO,
SG2AgriOFWE, JG1AdmNGO,
JG2AgriOFWE, JG3JURE

trees/forest adaptive, co-management,
monitoring and governance in the
landscape

Local people/farmers have customary
law for experience sharing/learning
among themselves

There is participation, e.g., in soil &
water conservation, but weak

There is no true participation/local
people self—mobilization in
trees/forest management leading to
the detachment of local people from
nature & its benefits due to fortress
conservation ahead of people
approach

Politically imposed local social
networks make decision on
trees/forest management/uses
Admin, government & OFWE actors
make decision at local &
district/woreda levels on trees/forest
management and uses

In some cases, elders make decision
at community level on trees/forest
management and uses

Local people are prohibited from
accessing/using native trees/forest
leading to absence of or limited
trees/forest related benefits or
ecosystem services to local people
There is no decision-making power to
local people & their social networks

2(12)

2(12)

17 (100)

1.(6)

16 (94)

1(6)

4(24)

17 (100)

P5

P6

P6

P7

P7

P7

P7

P7

Design

Design

Design

Design

Design

Design

Design

Design

The rules of the
system (weak
informal rules)
The power to add,
change, evolve, or
self-organize
system structure
The power to add,
change, evolve, or
self-organize
system structure

Rules of the system

Rules of the system

The rules of the
system (weak
informal rules)
Rules of the system

The power to add,
change, evolve, or
self-organize
system structure

Stated by district
experts

Stated by all
stakeholders

Stated by poor
farmers

Stated by almost all
stakeholders

Stated only by
admin/NGO experts

Stated by all
stakeholders




Table S2. Perceived challenges; their system level characteristics; and leverage points in
applying resilience principles to woody vegetation diversity management in stallholder farming
landscape of southwestern Ethiopia. For details of resilience principles and system characteristics
and leverage points, see Table 1 and Table 2 in the method section of the main text).

System
Frequency Hindered level Specific leverage point —
of resilience (Abson et place of intervention
Perceived resilience challenge challenge principle al. 2017) (Meadows 1999)
Land and water resource/ecosystem service 5 P1E, P2E Feedback  The gain around driving
degradation/loss positive feedback loops
Long gestation/growing period & mortality 3 P1E, P2E Feedback The length of delays, relative
of native species to the rate of system
change/and
the gain around driving
positive feedback loops
Growing human population 5 P1S, PIE, P3E Parameters  Constants, parameters,
numbers
Absence of/weak NGO performance 3 P1S, P3E Design Structure of information flow
Deforestation/tree clearing for 27 P1S, P1E, P2E, Feedback The gain around driving
farmland/settlement expansion, tree use- P3S, P3E positive feedback loops
overutilization & land-use intensification,
e.g., due to growing human population
Failure to use/absence of family planning 6 P3S Design Structure of information flow
services
Conflict among local people & investors— 1 P4 Design Rules of the system
land grabbing
Failure to encourage/authorize those who 5 P1S, P1E, P5 Design Structure of information flow
manage trees/forest
Increasing joblessness/poverty—inappropriate 4 P2E, P3S,P4,P5  Parameters Constants, parameters,
poverty reduction strategy numbers
Absence of/weak continuous learning & 3 P5 Design Structure of information flow
experimentation processes
Lack of/weak education, research & 7 P1S, P2S, P2E, Design Structure of information flow
scientific information P3E, P4, PS5, P6
Shortage/limitation of budget & lack of 8 P1E, P2S, P3S, P5, Parameters Constants, parameters,
skilled manpower P6 numbers
Lack of coordination or diverging 11 PIS, P2S, P2E, Design Rules of the system/structure
values/knowledge, needs & interests P3S, P4, P5, P6 of information flow
Lack of responsible unit/institution, e.g., that 11 P4, P5, P6 Feedback  The strength of negative
facilitate/monitor participation, continues feedback loops, relative to the
learning processes, system thinking impacts they are trying to
correct against
Weak government performance/policy 36 P1S, P1E, P2S, Design The power to add, change,
implementation P2E, P3S, P4, PS5, evolve, or self-organize
P6 system structure
Lack of/weak local social network & 12 P1S, P1E, P2S, Design The power to add, change,
collaboration P3E, PS5, P6, P7 evolve, or self-organize
system structure
Loss of local social norms/values, cultures & 11 P2S, P3S, P3E, P5, Intent The mindset or paradigm out
institutions/bylaws (customary laws) — P6, P7 of which the system—its goals,
aggravated by reductionist approach structures, rules, delays,
parameters—arises
Lack of/fake participation—only for 24 P1S, P1E, P2S, Design The power to add, change,
political/reporting purposes P3S, P3E, P6, P7 evolve, or self-organize
system structure
Lack of/weak monitoring, e.g., monitoring of 26 PIS, P1E, P2S, Feedback  The strength of negative
trees/forest management, connectivity, slow P2E, P3S, P3E, P4, feedback loops, relative to the
variables PS5, P6, P7 impacts they are trying to
correct against
Absence of/weak trees/forest planting, 22 PIS, P1E, P2E, Intent The goals of the system




management & maintenance, leading to loss
of biodiversity and ecosystem services
degradation in the landscape

Failure to recognize and prioritize local
people and their needs & experiences

Lack of clearly defined local people
trees/forest ownerships & use rights

Lack of/weak support & supply

Powerfulness of politicians/elites—local
people are afraid/quit to ask for their rights
Prevalence of mistrust/doubt & absence of
interest/motivation/willingness

Working by force/without interest—command
& control approach

Lack of awareness & experience sharing

Unwillingness (of politicians) & instability
of political systems to institutional change
that local people desire or transformation to
sustainability

Predominance of inequality/unfairness

Human-wildlife conflict
Corruption

Lack of/weak law/proclamation &
enforcement

Dependency on/awaiting for government—
prevalence of trees/forest to government
notion

Individualism & absence of
commitment/responsibility & care/respect

Lack of/fake connectivity/social network—
collaboration among stakeholders
Fake/wrong or political trees/forest
management & use/governance decision—
making

Lack of transparency

32

17

11

10

82

19

15

23

14

85

14

P3S, P3E, P4, PS5,
P6, P7

P1S, P2S, P3S, P4,
PS5, P6, P7
P3E, P6, P7

P1S, PIE, P2S,
P3S, P3E, P4, PS5,
P6, P7

P3S, P4, P6, P7

P18, P4, PS5, P6,
P7
P2S, P3E, P6, P7

P1S, PIE, P2S,
P2E, P3S, P3E, P4,
PS5, P6, P7
P1S, P2S, P2E, P4,
P6, P7

P18, P2S, P3E, P4,
P6, P7
P1S, PIE, P2S,
P2E, P3E, P7
P1S, P2E, P3S, P4,
P5, P6, P7
P2S, P3S, P3E, P4,
P5, P6, P7
P1S, PIE, P2S,
P3E, PS5, P6, P7

P1S, PIE, P2S,
P2E, P3S, P3E, P4,
P5, P6, P7
P1S, PIE, P2S, P4,
P6, P7
P7

P7

Intent
Design

Feedback

Intent
Intent
Intent

Design

Intent

Intent

Intent

Design

Design

Design

Intent

Design

Design

Design

The power to transcend
paradigms
Rules of the system

The strength of negative
feedback loops, relative to the
impacts they are trying to
correct against/ or the gain
around driving positive
feedback loops
Mindset/paradigm out of
which system arises
Mindset/paradigm out of
which system arises
Mindset/paradigm out of
which system arises
Structure of information flow

The goal of the system

Mindset/paradigm out of
which system arises
The goals of the system

Rules of the system
Rules of the system

The power to add, change,
evolve. Or self-organize
system structure
Mindset/paradigm out of
which system arises

Structure of information flow

The power to add, change,
evolve, or self-organize
system structure

The power to add, change,
evolve, or self-organize
system structure




Table S3. Perceived solutions to resilience; their system level characteristics; and leverage points
in applying resilience principles to woody vegetation diversity management in stallholder
farming landscape of southwestern Ethiopia. For details of resilience principles and system
characteristics and leverage points, see Table 1 and Table 2 in the method section of the main

text, respectively).

Targeted System level Specific leverage point — place
Frequency resilience (Abson et of intervention (Meadows
Perceived solution to resilience of solution principle al. 2017) 1999)
Encourage and involve investors in 3 PIS Design The power to add, change,
trees/forest management evolve, or self-organize system
structure
Encourage local people to consent with 1 P1S Design The power to add, change,
government/NGO structures evolve, or self-organize system
structure
Stop exerting power/being powerful on/to 1 P2S Intent Mindset/paradigm out of which
local people system arises
Strengthen politically imposed local social 3 P1S, P2S Design Power to change system
networks structure or self-organize
Enhance technology innovation 1 P2E Intent Goals of the system
Enhance changes/transformations in 1 P3S Intent The power to transcend
political systems, e.g., paradigm change paradigms
from top-down to bottom-up approaches,
change in institutions/rules
Enhance ethics or raise children ethically 2 P3S Intent Mindset/paradigm out of which
system arises
Manage connectivity 3 P2S Feedback The strength of negative
limitations/conflicts/problems feedback loops, relative to the
impacts they are trying to
correct against
Distinct trees/forest management practices 2 P1S, P3E Design Rules of the system
from politics
Enhance productivity via agricultural 3 P3S, P3E Intent Goals of the system
intensification, that might commodify
smallholder farming (forest-agricultural
mosaic) landscape
Enhance family planning services 15 P3S, P3E Intent Goals of the system
Enhance soil and water conservation 12 P3S, P3E Intent Goals of the system
practices to mitigate land and water
resource degradation
Enhance organic farming approaches such 3 P3E Intent The power to transcend
as crop rotation & organic fertilizers paradigm
Enhance coordination of diverging 4 PIS, P2S, P3E, Design Structure of information flow
ideas/views & interests P4
Encourage stakeholders to foster & use 7 P4 Design Structure of information flow
system thinking for trees/forest
management
Enhance education & research that fit into 9 P2E, P3S, P4, Design Structure of information flow
local/landscape context P5
Resolve human—wildlife conflict 2 P2E, P5 Intent Goals of the system
Enhance trees/forest adaptive, co—planting, 68 P1S, P1E, P2S, Intent Goal of the system
management & maintenance/governance P2E, P3S, P3E,
in the landscape P4, PS5, P7
Authorize & strengthen those who manage 5 PIE, P5 Design Rules of the system
trees/forest
Avoid mistrust/doubt & enhance 6 P4, P5, P6 Design The power to add, change,
trust/interest/willingness evolve, or self-organize system
structure
Enhance enough budget allocation/saving 3 PS5, P6 Parameters Constants, parameters, numbers
Enhance job creation/suitable poverty 10 P1E, P2E, P3S, Parameters Constants, parameters, numbers



reduction strategy
Avert dependency on/awaiting for
government

Define government & religious
institutions' roles clearly

Enhance monitoring, e.g., of trees/forest
management, social and ecological
connectivity

Establish responsible unit/institution, e.g.,
for owning and facilitating participation,
continues learning processes, system
thinking

Enhance true participation/local people
self-mobilization in trees/forest
management

Stop deforestation/illegal
settlement/encroachment & logging —
foster social-ecological resilience
management

Enhance NGOs/projects & their
performance

Restore & enhance local cultures/norms,
values & institutions/bylaws (customary
laws) — to confront the current paradigms,
e.g., reductionist approach

Enhance transparency & freedom of
speech/expression

Empower local people and their social
networks/institutions

Prioritize/recognize local people, their
needs & experiences than conservation or
development fortress — a paradigm that
persist for more than 100 years — leading
to paradigm shift from top-down to
bottom-up approaches

Enhance awareness creation & experience
sharing

Enhance support & supply, e.g., of seeds,
seedlings or technical and material support

Recognize local people tree/forest
ownerships & use rights

Avoid individualism & enhance
care/responsibility & respect — fostering
transformative changes

Stop corruption

Strengthen government structures & their
policy performance

Enhance law/legislation/proclamation &
its enforcement — strengthening
constitutionality

41

22

20

72

21

P4, P6
P3E, P6

P6

P1S, P1E, P28,
P3S, P3E, P4,
PS5, P6

P2S, P4, PS5, P6

P1S, P2S, P38,
P3E, PS5, P6, P7

PIE, P2E, P7

P1S, PIE, P2S,
P4, P7
P1S, P3S, P3E,
P4, P5, P6, P7

PIS, P2S, PS,
P6, P7

PIE, P2S, P2E,
P3S, PS, P6, P7

P2S, P3S, P3E,
P5, P6, P7

P1S, PIE, P2S,
P2E, P3S, P3E,
P4, P5, P6, P7
P1S, P1E, P2S,
P3E, P4, P5,
P6, P7

P1S, P2S, P3E,
P6, P7
P2S, P3S, P3E,
P4, P5, P6, P7

P18, P2E, P6
P7
P1S, PIE, P2S,
P3S, P3E, P4,
PS5, P6, P7
PIS, PIE, P2S,
P2E, P3S, P4,
P5, P7

Design

Design

Feedback

Feedback

Design

Intent

Design

Intent

Design

Design

Intent

Design

Feedback

Design

Intent

Design

Design

Design

The power to add, change,
evolve, or self-organize system
structure

Rules of the system

The strength of negative
feedback loops, relative to the
impacts they are trying to
correct against

The strength of negative
feedback loops, relative to the
impacts they are trying to
correct against

The power to add, change,
evolve, or self-organize system
structure

Goal of the system

Structure of information flow

The mindset or paradigm out of
which the system—its goals,
structures, rules, delays,
parameters—arises

The power to add, change,
evolve, or self-organize system
structure

The power to add, change,
evolve, or self-organize system
structure

The power to transcend
paradigms

Structure of information flow

The strength of negative
feedback loops, relative to the
impacts they are trying to
correct against/ or the gain
around driving positive
feedback loops

Rules of the system

Mindset/paradigm out of which
system arises

Rules of the system

The power to add, change,
evolve, or self-organize system
structure

Rules of the system



Enact and enhance local social networks,
their leaders & collaboration legally

Enhance continuous
connectivity/collaboration among
stakeholders for trees/forest management
Enhance equity & roles/diversity of
stakeholders/local groups

Specify local people’s & government
powers clearly

60

71

30

PIS, PIE, P2S,
P3S, P3E, P4,
P5, P6, P7
P1S, P1E P2S,
P2E, P3S, P3E,
P4, P5, P6, P7
P1S, PIE, P2S,
P3S, P3E, P4,
PS5, P6, P7
P7

Design

Design

Intent

Design

The power to add, change,
evolve, or self-organize system
structure

Structure of information flow

Mindset/paradigm out of which
system arises

Rules of the system



Fig. S1. Frequency of perceived challenges and solutions to resilience at parameters system level
by stakeholder group. Note that stakeholder groups are GBGIMF = Model farmers from Gido
Bere; GBG2PF = Low-income farmers from Gido Bere; GBG3W = Women from Gido Bere;
GBG4E = Elders from Gido Bere; GBSTSDA = Teachers, students and development agents
(DA) from Gido Bere; KKGIMF = Model farmers from Kuda Kofi; KKG2PF = Low-income
farmers Kuda Kofi; KKG3W = Women from Kuda Kofi; KKG4E = Elders from Kuda Kofi;
KKG5TSDA = Teachers, students and development agents (DA) from Kuda Kofi;
SG1AdmNGO = Admin and None Governmental Organization (NGO) experts from Setema
district; SG2AgriOFWE = Agricultural and Oromia Forest and Wildlife Enterprise (OFWE)
experts from Setema district; GG1AdmMNGO = Admin and NGO experts from Gumay district;
GG2AgriOFWE = Agricultural and OFWE experts from Gumay district; JG1IAdmNGO =
Admin and NGO experts from Jimma Zone; JG2AgriOFWE = Agricultural and OFWE experts
from Jimma Zone; and JG3JURE = Lecturers and researchers from Jimma University and
Biodiversity Research Institute.
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Fig. S2. Frequency of perceived challenges and solutions to resilience at feedbacks system level
by stakeholder group. For types of stakeholder groups, see the caption of Fig. S1.
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Fig. S3. Frequency of perceived challenges and solutions to resilience at design system level by
stakeholder group. For types of stakeholder groups, see the caption of Fig. SI.
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Fig. S4. Frequency of perceived challenges and solutions to resilience at intent system level by
stakeholder group. For types of stakeholder groups, see the caption of Fig. S1.
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