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To explicitly quantify the linkages between the 
natural ecosystem services that affect food 
security and nutritional status of the rural poor at 
the forest-agricultural interface 



“The benefits that people obtain from ecosystems" (MA, 2005). They 
refer to the components of nature that are directly or indirectly 
enjoyed, consumed or used by humans in order to maintain or 
enhance their well-being (Boyd & Banzhaf, 2007). 



ES “contributions” to actors’ well-being should take into account the 
perspectives and circumstances of ES beneficiaries themselves…  
 

BUT do they perceive the relationship in terms of ES? 



Local views and understandings of well-being and poverty shape how 
actors perceive the benefits from nature.  
BUT, how can surveys account for these? 
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Poverty Dimensions 



1. Can we use local definitions of well-being and poverty for 
international comparative studies? 

2. How could we match secondary data and international standard 
measures of well-being and poverty with local perspectives? 

3. Which one has greater impact with policy makers at the national 
and international fora? 

 Expenditure-based poverty line 

 Income-based poverty line 

 Extreme poverty 

 Nutritional status 

 Relative poverty 

 Caloric intake 



1. ES may make possible income-generation activities. 

2. ES may sustain consumption patterns among the poor. 

3. ES may act as safety mechanism against shocks and worsening 
living conditions. 

4. Ecosystems may also harm households and individuals (covariate 
and idiosyncratic shocks). 

 Physical capital 

 Financial capital 

 Human capital 

 Social capital 



ECOSYSTEM SERVICES 



ASSETS: The survey 
 Samples in Malawi and Peru, census in Colombia. 
 Two 6-month waves per study site.  
 Standard demographic, expenditure and income estimates BUT… 

 Includes use of natural resources for basic wellbeing dimensions: health, 
housing, food, agricultural and business inputs, etc. 

 Subjective assessments of well-being 
 Anthropometric measures for children < 5. 



1. To what extent standard metrics are able to capture (or distort) 
local understandings of human – nature relationships and effects 
on well-being? 

2. Comprehensive surveys are very lengthy, time-consuming and 
costly, limiting sample sizes. 

3. They provide limited information on entitlements and institutions 
that shape actors’ access to ES. 

4. Limited information at the individual (intra-household) level. 

5. The complexities of higher levels of analysis may not be 
adequately captured by the aggregation of lower-level data (e.g., 
village or regional level decision-makers do not always correlate 
with household-level decision processes). 
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