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Abstract: Co-management of conservation
areas has been widely promoted as an effective
approach to balancing biodiversity conserva-
tion and sustainable local community develo-
pment. In Mozambique, the development of
conservation areas has gone through diffe-
rent phases, from the colonial period to legal
and institutional reforms beginning in 1992.
These reforms contributed to the creation of
the first natural resource management com-
mittees. Although the creation of commu-
nity management committees was oriented
toward conservation by local communities
and the sharing of political and social power
and economic benefits, their participation in
co-management continues to face significant
challenges. This article analyzes the main
challenges faced by community management
committees in the co-management of the
PNG. The research followed a mixed approa-
ch, based on a questionnaire addressed to the
community in the buffer zone (n=295), inter-
views with managers of the Canda, Matenga,
and Nhantadza committees, and non-partici-
pant observation. For the analysis of quanti-
tative data, SPSS software and Microsoft Excel
were used to prepare graphs. Qualitative data
were processed through content analysis and
comparative analysis. The results of the rese-
arch reveal institutional barriers to the full
functioning of community management com-
mittees, limitations in the technical capacity of
the committees, and internal power struggles
among local political elites over the control of
conservation benefits. Thus, it is concluded
that community ownership and participation
in the co-management of the PNG do not yet
guarantee significant development of local
communities.

Keywords: Co-management, Conservation,
Governance, Community, Gorongosa Natio-
nal Park.

INTRODUCTION

Co-management of conservation areas is
presented as an effective alternative for ba-
lancing environmental conservation needs
and the well-being of local communities that
depend on these ecosystems for their live-
lihoods. The study area is the PNG, a conser-
vation area located in central Mozambique
that represents one of the most emblematic
examples of ecological restoration and parti-
cipatory governance on the African continent.
Created in 1960, the PNG suffered severe
disruption during the civil war (1977-1992),
which destroyed infrastructure and reduced
much of the fauna and flora, causing the dis-
placement of resident communities (Ministry
of Tourism [MITUR], 2004).

Starting in 1994, the first restoration ac-
tions in the PNG were carried out with the
support of the African Development Bank
(ADB), followed by the signing of a partner-
ship agreement for co-management between
the Mozambican government and the Carr
Foundation, a philanthropic organization ba-
sed in the United States of America (USA).
The agreement aimed to stimulate the so-
cio-economic development of the park and
its buffer zone by establishing a co-manage-
ment model to restore biodiversity and ensure
community participation in natural resource
management (Daskin et al., 2018).

The main problem identified in this resear-
ch is the difficulty that CGCs have in playing
an active and influential role in the co-ma-
nagement of natural resources in the Park’s
buffer zone. Although the committees were
established as forums for popular participa-
tion, several factors limit their effectiveness,
including institutional barriers, lack of finan-
cial and technical resources, and conflicts of
interest between the different actors involved
(Virtanen, 2005). This research therefore se-
eks to answer the following question: what
are the main challenges and conflicts faced by
community management committees in the
co-management of Gorongosa National Park?
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The research is relevant because it seeks to
understand the social, political, and economic
dynamics that interfere with the co-manage-
ment of conservation areas in Mozambique.
In previous research, prominent authors such
as Borrini-Feyerabend et al. (2013) pointed
out that community inclusion in environmen-
tal governance can contribute to sustainable
conservation and the strengthening of the so-
cial and economic resilience of local popula-
tions. However, the effective implementation
of co-management requires overcoming some
structural challenges and creating mechanis-
ms that guarantee autonomy and leadership
for communities in decision-making proces-
ses (Schwartzman and Zimmerman, 2005).
By analyzing the specific case of the PNG, this
research offers experiences applicable to other
conservation areas that have adopted similar
co-management models, which may contri-
bute to the improvement of public policies
aimed at conservation and sustainable deve-
lopment.

The importance of this study is also reflec-
ted in the possibility of proposing strategies
to make co-management more inclusive and
efficient. In many contexts, community par-
ticipation in conservation projects is limited
to an advisory role, without real decision-
-making power (Ostrom, 1990). This can lead
to frustration and conflict, weakening the co-
-management model.

Based on an empirical approach, this rese-
arch seeks to highlight the difficulties faced by
CGCs and suggests ways to strengthen their
role in the co-management of the PNG. Ba-
sed on these assumptions, the study aims to
contribute not only to the enrichment of the
literature on co-management, but also to the
improvement of environmental governance
practices in Mozambique and other countries
that adopt similar models.

CO-MANAGEMENT AND
COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN
CONSERVATION AREAS

Co-management as a practice of formal
power sharing in resource management dates
back to the 19th century and was described as
a relatively simple class of partnership agre-
ements (Berkes, George, and Preston, 1991).
Co-management shares many characteristics
with other types of partnerships and coopera-
tive environmental governance arrangements
involving multiple actors (Berkes, George,
and Preston, 1991; Berkes, 2002; Plummer
and Fitzgibbon, 2004).

In this type of arrangement, social actors
can be institutions, social groups, and indivi-
duals who have direct, significant, and specific
participation in the protected area. As men-
tioned, participation may result from institu-
tional obligation, geographical proximity, his-
torical association, subsistence dependence,
economic interest, and a variety of other capa-
cities and concerns. The idea is that an agency
with jurisdiction over an area (usually a state
agency) can develop “a partnership with other
relevant stakeholders (mainly local residents,
including resource users) that specifies and
guarantees their respective roles, rights, and
responsibilities in relation to the area” (Borri-
ni-Feyerabend, 1996).

In co-management projects, local commu-
nities exercise control and authority over de-
cisions and resources according to their com-
parative advantages; local communities do
not operate in isolation, but in collaboration
and with the support of other actors, inclu-
ding local governments, central government
agencies, non-governmental organizations
(NGOs), and the private sector; central agen-
cies involve local communities in broader re-
source management and conservation objec-
tives, while seeking ways to better compensate
them; and central agencies are prepared to
address local interests, needs, and norms that
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are compatible with broader resource mana-
gement and conservation objectives.

Thus, co-management is oriented beyond
management actions (Carlsson and Berkes,
2005). It is linked to a diversity of participa-
tory institutional mechanisms and arrange-
ments for processes involving conflict and
problem resolution (Berkes, 2007; Berkes,
2009). Co-management processes reduce the
likelihood of communication failures betwe-
en the social actors involved, as they include
extensive negotiation processes. According t
Ostrom (2011) , communication failures are
one of the main problems associated with cen-
tralized systems and the main consequence of
a lack of trust between actors and within the
management process. Learning is another ne-
cessary component for improving the resilien-
ce of Common Resource Management (CRM)
in terms of adapting to changes in socio-eco-
logical systems. The rapid changes to which
these systems are subject lead to the need for
constant communication and social learning
through the process of learning by doing.

Co-management can offer a more equita-
ble method of establishing and implementing
conservation areas, as it provides opportuni-
ties to reduce local costs or provide benefits
through the potential to adapt rules to local
conditions, increase legal compliance, impro-
ve collaboration, and lead to greater stakehol-
der involvement and empowerment (Carlsson
and Berkes, 2005).

Local population participation in the ma-
nagement of protected areas was formally re-
cognized in the 1980s in the World Conser-
vation Strategy (IUCN-UNEP-WWE, 1980).
Throughout the evolutionary process of par-
ticipatory approaches, two typologies have
emerged in thought and practice. Participa-
tion as “a means” or tool to achieve externally
defined objectives, the central notion being
that if people are involved, they are more like-
ly to agree with and support the new develo-

pment option or service. This type of partici-
pation tends to elevate the values of ecological
experts above those of the rest of society and
to exclude civil society in general from deci-
sion-making processes that affect their lives.
This image portrays conservationists as con-
trollers of social action. It implies concepts
of absolute power and powerlessness and di-
visions between insiders and outsiders, and
ignores the strategic roles of individuals and
communities.

And participation as “an end” or funda-
mental human right, whose main objective is
to initiate mobilization for collective action,
empowerment, and institutional strengthe-
ning (Pretty, 1995). For Barrow and Murphree
(1998), participation as “an end” has a varied
meaning and is used to encompass many acti-
vities, for example, the provision of labor, ma-
terials, or money; involvement in identifying
problems; planning and implementing pro-
jects; community, institutional, or individual
participation; partnership, training, or capaci-
ty building; or a combination. This reflects the
diverse interests that different people have in
participation in terms of who participates and
the level of participation involved. In this con-
text, participation as “an end” tends to pro-
mote self-determination and empower rural
populations to take control of their lives, but
it does not guarantee care for the environment
(Jeanrenaud, 2002).

Most of the existing literature highlights
the importance of understanding the multi-
ple meanings of participation. Author Shery
Arnstein (1969) describes “participation as a
continuous involvement between stakehol-
ders, ranging from passive dissemination of
information to active involvement.” She stood
out by identifying eight steps on the ladder of
citizen participation, ranging from manipula-
tion to citizen control.

In turn, author Julles Pretty (1995), who
worked on research on participation in the
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management of agricultural systems, also pre-
sented a typology of participation composed
of seven user-oriented levels, focusing in par-
ticular on the idea of citizen control over the
state. This is a view in which shared power
can reach the level of citizen empowerment,
understood here as self-mobilization. Figure
1 below shows how Pretty organized the levels
of participation.
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Participation (1969)
Source: Pretty (1995)

From Pretty’s perspective (1995), initial
levels of participation (manipulative, passive,
consultative, and incentive-based participa-
tion) do not produce lasting positive effects
on the lives of communities and are therefo-
re considered types of “non-participation,” as
they are limited to discussions or the provision
of information to external agencies. Types of
“non-participation” are characterized by ma-
nipulative participation, in which citizens are
represented by an actor appointed by the sta-
te, but without any veto power. In these cir-
cumstances, participation can be considered
a deception, since the presence of actors su-
pposedly representing a particular group or
organization has no deliberative power.

In passive participation, citizens are only in-
formed about what has already been decided.
It is merely a unilateral announcement of de-

cisions, without consulting the parties concer-
ned. Participation through consultation requi-
res that citizens be heard, but they do not have
ample opportunity to express their views or
vote. The “experts” or external agents define the
problem and control the collection and analy-
sis of data. At the same time, they have no obli-
gation to consider the opinions of participating
citizens. Incentive participation is participation
that is maintained solely on the basis of mate-
rial, financial, or symbolic incentives. Citizens
have no participation in the in laboration, or
ongoing deliberative process. They only par-
ticipate because of the incentive they receive;
when the incentive ceases, so does their parti-
cipation (Pimbert and Pretty, 1995).

Therefore, the types of participation that
produce positive effects include functional,
interactive, and self-mobilization participa-
tion. Functional participation is seen by ex-
ternal agencies as a “means” to achieve project
objectives, especially cost reduction. People
can participate by forming groups to achie-
ve predetermined project-related objectives.
This involvement can be interactive and in-
volve shared decision-making, but tends to
arise only after the main decisions have alrea-
dy been made by external agents. In the worst
case, the local population may still be co-op-
ted to serve external objectives (Pretty, 1995).

Interactive participation and mobilization,
on the other hand, are considered an “end” or
a fundamental right, in which people are in-
volved in all stages of the project, from design
to maintenance (Jeanrenaud, 2002). It is in
this type of participation that the best results
occur, that is, effective participation.

For Pretty (1995), in interactive participa-
tion, people participate in joint analysis, the
development of action plans, and the forma-
tion or strengthening of local institutions. In
this typology, participation is seen as a right
and not as a means to achieve the project’s ob-
jectives.
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The process involves interdisciplinary me-
thodologies that seek multiple perspectives
and make use of systematic and structured
learning processes. As groups take control of
local decisions and determine how available
resources are used, they also have an interest
in maintaining structures or practices (Bass et
al., 1995).

Participation through self-mobilization is
defined by the participatory initiative of ci-
tizens. It is a model in which the collective
develops contacts with external institutions
to obtain the resources and technical advice
it needs, but retains control over how the re-
sources are used. Mobilization can spread if
governments and NGOs provide a supportive
framework. Such self-initiated mobilization
may or may not challenge distributions of we-
alth and power (Pretty, 1995).

These types of participation are a resource
regularly used in research on participation, as
they promote awareness of the need to reflect
on the power relations established in political
contexts, so that deliberation routines can be
understood in depth and in a . They can there-
fore be used to analyze community participa-
tion in the co-management of protected areas,
as the challenges they face are not dissimilar
to those presented in the typology proposed
by Julles Pretty, but also because they involve
people and organizations with diverse roles,
from field managers and agencies at various
levels, authorities and local residents, natural
and social scientists, policy makers, and legis-
lators at the national and international levels
who are concerned with how protected areas
relate to local populations, especially indige-
nous peoples and local communities (Borrini-
-Feyerabend, Kothari, and Oviedo, 2004).

In Mozambique, community participation
in the co-management of natural resources
gained momentum in the 1990s with the in-
troduction of political, institutional, and le-
gislative reforms in the forestry and wildlife

sector. The reforms aimed to share political,
social, and economic power in the exploita-
tion of natural resources between the state,
local communities, and other stakeholders, as
well as to promote the direct and active par-
ticipation of communities in environmental
management and sustainability through the
delegation of powers and the creation of ins-
truments to strengthen cooperation between
formal and informal structures.

To this end, Local Resource Management
Councils (COGEP) were created, made up
of representatives of local communities, the
private sector, associations, and local state au-
thorities. In these councils, local communities
are represented by Community Management
Committees (CGC), locally created bodies
whose main functions are to manage natu-
ral resources within the community and to
mediate relations between communities and
people or institutions outside the community
(Filimao et al., 1998).

The political reforms of 2000 served to
enhance the participation of local commu-
nities in the co-management of conservation
areas, achieved through the Conservation Po-
licy and Implementation Strategy (Resolution
No. 63/2009 of November 2) and the creation
of the National Administration of Conserva-
tion Areas (ANAC), a public body responsible
for promoting revenue generation to finance
biodiversity management and economic de-
velopment in the country, particularly in local
communities (Decree No. 11/2011 of May 25).

As a result of the approval of Resolution
No. 63/2009 of November 2, the Conservation
Area Management Councils were created,
specialized bodies for the co-management of
conservation areas, replacing the COGEPs.
This is an advisory body created to support
the administration of the conservation area,
which is chaired by the Conservation Area
Administrator and made up of representatives
of local communities, the private sector, asso-
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ciations, and local government bodies (De-
cree No. 11/2011 of May 25).

In the councils, communities are represen-
ted by a maximum of three representatives
from the natural resource management com-
mittees that support the Conservation Area
Administration in implementing and monito-
ring compliance with management plans, su-
pervising the conservation area, responding
to community development needs, preparing
strategic development plans, supervising the
implementation of concession contracts, and
developing public utility infrastructure.

Although these structures exist, according
to Pimbert and Pretty (1995), one of the chal-
lenges for effective community participation
in the co-management of protected and con-
servation areas in Mozambique is the adapta-
tion of community institutions to the requi-
rements of the design and management of
national parks and protected areas. However,
to achieve this adaptation, it is important to
develop a system of local knowledge and ma-
nagement (customs and beliefs) attuned to the
needs of the local population seeking to im-
prove their ability to adapt to dynamic social
and ecological circumstances (Pimbert and
Pretty, 1997; Gerhardinger, Godoy, and Jones,
2009; Worboys, Lockwood, Kothari, Feary,
and Pulsford, 2015).

For Uphoft (1986), effective co-manage-
ment must be based on local institutions and
organizations. Integration also depends on
respect for local rights to resources, abando-
ning conventional models of protected areas
that often exclude or marginalize indigenous
peoples and communities from governance
and management (Conservation Initiative on
Human Rights, 2014). The literature also sug-
gests making use of locally available resources
and technologies to meet basic human needs
through solutions that are sustainable and less
expensive for communities and other groups
involved in identifying technological needs,

from the design and testing of technologies
to their adaptation to local conditions and, fi-
nally, their extension to others (Pimbert and
Pretty, 1995, p. 39).

It is also suggested that preference be given
to informal innovation systems and reliance
on local resources to meet local human ne-
eds, supported by approaches to “ “ learning
through interaction, identification, monito-
ring, and complex and ongoing evaluation to
achieve qualitative changes in the way people
and institutions interact and work together.
Adopts economic incentives and policies for
the equitable sharing of conservation benefits,
including issues such as how costs, benefits,
rights, responsibilities, and risks are distribu-
ted within and between groups of present and
future generations; Recognized and equitab-
le respect for the knowledge systems, values,
social norms, and rights of all stakeholders
in the design and implementation of policies
or programs (Martin, et al., 2016; Law, et al.,
2017).

It requires the adoption of codes of conduct
for conservation agencies and professionals
that allow local populations to seek redress
from international or national conservation
organizations and environmentalists for cau-
sing social conflict and poverty (Pimbert and
Pretty, 1995).

METHODOLOGY

The PNG is located in the central zone
of the Republic of Mozambique and covers
the territories of the districts of Gorongosa,
Muanza, Nhamatanda, Cheringoma, Caia,
Dondo, and Marigué in Sofala Province, and
the district of Macossa in Manica Province
(Ministry of Land, Environment, and Rural
Development [MITADER], 2016).. It is a to-
tal conservation area, created in 1960 to en-
sure biodiversity conservation. Until 1973, the
PNG was considered one of the most famous
reserves in Southern Africa (MITUR, 2004).
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However, the armed conflict that began in
1977 contributed to increased human pres-
sure, reduced biodiversity, and destruction of
infrastructure.
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The park currently covers an area of 9,419
km?, which includes the Serra da Gorongosa
area above 700 meters above sea level and the
buffer zone (Decree No. 78/2010 of December
31). Most of the local population belongs to the
Cena and Ndau ethnic groups. Around 237,734
inhabitants live in the park’s buffer zone, spread
across 16 villages (MITADER, 2016).

The population is mainly composed of
young people under the age of 15 and wo-
men. The school enrollment rate is low, with
only 5% of the population entering secondary
education. Households have between five and
eight members and are mostly headed by wo-
men. The dominant religion is Sion/Zion and
the main languages spoken are Cindau and
Cisena (INE, 2012).

According to the Ministry of State Admi-
nistration [MAE] (2005), around 85% of the
population is rural and depends on family
farming, cattle and goat rearing, poultry far-
ming, and the exploitation of forest resources
for the production of charcoal for subsisten-
ce. Agricultural production is deficient, espe-
cially in the districts of Dondo, Muanza, and
Cheringoma. Economic activities are under-
developed and the infrastructure network is
weak.

Historically, conservation research has
been based on the biological sciences, as most
researchers are trained in the natural scien-
ces. However, the fact that many conserva-
tion issues revolve around understanding and
changing human behavior has led to the rapid
adoption and use of social science methods
(Newing, 2011). This is due to the contribu-
tion that social science methods make to un-
derstanding local attitudes, perceptions, and
beliefs about wildlife and conservation initia-
tives (Drury et al., 2010).

The data collection tools used in this rese-
arch are interviews, questionnaires, and ob-
servation, where the questions reflect conser-
vation governance processes, motivations for
community participation, and influence on
livelihoods and strategies. In this context, the
concurrent mixed approach is appropriate for
the objective of this study (Goldenberg, 2004;
Creswell, 2010; Santos et al., 2017).

The three (3) villages chosen for the study
are located in the buffer zone of the Park, spe-
cifically in the villages of Canda, Mucombezi,
and Nhatadza, in the districts of Gorongosa,
Nhamatanda, and Muanza, respectively.

The survey used to collect data consists of
six sections. For the purposes of this article,
only the responses relating to section E were
analyzed. This section consists of 19 questions
related to the structure, organization, functio-
ning, and activities carried out by the com-
mittees.

The survey was conducted in the field using
a stratified probability sampling method, whi-
ch yielded 295 valid responses. This number
is adequate for the objectives of the study. The
survey was validated through a pre-test con-
ducted in May 2021, applied to households re-
siding in the buffer zone of Maputo National
Park, in the community of Madjadjane. Based
on the results of the pre-test, minor changes
were made to the survey, particularly in ter-
ms of the organization and wording of the
questions (Marconi and Lakatos, 2002; Gol-
denberg 2004; Gil, 2008).
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The semi-structured interviews were con-
ducted with three CGC presidents from the
park’s buffer zone, using a semi-structured
interview guide, which sought to gather in-
formation on the organization, structure, and
functioning of the committees. This technique
was important because it allowed for greater
openness and interaction between the inter-
viewer and the interviewee, but also because it
allowed us to obtain information about what
people know, believe, hope, feel or desire, in-
tend to do, do or have done, as well as their
explanations or reasons for events or things.
A non-probabilistic intentional sample was
used to select the interviewees (Lalanda, 1998;
Boni and Quaresma, 2005; Gil, 2008).

Non-participatory observation focused
on the behavior of populations following the
introduction of co-management in the stu-
dy area. This “ “ technique was used to col-
lect complementary data, such as the location
and characteristics of drinking water sources,
the distance between villages and schools, the
availability of basic health services, income-
-generating activities, the existence of spa-
ces for community participation in natural
resource management, and the costs related
to the reduction of community lands due to
the growth of the park (Marconi and Lakatos,
2002; Boni and Quaresma, 2005; Gil, 2008;
Quivy and Campenhoudt, 2008). Taking into
account the language spoken by the communi-
ties, the surveys and interviews were conduc-
ted in CiSena and Cindau, using interviewers
and translators fluent in both languages.

The sample defined for the study is ba-
lanced in terms of gender (men represent
44.7% of the sample). The most significant
ethnic group is the Sena, with 72.2%. Most
respondents have a primary school education
(48.3%) and are mainly engaged in agricultu-
ral activities (82.9%), while a small number
work in the park (1.7%), where they perform
various functions in the areas of inspection,

construction, logistics, and support. Most res-
pondents have always lived in the park’s buffer
zone, even before the boundaries were chan-
ged (70.8%).

Data analysis was carried out using SPSS,
with the aim of identifying the communities’
perceptions of their participation in co-mana-
gement. The questionnaire data were entered
into a database, processed, and cross-referen-
ced to measure the correlation between va-
riables. After cross-referencing, the data were
exported to Microsoft Excel to produce graphs
and tables that allowed for comparison of the
results obtained between different locations.

The interviews were transcribed and analy-
zed manually. Qualitative analysis was carried
out in several stages of reading, coding, com-
parison with quantitative data, and recoding.
The responses were classified into categories
to understand which factors had the greatest
impact on community participation in the co-
-management of the park.

The citizen participation ladder proposed
by Shery Arnstein (1969) was also used for a
comparative analysis and framing of the re-
sults of the questionnaire and interviews, whi-
ch allowed conclusions to be drawn about the
level of participation in the activities carried
out by the CGCs in the co-management of the
park.

STRUCTURE AND
ORGANIZATION OF THE PNG
COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT
COMMITTEES

Within the legal framework of conserva-
tion areas, Community Management Com-
mittees are local bodies that dictate the legal
rules of conduct for community members in
the conservation area in which they are lo-
cated (Resolution No. 63/2009 of November
2). According to the data, the CGCs of Can-
da, Mocumbezi, and Nhantadza were created
in 1997, 2001, and 2008, respectively. Each
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of these committees consists of three (3) de-
cision-making bodies: a General Assembly, a
Management Committee, and a Fiscal Coun-
cil. The General Assembly is the highest body
of the Community and represents all mem-
bers with voting rights. It is composed of the
President of the Assembly, the Vice-President,
the Secretary, and a Member. The CGCs are
composed of 10 founding members, who per-
form the functions of President, Vice-Presi-
dent, Secretary, and Treasurer. There is also a
Fiscal Council, which is composed of a Presi-
dent and two Members, with responsibilities
for overseeing the Community.

The interview data indicate that, in orga-
nizational terms, the CGC of Canda includes
the villages of Canda, Mangara, Nhandare,
and Domba. It is therefore composed of a to-
tal of 57 members. The CGC of Mocumbezi
includes the villages of Mocumbezi and Can-
deeiro and has 35 members, of whom nine
are women and 26 are men. The Nhatadza
CGC includes the villages of Nhantadza and
Mussapassua and has a total of 43 members,
of whom 21 are women and 22 are men. On
average, the ages of committee members ran-
ge from 18 to 56 years old.

Committee members are elected by the
community for a three-year term. The re-
maining committee members are exclusively
from the community, coming from diffe-
rent localities. The committees are organized
into community interest groups, which take
into account the activities carried out by the
community. The organization is also based on
the affinities, interests, and skills of communi-
ty members, and these groups constitute the
financial basis of the committees through the
payment of dues.

Interest groups are defined as heteroge-
neous groups of farmers or families within
a local community who have a set of similar
objectives and interests regarding natural re-
sources and who unite their efforts around this

common goal to improve their quality of life
and ensure the conservation of natural resour-
ces for the future. These groups also perform
functions related to monitoring the use of na-
tural resources, controlling burning, commu-
nity animation and facilitation, and producing
plant nurseries for reforestation work.

Although admission to full membership of
the CGCis open to all members of the commu-
nity, provided they reside in the village where
the committee operates, the survey respon-
ses indicate that most community members
(82.4%) are not members of the committee,
compared to only 17.6% who reported being
full members and actively participating in
activities planned by the CGC. These results
contradict the pluralistic approach to co-ma-
nagement, which advocates the need for equi-
table sharing of benefits and responsibilities
related to resources as a prerequisite for social
justice and democracy (Borrini-Feyerabend,
2000, p. 11).

Looking at the data indicating the reasons
for not joining the committees as full mem-
bers, it can be seen that 23.4% of respondents
do not know the importance of being a mem-
ber; 3.5% had never heard of the committee;
1.6% believe that the park determines who
should be a committee member; 1.6% res-
ponded that committee members are chosen
through friendships; while 0.4% indicated
that they are not members because the com-
mittee does not solve community problems.

The differences in participants’ perceptions
of committee membership point to a lack of
trust between community members and com-
mittees, as well as complaints about the lack
of information on permitted activities. This
scenario highlights the importance of efficient
and transparent communication between
committees and communities, not only for in-
formation, but also for building mutual trust
(Berkes, 2007; Berkes, 2009).
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On the other hand, the number of effective
committee members shows that CGCs are not
locally recognized as the highest authority in
natural resource management, either with r by
some members of the traditional authority, as
well as community members who are not part
of any existing authority.

The data point to the existence of conflicts
between the CGCs and the Traditional Au-
thorities, because the latter consider them-
selves entitled to define all the uses of natural
resources, due to the power they inherited
from their ancestors. They believe that natural
resources are the property of their ancestors
and, as such, only they have the right to define
the rules for access and use of resources.

In terms of how they work, although the sta-
tutes establishing the CGCs provide for regular
meetings every 30 days and extraordinary me-
etings whenever necessary, at the initiative of
the president or one-third of its members. The
questionnaire data show that 36.4% of partici-
pants responded that the last meeting had been
held a year ago, while 29.2% indicated that
the last meeting had been held three months
ago. Others pointed to less than a month ago
(27.3%), more than two years ago (5.8%), and
others to the last six months (1.3%).

Still regarding functioning, participants
indicated that most meetings, 63.6%, are con-
vened by the Park, 29.0% are convened by the
CGC, while 3.7% are convened by the Gover-
nment, compared to 1.9% that are convened
by the Community. According to the data,
more than half of the meetings (58.7%) are
convened on the initiative of the Park, compa-
red to 41.3% that are convened on the initia-
tive of other actors, such as the Government,
the CGC, and the Community. It should be
noted here that most of the initiatives to con-
vene meetings come from the Park and not
from the CGCs, which are bodies created
specifically to discuss issues of interest to the
community.

Most participants, 82.2%, agree with the
decisions taken on natural resource manage-
ment, while a smaller proportion, 17.4%, di-
sagree with the decisions. Most of those who
agree with the decisions made, 75.2%, belie-
ve that the CGCs are working to achieve the
objectives for which they were created, while
24.8% do not identify with the results of the
CGCs’ work.

Among the difficulties mentioned for the
functioning of the CGCs are the lack of equi-
pment for inspection, means of transport, and
livestock development projects. The lack of
these resources not only hinders the functio-
ning of the committees but also discourages
the active participation of members.

PARTICIPATION OF COMMUNITY
MANAGEMENT COMMITTEES IN
THE CO-MANAGEMENT OF THE
PNG

Community participation in the co-ma-
nagement of the PNG is guaranteed by the
CGCs, their representatives on the Conser-
vation Area Management Council. However,
the data indicate that the committees’ parti-
cipation in the co-management of the PNG is
limited to the transmission of information on
the activities that the Park intends to carry out
in the buffer zone or with the communities.

It is the perception of those interviewed
that the role of the CGCs is to listen to the
concerns of the communities and guide them
in complying with the rules and guidelines is-
sued by the Park. The activities of the CGCs
include raising community awareness of fire
control, reforestation, the creation of nurse-
ries, and dissemination of the Forest, Land,
and Conservation Laws.

As shown in Graph 1, the perception of
the majority of community members, 25.2%,
is that the role of the CGCs is more focused
on regulating the use of natural resources by
communities, for example, through the con-
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trol of charcoal production, poaching, fishing,
and tree cutting, rather than on opportunities
for project financing and other initiatives rela-
ted to the Park’s social responsibility.

When comparing the perception that
community members have regarding the role
of different stakeholders in the co-manage-
ment of natural resources, namely the CGCs,
the government, and NGOs operating in the
buffer zone, it is clear that CGCs tend to in-
form community members about penalties
for violating park rules, duties, and activities
that are prohibited in the buffer zone (5.4%).
To this end, community members participa-
te in short training courses that provide them
with basic knowledge on interpreting forest
and wildlife legislation.

The questionnaire data also shows that
22.3% of community members associate the
role of chairing meetings with the communi-
ties by the CGCs as a way of representing the
interests of the park in meetings between the
CGCs and the communities, while 14.1% of
respondents said that the role of the commit-
tee is to represent the communities in meetin-
gs scheduled by the park. The data also indi-
cate that 8.7% of respondents answered that
the role of the committees is to represent the
park in meetings between the park and the
communities, and 3.0% to resolve conflicts
between the park and the communities.

To conclude whether or not there is CGC
participation in the co-management of the
PNG, Shery Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of citizen
participation was used, which identifies eight
steps, from manipulation to citizen control.
The results of the questionnaire and inter-
views with CGC presidents were analyzed on
this ladder in order to classify the responses
into different levels of participation.

The results of this analysis, as shown in Fi-
gure 2 below, indicate that CGC participation
in PNG co-management is at the initial steps
of the participation ladder, corresponding to

the types of “non-participation,” since their
activities are limited to listening to communi-
ty concerns, raising awareness of compliance
with forest, wildlife, land, and conservation
laws, and carrying out activities to monitor
uncontrolled burning, illegal charcoal pro-
duction, and poaching, thus hindering the
production of lasting positive effects on the
lives of communities (Pretty, 1995).

According to the data in Figure 2, most of
the activities carried out by the CGCs are con-
centrated at the level of participation throu-
gh material and financial incentives, which,
according to Pimbert and Pretty (1995), “is
that which is maintained only on the basis of
material, financial, or symbolic incentives.”
In these cases, citizens have no participation
in the ongoing deliberative process or in the
development of policies. As illustrated by the
results of the questionnaire to maintain CGC
participation in co-management, the Park
offers incentives such as 20% of the benefits
from the exploitation of natural resources,
jobs in the Park, access to land use rights, ac-
cess to financing, and training provided by the
Park.

However, it is important to note that these
benefits that CGCs receive in co-management
are provided for in Ministerial Decree No.
93/2005 of May 4, which adopts mechanisms
for channeling and using 20% of the value of
fees collected under forestry and wildlife le-
gislation and allocated to local communities.
This decree states that each local community
benefiting from the 20% is represented by a
Natural Resource Management Committee
(CGRN) and that access to the 20% is part
of the strategy to return power over natural
resources to the communities. This return is
made through the channeling of the allocated
revenues, a right that communities are entit-
led to for their role in the control and sustai-
nable use of natural resources.
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Although the communities cite the advan-
tages of being a member of the CGCs, such as
access to 20% of the benefits from the exploi-
tation of natural resources in the buffer zone,
employment opportunities, easier access to
land use and exploitation rights (DUAT), pro-
ject financing, and training provided by the
park, most of the community members who
responded to the questionnaire (68.2%) said
they had never received any benefits from the
park. Most community members who respon-
ded to the questionnaire, 68.2%, said they had
never received benefits from the Park, com-
pared to 31.8% who said they had. Of those
who received benefits, most, 32.4%, highli-
ghted access to 20% of the benefits from the
exploitation of natural resources by the Park,
10.2% benefited from easier access to land use
and exploitation rights (DUAT), compared to
7.4% who indicated that they had obtained
benefits through access to training provided
by the Park, and 5.6% pointed to benefits re-
lated to access to financing and employment
provided by the Park, respectively.

According to the presidents, the CGCs re-
ceive support from the Park for the implemen-
tation of different projects at the village level,
ranging from equipment for enforcement,
training of members, and means of transpor-
tation and work to carry out planned activi-
ties, as well as jobs offered to their members.

However, these benefits are not received
regularly. For example, one respondent from
communities belonging to the Nhantadza
CGC (Muanza district) indicated that they
had received funding for projects in 2000.
Meanwhile, other respondents from commu-
nities belonging to the CGC of Canda and
Mocumbezi (districts of Gorongonsa and
Nhamatanda, respectively) indicated that they
had started receiving funding for projects la-
ter, between 2017 and 2019.

The 20% of the benefits from natural re-
source exploitation that the committees recei-

ve from the Park are used to promote livestock
farming, honey production, plants for refores-
tation, the installation of mills for cereal pro-
cessing, and the rehabilitation of committee
infrastructure. This amount is also used to
invest in education and health by equipping
classrooms with desks or benches and zinc
roofing.

As presented by Pimbert and Pretty (1995),
the weakness of this type of participation esta-
blished for co-management in the PNG is that
the CGCs participate only for the incentives
they receive; when the incentive ceases, so
does their participation.

However, Pretty (1995), Barrow and Mur-
phree (1998) and Jeanrenaud (2002) consider
participation as a “means” or tool for achie-
ving externally defined objectives, and the
minimum acceptable level of participation
for co-management of natural resources. It
should be noted that the PNG prefers to adopt
a “non-participation” approach, which has
resulted in conflicts over access to natural re-
sources.

Pretty (1995) argues that participation
should be “an end” or fundamental right,
whose main objective is to initiate mobiliza-
tion for collective action, empowerment, and
institutional strengthening. This typology is
used to cover many activities, for example
the provision of labor, materials, or money;
involvement in problem identification; pro-
ject planning and implementation; commu-
nity, institutional, or individual participation;
partnership, training, or capacity building; or
a combination.

On the other hand, it should be noted that
effective participation is reserved only for
founding members of the CGC, who exercise
power over other members of the community
who, due to their position on the committe-
es, have no say in decision-making. Howe-
ver, according to Pretty (1995), the essence of
participatory approaches is that the voices of
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communities should be heard and that they
should express their decisions through their
votes. On the contrary, the results indicate
that external agents define the activities car-
ried out by the CGCs without considering the
opinions of community members.

The data in the graph suggest that the PNG
has not invested in types of participation that
produce positive effects, such as functional,
interactive, and self-mobilization participa-
tion, as no actions or activities developed by
the CGCs were found that indicate their in-
volvement in decision-making (Pretty, 1995).
nor were any activities or action or training
plans identified that could lead to the streng-
thening of local institutions (Bass et al., 1995;
Borrini-Feyerabend, Kothari and Oviedo,
2004; Jeanrenaud, 2002).

FINAL CONSIDERATIONS

This article addresses the difficulty that
CGCs have in playing an active and influen-
tial role in the co-management of natural re-
sources in the PNG buffer zone. The research
problem arises because, although CGCs have
been established as forums for popular par-
ticipation in natural resource management,
actual implementation is far from true co-
-management. This is due to several factors,
such as institutional barriers, lack of financial
and technical resources, and conflicts of in-
terest between the different actors involved.
These factors limit the empowerment of local
communities and the guarantee of equitable
participation in decision-making processes,
thus limiting the potential for community de-
velopment and the effectiveness of communi-
ty-based conservation.

The research results point to institutional
barriers to community participation in the co-
-management of the PNG, such as the fact that
only 17.6% of community members actively
participate in the CGCs, which demonstrates
a widespread lack of community representa-

tion and engagement in the co-management
process, weakening the fundamental principle
of community involvement in conservation
efforts; weak decision-making power, the role
of the CGC:s is largely limited to transmitting
information from the park to the communi-
ty, rather than making a substantial contribu-
tion to management decisions. This situation
reduces the committees’ ability to influence
park management and represent community
interests effectively; use of top-down manage-
ment approaches, 63.6% of study participants
indicated that most meetings are convened by
park managers rather than by the CGCs them-
selves. This result demonstrates a clear imba-
lance in power dynamics, which perpetuates
a management approach that runs counter to
the principles of co-management. Combined
with this fact, most community participation
in the co-management of the park’s natural
resources is limited to the lowest levels of in-
volvement, such as being informed or consul-
ted, rather than having real decision-making
power; the lack of regular communication
and meetings between CGC managers and
the community are infrequent, with some in-
terviewees reporting periods of over a year
between meetings, which hinders consistent
engagement and timely decision-making;
Conflicts between CGCs and traditional au-
thorities: there are tensions between com-
mittees and traditional leaders over control
of natural resources, which creates internal
conflicts within the community over control
of natural resources, undermining conserva-
tion efforts. Limited capacity and resources:
the lack of financial and technical resources
restricts the committees ability to effectively
carry out their tasks and contribute signifi-
cantly to better park management.

Based on the problem identified, the rese-
arch suggests some recommendations, such
as: increasing the representation of the lo-
cal community in the CGCs, given their low
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participation rate; strengthening the CGCs
in matters of planning, management, and
community-based conservation businesses,
so that they can play a more substantial role
in decision-making processes; improving
the frequency of meetings and accountabi-
lity through more regular meetings initiated
by the committees themselves rather than by
park managers; developing efforts to resolve
tensions between CGCs and traditional lea-
ders over control of natural resources; Recog-
nize and integrate traditional knowledge and
local practices into conservation management
strategies; Provide more financial resources
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