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in the Philippines
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of community-based forest
management (CBFM) – the core
forest management strategy in the
Philippines – have emphasized
the use of appropriate methods to
ensure meaningful participation of
villagers in the policy process.
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articipatory approaches in the
forest sector have been well
developed and applied in villages throughout the Philippines for the
past few decades (see Box, page 24).
They have often focused on assessing
the “needs” of villagers, which conveniently seem to fit the objectives of service
delivery projects designed to wean the
local population off the forest resources.
Yet the money that has been invested
in field-based projects to meet needs
with alternative livelihoods has not been
matched by evidence that the investment
has worked. There are few indications
that the approach of need-based alternative-livelihood field projects is reducing deforestation or widely improving
livelihoods.
Moving beyond “needs” to opinions of
villagers reveals a widespread view that
the reasons for forest problems such as
harvesting without permits or failure to
invest resources, time and effort in forest
management are found in centralized policy and policy-making processes geared
to protect the trees from the people. For
example, villagers frequently remark that
the criminalization of customary forest
use and cumbersome, time-consuming
procedures for obtaining harvest permits
are disincentives for villagers to manage
forest resources sustainably – and even
invite illegal use. At least in the eyes
of many villagers, site-based forestry
projects, no matter how participatory,
deal with the symptoms of these problems (e.g. by providing environmental
education and seedlings), but not the
underlying causes.
Compared with the money spent in the
forest sector on participatory approaches

in villages over the past few decades, a
fraction has been spent on participatory
approaches in national policy processes.
Methods and approaches for ensuring
fair and equal communication have been
YKFGN[ WUGF KP HQTGUVT[ ſGNF RTQLGEVU
at the village level but have not been
employed at the national level. Even
when villagers are invited to forest policy
consultation workshops, seating arrangements, process and methods, language
and jargon often conspire to exclude them
from meaningful participation.
The Forest Management Bureau of
the Department of the Environment
for Natural Resources (DENR) – along
with the College of Forestry and Natural
Resources of the University of the Philippines Los Baños through its Environmental Justice Project, the International
Institute of Rural Reconstruction (IIRR)
and other partners in the Philippines – has
increased efforts in the past five years to
redress the balance by promoting more
participation by villagers in national forest policy processes. The donor support
for these efforts has come from organizations such as Canada’s International
Development Research Centre (IDRC),
FAO and the United States Agency for
International Development (USAID).
This article discusses some early lessons in process and methods, drawing
on two interconnected initiatives that
linked villagers to national forest policy
processes in 2006. Both concerned the
planning of community-based forest
management (CBFM), the central forest management strategy in the Philippines. In 2006 these processes have
been brought under the auspices of the
Philippine National Forest Programme
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5RRWVRISDUWLFLSDWLRQDQGWKH&RPPXQLW\%DVHG
)RUHVW0DQDJHPHQW3URJUDPPHLQWKH3KLOLSSLQHV
Participatory processes in the Philippines evolved in answer to the land tenure system
KPVTQFWEGFWPFGTEQNQPK\CVKQPD[5RCKPCPFTGVCKPGFWPFGT#OGTKECPTWNG UVCTVKPIKP
1898) and after independence in 1946. The Maura Act of 1894 required villagers and
KPFKXKFWCNNCPFQYPGTUVQTGIKUVGTVJGKTNCPFJQNFKPIUQHſEKCNN[6JQUGYJQHCKNGFVQFQUQ
were legally considered squatters no matter how long they had been on the land. Almost
two-thirds of the Philippine territory was unregistered and thus legally belonged to the
5VCVG#VKPFGRGPFGPEGPGCTN[RGTEGPVQHVJG2JKNKRRKPGUŏNCPFCTGCYCUENCUUKſGF
CU5VCVGHQTGUVYJGTGVJGIQXGTPOGPVJCFVJGUQNGCWVJQTKV[VQCNNQECVGHQTGUVNCPFWUGU
and resource use rights.
Between 1949 and the early 1970s industrial timber exploitation expanded rapidly;
HQTGUV RTQFWEVU CEEQWPVGF HQT  RGTEGPV QH VJG VQVCN XCNWG QH 2JKNKRRKPG GZRQTVU KP
RGTEGPVKPCPFRGTEGPVKPVJGNCVGU&GHQTGUVCVKQPYCUJC
per year at the end of this period. Even though rural forest users often used secondary
HQTGUVQTTGOPCPVUNGHVCHVGTNQIIKPID[NCTIGGPVGTRTKUGUQHſEKCNN[VJGTWTCNRQQTYGTG
often blamed for deforestation.
+PVJGUCPFUƀGFINKPIőRCTVKEKRCVQT[ŒHQTGUVT[RTQITCOOGUYGTGETGCVGFQHVGP
HQEWUGFQPGFWECVKPICPFQTICPK\KPIVJGőUSWCVVGTUŒCPFQPRTQXKFKPIGORNQ[OGPVCPF
NKXGNKJQQFQRRQTVWPKVKGUYKVJVJGRWDNKECKOQHGPEQWTCIKPIVJGOVQRTQVGEVVJGTGOCKPKPI
HQTGUVTGUQWTEGUDWVCNUQYKVJVJGCKOQHCRRGCUKPICITQYKPITWTCNKPUWTIGPE[
+P  CNN RCTVKEKRCVQT[ HQTGUVT[ KPKVKCVKXGU YGTG DTQWIJV WPFGT QPG WODTGNNC VJG
%QOOWPKV[$CUGF(QTGUV/CPCIGOGPV2TQITCOOG %$(/2 YJKEJDGECOGVJGEQTG
UVTCVGI[QHHQTGUVOCPCIGOGPVKPVJG2JKNKRRKPGU6JGRTQITCOOGHQEWUGFQPQTICPK\KPI
communities and providing alternative livelihood strategies with the aim of taking pressure off the natural forest. A handful of communities whose forests were considered to be
UWHſEKGPVN[UVQEMGFD[VJG&GRCTVOGPVQH'PXKTQPOGPVCPF0CVWTCN4GUQWTEGU &'04 
YGTGITCPVGFWVKNK\CVKQPTKIJVUHQTYQQFRTQFWEVUDWVNGICNN[UCPEVKQPGFWVKNK\CVKQPYCU
often hindered by costly and complex procedural requirements stipulated by DENR
CPFOQTGTGEGPVN[D[CUGTKGUQHPCVKQPCNECPEGNNCVKQPUQHVJGTGUQWTEGWUGRGTOKVUKP
TGURQPUGVQUKVGURGEKſERTQDNGOUQTXKQNCVKQPU
Between 2000 and 2004 a review of CBFMP was driven by reformers within and outside
DENR. Revised CBFM guidelines were developed based on consultations by DENR with
PWOGTQWU0)1UCECFGOKEUCPFEQOOWPKV[OGODGTU4GXKUKQPUOCMGVJGRTQEGFWTCN
TGSWKTGOGPVUHQTEQOOWPKVKGUVQWVKNK\GVJGHQTGUVTGUQWTEGUOQTGCRRTQRTKCVGKPVGTOU
of both complexity and cost to communities. This is envisaged to encourage more stewardship by community members over the forest resources. The revised guidelines were
CRRTQXGFKPNCVG#PCVKQPCNOWNVKUVCMGJQNFGTTGXKGYQHVJGſTUVVGP[GCTUQH%$(/
was conducted in 2006 and a strategic plan for the next ten years was drawn up.

(NFP) with the support of the National
Forest Programme Facility. The NFP
focuses on the further development of
CBFM in the country.
What was interesting about these initiatives was not only the involvement of
many stakeholders, but also the innovation and experimentation in methodol-

ogy. Methods previously used only by
professionals to deal with villagers were
now used at the national level by a mix
of professionals and villagers.
APPROACHES AND METHODS

Approaches and methods were developed
to tackle two key challenges identified

in policy processes. The first problem
identified was that forest policy was
often made by a few people for many,
often in one-size-fits-all format, and
often in offices far removed from field
realities (Figure 1).
Another key challenge in forest policy
processes is the need to take into account
a multiplicity of perspectives on causes
of forestry problems (Figure 2). Often
those who are most likely to feel the consequences of forest policy, the rural poor
living in and around the forest, have been
the last to have a voice in policy processes. Interestingly, villagers have had
little control over management decisions
related to forest planting, maintenance and
harvesting – much less than in agriculture,
for example. Even though villagers are far
more numerous, are closer to the forests
and have more intimate practical knowledge of forests than most other stakeholders, they have often been excluded from
important decision-making.
The initiatives discussed in this article
attempted to level the playing field in
communication, not only by enabling
the marginalized to have a voice but also
by containing the powerful. As well as
seeking policy outcomes, the initiatives
aimed to develop participatory policy
process methodology with an aim to
institutionalize processes and methods
at the national level.
These initiatives gave evidence of new
demands for the role of participatory forest
policy researchers and facilitators, fundamentally to do with changing attitudes
and behaviour resulting from different
assumptions about villagers’ roles in forest-sector decision-making (Figure 3).
LESSONS FROM A
/7.6+56#-'*1.&'44'8+'91(
TEN YEARS OF CBFM

The workshop “Multi-stakeholder Review
of 10 Years of CBFM in the Philippines,
C(QTWOHQT4GƀGEVKQPCPF&KCNQIWGŒYCU
held in April 2006. It was led by a nongovernmental organization (NGO) and
an academic department, but the design

7PCU[NXCVol. 57, 2006

25

Central policy planning

Rural realities
This is the
policy they
need in the
rural areas.

If it doesn't
ſVYJCVFQYG
FQPQY!

1
Assumptions of
policy planners in the
QHſEGQHVGPFQPQV
match rural realities
– and the realities
sometimes change

P. O’Hara and A. Lucena

and implementation included numerous
government organizations, NGOs and
villagers. The forum aimed to:
• give rural people a voice at the national level, to make forest policies,
programmes and initiatives more appropriate for them and to advance
community forestry;
• provide a platform for meaningful
negotiations among all the key stakeholder groups in the forest sector in
the Philippines;
• provide an example to help inspire
the democratization of forest policymaking processes in the country.
In preparation for the workshop,

research teams from IIRR and the University of the Philippines Los Baños visited villages around the country, which
were carefully selected to represent the
range of geographical, policy, tenure
and ecological diversity. Repeated visits were undertaken to build trust (e.g.
anonymity of individual views was
guaranteed if requested) and limit false
expectations for the initiative (e.g. study
teams used public transport and avoided
big spending).
At each site, study teams provided
opportunities for villagers to conduct
their own thorough analysis of the forest sector, free from the viewpoints and

2
Stakeholders
The policy is good,
have different
these villagers simply
perspectives
must learn to understand
on forest-sector the damage cutting trees
problems
does. They also need
environmental training
and my project’s
seedlings.

The policy is good
but villagers should adopt
anti soil erosion
VGEJPQNQIKGUYGJCXG
FGXGNQRGFYJKEJ
include trees in terraces.

assumptions of the study team. Care was
taken to ensure that many voices in the
villages were heard and that the views
reported represented a high percentage
of villagers. These accounts were thoroughly validated and verified using many
different methods. The word “need” and
the use of questionnaires were avoided,
as earlier experiences indicated that they
stimulated bias. For example when asked
about their needs, villagers tended to fish
for material inputs or services rather than
more fundamental changes.
The full analysis of the forest sector that
was gradually developed in this way was
presented in the national workshop by

+COYKNNKPIVQ
pay good money for
YQQFDWV[GVXKNNCIGTU
CTGWPYKNNKPIVQ
plant trees.

I am sad to see the trees
IQPGCPF+YCPVVQRNCPV
VTGGUVJGRTKEGQHYQQF
is rising, but I don’t have
rights over the land and
GXGPKH+FKFVJGRCRGTYQTM
to harvest trees legally is
too complicated. With
current policy I have no
reason to plant.

P. O’Hara and A. Lucena
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3
Degrees of participation in the policy process, indicating the changing roles that a participatory
forest policy researcher (or other professional) may have to play in a meaningfully participatory
national forest programme
Degree of
participation

High

Typical role of researcher

Facilitates process where
villagers do own analysis
Helps design and facilitate a
process where villagers and
other key stakeholders can
meaningfully interact

Typical assumption of
researcher

Researcher’s
perception of role of
villager

Villagers recognize
causes of forest-sector
problems but lack
opportunity to examine
them with other key
stakeholders in the
sector

Can be at any level

To present opinions

Focuses on process and
methods

.QY

Analysis, presentation
of evidence,
persuading and
deliberating with other
key stakeholders

Gathers information from
villagers and does analysis

Villagers are the causes
of forest-sector problems

Restricted to village
level

Presents analysis to other key
stakeholders

Villagers lack capacity
to articulate causes of
problems to other key
stakeholders

Participates by
providing information
to researchers

Focuses on content and
outcomes

village representatives using materials
they had developed themselves.
Other stakeholders – from the Forest Management Bureau of DENR, the
private sector, NGOs and academia
– were also invited to prepare forest
sector analyses for the workshop. These
were to follow the format of the presentations prepared by the villagers, for
easy comparison.
Many villagers had little or no experience of workshops, which put them at
a disadvantage relative to other stakeholders. To make them more comfort-

To present needs

able, the national language Tagalog was
used rather than English, as requested
by villagers in pre-workshop meetings.
Although translation was still needed for
some because the Philippines has many
local languages, villagers found that the
use of Tagalog limited the frequency of
technical jargon and acronyms that could
exclude them. Villagers were also invited
to the venue a few days beforehand so
they would feel comfortable with the
place. They had an opportunity to review
the workshop design (including seating,
materials and timing) and to suggest

revisions when methods, purposes and
processes were not appropriate or clear
to them. The villagers took part in “dry
runs” of all sessions and practised their
presentations with peer review.
Some professionals attending the workshop resisted some of the actions intended
to make the forum more comfortable
for villagers. They were concerned, for
example, that if English was not used the
few foreign donor representatives might
feel excluded from the proceedings. The
simple solution was to advise foreign
donors in advance to bring interpreters.
Some professionals did not want to write
their ideas on cards, thinking they were
not needed and preferring only to talk;
but villagers, having less confidence
to express themselves verbally in large
workshops, saw them as an important
aid for expressing their views. Some
villagers feared that if questions were
only delivered verbally, they might fail to
understand technical or academic words
and be embarrassed publicly.

Examples of two of the numerous
exercises used for forest sector
analysis in the villages: a Venn
diagram (left) is used to describe
relationships among stakeholders in
the forest sector; a ranking exercise
(right) helps participants discuss
VJGKTRGTEGRVKQPQHDGPGſVU DQVJNGICN
and illegal) from forestry to various
stakeholders under the current policy

IIRR
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IIRR

A common vision of a good future
in the forest sector drawn by a
multistakeholder group during the
workshop highlights the agreement
reached by all on the importance
of involving all stakeholders in
decision-making

The workshop process was designed to
require little and non-dominant moderation. When it was necessary, volunteers
from all the stakeholder groups stepped
forward to moderate. Care was taken
to ensure all stakeholder groups were
represented. The workshop lasted three
days and had three day-long steps: listening, debating and compromising (see
Box, page 28).
Even though there were disagreements
over many policy aspects in the workshop, stakeholders found much agreement about the process by which policy
should be made and implemented in the
future. As a direct result of the workshop,
it was agreed that villagers would from
now on be represented on the national
steering committee for the development
of CBFM and that the government would
no longer make unilateral changes in
CBFM-related policy, for example
regarding forest use rights. It was agreed
that there should be a concerted effort
by all stakeholders to institutionalize
participatory policy processes in the
forest sector.
A SECOND EXAMPLE

A similar multistakeholder approach was
adopted in the government-led workshop
“National Community Based Forest Strategic Plan Update: a Consultative Workshop” in September 2006. This workshop,
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aimed at crafting the national CBFM strategic action plan for the next decade, was
part of the Philippine NFP activities and
was designed and organized by a multistakeholder committee composed of representatives of villages, NGOs, academia,
donor agencies and DENR management
CPFſGNFRGTUQPPGN6JGVJTGGFC[YQTMshop was attended by 90 representatives
of these stakeholder groups as well as
local government units and other government institutions. Villagers were represented both formally (CBFM federation
representatives) and informally (those
from the research sites).
In general, the forum adopted a process of listening, debate and analysis,
and compromise similar to that used in
the workshop held the preceding April.
However, methods were selected to
suit the workshop’s objectives, e.g. to
develop a written strategy document
which would guide CBFM policy.
During the listening part, representatives of the different stakeholders,
including villagers, had the opportunity to speak about their CBFM experiences and observations as well as their
perceived challenges and prospects for
CBFM in the next decade.
For the analysis portion, the participants were divided into three major
stakeholder groups, namely villagers,
government and support groups (i.e.

NGOs, academia, local government
units and donors). Each group clarified
its vision of CBFM in the next ten years
and stated expectations of the roles of
the different stakeholders in achieving
this vision.
During the compromise stage, all the
outputs of the different groups were presented in a plenary for deliberation among
all participants. The output of this deliberation was a synthesis document for the
national strategy for CBFM implementation for the next ten years. The strategy
was projected on the wall and extensively
debated line by line until consensus and
compromise were reached on the wording. Where disputes remained, processes
were considered to tackle the disagreement in the future. All stakeholder groups
felt a high degree of ownership over the
document at the end.
It was mutually agreed that this strategic plan will not be a blueprint, which
was a key criticism of previous plans,
but will be revisited on a cyclic basis by
multistakeholder groups at the regional
and national levels. Revisions will be
made based on the practical experiences
of all stakeholders involved in its implementation. Unlike previous plans for the
forest sector and for CBFM in the Philippines, this plan puts a strong emphasis
on process (Figure 4).
PERSONAL REFLECTIONS ON THE
INITIATIVES

8KNNCIGTUNCEMQRRQTVWPKV[
not capacity
When the process and methods were
designed to be more appropriate for
villagers, they did not need encourage-
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:RUNVKRSSURFHVVOLVWHQLQJ
GHEDWLQJFRPSURPLVLQJ

SWOT analysis

IIRR

3ULRUWRWKH$SULOZRUNVKRSWKHSURFHVVDQG
PHWKRGV ZHUH GLVFXVVHG H[WHQVLYHO\ ZLWK
VWDNHKROGHUUHSUHVHQWDWLYHVHVSHFLDOO\ZLWK
YLOODJHUV2ZQHUVKLSJHQHUDOFRQVHQVXVDQG
FODULW\FRQFHUQLQJWKHSURFHVVZHUHVHHQDV
HVVHQWLDO,QWKHZRUNVKRSWKHSURJUDPPH
ZDVGLVFXVVHGFOHDUO\SRVWHGRQWKHZDOOLQ
the local language and regularly referred
EDFNWRE\WKHPRGHUDWRUV YROXQWHHUVIURP
DOOWKHVWDNHKROGHUJURXSVSUHVHQW 
Workshop programme

LISTENING

IIRR

$OOVWDNHKROGHUJURXSVLQFOXGLQJWKHYLOODJHUVKDGDQHTXDORSSRUWXQLW\WRSUHVHQWWKHLU
RSLQLRQVDQGWKHMXVWL¿FDWLRQVEHKLQGWKHP1RLQWHUUXSWLRQZDVDOORZHGDQ\IHHGEDFN
KDGWREHZULWWHQRQFDUGVDQGSLQQHGRQERDUGVVRWKDWWKHSUHVHQWHUFRXOGUHDGLWDIWHUZDUGV(DFKJURXSZDVJLYHQWLPHWRGLJHVWWKHIHHGEDFN ZLWKYLOODJHUVJLYHQDVVLVWDQFH
LQGHFLSKHULQJDFURQ\PVDQGWHFKQLFDOWHUPV 
7RV\QWKHVL]HDOOWKHPDLQSRLQWVDVWUHQJWKVZHDNQHVVHVRSSRUWXQLWLHVDQGWKUHDWV
6:27  DQDO\VLV ZDV FDUULHG RXW DFFRUGLQJ WR GLIIHUHQW WKHPHV 3DUWLFLSDQWV FRXOG
ZULWH WKHLU FRQWULEXWLRQV RQ FDUGV ZLWK GLIIHUHQW FRORXUV IRU HDFK VWDNHKROGHU JURXS
DQRQ\PRXVO\ LI WKH\ VR FKRVH ,QWHUHVWLQJO\ ZKDW VRPH VWDNHKROGHUV VDZ DV VWUHQJWKV
RWKHUVVDZDVZHDNQHVVHV

Fishbowl debate

DEBATING

IIRR

%DVHGRQWKH6:27DQDO\VLVZKLFKUHPDLQHGSRVWHGIRUUHIHUHQFH
all stakeholder groups prepared position statements relating to
NH\SROLF\EDUULHUVLQWKHIRUHVWVHFWRU$³¿VKERZO´GHEDWH±VR
FDOOHGEHFDXVHRILWVVKDSHDQRXWHUULQJRIFKDLUVZLWKWKH³¿VK´
LQWKHPLGGOH±ZDVRUJDQL]HGWRSURYLGHVSDFHIRUDOOJURXSVWR
VWDWHWKHLUSRVLWLRQVDQGWRMXVWLI\WKHP7LPHFDUGVZHUHXVHG
WR NHHS WLPH DQG FRQWLQXDO VKXIÀLQJ RI VSHDNHUV DOORZHG DOO
VWDNHKROGHUJURXSVHTXDOWLPHWRSUHVHQWMXVWLI\DQGDUJXHWKHLU
SRLQWVZLWKRXWIDFHWRIDFHFRQIURQWDWLRQ(DFKSDUWLFLSDQWFRXOG
KDYHWKUHHPLQXWHVWRMXVWLI\KLVRUKHUSRLQWDQGZRXOGWKHQVWD\
LQWKHFHQWUHRIWKH¿VKERZOZKLOHLWZDVGHEDWHG$Q\RQHHOVH
ZKRZDQWHGWRPDNHDSRLQWFRXOGWDNHDYDFDQWFKDLULQWKHFHQWUHDQGVSHDNIRUXSWRRQHPLQXWHDQGZRXOGWKHQUHWXUQWRWKH
RXWHUULQJWRIUHHXSWKHFHQWUDOFKDLUVIRURWKHUV7KHMXVWL¿HUFRXOGUHVSRQGDIWHUHDFKSRLQW(YHU\RQHZDVWUHDWHGHTXDOO\LQWKH
GHEDWHGLUHFWRURUYLOODJHU
$IWHUWKLVGHEDWHDVHFUHWEDOORWZLWKGLIIHUHQWFRORXUHGYRWLQJVOLSVIRUHDFKVWDNHKROGHUJURXSZDVKHOGRQWKHSRVLWLRQVWDWHPHQWV
DQGUHVXOWVZHUHGLVSOD\HGIRUGLVFXVVLRQ,WZDVWKHQHDV\WRLGHQWLI\ZKLFKSRLQWVZHUHFORVHWRFRQVHQVXVDQGZKLFKZHUHVRGLYHUJHQWWKDWWKH\FRXOGRQO\HQGLQ³DJUHHLQJWRGLVDJUHH´

COMPROMISING

7KH¿QDOVWHSZDVIRUVPDOOPXOWLVWDNHKROGHUJURXSVWRVWUXJJOHWR¿QGFRPSURPLVHRUDFFRPPRGDWLRQDQGWRGHYHORSDQGDJUHHWR
MRLQWUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVIRUWDFNOLQJLVVXHVRIGLYHUJHQFHLQDFRQVWUXFWLYHZD\
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Revisit/revise
assumptions

Increase quality in terms of participatory methods
and in terms of stakeholder representation

Review all relevant
existing information
Replan

Revisit/revise
assumptions
Review all relevant
existing information
Replan
Implement/
experiment

Implement/
experiment

Reflect, critically
analyse and
document lessons
Embrace failures

State assumptions
Review all relevant
existing information
Conceptualize/
plan generally

Reflect, critically
analyse and
document lessons
Embrace failures

4
An iterative learning
and action guide for a
participatory NFP process

ment to take part in policy processes.
Although their confidence and contributions improved with practice, it was clear
that the main barrier to participation by
villagers in policy processes was lack of
opportunity, not lack of capacity. When
participation was noticeably lacking,
the process or methodology was usually at fault; changing it restored full
participation.
6CTIGVPQVQPN[VJGOCTIKPCNK\GFDWV
CNUQVJGKPƀWGPVKCN
It is clear in hindsight that earlier efforts
to empower only the marginalized
through capacity building while neglecting the powerful were naive. Strategies
(both formal and informal) are thus
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needed to involve different stakeholders.
Working with environmental NGOs and
journalists, for example, proved important, as their pressure on politicians in
the past has often resulted in simplistic
top-down quick-fix policy solutions
which derailed movement towards more
democratic forest policy processes in the
Philippines. The workshop organizers
also channelled considerable effort into
obtaining support (verbal and written)
for both the process and the outcomes
from influential participants such as the
current and former DENR Secretaries,
a provincial governor and important
donors. The support of the DENR Secretary was quickly captured in a media
release which included all of the major
workshop outcomes and was reviewed by
all stakeholder groups before its circulation. The participatory methods used in
the workshop ensured that high-ranking

participants and vocal NGOs did not
dominate the process.
Match methods to purpose and context
All methods were developed to match
purpose and context. Spontaneous adaptations were a common feature. Effective
facilitation required continual experimentation and practice and, very importantly, appropriate feedback mechanisms
from all involved.
Representation
Because these initiatives often had a
strong influence on national policy, they
invited continual questions of which
stakeholder groups should be involved,
how effectively they were represented
and who had the right to make the decisions. Current practice in the Philippines
is to mix formal authorized representatives of stakeholder groups with more
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randomly selected or volunteering members, and also to link subnational and
national processes. Representation is not
perfect but is far better than in the policy
processes of a few years ago. Continual
experimentation with representation is a
key thrust of planned processes.
Professionals in the forest sector need
participatory approaches
Professional practice has often been
neglected in the focus on changing the
practice of villagers. These and similar
initiatives demonstrate that participatory approaches are not only appropriate
for villagers. Getting professionals to
practice and not only preach them is a
key challenge in advancing participatory
forest policy processes.
Participatory policy processes are
CDQWVRTQXQMKPIHGGNKPIUPQVQPN[
about sharing information
Feelings were less evident in previous
policy processes where researchers presented villagers’ positions impassively on
their behalf. In the participatory workshops
where villagers interacted directly with
policy-makers, feelings tended to come
into play much more. On occasion tempers
were lost and tears were shed. Expressions
of both guilt and empathy came to the fore
which seemed to lead to a greater sense
of accountability. The expression of feelings and the creation of new relationships
among stakeholders may have been as
important in creating policy change as the
evidence presented and should be taken
into consideration in the design of interacVKQPU (QT GZCORNG VJG ſUJDQYN FGDCVG
method stimulates constructive confrontation but precludes destructive arguments.
Social events are also an important way to
build informal links and stimulate respect
and partnership.
CONCLUSION

Interest in multistakeholder processes
is growing within the forest sector in
the Philippines, especially among villagers who see them as an opportunity

that they never had before to influence
policy. Through the workshops, stakeholder groups have quickly expanded
their role from policy review only to
policy formulation, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation. The focus
has as much to do with process as with
outcome and follows an iterative learning approach. Ownership of the process
among stakeholders has proved to be
integrally linked with ownership of the
outcomes.
Participatory or multistakeholder policy processes are not only a matter of
getting a group of stakeholders together
in a room. They require methods that
give the marginalized a voice so that
power imbalances in communication are
eroded and domination by the powerful and articulate is avoided. With the
many agendas, interests and perspectives involved, it has proved important
not exclusively to target consensus, but
also to provide room for compromise
and disagreement.
The experiments in participatory policy processes have not been easy. Some
professionals have resisted trying new
approaches because of the chance of
failure, and some have had to be convinced that villagers could meaningfully
interact with high-level decision-makers on forest policy. Risk-taking and
experimentation are essential.
The rewards of these efforts in policy
formulation have begun to show. The
authors have seen the impact of changes
in a few lines of policy that represent
the first steps towards giving villagers
throughout the Philippines the encouragement they need to invest in forest
management. For example, as a direct
result of evidence presented by villagers
during the participatory policy processes
in the past few years, the work plans
required for commercial forest utilization in CBFM are now to be prepared
every five years instead of annually as
before. This means that villagers now
spend less time on paperwork and that
delays in plan approval are not as disrup-

tive to utilization as they were before.
Furthermore, if the paperwork necessary
for utilization rights is not approved by
DENR in a number of days, it will now
be automatically approved, so the onus
is on DENR to act quickly.
Yet in addition to the concrete policy
changes, the less tangible but important
new relationships and greater accountabilities among stakeholders should also
be seen as key outcomes of these policy
processes.
The goal in the Philippines in the next
few years is to institutionalize participatory policy processes by putting the
processes themselves into policy. Within
this policy will be regulations regarding
quality control parameters, to ensure
that even if key personalities change the
processes will remain.
It is hoped that these lessons from
experiments in more democratic policy
processes will generate lessons of relevance for other countries. X
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