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INTRODUCTION

Decentralization was implemented in the Philippines to twten the active

involvement of local government units (LGU's) in promoting; the people's quality of life.

This move likewise requires unequivocal involvement of people in the course of

development, a way of making effective the strategy of people empowerment.

Decentralization entailed the devolution of various national programs to the,

local government units such as the management of natural resources. However, it has

been observed that there was a lag in the LGU's implementation of this devolved

function:

Most enyjummentpmjt:CtJ JIm bt:ing implt:mt:nted wiliz II sim-btz.sed, inl:::rpt:r.sanll

strategy; 11Dn-govt:171Z1lentJl! ozganiza/ions (NGOs), governmt:nt IlZld ink:maiianaJ

projt:ei:J con~ IlZl outsidt: community argmkt:r 10 Jivt: in II community or

communi/it:3 md p:r:sUNiJ: [,GUs IIZU1 community meznbt:n ~ ozgiUlizt: ilrOund Ii

spt:eific issue, usUll11y fomstiy or coastJl! mJIr18gt:111t:nt Frequently it W:es il/ least ant:

yesa; and samt:timt:s two, 10 p:r:sUNiJ: '[,GUs md community mt::mix:rs to f3J::r: tht: frr.rt

strp and lkcidt: toparticipate (Requt:Sf for Proposals for Fan:n8/iVf: Rt:St:arC1z in Support

ofPilot EnvirorzrnentJl! Cammu:niclliiDn Ormpaigns, MradI5, ISS&,~ 5)

As its response to the above-cite4 problem, GreenCOM has conceptualized a

communication intervention strategy to motivate the LGUs and community t'e);dents to

take series of actions to make effective the mandate of the Local Government Code

regarding; the management of natural resources. Part and parcel to such an

intervention strategy, GreenCom has expressed the need to establish basic data on

environmental management as the basis for 4111 effective program do;gn .and

implementation strategies to attain the objectives of the proposed intervention; thus

this study.



•

2

OBJECllVES OFmE S11JDY

Generally) the study aims to help shape the content of the communication

intervention and to determine the effective communication chiUlnels through which

messages can be re1a.yed to the target beneficiaries. Speciftcally, it purports to :

1. Identify current knowledge) belief and practices of "doers" and "non-doers" in

relation to ideal behaviors;

2. Identify the factors that have influenced the adoption of the ideal bellavior; aud

S. Identify the most effective (trusted) and efficient (preferred and currently used)

channels of communication about the environment.

1HE SURVEY SITE: MALALAG, DAVAO DEL SUR

Malalag is one of the nine municipalities of the Province of Davao del Sur. It is

bounded on the north by the Municipality of Sulop alld Ma1a14g Bay, on the ~'i by the

Municipality of Sta. Maria, on~ the west by the Municipality of Kiblawan, and on the

south by the Municipality of Ma1~gon (part of the Province of Sarangani).

(see Figure 1).

It is 24 kilometers from the capital town of Davao, del Sur (Digos) and

approximately 80 kilometers south of Davao City. It is accessible by land transportation

and vehicles plying the Davao City-Malita and Davao City-General santos City routes.

The 1990 Census Facts and Figures (pp. 220-221) indicated that the

Municipality of Malalag has a total population of 27,709 from a total households of

5,296 as of 1990, with 91.2 percent of its population speaking Cepuano.
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Majority are Roman Catholics with a 91 percent literacy'rate. Fishing and farming

served as the major sources of livelihood for the residents, with some employed as

laborers either in a local banana. plantation - i.e. the Malala.g Ventures P1antation, Inc. 

which covers portions of the barangays of Poblacion, Bolton and Bulacan, or in the

sugar plantation - i.e. the Kawaym Land Development, Inc. - situated ~ Baranga:ys

Bolton and Ibo.

Forest R~01ln:~. Furthermore, the Socio-Economic Profile, Book I of the

Municipality of MaWag (pp. 147-149) reported that as per records of the DENR, the

municipality has a sizable area classified as timberland covering approximately 6,231

hectares in the Barangays of Pitu, Ibo and Mabini, and 1,054 hectares forest reserve.

Today, however, the timberland areas have been reduced to 1,424 hectares and the

forest~ are gone.

Recently, mainly as a result of the initiatives of the D£NR through the

"Community Reforestation Project" and the "Integrated Social Forestry", a. total of 141

hectares are planted with timber trees In Barangay Pitu.

'!he devastation of the forest covers was largely due to the heavy logging

activities in the place sometime in 1940 unti11960. Succeeding forest destroction was

hastened by the influx of migrants to the logged-over areas, triggered primarily by the

lack the of economic opportunities in the lowlands. Slash-and-burn farming activities

are common even today causing much destruction not only to the forest covers but also

to the bio-diversity of the municipality. Denudation of the forests continues to pose a

gra.ve threat to the community with the lands exposed and vulnerable to soil erosion

and degradation.

'!his forest degradation was mitigated by the LGU's initiation of the "Agro

forestry Project" through a joint venture with the ".MaJa1ag Integrated Livelihood
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Cooperative», where members of the cooperative were given loans on planting

materials (mostly mangoes and timber trees), covering a total of Z7Z hectares. Two

NGO's - the KAPWA Upliftment Foundation, Inc. and the Institute of Small Farms and

Industries - likewise assisted the lOU through the introduction of integrated economic

and environmental development reforms in the timberland areas of Barangays Pitu,

Mabini and Ibo and the intensification of community development approaches for

Barangays lbo's upland development respectively. Institutionalization of a privately-led

partner of the LGU called the Municipal Advisory Team on Environment (MATE) was

likewise undertaken through the Local Development Assistance Program (LOAP'),

Mllrin~ R~01UC~. On the other hand, MaJalag is likewise endowed with iuland

fIShing grounds in New Bacla.yon and Upper Bagitmbayan (brackish water ponds) and

fresh water ponds in Barangays eaputian and Pitu. Its marine fishing ranks second to

farming with regards to source ~f livelihood and income.

Its marine ecosystem, once typified a rich ecosystem is now ravaged by the mis

use and abuse of the very people who lived by and profited from the bounties of the sea.

Where before the municipal waters of Malalag had vast areas of coral reefs with an

expanse of about 1,IS4 hectares, in 1991, however, the Philippine CoclStal, Marine ,Uld

Aquatic Resource Develop ment reported that barely 10 percent of the corral reefs

remain alive.

'!he degradation of the marine resources w~ primarily caused by the prevalence

of illegal fishing like the use of d'Ytlamite, toxic substances, and pressured gears like the

drive-in nets (lampornas), trawl and commercial fishing. Other related factors are

siltation (where volumes of soil particulates and rock debris are carried towards the bay

and covers the bottom causing fractures and ruin to the corrals), pollution resulting

from the indiscriminate disposal of solid waste from the households and the public

~':
\', ',il'., '
~'-

(-i
, ",',,.1'
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market as well as the chemical waste from the banana plantation and fishpond.

Occasional oil spills from docking ~1s and motorized boats are likewise noted,

including the lack of public information and education on the need and importance of

protecting and preserving the bio-diversity exemplified by the marine ecosystem.

In response to the problems of marine ecosystem, the LGU has la.unched the

"Coastal Resource Management Program". It has banned pressured fishing gears,

established a fish sanctuary in a 50-hectare area., planted mangroves and intensified

information including the enactment of anti-littering ordinances.

MEIHODOLOGY

This is an exploratory research using the qualitative data collection methods

particularly the in-depth interviews (IOO and focus group discussion (FGD)

approaches.

Sampling. The study was conducted in the municipality of Ma.lalag, Davao del

Sur. The inclusion of the adjacent Municipality of Sta.. Maria., Davao del Sur facilitates

comparison regarding ideal behavior relative to environmental management and

protection activities. It is contiguous to the Municipality of Malalag, and is part of the

Ma.lalag Ba.y Area.. Malalag has been one of the mandated GreenCOM sites in

Mindanao. Based on NSO figures, it has a total projected population of 32~G02 as of

1995, residing in its 15 barangays. To facilitate sampling, these were earlier classified

as coastal and upland. Two of these 15 barangays were chosen as survey sites, based on

'\UVI for'~ their popula.tion being equal or greater than the mean population of the Municipality of
'7

'Jtl!t{?ttt'£..j L MaJalag (mean=2,174). The upland barangay of Mabini was purposively chosen being

the only upland barangay with population equal or greater than the mean population of

Malalag. The coastal barangay of Baybay was randomly chosen among the five

baranga.ys meeting the criteria. on the selection. Table 1 presents the population per
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barangay, their classification and status relative to the mean population of the

Municipality of Matalag, Dawo del Sur.

Table 1

Population by Barangay, their

Classification and Status Relative to

the Mean Population of Malalag, Davao del Sur

Barangays Classification 199~ Status Relative

GS-~) Population to the Mean

Population of

2,174

Poblacion Coastal 4,419 > 2,174
Bagumbayan Coastal 3,660 > 2,174
~ay Coastal 3,068 > 2,174
Bulacan Coastal 3,795 >2,174
New Baclayon Coastal 3,342 >2,174
Bolton Upland 1,622 < 2,174
Caputian Upland 1,641 < 2,174
fbo Upland 1,553 < 2,174
Kiblagon Upland 995 < 2,174
La.pu-Iapu Upland 526 < 2,174
Mabini Upland 2,453 > 2.,174
Pitu Upland 1,510 < 2,174
Rizal Upland 1,143 < 2.,174
san Isidro Upland 1,451 < 2.,174
Tagansule Upland 1,424 < 2,174
Total 32,602
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Units of Analysis. The units of analysis were of three types: loca.1

government officials, community opinion leaders and community members. They were

categorized as "doers" and "non-doers". "Doers" refer to those who are currently

performing the ideal behaviors relative to environmental protection and management

while the "Non-doers" refer to those who are not currently performing the ideal

behaviors relative to environmental protection and management.

Local Govem.ment Units. Two local government units were considered in this

survey: Malalag ,Uld Sta. Maria. Malal~g has been noted for its effective environmental

programs while Sta. Maria still has to identify and implement environmental protection

programs. The inclusion of Sta. Maria. will provide comparison on the characteristics of

a "doer" and a "non-doer" municipality. A total of 15 and 16 LGU officials from

Malalag and Sta. Maria.:. respeCtively, were covered in the survey. Willingness sud

availability of these officials were used as basis in interviewing them. In-depth

interviews of Malalag local officials were completed within a week while those from Sta.

Maria were held within a. day. The interviews in the latter were faster due to the

a.vailability of the concerned officials during a session of the Sangguniang Ba.yan (SB) in

the morning with the Municipal Vice-~ facilitating the rest of the interviews

after the SB session. Table 2 contains the distribution of the LGU-respondents.

(Appendix A provides the list of local officials, their designation and sex.)
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Table Z
Distribution of LGU-Officials

As Respondents by Survey Sites and by Sex

Sex Survey Sites >

Malale.g Ste.. Me.rie. Tote.!

Female 7 7

Male 8 9

Total 15 16

Opinion Leaders. Opinion leaders were considered as playing important roles

in matters affecting the affairs of community residents, thus their inclusion in this

survey. The interview of opinion leaders was, however, conducted only in the

Municipality of Malalag where the local government unit is active in managing and

protecting; their environment.

To collect a more varied responses on the survey questions, the opinion leaders

were classified as urban male and female "doers", urban male and female "non-doers",

rural male and female "doers" and rural male and female "non-doers". A list of opinion

leaders was established with the assistance of the Municipal Planning and Development

Coordinator and the Municipal Administrator of the Municipality of Malalag. Others

were identified using the "snowball sampling technique", i.e. the respondents were

asked to help identify the possible persons that can be interviewed as opinion leaders.

A total of 17 opinion leaders were covered by the research; eight of which were

"urban dwellers" while nine were "rural dwellers". Of the eight "urban dwellers",

three were females while the rest were males. The "rural dwellers" yielded five males

and four females. Table 5 provides the distribution of opinion le..aders into "urban-

rural" dichotomy, classified as "doers" and "non-doers" and by sex. <Appendix B ( .
..~ ........
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,
provides the list of the opinion leaders, their designation, their group affiliation and

their sex.)

Table 3
Opinion Leaders Classified by

Location ("Urban" or "Rural"), by Sex and by Status
in Environmental Management and Protection ("Doer" or "Non-doer")

Sex Urban Rural
Doer Non-Doer Total Doer Non-Doer Total

Male 3 2 5 3 2 5
Female 2 1 3 2 2 4
Total 5 :3 8 5 4 9

Community Members. Being the target beneficiaries of develop ment work,

the ideas and opinions of community members were likewise considered. In this study,

the community members were the residents of the survey sites, Le. the coastal and

upland dwellers in the Municipality of Malalag, (Barangay Baybay and Barangay

Mabini, respectively). They were classified as coastal and upland female and male

"doers" and coastal and upland male and female "non-doers". A total of 62 community

residents were covered by the survey, 3 -4 of which were from the coastal barangay of

Baybayand 28 were from the upland barangay of Mabini. Eighteen of the coastal

community resident-respondents were females while 16 were males. Those from

Barangay Mabini ~elded a total of 14 males and 14 females. These respondents were

identified with the assistance of the barangay captains. Table " provides the

distribution of the community resident respondents, cross-tabulated by survey sites,

status relative to environmental management and protection activities and by sex.

(Appendix C provides the complete list of the community residents interviewed.)

r;, ~li~ - CctL":>bJ.

V ~i VI, - [,'1 {UJ,\d

l?~ itSI~) \ ~ ~ ) I\eM

('J-~ ((S~) \'-\.I'\} 1'-t 'f
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Table ..
Distribution of Community Residents

by Survey Sites, Cross-classified by Status Relative
to Environmental Management and Protection and By Sex

Sex Upland Barangay Coastal Barangay
(Barangay Mabini) (Barangay Baybay)

Doer Non~ Tot41 Doer Non- Tot41
Doer Doer

Female 7 7 14 7 11 18

Male 8 6 14 8 8 16

Tot81 15 13 28 15 19 34

Survey Instruments. Two types of survey instruments were constructed in

English and tt'lll1s1ated into the vernacular (Cebuano), Le. the in-depth inteniew (IDI)

guide and focus group discussion (FGD) guide. These survey instruments were

constructed using a participatory approach, i.e. participated in by all of the contracted

constiltants for the research. The participatory construction of the survey instruments

was done in Cebu last April 28 to May 4, 1996. These were pretested in Cebu as

validity and reliability checks. The FGD instrument was pretested on at least two

groups of community residents classified as "doers" and "non-doers". The pretest

results served as a basis for the fInal revision of the instrument. A similar process was

observed for 101 guide for the local govertlment officials lll1d opinion leaders and/or

influential individuals.

The focus of the survey instruments varied based on the type of respondents

covered. On one hand, while the focus group discussion delved on:

I. Selected Socio-demographic Characteristics

II. Sources of Information

III. Perceptions on Environmental Conditions and Problems

IV. Worldview of Environment



V. Beliefs and Practices

VI. Knowledge of the Enforcement of Environmental Policies

and Laws

VII. Perceived Participation in Environmental Affairs

VIII. Perceived Benefits and Barriers

IX. Skills and Others

X. Views on the Fish Sanctuary

On the other hand, the survey instrument for the opinion leaders focused on:

I. Selected Socio-demographic Characteristics

II. Perceived Environmental Conditions/Problems

III. Enforcement of Environmental Policies and Laws

IV. Participation in Environmental Affairs

V. Skills and Others

VI. Views About the Fish Sanctuary

Those for local officials, gathered information on:

1. Selected Socio-demographic Charat."'I:eristics

II. Perceptions of Environmental ProblemslConditions

III. Enforcement of Environmental Policies and Laws

IV. Skills and Others

V. Views About the Fish Sanctuary

12
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Ddl!l Analysis. A content analysis was done for all the documents o"Ulblished ()

by the lOIs and FGDs to establish the characteristics of "doer survey sites" and "non-

doer survey sites". 'Ihe classification of the survey sites as "doers" and "non-doers"

consciously used the various indicators outlined earlier by GreenCOM. Descriptive

statistics were used to describe the socio-demographic characteristics of the

respondents.

RESEARCH FINDINGS

This section of the report presents the results of the survey, particularly the

selected socio-demographic characteristics, knowledge, practices and beliefs on

environment, barriers in the implementation of tasks related to environment protection,

and skills needed relative to environment protection. These findings were, however,

classified as follows: (a) Local Government Units, (b) Opinion Leaders, and (c)

community Members.

1 LOCAL GOVERNl'\.1ENT UNITS

Selected Socio-Demographic Characteristics

There were a total of us local government officials interviewed from the

Municipality of M.a1alag, Davao del Sur, eight of which were males while seven were

females. Their ages ranged from 50 to 64 years, with most of them married, and

Catholics. The majority received a college education and have resided in the survey sites

from less than a)'ear to as long as ~9 )'ears. These officials were mostly migrants from

other areas in Mindanao and have held varied positions in the local government unit
tvt~'d(.~ .

\5L.GUs - ~7J .- (., y.~. fIV.~f'A.A.~ ~,

G~(fuL-~
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from one to 24 years. They ha.ve been in public office from two to 36 years and belong

to various organizations, Le. from one to five community organizations.

A total of 16 respondents from the municipality of Sta. Maria were likewise

covered, with seven females and nine males, with ages ranging from 32 to 59 years~

married) and Catholics. 1hey are college graduates and have resided in the

municipality from 6 to 59 years. They have been working in their current position

from a minimum of four months to a maximum of 10 years and have been in public

office from two to 36 years. They are members in different organizations, i.e. from

S~t.~l WLL2

\'e - "1 fill q F rU
~ J.- -SL.t ,,~- \-

~o--~
Asse3smt!1d of tht! Cunmt Sihuztion of tht! NId:w.f'1l1 EmJironmt!1d. TIle

respondents from both ~doer" "and ~on-doer" municipalities perceived their marine

and forest resources as deteriorating, (marine resources as depleted, with damaged

corral reef, 10% of live corral reef, destroyed coastal areas and destroyed fish habitat;

and forest denuded, with no more trees, less forest products, and 10% remaining forest

cover) or improving (more fish seen, forest is improving and beginning to have more

trees).

However, while the "doer" municipality focused mot'e on the deteriorating and

improving state of their marine and forest resources, the "non-doer" municipality

mostly cited the effects of the deteriorating natural environment (<<tow fish catch", ~no

more fish") "low fish supply", "unclear sea water", "no more trees", and «tess forest

products").

Comparing sex) the male-respondents cited both the depletion of their

environment and the effects of the depleted environment while the females mostly
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emphasized the effects of the deteriorating environmental conditions as "low fish

eatch"~ «no more tish"~ "unclear sea water"~ "low f:ash supply" and "less f~'t

products", with some citing improvements in the condition of their marine and forest

resources - "coastal is getting better", "more fish seen", "improving sea", and "forest

beginning to have more trees" - resulting from the actions their LGU has undertaken.

When asked about the causes of the current deteriorating condition of the

environment, the following response-categories were given:

(1) utilization activities of the coastal and upland residents (illegal fishing,

removal of corral reef as roadfills, as beach resort, dynamite fishing,

illega110gging, indiscriminate cutting of trees by upland farmers, and

cultivation of sloping areas)~

(2) low level of knowledge (not aware of the adverse effects of their use of the

natural resources~ laqk of information on the importance or value of

environmental protection),

(3) increasing population,

(4) absence of local ordinances and lax implementation of laws by the LGU and

~
{ ". \)'....•.. ,

DENR, respectively, ...
(6) limited funds for the enforcement of local ordinculces,

(6) absence of alternative source of income

(7) political intervention and

(8) the effects of the degraded condition of the environment (siltation due to

erosion from the forest).

Overall, the respondents perceive the improving condition of the environment

as a direct effect of the activities of the LGU (establishment of fish sanctuary, strict

implementation of the local fishing laws, and mangrove rehabilitation).
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While both «doer" and "non-doer" municipalities mention the utilization

aL."'tivities of the natural resources by the roidetlts and the low level of lmowledge as

causing the degraded situation of their environment, the ~p~if:yTurther

cited the effects of further degradation of the environment, e.g. siltation due to erosion.

The ~on-=a~"_:mUnidp'au~ on the other hand, revealed the "laxity in the

implementation of local laws" and the "limited funds for the enforcement of loc.al

la.ws". Both «doer" and "non-doer" municipalities explained the improving situation

of their marine environment as caused by "mangrove rehabilitation", with the former

further citing the activities of the LGU to manage their marine resources as

"establishment of fIsh sanctuary" and "strict enforcement of fIshing laws".

SrnollSnt!SS of tht! Smumon of tht! Environmmt. Some of the LGU respondents

from both "doer" and "non-doer" municipalities percei~ the seriousness of their

natural environmental probleDJ by citing the calamities experienced and will be

experiencing (flash floods, landslides, drained springs and rivers, vanishing river life,

soil erosion), the negative effects it will have on their livelihood Oess income due to low

farm production, low fish catch/supply, no more fish, and farther fishing areas), the

changing weather conditions Oong dry spell, little rain), the depleted marine resource

(siltation and destroys corral reeO, and the vanishing forest and marine life (displaced

forest life such as birds). It is significant to note, however, that the "doers particularly

cited the adverse effects of their environmental problems on the "local economy".

Both males and females justified the seriousness of the condition of their

environment by citing natural calamities experienced or will be experiencing (flash

floods, soil erosion), the long dry spell, and effect it will have on their livelihood. The

females, however, mostly cited the calamities that will occur resulting from the depleted
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status of the environment, with males explaining that the serious situation of the

environment will affect the local economy.

Activities Undatll1cm by thf! Respondmts Il1Id thf! LGU to SOWf! thf! Sf!rio'WS

Condition oftht! Envi,.omnmt. Given the perceived seriousness of the condition of their

natural environment, the' respondents were asked about their actions taken to help

solve the problem, including the LGU and other sectors in the community..

Respondents. The respondents from the ti"-"municipality reported V'.uious

activities to help solve the deteriorating situation of their natural environment, focusing

on two parties concerned - the community residents and the local government officials.

They have conducted information campaigns coupled with advocacy work on the

importance of environmental protections programs to influence the cognitive aspect of

the roidents ft'Ottl an unsupportive individual to a supportive Otle. To sustaitl this, they

had implemented projects- on environmental protection such as "reforestation", C':
"establishment of tree nurseries", "coastal resource management by mobilizing the

residents", including "education on appropriate technology"...
While the information campaigns and advocacy work were undertaken, some

likewise started discussing the possible ordinances that should be enforced, drafted the

ordinances, and passed related local ordinances. These ordinances were presented to

the communi~ residents through public hearings, which were subsequently enforced

strictly. Enforcettletlt of the local ordinances were done through coordinative alld

collaborative efforts by establishing partnerships with the NqOs, people's organizations

(POs), military and community residents. Violators were apprehended. Monitoring of

the responses of the community residents was likewise undertaken by deputized

barangayofficials.

<..-
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While the-1(~oeFs" reported similar activities (except for monitoring), it

should be noted that at the time of the survey, these activities were no longer functional

given the limited funds available.

Only male "doers" cited monitoring activities to help solve the environmental

problems.

Local Government Units. How about the LGUs? What activities have they

undertaken to help solve the problem?

A list of activities were presented to the respondents, asking them to confirm

whether or not they have undertaken these activities. Survey results revealed that the

majority of the "doers" cited the following activities as undertaken by their LGU:

"hired environmental officer", "allocated budget for environmental actions",

"disseminated information on environmental issues/concerns", "conducted public

hearings on environmental issues/concerns", "resolved conflicts relating to

environmental issues/concerns", "established environmental monitoring

system/mechanisms", and "passed laws/ordinances", among others.

•
Most of the "non-doers" claimed that their municipality has "organized bantay

dagat (sea-watch) activities", "disseminated information on environmental

issues/concerns", "conducted public hearings on environmental issues/concerns")

"passed laws and ordinances", "allocated budget for environmental actions", and

"established environmental monitoring system/mechanisms".

Data further revealed that the two m~"t mentioned activities undertaken by the

male officials were disseminating of information on environmental protection and

management and passing laws and ordinances with most females cited the

"allocation of budget for environmental actions" and "dissemination of information on

environmental protection and management".
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Other Secton in the Community. The respondents were further asked on

activities undertaken by other groups, i.e. community residents, NGO's, PO's,

civic/religious groups, private business and schools, relative to environmental

protection.

The community residents were perceived by the~Oers"as

«planting trees" and as «acting as watchdogs" of their environment. Also, the "doers"

noted that the community residents, having been informed on what they were getting

into, subsequently supported the activities of the lOU and obeyed the laws enforced by

the LGu. Furthermore, they cited the vigilance of the community residents themselves,

their participation in preparing the ordinances and their being consulted on matters

affecting the environment.

The activitiesof~", on the other hand, were perceived as being limited

to reporting any violations done..by the residents and other parties to the police. C
Other than those c1L--tivities cited earlier, some of the male officials observed that

the residents usually clean their surroundings and look for alternative sources of

livelihood, while some of the females claime£t that the residents have assisted the "Alay

Tanim" (tree-planting) program of the LGU.

Though non-government organizations (NGOs) are non-existent in the

"non-doer" municipality, they were still reported as mainly conducting educatiotl,

seminars and symposia on environment in their locality. The "doers" perceived the

NGOs (Kapwa Upliftment Foundation and Institute of Small Farmers, Inc.) as very active

in the protection of the environment given their upland development projects,

provision of continuing education to the residents, forming people's organizations as

empowerment strategies, providing technical assistance and logistic!l supports, planting
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trees, promoting environmental protection activities and discussing issues related to the

environment.

The people's organizations (POs) were reported by the 5lon---d~ as

concentrating more on tree planting) conducting their own meetings and supporting

the activities of the LGU. They were seen as active by the "doers" as supporting

environment-related projects of the LGU, forming themselves as cooperatives,

providing trainings to the roidellts) assistitlg the implemetlhltion of LGU)s

environmental projects, planting trees and as "watchdogs" along the coast, "discussing

environmental issues", "growing trees", "sitting in the municipal development council

(MDC) and barangay development council (BDC)" and "being involved in planning)

implementing and as source of feedback for the environmental projects of the LGU".

The religious groups, in particular the Catholic Church, were seen as

"actively contributing towards~environmenta1 protection" by both "doers".and-::"non-

doers" as in creating awareness among the residents on the value of environmental

protection and planting trees. The "non-doers" further added that the "church is
•

monitoring the environment". The "doers" also reported that the church "advocated

for a.nd dissemina.ted information on environmental protection through their sermons")

"organized the commullity residents for tree planting") "established a. model farm in

the loca1ity\ "distributed seedlings" and "monitored the activities in the environment".

On the other hand) private business sector was reported by both "aoers':

and _~on-doers" as minimally involved in environmental protection activities. They

were mainly observed by the "non-doers" as "merely providing financial asSistance to

buy seedlings for the nurseries" and "refusing to buy any lumber or woods offered for

sale by the residents". The "doers", meantime, saw them as "being conscious of
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environmental protection", "providing seedlings", as "resolving conflicts caused by

impt'Oper drainage sy.;tem"~ "forming themselves as assocWion" and "planting trees".

Both "doers" -"atm' Ytron:.doel's" observed that the schools were generally
~.~-----

planting trees. The "non-doers" cited the "education activities of the schools" while the

"doers", specifically, noted that the schools encouraged students to plant trees~

engaged in beautification and cleanliness activities and conducted researches on the

environment.

Otha- Things thllf elm be DOlIG The responses of the interviewed local officials

appeared to wry between "doers" and "non-doers".

Respondents. The~" hope to be "implementors and legislators at the same

time" - e.g. mobilize people in identifying areas for coastal resource management"~

"access people to appropriate technology", "provide technology and alternative

livelihood projects, "increase the~number of hectat'es to be platlted with timbet'" ~ cmd £0

"plant bamboo along the river banks", "development of their research skills", "more

discussions on the validity of the local ordinances" and "continue what they have statted

on environmental protection".

The~~r" respondents would like to "invite NGOs to "give their residents

seminars regarding environmental protection" and "livelihood projects" and to

"enc.ourage people to report any unacceptable activities being done on their

environment". For the LGU~s, these respondents hope that the LGU will "actualize

what they preach", "organize 'bantay dagat''', "to secure fWatlcial support", to

"encourage people to plant trees" and to "attend seminars on environmental

protection".
.

Local Government Unit. The local government unit 'was expected by the

"doers" to "acquires skills on environmental impact assessment", "implement more

(~:
.-.:

(
'--
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projects", "increase and strengthen local ordinances on environment", "acquire more

skills on making sound ordinances" lUld "cotltUlue enforcing local orditllUK~". 111e

"non-doersr.', on the other hand, suggested that their LGU should "organize a

committee on environment", "enforce local ordinances strictly", "disseminate these

local ordinances to the residents", "support the environmental protection programs",

"acquire patrol boats", "should develop their political will" and "should be vigilant

a.gainst illegal loggers"

Both male and female respondents expressed the same actions for their LG U to

take, e.g. "organize a committee", "disseminate the local ordinances passed", "enforce

these local ordinance strictly", «strengthen local ordinances", "make new ordinances",

"acquire skills in making sound ordinances", "develop their political will", "'be vigilant

against illegal loggers", and "support environmental protection programs". Also, while

most of the females stressed t!te "qualities that the LGU must have" (vigilance and

political will), the males reported the necessity for the LGU "to acquire skills on

environmental impact assessment (EIA)". These data. showed that both males and

females perceive their LGU to concentrate more on ordinance-related activities.

Community Residents. The residents were seen by both ~4aR(f~criion:

doers" as regularly cleaning their premises. Also, the~ preferred the community

residents to "plant mangrove", "concretize their drainage system", "cooperate with

government projects on environment", "being vigilant", "consciously sustain the

activities on environmental pfi."iection", a.nd ~'t'ecommend solutions on how the

environmental problems can be addressed". The ~on-(foers; likewise suggested that

the residents should "plant trees", and should "inform themselves about their

environment", "cooperate with the LGU" and "observe local ordinances".



23

Furthermore, the males and females greatly vary with their responses. Ule

males recommended that the community residents "plallt trees or mallgroves",

"maintain cleanliness around their premises", "concretize their drainage system",

"cooperate with government projects on development" and "inform themselves about

their environment". The females, on the other hand, suggested that the community

residents must be vigilant and consciously sustain their activities on environment

protection, plant trees, cooperate with government projects on environment and

observe local ordinances.

Non-govemment Organizations (NCOs). Though there were no NGOs in the

~(jer" municipality, still some suggested that the - "NGOs should implement

environmental protection programs" and "provide financial assistance to the LGU".

The "~~ on the other hand, admonished the NGOs to continue their collaborative

and coordinative efforts in development work, "expand their area of coverage",
.

"include coastal areas in their ~evelopment work" and "continue monitoring and

assisting the farmers in establishing nuu:ket linkages".

People's Organizations (POs). For the ~<?_~-d~", PO's can do more by
~

"following the local ordinances" and "implementing environmental protection

projects". Both "doers" and "non-doers" alike believe that POs should adopt

environment-friendly farming systems, "establish more coordinative development

activities", continue assisting information campaigns, continue implementing

environmental protection projects" and be "more nature-lovers".

Reliiioua Croups. The church was seen by some of the ~on-doers: as

"disseminating information in the chapel level", "continually engaging in information

dissemination", "establishing more collaborative and coordinative work", "continually

advocating environmental protection through Sunday sermons", "continue
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,
implementing environmental protection activities~ and "nurturing spiritual values

related to environment".

Private Business Sedor. '!he business sector was viewed by some of the-.~4oers",

as "possible source of financial assistance in the environment projects of the LGU",

"incorporating environment-friendly waste mana.gement in their daily activities",

"undergo a seminar on the concept of social responsibility" and "implement

environmental protection programs". Some of the ~;doers" likewise recommended

that the business sector "be educated on environmental protection".

Schools. '!he~ wished that the schools "continue teaching children the

value of environmental protection", "promote 'tree-growing' rather than 'tree

planting'", "monitor the environmental-related activities of students", "incorporate

environmental protection in the curriculum" and to "discuss with students the concept

of shared responsibility".

Barr/as faced by the LGU in A..ddrtsSing Environmental Problems. Despite the

varied roles pla.yed by the different sectors in the survey sites in addressing..
envimnmental probleuls, challenges wet'e felt as eithet' encout·a.ging or weakening the

zealousness of the local government units to pursue their environmental protection

programs. '!his section therefore presents the barriers faced by the LGUs as they

struggle to make effective their role in protecting their environment. The barriers faced

by the LGUs are indicative of the expectations necessary to install for a. smooth

implementation of their activities relative to environmental protection.

These barriers faced by the LGU can be generally related to the community

residents and the local government officials. The supportive response of the people can

be acquired Whetl they have "good value formation", "strong organization", "know the

benefits of their involvement", "have alternative sources of livelihood", "have
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conunitment", "if the project is within their interest", «informed about the project

through their attendauce in any general community assemblies", "if the dole-out ~'1em

has been totally erased", "if not lazy'" and "if one values cooperation".

The barriers related to local officials are mainly politics-oriented (i.e. the "lack of

commitment or political will for fear of losing in the next election"> "political

differences (quarrels)", "conflict between vested interests and welfare of the people",

"politicking"), and leadership problems, i.e. the "disunited local officials", limited skills",

"uninformed local officials"> "models of illegal activities", "corrupt ma:yor" and "lack of

leadership skills". Other barriers cited were the "limited funds", «timited logistical

support", "limited tec1mology" and "limited support staff".

As a whole, both "d~" and "non-doers" agreed that the community residents

"lack commitment, confidence and awareness". Those residents are perceived as

"having no alternative sources~ of livelihood", "with negative attitudes towards the C':i
-...;".y'"

program", "poor" and "find it hard to get out of the dole-out system". Furthermore,

both "doers" and "non-doers" believed that limited funds and perceived conflict"

between vested interests md the welfare of the people should be property attended to

for them to be effective in solving environmental problems. The ~r4" further

noted the community residents' "lack of value formation and initiative") "weak

organization", "wait-md-see attitude", "uncertain benefits of their involvement", and

"being non-resident landowners". They are unsupportive whene~ their interests are

affected or when projects implemented were not within their interests". Other

observations that should be addressed were the "belief that the environment is for their

use:'\', "the lack of cooperation and commitment" and "political differences/opponents"

among the local officials.
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The.JAQp,:aoers" further recommended that the following barriers be looked

into for effective solutions to environmental pt'Oblems: people-related barriers (such as

"non-attendance to meetings", "lazy people", and "low level of education") and politics

and leadership-related barriers such as Upoliticking", Upolitical quarrels", "limited

skills", "limited information", "disunited officials"~ "limited logistics", "models of illegal

activities", "corrupt mayor", "lack of leadership skills", "limited technology" and limited

support staff".

Both male and female respondents cited the people's "lack of cooperation", "no

altertlative sources of livelihood", "their being poor", and "not easy to get out of the

dole-out ~i:em" and local officials' «Jimited funds", "lack of political will for fear of

losing in the next election", "political differences/opponents", and "conflict between

vested interests and the welfare of the people" as blocks to their effective solution of the

environmental problems.

The findings further showed that while the "doers" stressed more on people

related barriers, the "non-doers" focused more on local official-related barriers.

However, both males and females identified more people-related problems than the

local officw-related barriers.

IndioidUills/OrglUlizlltions P~rcdv~d by th~ R~pondmts as Most R~sponsibl~ in

Solving EmJiromnentlll Problems. The responses of the respondents when asked about

their perceptions as to who or what organization is most responsible in solving

environment problems, the ~rs" appeared to put their trust mainly on one

organization - the local government unit - while the "~~ opted for "individuals",

"partnership between U:ldividuals (community t'eSidents) a.nd local/bar<U:lgay

government units" and that solving environmental problems is but "everybodis

concern".
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BOlefitS thtrt th~ LGU WoJiltl GiJin Ff'011l SohJiIig Lroiromnmtlll Problans. As a. C~,
~."o{••; •

justification for the activities undertaken by the LGUs in solving environmental

problems, the respondents were asked on the possible benefits that the LG Us would gain

from solving environmental problems. Research findings revealed benefits as LG U

centered, people-centered and those that will benefit all. The LGU-centered

benefits included "gaining prestige", "economic growth", "lesser problems as in

crimes", "increased revenues", "easy collection of taxes", "less unemployment

problems", "improvement of skills in designing solutions to problems," "improved

LGU", and "reducing the number of people queuing for assistance in the municipal

hall". The people-centered benefits were "upliftment of livelihood",~ comfortable

life", "improved health status", "easy for people to organize", "united", "increased

income", "stable income", and "more fish catch". Those benefiting all included

"absence of calamities", "abundapt water supply", "cooler place", "more development", (--

"greener environment", and "peaceful place".

Comparing responses, the "non-doers:' appeared to identify benefits covering

both the people and the LGUs (greener environment, limited calamities, peaceful place,

cooler place, atld more developmetlt) while the~were more people-centered
"

(upliftment of livelihood, comfortable life, improved health status, and easy to organize

themselves), and LGU-related (improved economically, lesser unemployment problems,

increased tax collection, improved skills in designing solutions to problems, and reduced

number of people queuing for assistance in the municipal halls).

Sv.pportive IDItl UnslI.pportive Grov.ps of Indivitl'UQ.ls of the LGU's Efforts in

Lrvironmentlll Protection lllltlltflDlllgonent. Those supportive of the LGU's efforts on

environmental protection according to the "doers" included "people's organizations",

"non-government organizations", '"residents", "Municipal Advisory Team on l.,__
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Environment (MATE)", "those who understood environmental protection" and

"government agencies", among others. nle "non-doers" received support from the

"people's organizations" and the "residents", "development councils", "cooperatives",

"municipal/barangay officials", "government agencies" and "religious groups/church".

The findings showed that both ~d~~~on-doers" similarly mentioned.. .:,. ~

"people's organizations", "residents (e.g. members of the chapel-based organizations 

GKK, fishermen, and farmers), and "government agencies (e.g. Bureau of Fisheries and

Aquatic Resources, DENR, and Department of Health) as supporters of the LGU's efforts

itl environmental protection and management. Others identified byth~~" were

"those who understood environmental proteetiotl", "nOll-government organizations"

and "Municipal Advisory Team on Environment", while the "non-doers" cited

"development councils", "cooperatives", "municipal/barangay officials" and "religious

groups/church".

On the other hand, both the 'i:.o:ers" ....ana:7inon:d1'ers" identified the
~"..

following as'unsuppo~ve to LGU·f s efforts: "fishermen using illegal means of

fishing", "those living on in illegal activities", "political opponents", "those

with little infonnation on environmental protection and management" and

residents IInot attending meetings" .
...... - - -- ....... -67

While '1toer(~ cited'~~M"aI'!4~dpar:-q.ffiai17,"non-doers"

reported "the residents who are resistant to change", "seaweed growers who

failed to pay their loans", ''big time fishermen", and "unaware businessmen.

Both male and female respondents cited the following as unsupportive of

the LGU's efforts in environmenW protection: "fishennen using illegal melUlS" I

"those with lesser information on environmental protection", and IIresidents
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not attending meetings". The males further identified "Su. M.ari.a municipal

officials", nthose living in illegal activities", nresidents who are violators and

refused to tinde1"Sund", "residents resistant to change", "seaweeds growe1"S who

failed to pay their loans", and "big time fishermen". The 'females added that

"political opponents", "those busy looking for n\oney", and u Wlaw41'e

businessmen" pose serious difficulties for the LGU's efforts in environmenW

protection and management

FmJiromnmtll.l Projects Implonmted. in the Sll.1Vq Sitt!S, Implonmting Agmcit!S,

its Stlltus lind Prn:dved RellS01JS for the Status. Both ~~~d~~

municipalities claimed awareness of the various environment-related projects

implemented in their areas. 'Ihese projects were usually implemented either by the

local government units and gove:nment agencies (Department of Agriculture, CENRO, C"'
oU',...,1"

Department of Environments and Natural Resources and the Bureau of Fisheries and

Aquatic Resources). These projects were viewed by the respondents as either a

"success" or a ufailure". As explained by~, "success"-indica.tors of the projects

were physical observations such as "daghong isd!l mzg mokit!J. Si1 polibot Si1 fish

stl11CfuU),I'(more fishes were seen around the fish sanctuary), "m&lyo a.ngkuh.!l Si1 mglJ.

rrltJ:tltJ:tUlgtd' (fishermen have a good C<ltch), and "mlUlgo t~ are froit.bearing".

Perceptions were likewise given importance such as "people were informed about the

project and the benefits that they win get from the project", "provision of continued

education" and "updated information regarding the status of the projects through the

use of bulletin boards", "available financial support", "people's participation", "LGU

support", "perceived positive effects of the projects" and the "nature of the project is

progressive and sustainable". Still others noted the "regular monitoring system t._-



30

installed", the presence of local ordinances, the cases of apprehended violators and the

presence of the caretaker itl the fish sanctuary.

Likewise, failure of the projects were explained by the~ as due to the

"failure of the D£NR to establish smooth interpersonal relationships with the

community residents", "inappropriate information dissemination about the project",

"adequate support was not provided", and "because of the dole-out system ap,proach".

It is interesting to note that only a few implemented projects were reported by

th6iQD.;gO@ii~ as successful, with most of these regarded as failures. Most of these

failure projects were implemented by the LGU. 'Ihe success of the projects were related

by the "non-doers" to its "being newly-implemented", as a results of the "lessons from

the mistakes committed by other projects", because the area is "typhoon-free", "cutting

of trees is banned", and "Bantay Dagat was organized". 'l11e failure of the project s was

explained by the "non-doers" flS "failure of the project implementor to check the

appropriateness of the soil", "limited funds", "absence of monitorillg system", "the

implementing NGO absconded the money", "the farmers' negative experiences with

previous projects", "failure to sustain, the project", "people were not informed about

the project", and "absence of an individual assume responsibility for environmental

pI'otection".

Enforcement of Environmental
Policies and Laws

This section presents the respondents' assessment of the implementation of the

local government code; knowledge on the national environmental policies relevant to

the survey sites, local ordinances passed, the reception of the community residents to
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these local ordinances and laws running counter to sound environmental protection;

and the barriers confrontitlg the LGUs in enforcing local environmental ordinallces:

Assessment of th~ Implonmtation of th~ LOClll Guu~mmmt Cod~. The

implementation of the Local Government code was positively assessed by the ""dbers'\

Le. "80% of the provisions were implemented", and "more provisions being

implemented" among others. On the Other hand, "fiod"=d6ers", described its

implementation as mainly "difficult to implement" i.e. either due to "limited funds",

"not smoothly implemented", ~eeds more efforts to implement the provisions",

"mandatory positiotlS Wet'e not yet filled up", or "few provisions were implemented".

On the whole,

environmental management functions were not~ devolved - in response to which the

"doer" municipality decided to hire their own environment officer under the office of

the municipal agriculturist. TwQ. "doers", however, claimed that such a provision has C'
already been devolved.

The following environmental functions organized by the~ municipality

included passing local ordinances in support of the coastal resource management

program, i.e. the fish sanctuary, banning ~f illegal fishing m the municipal waters,

hiring of LGU environmental officer, regulatory use of municipal waters, pollution

control on anti-littering ordinance and regulation of quarries.

The "non-doer" municipality implemented activities focusing on "education on

environmental protection", "coral rehabilitation", "banning i1le~ logging and fishing"

and the "Clean and Green Project".

. Knowledge on the Nlltional Environmentlll Policies R~levant to the LGU. Varied

national environmental policies pertinent to the LGUs were likewise identified by both

':':doer" and ~on-doer" municipalities. However, the "doer" municipality appeared to ( --
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be more varied in their knowledge on the national environmental laws applicable to

their LGU vis-a-vis the "non-doer" municipality. Males were more knowledgeable

about the environmental policies relevant to the LGU.

The~~" basically claimed knowledge on the sea (e.g. anti-illegal fishing,

establishing of a fish sanctuary and mangrove rehabilitation) and forest-related laws

(anti.illegallogging la,ws and reforest.mon). The "doers", on the other hand~ cited the

pollution laws, anti-littering laws, waste management laws, forestry laws, banning

exportation of tropical fishes and sanitation laws.

KnO'Wl~dge on theC~ Locill Ordinllnces PllSsed by the LGU. The level of

knowledge of the respondents of locally pa....;sed ordinances is indicative of the extent the

LG U has promoted transparency on its activities, the priority given to the concept of

"popular participation", the value placed on the concept of "partnership in

development", and the priority given for the welfare of the very people electing these

local officials into office.

Research findings reveal differer:tces on the knowledge of the respondents on the

current 10000"'ordinances passed by their LGUs. The :Z-do:erJJ municipality claimed to be

aware about current local ordinances passed by their LGU relative to coastal resource

management (e.g. the ordinance on the establishment of fish sanctuary~ illegal fishing~

dumping, and proper sewerage system) forest resource management (e.g. ordinances

on illegal cutting of ipil, dumping of garbage in the river, anti-littering and illegal

logging), and industrial pollution control (e.g. proper waste and garbage disposal,

burying of felled coconut trees, pollution and pesticide use). The ~on-doer"

municipality, in turn, cited current local ordinances on coastal and forest' resource

management, fishery laws, banned cutting of mangroves and banning of stray animals,

mangrove rehabilitation and illegal logging. It is, however, interesting to note that the
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respondents from the "non-doer" municipality tended to cite anti-illegal fishing and

forestry laws which were functional during the earlyjeal'S of the implementation of the

Local Government Code.

Cormmmity Attitudes TOflllUtls Locill Ordinll1lces. The respondents from the

il~eUi' municipality unanimously reported the negative reactions of the community

residents on the locally passed ordinances, citing such reasons as the "poor members of

the community felt being deprived of their sow:c:e of income", "their fishing area was

reduced and have even become farther from the shore", and the "fear of being

apprehended while fishing trinc:e the boundaries of the claimed mllllicipal waters were

not clear". Some respondents simply do not believe in the idea of a fish sanctuary.

These situations were alleviated through public hearings, information dissemination on

the value of the local ordinances passed, and apprehending those vio~ting the

ordinances.

i~ .. ,;:",

The respondents from thefil!non:d.oer" mu:nicipality claimed that local residents

equany accepted and resisted the local ordinances. The positive acceptance of the local

ordinances was confirmed by the "non-doers", e.g. Il7Jg mgll motu-pyo BlllipllY" (tithe

residents were happy about if'), "just accepted it !"ithout questions", and "because the

people supported if'. Expectedly, those residents whose livelihoods were affected

reacted against the local ordinances. They explained that these ordinances run counter

to their belief that "ll1Ig kinlliyahan gihatllg sa Diyos para atong gamiton" (the

environment was given by God for our use"), and their princ:iplE! of "pangintlbll1zi 'USa

labaw sa tanan" ("sell-existencelsurvival above all"~

~
\·.·.1
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Enforconmt ofLoClll Ordinanct5. The.oei' mu.nidpality appeared to be more

varied in their enforcement of local ordinances than the "non-doer' municipality. The

respondents from the "non-doer' municipality mainly reported coordina lion activities

among concemed groups (e.g. police aDd residents; police, civilian vohmteel'S. bantay

dagat and CAFCUs; police, :t'arangay captains and residents; and DENR and DA) and

"solo-flight-enforcement approach" by the Municipal Development Conncil,. police, local

government unit, and Department of Agricultme. On the other hand, the ~'-.. .-, ..

municipality implemented varied strategies in enforcing local ordinances, speci:fically,

1) organizing a task force composed of the police, Municipal Advisory Team on

Environment (MATE), Provincial Agriculture Office, barllllgay officials and people's

organizations, 2) organizing a composite enforcement team participated by the police,

barangay officials and the residents, 3) coordination with the police 4) coordination

'With the barangay officials, and~5) direct enfol'Cement by the barangay officials with the

assistance of the police and the ci~ volunteers, even by the LCU itself or by the

police itseH.

The strategies of enforcement were considered effective by both "doer" and

"non-doer" respondents. The "jon-doers" cited the "number of violators apprehended··..

and the "limited cases reported on illegal fishing". t-;ers" considered the strategies

effective for "cases were filed for the apprehended violators", "many fishing gears

considered illegal were confiscated", and the "banana company signed a Memorandum

of Agreement regarding their proper toxic waste disposal".

The ineffectiveness of the enforcement strategies were explained by the "non-

doers" as caused by the limited logistical support and the selected enforcement of
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ordinances. The ~" explained this situation by citing that there were some

policemen receiving IIgrease" money (bribes).

Number of Respondmts Rating the LGU, Community Members, NGOs, POs,

Religious Groups, Private Business Sector Qnd Schools As Active in Enforcing LOCQl

f.lrVironmmtlllOrdinll7lct!S. Since the enforcement of local ordinances appeared as not

being the sole responsibility of the local gowrnment units, the respondents were made

to assess the other "partners" in development, i.e. whether or not they were active in

the enforcement of local ordinances. The research fmdings showed that while most of

the~ rated the local government units, "active" in the enforcement of local

ordinances, th~-:cited a wider group (e.g. LGU, NGOs, community residents

and POs) "active". The "doers" rated the private business sector and schools as the

least active while the "non-doers" rated the NGOs and schools as such.

Most males considered the LGUs and Community residents active in enforcing

local environment ordinances, ~with most females citing community residents. LGU,

pas, NGOs and the religious group. Both males and females, however, agree that the

private business sector iU'€ the lea..<;t active.

Bllmas Fllced by the Enforcers ofLoclll Environmmtlll Ordinllnces. The barriers

encountered by the implementors of local ordinances c.an be categorized into those

related to the residents and those related to the implementors. The barriers related to

the residents included such negative traits as laziness, individualism, resistance to

change, being uninformed and narrow-mindedness of the residents. Others cited the

lack of alternative livelihO\.~ and the negative experiences of the people in previous

projects". Those related to the implementors were politics-oriented (''political

intervention"), leadership-oriented (e.g. "conflict among the local Officials", "political

rivalry", "dis-united local officials", "ineffective inter-governmental relations",
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"ineffective local officials", "lack of coordination by the local officials", "fear of being

hated by the people", "inactive local development councils", and "lack of awareness of

the local ordinances by the local officials", and support-oriented such as "limited funds",

"laxity in the implementation of the ordinances", and "lack of support from the

chairman of the Sangguniang Ba:yan".

The "doers" and "non·doers" similarly identified people-related barriers:

"individualism" and "limited funds" of the implementors as barriers.

Moreover, the "~ municipality cited other "people-related" b.u'riers (e.g.

''unenthusiastic support", "lazy", "hard headedness", "lack of alternative livelihood,

"refusal to change ways",individualism", "violators" and being "uninformed") and

those related to implementors (e.g. "political intervention", "conflict among the local

offici<lls", ineffective inter-governmental relations" and "limited knowledge about the

local ordinances"). The ~~~ municipality, meanwhile, identified such

"implementor-related" barriers-as "laxity in the implementation of the ordinances",

"disunited local officials", "fear of being hated by the people", lack of awareness of the

local ordinances by the local officials", "lack of coordination by the local officials",

"inactive local development council", ''lack of support from the chairman of the

Sangguniang Bayan", "ineffective local officials and "political rivalry") and people

related barriers as "attitude of livelihood flrst before anything else", "negative

experiences in previous projects" and "fear of reprisals".

Most of the males mentioned people-related barriers while the females mainly

cited implementors-related barriers. Both males and females stressed the people's

attitude of "livelihood flrst before anything else" and the "limited funds" of the

implementors.
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},$ reported by the "doers", the offsetting of the barriers were made through
,

"educating the people about the local ordinances", "conducting series of dialogues".

"provision of soft loans by the Department of Agriculture", "filing of cases against the

violators" and "'mobilization of the residents to assist in the enforcement of local

ordinances". All the "non-doers" noted that no activities were undertaken to

overcome the barriers encountered by the implementors.

Knuu.,'lt!dgt! of Laws Running Countu to S01D!d EmJironmmtal Managanmt.

While most of the respondents from the "doer" and "non·doer" municipalities claimed

to have no knowledge on laws threatening sound environmental management, some

"doers" cited PO 704, which provides that local ordinances related to fishing should be

approved by the Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources (BFAR) before these are

enforced. Although this has been claimed by the BFAR personnel as not necessary under

the Local Government Code, this has been used as the basis for filing a case against the

LGU by the apprehended individuals violating the local ordinance. Likewise. PD 704

has been used by the municipal ju~ge in concluding the case in favor of the

apprehended individuals. One "non·doer" noted that the law prohibiting people to cut

trees is a sheer disregard of the universal law of the "Right to Live"

Skills, Technology and Support Services

Skills, technology and support services are viewed as playing an important role

in understanding the effectiveness of the actors in executing their tasks. This section

presents the skills perceived by the respondents as needed by the community members

to bec.ome active in environmental management, including those skills needed by the

local officials to effectively implement environmental policies and laws and sound

environmental management decisions and practices. Other interests focused on the

(~."
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technology and support services needed by the local officials and the community

members to be more active in environmental protection, and the respondents' rating on

the extent to which the pre.identified factors int1uence people to be actively involved in

environmental protection and management.

Sk:1ls P~rcdo~d by th~ Respondmts tlS N~dt:d by tht: Community Martb~ to

Become Active in Environmentd Mtl1Ulgemmt. Both fjJpe~" and-viioil-d~s" agreed

that the community members must have the "ability to seek information", "technical

knowledge and skills on coastal and upland management", "alternative sources of

livelihood", and ''planting high value crops/proper rice planting" inorder to become

active in environmental management. Also the i£4.~rs" primarily believed that the

community members must have managing skills. Other skills needed by the community

members were: "Leadership", "developing political will and efficacy"~ "capability

building", "technology updating", "monitoring", "motivating", environmental impact

assessmenf', and "lEe development on the detrimental effects of depleted resources".

Though the~~d~" mainly cited that having skills on alternative sources of

livelihood will make the community members active in environmental management,

they also cited other skills as "follow.up", "growing trees", "organizing skills",

"advocacy", "mobilizing" ~ "environment.al awareness" ~ and "changing attitude".

Both males and females perceived that the community members will become

active in environmental management if they are informed about "alternative sources of

livelihood", and "technical knowledge and skills on coastal and upland management".

Moreover, while the males cited other skills as "leadership", "managing skills",

''technology updating", "monitoring", "motivating", "follow-up skills" and· "growing

trees", the females mentioned such skills as "developing political will and efficacy",

"changing attitudes", "organizing skills", "follow-up", "advocacy", "capability
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"information technology", "lEe
r~·
\', .~

'.",JI

"environmental awareness" and "growing trees"•

. Skills N~eded by the Local Officials to Eff(ctiPely Implnnmt bmironmmtlll

Policies Ilnd Lim's. "Technical skills in environmental protection and management",

"technical knowledge on environmental laws", "ability to .seek information", "use of

mass media to educate people", "making effective ordinances", "research skills",
.

"organizing skills", and "strategic planning" were the skills most cited by 'tdoers"~and

'tfott:"dOers" alike as needed by the local officials to effectively implement

environmental policies and laws. The "doers" further cited "capability-building on

environmental protection on management", "coordinating and collaborating skills"

"management of coastal and forest resources", "developing political will and efficacy",

information disseinination", "identification of hazardous chemicals" and "access to

technology".

The 'J!..,.on-doersl', on the other ~and, added that the local officials needed skills

on "supervising", "strengthening local ordinances" and "implementing of local

ordinances".

Both males and females recommended that the local offices needed skills on

"capability-building", "environmental protection and management", "technical

knowledge on environment.'ll laws", "ability to seek information", "organizing skills",

"strategic pla.nning", and "strengthening local ordinances". Furthermore the males

perceive the local officials as needing skills 011 "making effective ordinances", "access to

technology" and "information dissemination" with the females citing' skills in

"supervising", "developing political will and efficacy", "implementing of ordinances",

c.
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"coordinating and collaborating", "identification of hazardous cnemica1s" and "proper

budget allocation for environmental p~iects".

Siems Needed by the Local Officials to Effectively Implmtmt SOllttd

Environmmtal ManaKmtmf and Prtlctict:S. Both "'doeI"l)~md· "non~doers" identified
'l.o.o---- .~- .

"research skills", "effective implementation of ordinances" , "management of coastal

and upland resources" and "time management" as the skills needed by the local officials

to effectively implement sound environmental management decisions and practices.

Other than these skills, the ~';,··iillded skills as "ability to seek information",

"acquisition of technical knowledge", "environment impact assessment", ''formulating

policies", "determination of implication of local ordinances", and "strategic planning"

with the "nonwdoers" indicating skills on "legislating ordinances", "supervising",
~,.~- .- ~,-,~-..

"mobilizing', "organizing', "value formation" and "effective decision-making".

Both males and females agreed that the local officials needed skills in "effective

implementation of ordinances",~"researchskills", ma.nagement in coastal and upl.md

resources" and "supervising skills". ~le the males added on "formulating policies",

"environment impact assessment", "ability to seek information", "determination of

implications of local ordinances", '"fund sourcing for environmental projects",

"legislating ordinMlces", MId "mobilizing", the females enumerated skills on "acquisition

of technical knowledge", "strategic planning", "organizing", "value formation 0', and

"effective decision-making".

Technology and Support SenJices Needed by the Local Officials and the

Community Members to be Mort! Active in Environmmtlll Protection. Both the "doers"

and "non-doers" perceived that the local officials and the community members needed

"motorboats'" "financial support to environmental protection and management",

"livelihood projects" and "fund sourcing for environmental projects". The "doer"·
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respondents further cited technological services needed relative to "resource

management", "waste management", "transportation and communication facilities",

"farm facilities", "motivating', "communication" "monitoring', "marine protection",

"road equipments", "equipments for forest guards", research facilities", and "port

facilities". Support services needed were "continuing eduCation on alternative

livelihood", "more staff for the Municipal Agriculture and Environment Office",

"access roads from upland communities to the town proper", "study tours", and "cross

site visits". The "non-doers" also added technological services such as "program

implementation", "equipments to manufacture abaca. hemp", "Sloping Agricultural

Land Technology', and "information dissemination", and support services as "improved

roads", "access to credit facilities, and "access to marketing".

Both males and females identified support services as "financial support for the

environment projects", "fund sourcing for environmental projects", "improved roads",

"training on environmental prorection and management" and "livelihood projects"..

Respondents' Rating on the Extent Into Which the Pre-identified Factors

Influence People to Get Actively brooroed in Errvironmentlll Protection lind

Managonmt. Determination of the influencing factors making people active in

environment.11 protection and management serves as a strategy in identifying possible

communication messages that will motivate people to increasingly be involved in

environment-related matters. This was established by asking the respondents to rate the

following factors as "crucial", important", "helpful", ''not relevant" and "barrier":

1. Values, beliefs and practices

z. Understanding of environmental problems

3. Existence of environmentallaws/ordinances

4. Enforcement of environmental lawsI ordinances
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5. LGU Support

6. Access to appropriate technology

7. Areess to technical support services and training

8. Access to credit

9. Personal investment in terms of money, time and materials

10. Approval/support from fa.milyandior influential persons

11. Maintenance of smooth interpersonal relationships

12. Increased family income

15. Traditional folk beliefs

Using a. 5.point scoring system a.e. "5" for crucial; "2" for "important" and "1"

for "helpful") the results showed that both "doers" and "non-doers" alike considered

the existence of environment la.ws/ordinances crucial in influencing people to be

more active in environmental protection and management. For "doers", particularly

the "enforcement of environmental laws/ordinances, LGU support and personal

investment in terms of time, money and materials" were likewise considered crucial.

"Non-doers", on the other hand, further regarded values, beliefs and practices,

understanding of environmental problems, access to appropriate technology, and access

to technic.a1 support services and training to be crucial.

A comparison between males and females revealed tha.t both sexes considered

the existence of environmenta1laws/ordinances and LGU support as crucial factors in

influencing people to be active in environmental protection and management.

Interestingly, the males· in particular. cited values, beliefs and practices along with an

understanding of environmental problems, while females focused on practical matters,

i.e. citing personal investment in terms of time, money and materials.
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Views on Fish Sanctuary

The views of the respondents on the fish sanctuary include their knowledge .on

the purpose for establishing the fish sanctuary, the year it was established, visits

conducted, their personal opinion about the fish sanctuary, size of the fish sanctuary,

those responsible for managing the fish sanctuary, agency or individual responsible for

fish sanctuary and its the effeetiyeness, presence (absence) of fishing activities in the

sanctuary, ordinances passed relative to the fish Sc'U1ctuary, obstacles faced by the

responsible agency or individual in the fish sanctuary and individuals not supportive of

the fish sa.netuary.

As commonly perceived by both "tiii'~ and tbn".::ac>ers", the purpose of the

fish sanctuary was the <-:preservation and protection of fish". Some <-:~~ cited such

other purposes as "increasing fish supply for people to have a good catch" and

"establishing fish habitat or a breeding ground". still other "doers" described it as "a

way of eliminating illegal fishing practices", including both the protection of the

remaining coral reef, and the marine resources", "the restoration of the natural richness

of the sea", and "the rehabilitation of the coastal areas". Among the "non-doers",

while most of these l'espOtldetlts claimed theil' Lou as not having a. fish sanctuary, the

latter was seen as a "protection of the sea from pollution", with some describing it as a

breeding area for marine resources".

Varied responses were provided by both~~;lnd_~~.~ regarding the

approximate perk"ld the fish sanctuary was established. The "doer" municipality mainly

reported that the fish sanctuary was established between 1989 to 1993, with the "non-

doer" municipality mentioning the period between 1989 to 1995. Except for one, the

rest of the "doers" claimed having visited the fish sanctuary, with five "non-doers"

doil1g so.

C
~
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~ P~1)pinionsabout the fish sanctuary likewise varied for both "doers" and
".,.-~~

r
:'noii~doeiS". Based on their actual visits, the ,:AOefS~- spoke about the benefits of

having the fish sanctuary i.e. increasing the available fish supply for fishermen,

establishing a breeding ground, eliminating illegal fishing activities, and re.storing the

natural richness of the sea, among others. Should their LGU decide to establish a fish

sanctuary, the "non·doers" generally believed that people .will agree with such a plan

"for this will be for their own welfare", "reasonable to have a fish sanctuary in every

coastal barangay rather than one big contiguous area". A fish sallctuary is described as

"one way to preserve environment", and as a "good move to preserve fish"'.

Having visited the !ish sanctuary, the "doers" opined that the fish sanctuary

should be supported by the people given its positive results, i.e. the increased tish supply

has greatly helped the fishermen and has provided marine protection. Others are

convinced that it is necessary so as to restore fish supply, with some even going further,

i.e. that the success of the fish~sanctuary goes to prove "that we c.an do something

about our problems, if we have to". On hindsight, one observation mentioned was that

it "gave the people an idea that the fish sanctuary was established • not for allY political

reason· but for the welfare of the people themselves".

One "non-doer" and seven "doers" reported the exact size of the fish sanctuary

which covers 50 hectares. None from the male "non-doers" gave the right response.

The LGU was reported by both "doers" and "non-doers" as responsible in

managing the fish sanctuary. furthermore, the "doers" added that the Department of

Agriculture, "fishery technician", the Municipal Office of the Agriculture and

Environment, and barangay officials are likewise responsible in managing the fish

sanctuary. The "non·doers" mentioned the "caretaker" and "small fishermen".
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For both "doers" and "non-doers", the person or agency directly responsible for...
the fish sanctuary was the LGU. Some of the males mentioned the Bureau of Fishery and

Aquatic Resources, with the female giving more varied responses, i.e. the Philippine

National Police, barangay officials, Philippine National Police and the barangay taoOO,

the LGU and the Philippine National Police, Philippine National Police and the Task

Force, and Office of the .M"l~r through the Municipal Office of the Agriculture and

Environment.
'.

Those perceived responsible for the fish sanctuary were observed to be effective

in their tasks by most "doers" and the "non-doers". Specifically, the~ were

believed in and trusted by the people for they understood the objectives behind the fish

sanctuary", i.e. being convinced that "it will benetit them", having seen its positive

results, and realizing the importance of the fish sanctuary. Others dwelt on its negative

aspect, i.e. "cases filed against them". The responsible officials were further observed to

monitor the fish sanctuary regularly and enforce the laws strictly so that "no one

attempted to fish inside the fish sanctuary". The ~-doers", on the other hand,

considered those respollsible for fish sanctuary as effective due to proper management.

There were less talk on the cases apprehended, including the use of illegal fishing

methods."

When asked on the ordinances passed relative to the fish sanctuary, all ~oe~" •

except for one - knew about the local ordinance relative to the fish sanctuary, i.e. u.X'.a.I

Ordinance # Z1 which bans fishing inside the fish sanctuary, and Local Ordinance # Z7

which provides for the establishment of fish sanctuary.

The "#rers" generally observed that people were no longer fishing inside the fish

sanctuary. Instead, they now "fish 100 meters away from the fish sanctuary", realizing

both the positive effects of the fish sanctuary and the consequences of any violation of

C',:. '
"..n:r



46

the ordinance. Others mentioned that a security guard or caretaker oversees the fish

sanctuary and that people are generally aware that fishing is not allowed inside the fish

--sanctuary. Some of the ~;aOeI'S~ provided their own explanations for the non·

fishing stance of the people, i.e. "the fear of being apprehended" tUld their own

awareness "that fishing inside the fish sanctuary is banned".

The obstacles faced by those responsible for the fish sanctuary as claimed by the

"doers" were the length of time people will have to wait in the absence of alternative

sources of livelihO\."1d. Others reported that fishermen using illegal me..ans were

questioning the legality of the fishing ordinance, including the perceived inconsistency

of the local ordinances with the national laws, consequently, criticisms were lodged by

the political opponents on the enactment of the local ordinances, with local legislators

<1ccused of acting as direct implementoI'S themselw.s. Still, others claimed such obstacles

as the "unclear boundaries of the municipal waters". For some of the "non.doers", the

obstacles seen included the absence of alternative sources of livelihood and the lack. of

coordination with the nearby municipality.

All the respondents agreed that "increased fish supply" will greatly benefit the

people. While the "doers" projected "increased incomes for the people due to increase

fish catch", the "non·doers" focused on the "fish·preservation dimension. In terms of

time·frames, the "non·doers" believe that these benefits will be experienced by the

people within two to five years. The "doers", however, appear to be more varies in

their responses with some being very optimistic, e.g. "in a few months", or "already

starting". Still, others are more conservative, i.e. "within two to ~ years more" or even

remarking uclugllypll kBIl}"d' (a very long period).
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Knowledge on the Proposed Development Plans

nus section establishes the respondents knowledge on any proposed

development plans that will be implemented in their locality, whether they agree (or

disagree) with it, and the perceived impact of these proposed develop ment plans in the

environment and the fish sanctuary.

All the respondents knew of the development. plans to be implemented in their
.

locality, with the,,";"doJrs" mentioning the "coco oil mill in Bulacan", "industrial zones"',
\. '. -··.·r·

"industrial development", "oil refining and coco oil mills", "port development", "fruit

processing plant", and "agro-industrial plant". Furthermore, they are generally aware

that Matalag is a Provincial Agro- Industrial Center. The ~!edOers", on the other

hand, cited only three - the "dry dock development", "industrialization" and "ice

plant".

Both "doers" and "non-doers" agreed with the development plans because these

are perceived to generate employment and provides additional revenues for the LGU.

Most of the "non-doers" projected income increases for the people from these

proposed development plans. The "doers" agreed to the proposed development plans

for "it will spur development in their locality" and "help improve the livelihood of the

people". Some of the "doers", however, expressed some reservations 011 these plans,

e,g. whether the proposed development plans are "environment-friendly", Some of

the "non-doers" likewise cited certain conditions for their agreement with the

development plans, e.g. that the area of industrialization should not be within the

residential areas, and that these do not affect the sea.

For both "doers" and "non.doers", the perceived impact that these proposed

development plans will bring to the environment in general was pollution. Of interest,

the "non-doers", though who outrightly saw pollution as an immediate impact of these

c.:
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proposed development plans to the environment were just as quick in identifying the

preconditions that will make pollution possible. These included the absence of any strict

implementation of environmental protection program, the lack of knowledge on

environmental impact a..~ment or the lack of regulatory measures and any

contingency plans. Some of the "doers" further claimed that there will be lesser impact

on the environment provided investors are required to submit environmental

protection plans, pass the standards set by the Environment Impact Assessment, Le.

comply with the environmental protection regulations as an initial requirement to

operate".

Will these proposed development plans have any impact (If any) on the fish

sanctuary? Both "doers" and "non-doers" agreed that the immediate impact these

proposed development plans on the fish sanctuary will be pollution. Some "doers"

particularly believed that the sanctuary will die naturally due to pollution or that it

might be d~d since the proposed industrial site is near the sanctuary site. To

reduce such negative impacts, some "doers" recommended that the proposed industrial

site be located farther, that proper waste disposal be installed, and that pollution be

properly regulated". The "non-doers" appear more resigned to the possible problems

of pollution, Le. merely stating that "the fish will be gone" or that "the fish will die".

btfonntztion thtlt the Respondmts Would Like to Acqui~ For Decision-Mtlking

on Area D~elopmf!ttt Pilms. The respondents provided a wide range of information that

they would like to acquire in making decisions about development plans in their area.

For the "doers", they wished to be informed on the gains and losses of such

development plans on the LGU, community and residents, cost-benefit analy,ris,

environmental impact assessment (EIA), pollution-control technology, Le. proper waste

disposal and drainage system, technical knowledge of solid waste management.
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"environmental impact assessment (EIA)" and "type of proposed development plans"'.

Others cited the need for information on the zoning ordinance of the survey sites.

(including the exact site of the proposed industrial zone), detailed environment.11

protection plans of the proposed development plans, the necessary research skills

relative to these proposed development plans, social acceptability of these plans, not to

mention the health hazards these proposed development plans will bring to the workers

and community residents.

The "non-doers" likewise identified the need for the following information:

areas for industrial development, skills in "planning" and "data collection" (including

those on investment-promotion), the "effects of oil spills on the marine environment",

"proper procedures to prevent such spills", "environmental laws", "the development

plans of the survey sites" (including the hazards of such plans), "advantages of LGU's

acceptance of the proposed development plans", and the "profile of Sta. Maria". A

related interest was to check whether these development plans respond to the need of C;;
the people.

Trusted Organizations That Would Prooide the Respondents the Information

Desired to Acquire. Government Agencies, notably the Department of Environment and

Natural Resources (DENR), the Department of n'ade and Industry (DTI)~ the

Department of Health (DOH), the Department of Agriculture (DA), the National

Economic and Development Authority (NEDA), the Department of Interior and Local

Government (OILG) and the Bureau of fisheries and Aquatics Resources (BFAR) were

identified by both the "doer" and "non-doer" municipalities as possible sources of

information relative to making decisions on the proposed development plans. The LGUs

were likewise mentioned, with some "doers" and "non-doers" identifying GreenCOM

and NGOs.
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n. OPlNION"LEADERS

The seventeen (17) opinion leaders covered for the study played varied roles in

community affairs. Most of them belong to community organizations, whose opinions

were often solicited on local govemance and community affairs, These opinion leaders

were residents of the "doer" municipality (Malalag, Davao del Sur) and were further

classified as "doers" and "non-doers" relative to environmental protection and

management programs.

The data collected from the opinion leaders included selected socio-demographic

cha..t'actedstics, perceived environmental conditions of the "dl.~r" municipality,

enforcement of environmental policies and laws, participation in environmental affairs,

skills and other supports, including their views on fish SCUIClUary.

Selected Sodo-Demographic Characteristics

Among the 17 opinion leaders 'interviewed~ 10 were described as "doers" with

sevell (7) "non-doers". There were a total of 10 male-respondents compared to

females (7). (see Appendix E)

The "doers" ages ranged from Z7 to GG years; were mostly married~ and

completed college. Being migrants from the V1S4yas, they have resided Ul the survey

sites ft'om 25 years a..tld over. Most of them have served in their current position frow

one to five years, have been engaged in develop ment work from one to 15 years and

from one to 36 years in environmental work. They belong to at least two community

orgmizations and as many six and generally rated their participation "active".

The "non-doers", on the other hand, were generally o]der~ ranging from 35 to

66 years, mostly married, and are college graduates. All of them were migrants
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particularly from the Visayas. Most of them have been working in their current

position from less than a year to as long as 10 years and have been engaged in

development work from one to six years. They belong to various community

organizations, mostly describing their participation in such organizations as "active".

One "non-doer", however, described herself as "inactive".

The males appeared to be more highly educated than the females. Seven males

(relative to three females) are college graduates. Female-respondents tend to have

been involved longer in development and environmental work than the males. On the

other hand, more males tend to join community organizations than the females.

Perceived Environmental Conditions

This section presents the respondents'

1) assessment of the coastal and forestry resources relative to the

following

Z) factors prompting their assessment; the seriousness of their

assessment;

3) activities undertaken by the LGU, community residents, non·

government organization (NGOs), peoples' organizations (POs),

religious groups, private business sector and schools in solving

environmental problems;

4) other activities that can be undertaken by LGU, community

residents, non-government organizations, people's organizations,

religious groups, private business sector and schools in solving

environment.ll problems;
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5) the responsible individuals or agenCIes In solving environmental

problems;

6) supportive/unsupportive individuals and/or groups in the

respondent's organization's efforts in environmental protection

and management;

7) barriers faced by the respondent's group in solving

environmental problems; and

8) environmental projects implemented in their areas.

Ass~smmt ofthe COIIstlll tmd Fotutry R~O'Un:es. Both the "doers" and "non

doers" perceived their coastal resources as "depleted" and "deteriorated". Depletion

and deterioration of the coastal resources were related by both "doers" and "non-doers"

to the limited supply of fish seen and the reduced number of coral reefs and

mangroves.

Furthermore, while the lI:doers" saw the coastal resources as improving, none

from the "non-doers" presented similar observations.

Males vary with the females in describing their concept of "deterioration". The

females described "deterioration" of coastal resources as "having less fish supply", while

the males related it to "the reduced number of coral reefs and mangrove areas". The

liltter further attributed the reduction of the mangrove areas to the expansion of

tishpond-areas.

The forestry resources were perceived by both "doers" and "non-doers" as

"upaw" (denuded) and getting better, describing the denudation of the forestry

resources as "only 10% forest cover". The "doers" further observed the absence of the

huge trees in the forest resulting in the "hot weather". "Non-doers", on the other
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hand, remarked that "only secondary trees are left in the mountains" and noted its

"infertile soil".

While both males and females cited the remaining "10% forest cover", the

male-respondents' assessment of the forest focused more on the denudation of the

forestry resources while the females cited "the adverse effects of the vanishing trees in

the mountains", i.e. "hot weather" and the "infertile soil".

On a positive note, amidst all these observations, the improving situation ill the

mountains was attributed by "doers" and "non-doers" alike to the reforestation

programs implemented in the uplands by the people.

Overall, the "doers" and "non-doers" saw the environment as "deteriorating" on

one hand and "improving" on the other. However, it should be noted that males and

females vary in their perceptions of "deterioration" and "depletion".

P~dved Causes of the EtffJironmental Situation. A3 perceived by the

respondents, the causes of the changing environment varied. The "doers" believed that

the changes in their coastal resources were brought about by the illegal use of trawls

and drive-in nets ("lampomas"), indiscriminate tishing activities, the limited alternative

sources of livelihood. siltation, pollution from chemicals used by the banana and sugar

plantations, along with the cellophane garbage from the former and even human

wastes. Others mentioned the "influx of settlers in the c.oastal areas" (and with it. the

increasing number of tishermen), "the limited technological knowledge", "'lack of

awareness of the adverse effects of their activities in the environment", and its long

term effects on the next generation, and "cellophane litters from the banana

plantations".

The "non-doers'" on the other hand, cited such causes as the people's own

neglect in understanding environmental issues and concerns, illegal fishing activities,
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the chemicals used by the banana plantation, the absence of altemative sources of

li~ood and a sustained program on environmental protection and management 

including poverty.

While both males and females noted the pollution coming from the banana

plantation and the lack of alternative livelihoods, they likewise cited varying causes.

The males identified such factors as siltation, influx of settlers, and the lack of concern

about future generations. Still, others cited the lack of awareness on the adverse effects

of their activities in the environment, the absence of suStained programs on

environmental protection and management and indiscriminate fishing. The females,

however, observed the "increasing number of fishermen", "povertY', and "neglect

among the people in understanding environmental issues and concerns".

For the forestry resources, the "doers" attributed the denud.1.tion In the

mountains to the people's need for firewood, and houses, likewise due to illegal and

indiscriminate logging activities- and the absence of any replanting programs. Other

causes mentioned were the limited alternative livelihoods, the limited technological

knowledge, the lack of planning for future generations, and soil erosion.

The "non-doers", likewise, cited "the absence of alternative livelihood-activities

and a. sustained program on environmental protection and management, the lack of

education on forest management, "kaingin" (slash-and-burn farming) practices and the

indiscriminate cutting of trees.

Both males and females agree that logging operations and the indiscriminate

cutting of trees by the people were the major c.1.UseS for the depleted forestry resources

- with some causes varying between the two. Males particularly cited the "kaingin"

practices. the absence of alternative sources of liveJiho...'1d, and a sust.1ined program on

environmental protection and management, the lack of education on forest
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management, increasing upland population, the limited technological knowledge and

erosion. Females, on the other hand, cited the use of trees for firewood and for house

construction, and the lack of any replanting programs.

Overall, the varying causes of the deteriorating environment can be categorized

as follows:

"Cognitive-re!atfxF. "lack of awareness of the adverse effects of their activities in

the environment", "limited technological knowledge" and "absence of

knowledge on environmental issues and concerns"

"AttitzIde-re!B.ted"- "failure to consider the next generation"

"Need5-reltlfet:P'· "no alternative sources of livelihood", "as firewood", "as materials

for house construction" and the "poverty situation (economic) of the

residents".

r~t.. .', .'

"UtilizlltiorJ-reltlfed~. "illegal fishing", "use of illegal fishing methods or

gears" (e.g. cyanide); "chemic.us coming from the banana and sugar ('.

plantations and fishponds", "indiscriminate cutting of trees", "cellophane

litters from the banana plantation", "illegal cutting of trees without

replanting" and "kaingin" (slash-and-burn farming).

uPOpu1B.tiOl1 movement CIlU.ses» - "increasing influx of settlers in the upland and

coastal areas" and "increasing number of fishermen".

uOther factorS"" - "a.bsence of sustained programs on environmental protection and

management".

The categorization of the causes further revealed that the present environmental

problems were mainly man-made, i.e. due to the activities of the people themselves.

Likewise, internal factors as "needs-related", "cognitive-related" and "attitudes" milY

have contributed to the problems. On the other hand, "population movement causes'"

;
l-
-"","
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and the "absence of sustained programs on environmental protection and management"

imply the LGU's role in down playing the barriers.

Seriousness of the El1Viromnmtal Sitwtion. In this section, the respondents

were asked to assessed their environmental problems, Le. whether it was "'serious" or

otherwise. Most of the "doers" and "non~doers" perceived their environment .

whether coastal or forestry resources ~ as serious. Others, though, believed their

environment problem was not serious given the reforestation program in the upland,

e.g. the presence of many trees in the mountains and the increasing supply of fish seen

as a result of the sanctuary project of the LGU.

The "doers" considered their environmental situation as serious mainly because

of the low incomes due to the limited fish supply, the low farm production as a result of

the poor soil quality caused by erosion and the destruction of the fish breeding sites.

On a wider scale, related fears were expressed relative to the future concern, and the

possibilities of massive soil erosion and siltation of the rivers due to deforestation. One

fe.u· mentioned was their past experience with the typhoon Titang which caused flash

Hoods and resulted in the death of one person.

The "nol1~doers", likewise, expressed the possible adverse effects the

deteriorating environment may bring. As of now, only a few fish can be caught which

means that the time will c.ome when people willlo.o;;e their only source of income. Such

dire prospects will expectedly cause the prices of basic commodities to increase

significantly.

Though both males and females a.greed that the seriQus condition of the

environment will affect their livelihood, most females were concemed about the effects

these will ha.ve on prices of basic commodities. Males, however, expressed their fears

on the possible calamities the deteriorating environment may bring to the people, Le.
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possible massive soil erosion and siltation of the rivers due to deforestation, including

the possibility of flash floods as experienced during a typhoon.

On the whole, the respondents considered their environ mental conditions

serious in the bases of its adverse effects on their livelihood and the calamities that

might occur in the future unless these are corrected.

Activities Undertllken by the Respondents and their Orgfmiziltions. Since the

respondents viewed their environmental situation serious, they were likewise asked on

activities undertaken to help solve the situation. The "doers" claimed to have "helped

plant mangroves, fruit and other trees", "organized beautification and sanitation

program in the barangay' (mcluding those related to environmental protection), and

"provided social credit as an alternative source of income. Others reported that they

apprehended violators of the local ordinances, "reactivated the Municipal Advisory

Team on Environment (MATE)", "conducted information drives on the need for

environmental protection and management activities" and other capability-building

activities, "conducted advocacy campaigns relative to the need to protect the

environment". Specifically, some "used the legally accepted fishing gears as hook and

line" and engaged in "seedling-dispersal activities in the forest areas".

On the other hand, the "non-doers" conducted educational campaign, such as

the importance of environmental protection and management. reported any violations

of the local ordinances to the authorities, provided social credit to members as

alternative sources of inc.ome, organized women to clean the market, and filed a C.1SE'

against the LGU at the Office of the Ombudsman on the legality of the local fishery laws.

Both males and females reported that social credit was provided to members as

alternative income sources. Women particularly, tended to focus on social-related

activities. i.e. as in organizing the community residents on beautification and silnitation
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activities, conducting education campaign on environmental protection, reporting

illegal activities to the authorities, and planting trees. Ute males appeared to undertake

various activities - from information drive, plMlting trees, organizing communities to

protect environment, conducting advocacy campaigns, reactivating the Municipal

Advisory Team on Environment, persuading the LGU to conduct public hearing,

apprehending violators of local ordinances and filing a case against the LGU at the

office of the OMBUDSMAN about the strict enforcement of local fishery laws perceived

as illegal, among others.

In sum, while "doers" and "non-doers" greatly differ in their activities to help

remedy the deteriorating environment, they both claimed to ha.ve provided social credit

to members as alternative income sources, planted trees and disseminated information

on environmental protection.

Activities Undertaken by the LGU, Comrmmtty Residents, Non-G01.Jemmart

Organization (1\IGOs), Peopl~s Organizations (POs), ReligtollS Groups, Private

Business Sector and Schools in Solving Environmental Problems. As residents and

opinion leaders of the community, the respondents were asked about the activities

undertaken by the v.u10US groups in their community in solving environmental

problems.

Local G<.n}~mmentUnit. The respondents were asked to confirm on whether or

nor their LGU had conducted the pre-identified activities it ought to do as the lead

agency in the development of its community. The results are as follows:

Doers (n= 10)

Disseminated information (10)
Allocated budget (9)
Established monitoring systems (9)
Passed I~ws/ordinances (9)
Conducted public hearin$s (8)
Hired envlt'Onmental officers (7)
Or$3-nized Bantay Dagat (6)
Resolved conflicts (6)
Or$Anized forest guards (4)

Non-doers (n=7)

Passed laws/ordinances (7)
Disseminated information (6)
Established monitoring systems (6)
Resolved conflicts (5)
Or$8.nize.ci Bantay Dagat (4)
Hired envU'orunental officers (4)
Allocs.ted budget (4)
Conducted public hea.rinZS (4)
Or$!Ulized forest guards (.2)
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Comparing sex, the following results were produced:

Males (n=10) Fema.les (n=7)

Dissemmated infortn3.tion (10) Disseminated informatIon (6)
passed law:;/ordmances (10) Fmablished momtormg systems (6)
Establlshed monltormg systems (9) Passed laws/orduunces (6)
Re:ro!-.,'Cd conflIcts (7) Hu-ed envIronmenta.l officer:; (6)
Allocated budget (7) Alloc.a.l:ed budget (6)
Conducted pubhc hearings (7) Conducted pubhc hearmgs (5)
Hired envlronmen~1I.1officers (7) Resolved conflicts (4)
organIZed Banta,y Dagat (5) OrgsIlIzed Bantay Dagat (S)
OrgaIllzed fore:.-t guards (3) organized for'est guards (3)

The data showed that all the «doers" were familiar with the information

dissemination activities of the LGU on environmental issues/concerns. The other

activities cited most by the «doers" included the budget allocation activities of the LGU

on environmental actions, the establishment of monitoring systems and mechanisms and

the passing of laws and ordinances. The LGU's activities relative to passing laws and

.r
i

ordinances were familiar to all the «non-doers", with information dissemination of

environmental issues and coneerns and establishment of monitoring systems and (

mechanisms as the second most mentioned activities of the LGU. To solve

environmental problems, LGU's mainly focused on:

1) the dissemination of information on environmen~issues and concerns,

2) the passing of laws and ordinances, and

S) establishment of monitoring systems and mechanisms.

All the males claimed knowing about LGU's activities relative to disseminating

information on environmental issues and concerns and passing of laws/ordinances. The

nli~ority of the fenl£ues, on the other h!Uld, claimed being familiar with the

establishment of monitoring systems/mechanisms, the passing of laws and ordinances

md the budget allocation support to cover its environmental activities.
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Aside from the pre·identified activities that the LGU must undertake, additional

other activities done by the LGU were cited by the respondents. The "doers" reported

that the LGU had established a fish sanctuary, enforced ordinances, planted mangroves,

monitor~.d proper garbage disposal, prepared plans for waste management system .md

forged partnerships with the NGOs and POs on environmental· related activities. Also,

while LGU's were observed to strictly enforce ordinances and plant trees, the "non·

doers" mentioned such other activities as calling the attention of the management of

one banana plantation (i.e. LAPANDAY) on aerial spraying, arresting fishermen using

illegal fishing gears and implementing projects on the environment.

Th~ Community Rt!Sidmts were observed by most "doers" as having planted

trees, participated in tree planting and other barangay activities, provided labor to the

construction of seawall, used organic fertilizers, protected the mangroves, observed

proper garbage disposal, and "reprimanded violators of local ordinances. The "'non

doers''. on the other hand, me·ntioned that the c.ommunity reSidents participated in

education campaigns, protested the pesticide aerial spraying of a banana plantation,

participated in tr~.planting, observed loc.a1 ordinances, and reported violators to loc.a1

authorities.

Taken together, lx")th "doers" and "non-doers" generally agreed that the

community residents participated in barangayactivities and in tree4 planting projects.

The Municipality of M.llalag takes pride in being a. beneficiary of the programs

and projects of two Non-Govemmmt Organizlltions (NGOs), Le. KAPWA Upliftment

foundation, Inc. and the Integrated Services for Small Farms and Industries (ISfl) ,

which are currently implementing environment·related activities in selected upland

communities. To establish their levels of awareness about these NGOs, they were asked

to identify the activities done by these groups to help solve environmental problems.
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f'mdings show that all "doers" know about the existence of the NGOs in their

municipality, along with some "non-doers". As reported by some "doers", the NGOs

were active in environment protection and community organizing activities and have

provided technk.al assistance and training on appropriate techllOlogy~ specific-ally

contour farming and the Sloping Agricultural Land Technology (SALT), They have

likewise encouraged community residents to plant commercial crops (e.g. mang.."'leS) and

industrial trees (e.g. mahogany), planted trees, helped in education and advocacy

c.1mpaigns and supported the environmental protection programs. The "doers" further

reported that these NGOs were members of the barangaydevelopment councils.

Some of the "non-doers" cited the "livestock program" and the assistance of

NGOs in the education campaigns.

The males observed the NGOs as being involved in "community organizing

activities", "provided technical assistance and training", "planted commercial and

industrial trees", "introduced livestock program", "engaged in advoc.acy campaigns"

and "supported the environmental protection program of the LGU". The females,

however, had limited knowledge about the NGOs, Le. simply describing the NGOs JS

"active", "being members of the barangay development councils", and "helping in the

education campaigns" and "tree-planting activities".

The data showed that the "doers" were more diverse in describing the activities

undertaken by the NGOs in helping solve environmental problems relative to the "11on-

doers", Likewise, the activities cited by the "doers" were not familiar to the "non-

doers". Similar trends can be gleaned from the responses of the males and females, i.e.

the former being familiar with NGOs than the latter.

Survey results showed that some "doers" and "non-doers" are not aware of the

activities of the People's Orgilniziltions CPOs) relative to solving environmental
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problems. Those "doers" familiar with POs mentioned such activities as organizing

seminars for the members, inviting resource persons for seminars and training, planting

trees and mangroves, supporting refo~ion and distributing seedlings to community

residents.

The "non-doers" cited a limited number of activities of the POS, i.e. mainly

organizing training on sustainable a.griculture and coordinating activities on S.lving the

environment with the NGOs and the LGUs.

Comparing the male-female responses, the males cited the training-related

activities of the pos (e.g. organizing training on sustainable agriculture), coordinating

activities (e.g. specifically with the LGUs on environment-related activities), distribution

activities (e.g. seed-dispersal programs), community-participation activities (e.g. tree-

planting and in planting mangroves). The females, on the other hand, mentioned only

two PO-activities Le. - tree-planting and supporting reforestation.

Relative to the "non-dQers" and female-respondents, the data revealed that (:.,

"doers" and the males cited more varied PO-activities in helping solve environmental

problems. At one point, however, both "doers" and "non-doers" observed that the POs

were providing training on sustainable agriculture among its members, while both

males and females agreed that the POs planted trees.

Despite the nature of their works, some of the respondents believed that the

Religious Gtl..lUp8 were not limited to undert'lking Sl.,"llely religion-related matters, but

were concerned about temporal matters as well. In terms of its contribution to Sl..,lving

environmental problems, the "doers" observed that the religious groups likewise

helped in tree-pl..mting activities, pla.nted mangroves and encouraged c1e,ulliness of the

environment. The "non-doers" similarly reported the religious groups being involved

{
.~-
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in tree pl~tingneeds and in encouraging people to protect the environment through

their Sundayhomilies.

The males indicated that the religious groups not only assisted in solving

environmental problems (as in helping in tree-planting activities and conducting

advocacy campaigns) but likewise a.ctua1ly helped solved environmental problems (as in

planting trees). The females mainlycited such assistance as helping in tree-planting and

cleanliness campaigns, and the environment issues raised during church services.

Generally, a common denominator for both "doers" and "non-doers" and both

males and females was the observation that religious groups helped in tree-planting

activities.

Relative to the different groups described earlier, the respondents have very

limited knowledge on the activities undertaken by the PrivRte Business Sector with

reg.'U'ds to environmental protection. While "non-doers" mainly reported that private

business sector as planted trees in their own farms, some "doers" observed more varied

activities undertaken by the private busi?ess sector, Le. that they planted trees, provided

social credit on seedlings, provided seedlings, lent vehicles to the LGU when needed,

gave unused drums as garbage receptacles and encouraged tree-planting activities by

distributing mahogany seeds.

The males indicated that the private business sector a...~sted in environmental

protection programs, as when Lapanday - the owner of the Mala1ag Ventures

Plantation, Inc. (a banana plantation) - distributed seedlings of trees", "provision of

unused drums as garbage cans" and "campaigning for tree planting by distributing

mahogany seeds". Other than the facilitative role played by the private business sector,

as in lending vehicles when needed and providing social credit for seedlings, the females

cited actual tree-planting activities of the business sector.
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Only a few of the respondents were familiar with the activities of the Schools.

Some "doers" reported that they (the schools) engaged in tree planting programs,

information dissemination, beautification drives, and helped in planting mangroves.

The "non-doers" mentioned two activities. the "cleanliness drive" and the planting of

trees along the national highway.

While some females saw the schools participating solely in "tree planting"

campaigns, the males cited their involvement in tree planting, information

dissemination, beautification and cleanliness drives, planting trees along the national

road, and planting mangroves.

As revealed in the findings, the "doers" and the male respondents have wider

knowledge about such activities compared to "non-doers" and the female respondents.

However, both males and females commonly cited the tree-planting activities of local

(
,......, ,

, '
~., ' .

schools..

Other Activities that ca~beUndertaken. Other than those activities cited earlier (~

as undertaken by the various sectors in the community, the respondents further

mentioned that these sectors can still do more for the solution of environmental

problems.

The "doers" recommended that the Local Government Unit engage in

intensive fruit and industrial tree planting, improve pollution control system, build

much bigger garbage disposal area, coordinate with the DENR on environment

protection programs, continue the coordinative and collaborative efforts 011

environmental protection and related activities, synchronize their activities, forge

partnership with NGOs on environmental programs, provide alternative livelihOl.")(i

programs to its citizens, and enforce the local ordinances strictly. "The "non-doers", on

the other hand, proposed that the LGU prepare a plan for waste management, making
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laws on proper waste disposal, conduct consultation with the people before drafting

local ordinances, collect hard data on people's needs necessary for designing effective

environmental protection programs, strict enforcement of local ordinances, and

maintain the fish sanctuary.

Among the male-respondents, their suggestions for the LGU included, collection

of hard data on the needs of the people, conducting consultation before drafting local

ordinances, making laws on proper waste disposal, coordination with the DENR,

continuation of the coordinative and collaborative efforts on the protection of the

environment, partnership with the NGOs, enforcing the local ordinances strictly, and

provision of alternative livelihood. The females recommended that the LGU should have

proper waste management, improved pollution systems, build a much bigger disposal
-

area, maintain the fish sanctuary, have intensive fruit and industrial tree planting, and

synchronize their activities.

For the Community Residents, the "doers" identified their need for training

on environmental management and, their continued support for environmental

programs. "Non-doers" suggested that the community residents maintain the

cleanliness of their surroundings, learn to grow trees, use plastic garba.ge receptacles.

refrain from throwing their garbage at sea, ·continue tree-planting and protecting trees

and to commit and participate in environment..t.1 concerns..

The males recommended that the community residents continue tree planting

and protecting trees, "commit and participate", "learn to grow trees", "use plastic

garbage receptacles" and "observe proper garbage disposal. The females, on the other

hand, hoped that the community residents wilt maintain the cleanliness of the

surroundings, undergo training on environmental management and maintain their

support to environment protection programs.
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"Doers" (all females) suggested that the Non-government Organizations

continue providing assistance in the community even after the termination of their

project in the area. The "non-doers" particularly hoped that they continue assisting the

LGU.

On the part of People's Organizations, the "doers" recommended that they

continue their membership both in the Barangay Advisory Team on Environment

(BATE) and in the Municipal Advisory Team on Environment (MATE), hold seminars,

meetings and symposia to educate people on environmental protection. "Non-doers"

encouraged their continued assistance to the LGD.

The Religious Groups were perceived by some "doers" as "acting as role-

models in environment protection activities", with some "non-doers" hoping that they

f""
V'.,

continue assisting the LGU. All these were observations shared by the female-

respondents.
.

TIle "doers" recommended that the Private Business Sector provide financial

assistance and spend more time in envi~onment activities. lhey further encouraged

Schools to plant and grow trees and "to cooperate, educate and campaign for tree-

planting programs".

Overall, the activities suggested by the "doers" were more directed to the LGU,

with the "non-doers" addressing both LGU and c.ommunity residents. Furthermore, the

males concentrated on activities to be undertaken by the LGU and community residents,

while females, suggested activities for all the sectors pre-identified in this study.

Individuals/Agenci'8 Perceived as Responsible in Solving Enviromnental

Problems . The "doers" gave varied responses on the responsible person(s) or

organizationCs) to help solve environmental problems, i.e. mentioning six types relative

to '"non-doers" indicating two. The "doers" revealed the following trends:

(

{...
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«solo-Dighf rcsponsibility~offizc Locill Goycmmcnt Unit,

DENR Collection OfficerandC01t1111a:nityresidents,

«coordinatiyc efforts of the POs~ (all POs),

«ccordinatiyc efforts of the lOU and NGOs» (LGU-NGOs),

«Collaboratiye cfforts of the lOU-NGOs-POs-residents 71 and

""eyerybodyJs concern~

"Non·doers likewise mentioned that solving environmental problems is either

the sole responsibility of the LGU or "everybody's concern".

The males appeared to be more oriented towards "corporate responsibility" in

identifying individuals or agencies responsible for solving environmental problems, i.e.

through LGU·NGO coordination and collaboration between the LGU·NGOSNFOSN

residents - including everybody else. Females mentioned both the LGUs and Residents as

being mainly responsible, along with "corporate responsibility (everybody's concern

and all POs).

In sum, the "doers" preferred' that solving of environment.ll problems should

promote the corporate responsibility concept of problem-solving, with the "non-doers"

opting for the "soloNflightNresponsibility" a.pproach. They both believed that solutions

to environmental problems are not the sole concern of any single sector in the

community but all the sectors in the community.

SupportivelUnsupportive Individuals anR/oT Groups in the Respondent's

Orgtmizlltion's Efforts in Em.'ironmentlll Protec:tion Ilnd Management • It c.annot be

denied that as one initiate activities believed to be beneficial to the commu~ity, others

nl.1,y support or stand pat against the success of such activities.. Along such lines of

interests, the respondents were asked to identify the supportive (and unsupportive)

individUdls or groups of individUdls to their efforts and their organization's efforts in
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environmental protection and management. The "doers" indicated that the following

individuals or groups were supportive of their efforts on environmental protection:

farmers, people's organizations, barangay councils, barangay officials, people's

organizations which are members of the Municipal Development Council, and the

Municipal Advisory Team on Environment. The Department of Environment and

Natural Resources, KAPWA Upliftment Foundation, Inc., Barangay Captain, Catholic

Women's League, Legion of Mary and Parish Youth were also identified by the "non-

doers" as supportive of their organization's efforts in environmental protection and

management.

Some "doers" and "non-doers" described the barangay officials as supporting

their organizations' efforts to protect the environment, while males and females

mentioned people's organizations.

The unsupportive individuals or groups appeared to be more varied among the

"doers" (s types) than the "non·doers" (3 types), The "doers" tind it challenging to win C"
the support of the following individuals or groups in environment protection: "those

who are aware but refused to take the responsibiIity", "the landowners", "people

without interest", "Muslim residents who are big fishing-capitalist", "those with

personal grudges against local ofticials", "defeated barangay officials", "political

opponents", "owners of trawlers" and "politicians supporting illegal fishing gears", for

the "non-doers", the "passive members of the community" and "tho-.o;e who continue

practicing illegal fishing activities" served as stumbling blocks to their organization's

efforts.

Barriers Fac~d by th~ Responden~s Group in Solving EtTOironmental Probl~s.

Other than identifying the unsupportive individuals or groups hampering the

respondents' group's efforts in environmental protection and management, the

t ''-
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respondents were further made to identify the barriers their groups faced in solving

environmental problems. nte barriers identified by the groups of the respondents

included:

"Organizlltion-relsteff» - Oimited funds, lack of~ to technology, and limited

training on environmental protection and management)

"C-ommunity-re..sidents-rellltfxF - (uneducated people, low educ.a.tion resulting in

low absorption of knowledge, lack of concern about their environment, no

vision for the future, distrust for KAPW.A which was perceived as a

communist front, lack of responsibility and education, low income, smart

alecks, landless residents, negative attitude, not easy for people to get out of

the dole-out system, lack of volunteerism, poor people, no alternative

livelihood and inadequate information drive); and

aLGU-rellltecr- (LGU failed to organize Bantay Dagat, LGU as not open to criticisms,

laxity in the Sangguniang Bayan and incompetent members of the

Sangguniang Bayan)

More of the barriers identified by the "doers" were related to the C\.-mmlUnity

residents, with some citing organizational-related barriers a.e. limited funds and limited

training on environmental protection) and LGU-related ones (i.e. LGU failed to organize

Bantay Dagat, laxity in the Sangguniang Bayan and incompetent members of the

&'111gguniang Bayan). Some of the "non-doers" cited all types of barriers:

organizational-related such as "limited funds" and "limited access to technology"; LGU

related such as "the LGU not being open to criticisms"; and cornrttunity-related such as

"'uneducated people", "low income" and "smart-alecks".

Most males and females cited community-related barriers.
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EnvironmentRl Projects Implemented in the Survey Sites, Implementing Agencies,

its Status, Pa'ceive Reasons for the Project Stlltus Rna. its Effects to the DRy-to-Day

Living of Community Mem&t!TS. The projects enumerated by the respondents included

both those implemented before the implementation of the Local Govemment Code in

1991 and those implemented during the implementation of the Code.

The projects that were implemented before the u.'X'.a.1 Government Code included

the artificial reef projects in 1989, "the tree planting in 1980" and the "seaweed project

in 1980". All the rest of the projects cited by the respondents were implemented during

the impiementation of the Local Government Code, attested by the "on~going" status of

these projects.

The "doers" cited a wide variety of projects implemented in their community, to

wit: fruit tree growing, tree planting, establishment of barangay nurseries,

reforestation, contract reforestation, contour farming, Sloping Agricultural Land

Technology, fish :mnctuary, mangrove planting, artificial reef, social credit, livelihOl..'1d.

animal dispersal, seaweeds culture, fish.cage, and campaign against illegal fishing.

The "non···doers" cited the tree planting, Ago.forestry., and reforestation

activities - including the fish sanctuary, and the artiticial reef project.

Both males and females reported the following projects implemented in their

area: tree planting, fish sanctuary, contour farming and artificial reef. Also, while the

males identified projects on mangrove planting, reforestation, contract reforestation~

seaweeds culture, fish cage, seaweed project, establishment of barangay nurseries, and

Agro-forestry, the females had reported on fruit tree growing, social credit, campaign

against illegal fishing, Sloping Agricultural Land Technology, livelihood and animal

dispersal.
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Most of these projects were implemented by the LGU as reported by the "doers"

while the "non·doers" citing a more varied project implementors such as the

"Department of Education, Culture and Sports" (0ECS), "Local. Government Unit"

(U.~U), "Department of Agriculture" (DA), "Department of Environment and Natural

Resources" (DENR) and "Bureau of Agricultural Extension" (BAEx).

As identified by the "doers", the environmental projects implemented by the

LGU consisted of fruit tree growing, tree planting, Agro·forestry, establishment of

barilllgay nurseries, reforestation, fish sanctuary, mangrove planting, seaweeds culture,

fish cage, and campaign against illegal fishing. The Department of Agriculture

implemented "social credit" projects, while the Department of Environment and

Natural Resources promoted "contract reforestation". The KAPWA Upliftment

Foundation, Inc. Focused on "contour farming", "Sloping Agricultural Land

Technology"(SALT), "livelihood" and "animal dispersal". For the "non.doers", all the

pr~iects were believed to have been implemented by the Local Government Unit,

specifically the fish sanctuary, - along with tree planting, a,gro-forestry and

reforestation activities.

Successful Projects. A total of 13 projects were considered successful by the

"d" "f' ..,." ''t I' by h LGU" "f ."oers· e.g. I'Ult tree growmo , ree· p antmg t e ,re orestatlon ,

·'est.ablishment of barangay nurseries", "tree planting by KAPWA", "contour farming,

SALT livelihood", "animal dispersal", "fish sanctuary", "mangrove planting", "Seaweeds

Culture", "fish cage", and "campaign against illegal fishing".

As perceived by the respondents, these environmental projects were viewed

successful because of the regular monitoring, coordination and collaboration between

the LGU, NGO and residents, the presence of more trees and the improving we,lther

conditions, the increasing fish supply, the confiscation of trawlers and "lampornas"
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(driveMin nets), community participation, people recognize its importance, LGU

support, and people being informed about the ordinances through "pulongMpulong"

(assemblies). Interestingly, one success indicator was the nonMinvolvement of

politicians.

For the "nonMdoers", projects such as tree planting under the Girl Scout

program and LGU, Agro-forestry and the reforestation of the DENR were considered

successful because of the presence of more trees in the forest and the cooler weather.

Fllt1ure Projeds. On the other hand, those projects that failed as cited by the

"doers" included the social credit program of the Department of Agriculture", "the

Contract Reforestation by the DENR", "Artificial reef by the Department of Agriculture",

"Sea.weed Culture Projt".ct by the Department of Agriculture" and the "Refort".station by

the DENR". The "nonMdoers" were mum about the projects that failed.

The failure of the environmental projects as reported by the "doers" were due to

the "lack of management skills", . the "low repayment rates", the "poor financial

sy.rtel11", the "high financial subsidizes given by the DENR", the "ordinances being

approved only in 1995", the "lack of supervision and technology", ''people not being

informed", "lack of supervision and control", "entrusted to people without interest",

"lack of personnel and lack of coordination with the LGU".

Effects to Dtly.to.Vay Living. These projects were perceived by most of the

"doers" and "non-doers" as positively affecting their daily lives: "increasing farm

production due to the use of organic fertilizers", "weilther is beginning to be C'.ooler",

and "learning other sources of livelihood as peddling fish". Some others reported the

negative effects these environmental pr~iects brought to the lives of the people Oow

catch, low income given the establishment of the fish sanctuary).

c·
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Enforcement ofEnvironmental
Policies and Laws

This section presents the respondents' assessment of the LOcal Government Code,

the primary roles of the LGU, community residents, NGOs, POS, religious groups,

private business sector and school in environmental protection and management; the

enforcement of local ordinances; number of respondents rating these pre- identitied

groups "active" in enforcing local ordinances; barriers faced by the respondents'

groups in the enforcement of the local ordinances - including the benetits the

community can gain when the LGU, NGOs, POS and private business sector are active in

the enforcement of local environmental ordinances.

Assessmmt of the ImplanentRtion of the Local Gwmmtent Code. Both the

"doers" and "non-doers" assessed the implementation of the Local Government Code

positive e.g. - even as they noted that local environmental functions have not been

devolved in their municipality. ~ Despite this, the LGU was keen in pursuing specific

environmental functions for the public welfare and the development of the local

environment. The specific environmental functions installed by the LGU as reported by

the "doers" included the monitoring of natural resources, the drafting and passing of

local environmental ordinances, the organization of the Municipal Advisory Team on

Environment (MATE) and the enforcement of local ordinances banning illegal fishing

activities.

Some "non-doers" reported such activities as the monitoring of the forest

programs, making ordinances on anti-illegal fishing and enforcement of environmental

laws.

The female-respondents reported that the LGU had installed such environmental

functions as monitoring the situation of the natural resources, drafting and passing local

environmental ordinances and making local ordinances on anti-illegal tishing. The
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males, meanwhile, cited the organization of the Municipal Advisory Team on

Environment (MATt), the drafting and passing of ordinances on illegal fishing, the

monitoring of forest programs and the enforcement of local environmental ordinances.

Furthermore, the "doers" observed that the NGOs and POs were properly

involved in policy- making and implementation of government programs. The two

NGOs a,e. KAPWA and ISn) and POs participate actively in the m?nthly meetings of the

Municipal Development Council and the Barangay Development Council (BDC)",

TIley were likewise noted to participate during multi-sectoral dialogues and as members

of the Municipal Advisory Team on Environment (MATE).

Some of the "non-doers" further revealed that the heads of the People's

Organizations are automatic members of the MDe".

Primary Roles of the LGU, Comtmlltity Residents, NGOs, POs, Religious

Groups, Private Business Sector ,md Schools in E17!pironmmtll1 PTOt~ction lind

M(lnaganent. Given the possible 'Overlapping of functions, the respondents were asked

about the primary roles that each actor ought to perform relative to environmental

protection and management.

Local Government Unit. As perceived by "doers", the primary roles of the

LGU include that of a "policy-making body"', "making policies", '''legislating ordinances

to protect the environment", "making ordinances", ''planning and implementing",

"planning", "implementing", "continue monitoring" and "evaluating environmental

projects", "ensuring LGU-NGO partnership", "encouraging NGOs and POs to

participate", "consulting people", "conducting consultation with the community

residents", "legislate and implement local ordinances", "implementing the policies",

"implementing their projects", "enforcing laws", "playa lead role in community

development".. "facilitate emdent information campaigns on environmental
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protection"', "provide a sanitary inspector", "imposing cleanliness drive:", "fund

sourcing and appropriation in environmental activities", "monitoring", "assessing" and

"creating a committee on agriculture"

The "non-doers", on the other hand, reported "implementation of laws and

ordinances", "implementing and monitoring assistance to people on their concerns·'\

"legislating laws and ordinances", "org.1I1izing a team responsible for environmental

protection" and "active in informing people on whatever development there are in the

environment".

Comparing the male and female responses, males perceived the LGU mainly as

a. "policy making body", Le. playing the lead role in the development of the

community", "making policies and implementing policies", "legislating and

implementing laws and ordinances", "making loceu ordinances", implementing Jaws

and ordinances", "i.mplementi~ environmental projects", ~formi~ people",

"monitoring and evaluating. environmental projects", "ensuring LGU-NGO------
partnership", "organizing a team responsible for environmental protection activities",

"providing sanity inspector", "imposing cleanliness drive", "fund sourcing and

appropriation", "planning and implementing", and "~sulting people".--
nle females viewed the LGU as "encouraging NGOs and POs to participa.te",

"consulting the residents", "looking for strategies that will motivate people to act",

"being active and cooperative", "implementing proJects", "implementing loc.aJ

ordinances strictly", "implementing laws and ordinances", "monitoring and assessing

the effectiveness of the ordinances implemented", "creating a committee on

agriculture" and "enforcing laws".

The Community Members were perceived by the "doers" as mainly

"following the programs implemented by the LGU", "participating in decision and
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policy-making of the LGU", "respecting and being conscious of the rights of other

people in terms of environmental protection activities", "cooperating', "supporting the

LGUs programs in environmental protection", "monitoring", "serving as watchdogs'"

"reporting any violations observed", "implementing", "caring of and maint.aining trees

aside from planting", "taking actions", taking risks", "being informed", "helping

explain to other community members", "must claim ownership of responsibility of the

environmental protection activities implemented in their locality" ,and "reprimanding".

for "non-doers", the community residents are mainly perceived to "accept the

LGU's environment-related projects", "to follow the rules and regulations imposed by

the LGU", "to take part in the programs related to environmental protection", "to

cooperate, plan, commit and support the programs of the LGU in environment" and

''to conduct monitoring activities".

r'
~: '

.~~

Males, generally believed that community residents should "participate in the

decision and policy-making needs", "to respect and be conscious of the rights of others (~-,

in terms of environmental protection", "to care and nurture the trees (aside from

plallting)", "to help other community members understand the environmental

projects", "planning", "cooperating", "participating", "supporting", "to reprimand

violators", "serving as watchdogs", and "monitoring" as the primary roles of the

community members.

TIle females, on the other hand, expected community members to simply accept,

commit, support, follow, implement, and cooperate with the enforcement of local

ordinances - including "monitoring", "taking risk",.md "being informed".

Taking all the perceived primary roles of community members together as

identified by the opinion leaders, these may be further categorized into:
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1. "Attitude-changingrol~ - refer to all those activities that the community

members should be doing to achieve the desired perception or behavior

relative to environmental protection and management. In this study, it is

more related to "being informed" and "helping explain the environment-

related activities to other community members".
"

2. €tpa.ssiJ.'e roleS' - refer to those behaviors that do not demand any strenuous

work on the part of the community members. These include following the

rules and regulations, respecting the rights of other peoples in terms of

environmental protection, being conscious of the rights of others in

environmental protection, cooperating, supportil1g activities relative to

environmental protection, accepting and committing.

s. €tActive roleS» - These demand investment of time and phjsica.l strength in

executing a task such as "to implement", "to monitor", "to participate in the

decision and policy making" and "c.tring of and maintaining trees

planted".

4. €t.Ki.sl.-·faJdng .IvIes» - nlese refer to those activities that the community

members were doing relative to environmental protection and

management despite fear of being insulted or ridiculed. Those that fall

under this category are "reprimanding violators", "serving as watchdogs"

and "reporting any observed violations on the local ordinances". /

Based on these categories, the "doers" appeared to indicate that the community

members should be playing all the four c..1,tegories of roles, whereas "non .doers"

focusing on two - i.e. the "passive" and "active" roles. Both males and females saw the

four role-categories as the community residents' primary roles in environmental

protection.
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In terms of concentration, while the "doers" stressed the "active" roles of the

community members (e.g. "to implement", "to monitor", "to participate in decision

and policy making of the LGUs" and "caring of and maintaining planted trees"), the

"non-doers" citing the "p~~ve" roles, (e.g. "to commit", "to accept", "to follow rules

and regulations", "to cooperate" and "to support").

Both males and females, hovrever, emphasized the "active" roles of the

community residents relative to environmental protection.

Non-Government Organizations (NGOs). The NGOs were reported by the

"doers" as primarily playing the following roles relative to environmental protection:

"to follow the environment-related programs of the LGU", "to cOOrdinate with the LGU

on environment-related activities", "to augment the limited c.'lpabilities of the LGU in

terms of finance and technical know-how", "to implement environmental protection

programs", "to cooperate", "to advoc.ate", "to educate", iUld "to train people to acquire

skills in promoting ecological balance" .

TIle "non-doers", on the other hand, saw the NGOs as "co-implementor of

environmental projects", "to take part in the environment-related programs", "to

'd . "" d'" "t " "t . ., r hproVl e support servICes , to coor mate, .0 cooperate 0 orgamze trammg lor t e

community residents" and " to show to the community residents that they are really

doing activities relative to environmental protection".

While the males cited that the NGOs should "augment the limited capabilities of

the LGU in terms of fmance and technical know-how", "to cooperate", "to coordinate",

"to take part in environment-related programs", "to provide support services", "to

coordinate", "to cooperate", "to be co-implementor", "to educate", "to show to the

o.."}mmunity residents that they are really doing activities relative to environmental

protection", "to organize meetings", "to advocate", and to implement".

c;

L.



79

Generally, the primary roles of the NGOs in environmental protection and

management should be "supportive" (i.e. "to follow the environment-related programs

of the LGU" and "to cooperate"), and "coordinative" ("to coordinate with the LGU on

environment-related activities", "as co-implementor" and "to take part in environment-

related programs"). Likewise, they were seen by the respondents as playing

"complement.'U'Y roles" (as in "augmenting the limited capabilities of the LGU in terms

of fInance and technical know-how" and "to provide support services"), "organizing

roles" (such as "to educate", "to advocate", "to train people to acquire skills in

promoting ecological balance" and "organizing training for the community members"),

"implementing roles" (as in "monitoring" and "implementing environment-related

projects") and "demonstration roles" (showing to the community resident as really

doing activities relative to environmental protection).

For the "doers", the NGOs primary roles should be "supportive", "coordinative",

"implementing", "complementary" and "organizing". The "non·.doers", on the other
,

hand, cited the "supportive", "coordinative", "complementary", "organizing" and

"demonstration" roles of the NGOs, with the ''non-doers" failing to mention the

"implementing roles" of the NGOs.

Furthermore, the males cited the "supportive", "coordinative",

"complementary", "organizin~ and "demonstrating" roles of the NGOs, with the

females mentioning their "supportive", "coordinative",

"organizing" roles.

"implementing" and-..

The three most common primary roles of the NGOs for the "doers" and "non-

doers" (including males and females) alike were the "supportive", "coordinative" and

"organizing" roles.
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In terms of concentration, while the "doers" emphasized the "organizing" roles

of the NGOs, the "non-doers" mostly cited the "coordinative" roles. Similar trends were r:
observed for the males and females respectively, i.e. the "organizing roles of the NGOs"

and the "coordinative roles of the NGOs"..

The People's Organizations (POs) were expected "to follow the

environmental programs of the LGU", "to inform people on environmental protection

and management", "to educate people on environmental protection and management",

"to organize their members to be active in environmental protection and management",

"to coordinate", "to implement", "to cooperate in the enforcement of local policies of

the LGU on environmental protection and management", "to participate", "to

implement their gender-sensitive vision, ;tnission and goals on environment.ll protection

and management" and "to advocate"•.

On the other hand, the "non-doers" viewed the POs as "co-implementors", "to

take part in cornmunity environmental protection activities", "to coordinate", ~'to

participate actively", "to support the. LGU's efforts in environmental protection and

management", "to give training" and "to provide loans/credit for tree planting and

a.gricultural-related activities".

The males perceived the POs "to coordinate", ''to. inform people on

environmental protection and management", "to educate people on environment.'ll

protection and management", "to organize their members to be active in environmental

protection and management", "to cooperate in the enforcement of local policies of the

LGU on environmental protection and management", "to participate", "to take part in

community environmental protection activities", "to support LGU's efforts in

environmental protection and management" and "to advocate". The females, on the

other hand, expected the POs as "to follow the environmental programs of the LGU",
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"to participate active", "to coordinate", "as co-implementor of environment-related

projects", "to implement their gender-sensitive vision, mission and goals on

environmental protection and management", and "to give training".

Religious Groups. For the "doers", the primary roles ,?f the religious groups

focused on "coordinating", "cooperating with other groups in advocating for

environmental protection and management", "helping people to understand the

activities of the LGU", "implementing environment-related activities", "participating

actively", "implementing gender-sensitive vision, mission and goals in environmental

protection", "as models on values relative to environmental protection and

management", and "sitting as NGOs ' representative in the Municipal Development

Council".

Aside from citing the "cooperating" roles of the religious groups, the "non

doers" added that these groups should be "taking part in environmental projects",

"supporting whatever environmental-related activities the LGU may have", "making

programs of actions together with the other groups in the community on

environmental protection and management" and "continuing religious education on

environment.al prot~.ction".

The males perceived the religious groups as being mainly involved in

"participtlting actively", "t..1king part in environment.ll projects", "coordinating",

"cooperating with other groups in advocating for environmental protection and

management", "helping people to understand the activities of the LGU", "sitting as

NGOs' representative in the Municipal Development Council", "making programs of

actions together with the other groups in the community on environmental protection

and management", "providing moral values", "as models on values relative to
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environmental protection and management", and "continuing religious education on

environmental protection".

The females cited the NGOs as "participating actively", "supporting whatever

environment-related activities the LGUs may have", "coordinating and implementing

environment-related activities", and "implementing their gender-sensitive VISIon,

mission and goals in environmental protection and management".

The "doers" expected the Private Business Sector as prima.rily

"participating", "implementing", "providing financial assistance", "coordinating",

"cooperating with the environmental projects of the LGU" and "campaigning for

environmental protection to their group". For the "non-doers", the private business

sector was perceived "to provide land", "to take part in community environmental

protection activities", "to support the LGU's efforts on environmental protection and

management", "to cooperate with the projects of the LGU on the environment", and "to

initiate waste disposal managem~nt for the community".

The male-respondents suggeste,d that the private business sector mainly "take

part in community environmental protection activities", "cooperate with the projects of

the LGU on the environment", "support LGU's efforts on environmental protection and

management", "initiate waste disposal management for the community", ''provide

financial assistance", and "campaign for environmental protection to their group". On

the other hand, the females, expected the private business sector "to provide land",

"participate", "implement", "c.oordinate", and "cooperate with the projects of the LGU

on the environment".

Schools. The schools were likewise reported by some "doers" as playing

various roles in environmental protection and management, primarily in "teaching
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children to plant and grow trees", "protect and manage the environment", "monitor

pupils in tree planting and growing", and "conduct information dissemination".

Enforcement of Local EttVircmmmtal Ordinances. The enforcement of local

environmental ordinances were observed by the "doers" as done through the "pulong.

pulong sa. barangay" (community ot..'\Semblies) organized by the barangay offici.lIs, and

"barangay captains provided information through general assemblies and calling

Fhilippine National Police when problems arise". Still, some "doers" cited the multi

sectoral approach in the enforcement of the local ordinances such as the "coordinative

efforts of the "LGU and the PNP", "PNP and local officials", "PNF and community

residents as direct monitors", "LGU-NGOs-Church", and NGOs-POs-LGU" - including

"the municipal councilors acting as implementors at the same time" and "the ~r

giving the PNP the authority to apprehend violators with the knowledge of the

barangay officials".

The "non-doers" obser,.ved the enforcement of local ordinances, as "stiff

penalties as enforced by the Local Govemment Unit". Others reported the pclrticipcltion

of the Municipal Development Council, people-consultations and when Barangay

officials initiate the implementation of the laws through the "pulong-pulong".

The males reported the enforcement of local ordinances through the

"coordinative efforts of the PNP and local officials", the "PNP and community residents

as direct monitors", "LGU-NGO-Church and NGOs-POs-LGUs", "baranga)lS captains

providing information through general assemblies and calling the PNP when problems

arise", "the Mayor giving the PNP authority to apprehend violators with the knowledge

of the barangay officials", "enforced through MOe", "informing people through

consultation" and "barangayofficials initiating the implementation of the laws through

pulong-pulong".
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The l females, on the other hand, reported enforcement of local ordinances

through "pulong-pulong sa. barangay", "coordinative efforts of the LGU and PNP".

"through barangay official", "strict implementation of penalties" and "through the

LGU".

In terms of the agencies with enforcement responsibilities, the following were

cited by the "doers": "barangay officials", "barangay c.'1ptains with the assist.1I1ce of the

PNP", "coordinative efforts of the LGU and PNP, PNP and local ofticials, PNP and

community residents, LGU-NGO-Church and NGOs-POs-LGU", "municip.l1 councilors"

and "the Ma)lOr with the assistance of the PNP". The "non-doers", likewise cited the

"LGU", "MOC" and "baranga.yofficials".

The males reported the "coordinative efforts of the PNP and local officials, PNP

and community residents, LGU-NGO-Church and NGOs-POs-LGUs", "barangay

captains with the assistance of the PNP", the Mayor with the assistance of the PNP",

"the Municipal Development Council" and "barangay officials". The fem.l1es, on the C~<

other hand, reported enforcement of local ordinances as done by the "barangay

officials", "the LGU", and the "coordinative efforts of the LGU and PNP".

These agencies were cited by most "doers" as effective because of the observed

effects of their strict enforcement such as "people acting as monitors", "many fishermen

practicing illegal ways of tishing were apprehended", "tish swimming inside and around

the fish sanctuary Me increasing", "families of apprehended violators are filing a. c..lse

against the LGU", "fewer fishermen are observed to be using illegal means of fishing"

and "community residents are conscious in reprimanding violators of the loc..'l1

ordinances". However, some "doers" indicated that to be more effective in their

enforcement roles, the agencies need to address the "uncooperative attitude of some

community member", "to forge coordinative and collaborative relations with all the
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agencies or groups in the community" and "to spend more time in the enforcement of

the local ordinances".

But it is interesting to note that all the "non-doers" viewed the enforcing

agencies as effective for they were "very strict in the implementation of the local

ordinances", "because of fear of the PNP", "people were informed about the local

ordinances", "because the people supported the local ordinances", and. "bec.ause people

do catch fish around the sanctuary although small in volume".

The effectiveness of the enforcing agencies was related by most ..males to the

following observations: "violators were apprehended", "people were informed",

"people participated" and "people followed the local ordinances". TIle females,

meanwhile, identified the following factors: "people followed the local ordinances",

"enforcers were very strict in their penalties", "becau....e of fear of the PNP", and "people

do catch fish around the sanctuary although small in volume".

Numbe-r of Respondents Ratmg th~ LGU, COl1tl1'tU1lity Residents, NGOs, POs,

Religious Groups, Private Business Sec:tor Ilnd Schools lIS Active in Enforcing Local

Ordinances. When the opinion leaders were asked to indicate whether or not the LGU,

community residents, NGOs, POs, religious groups, private busine.ss sectors and schools

are active in enforcing local ordinances, the findings were as follows:

"Doers" (10) "Noil\-dofft'" (7) "MAles" (10) Itf.-nwl..... (7)

Local Government Unit 7 6 7 6
Community Residents S 6 7 ..
Non-Government Organizations 6 4- 6 4-
People's Organizations 7 :3 6 ..
Religious groups 6 4- 6 4-
Private Business Sector Z I'l I'l Z.. ..
Schools 3 ? ? ,,3-.., ..,

The above-cited figures indicate that, for the "doers", the "LGU" and "POs" were

perceived as more active in the enforcement of the local ordinances~ with the "LOU"
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similarly cited by most "non-doers". Also, more males, considered the "LGU" and the

community residents as the most active groups, with most females similarly citing the

"LGU".

The findings therefore showed that the "Loc.al Government Unit" was viewed by

most "doers" and "non-doers" and both males and females as the most active groups in

enforcing 10<:.1.1 ordinances.

Furthermore, only a few "doers" and "non-doers" rated the "private business

sector" and "schools" as active, with the "POs" further cited by some "non-doers" as

~. Moreover, less' males and females rated: the ~rivate business sector" and

"schools" as active in the enforcement of loea! ordinances.

These findings showed that, overall, the "private business sector" and "schools"

were perceived by "doers" and "non-doers" and both males and females as less active

( , ""
, '.
.....

in the enforcement of tocal ordinances.

Bilmers Faced by the Respondents' Groups in the Enforcement of the Locill C.:
Ordinances. The "doers" cited the following: balTiers in their group's enforcement of

local ordinances, namely, "poverty of the people", "migrant-residents", "lack of

information dissemination", "tack of knowledge on environmental protection and

mana.gement of policies", "lack of encouragement from the LGU", "contents of the local

ordinances were not clearly discussed with the people", "uncooperative attitude of

people", "lack of cooperation from the people", "loc.al officials not readily accepted by

the residents given their unsystematic implementation of the local ordinances",

"politiC41 intervention, i.e. if someone is caught violating: the ordinances, some of the

government officials will intervene", "unclear delineation of functions such as

legislators as implementors", "lax enforcement of local ordinances by the LGU" and

"continued illegal fishing: activities of the Muslim-residents".
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The "non-doers", on the other hand, cited such barriers as "non-receptive

community members", "indifferent community residents", "uncaring community

members", "LGU not open to the business groups so we tend to withhold our

c.ooperation", "lacking information dissemination on local ordinances", "some of the

local ordinances did not undergo public hearing", and "NGOs are not permanent

here".

For the male-respondents, the barriers included the "non-receptive community

residents", "migrant-residents", "lack of information dissemination", "lack of

knowledge on environmental protection and management", "lacking information

dissemination on local ordinances", "content of the local ordinances were 110t dearly

discussed", "some of the local ordinances did not undergo public hearing", "lack of

enc.ouragement from the LGU", "LGU not open to the business group so we tend to

withhold our cooperation", "uncooperative attitude of people", "continued illegal

fishing activities of the Muslim-residents", "lack of cooperation from the people",

"political intervention, i.e. if someone is caught violating ordinances, some government

officials will intervene", "lax implementation of local ordinances by the LGU" and

"unclear delineation of functions such as legislators acting as implementors".

The "paverty,oLth~p~ple", "uncooperative attitude of people", "indifference

of some of the community residents", "uncaring community residents" and "local

officials were not readily accepted by the residents given their unsystematic

implementation of the local ordinances" were the reported bottlenecks experienced by

the females in enforcing local ordinances.
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Batifits the Comrmmity CRn GRin What the LOO, NGOs, POs lind Privllte

Business Sector will be A.ctive in Local Entorcanmt otEnviromnmtRl Ordinanc~ The

value of an activity can be determined by establishing the perceived benefits one gains

from being active in said activity. In this section, the respondents were asked about the

perceived possible benefits gained by the community if the LGU, NGOs, POs and the

private business sector are active in environmental protection and management.

The perceived benefits identified by the respondents were subsequently classified

as folloW'S:

'ILEconomic Gains». This can further be categorized into:

a. Peopled-related such as "economic advantage for the people", ,
"increasing sources of livelihood", "comfortable life for the

people", "people will have more opportunities to earn a living',

"help improve the life of the people", "additional sources of

income for the people" and "increase income for the families". (~/

b. community~related such as "economic recovery for the

community", "an economically we11~off community" and

"de"jlop the community economically".

c. LGU~related such as "increased revenue of the LGU" and "more

improved services of the LGU".

"Environment-rela.ted Gains» such as "comfortable weather", "cooler

weather", "regular rain", "minimized destruction of the corral reefs" and

"environmental programs will prosper".

ILBehavior-related Gains'''' such as ''less complaints from the people for they

will be contented with the services of the LGU", "people's mind will be at peace given

their dean environment", "motivates people to participate in the environmental
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protection activities", "a happy community" and "no more idle individuals for they will

all be busy protecting the environment".

/lOther Gains" such as "the vision of developing Malalag economk..,tlly will be

realized", "gives better quality of life to the people", "influx of foreign investors given

the abundance of resources" and "LGU will be more transparent".

Based on the f'mdings, both "doers" and "non-doers" similarly reported

"people.related economic gains" (e.g. "in~g sources of livelihood",

"comfortable life for the people" and· "increase income of the people") and

environment-related gains, specifically "the cooler weather". The other benefits

cited by the "doers" were "economic advantages for the people" (people. related

economic gains), "increased revenue for the LGU" (LGU·related gains); behavioral

gains as "less complaints from the people for they will be contepted with the services

of the LGU", people's minds will be at peace given their clean environment" and

"motivated people to participate in environmental protection activities"; and

environment·related gains such as "comfortable weather", "regular rain" and

"minimized destruction of the corral reefs"; and "other gains" such as "the vision of

developing Maliilag economic.ally will be re.alized". The "non-doers", further cited

people. related economic gains as "many opportunities for people to earn

additional income", "can fish though in small volume" and "comfort"lble life for the

people"; LCU-related economic gains as in "economic recovery"; behavior-related

~ as in "happy community" and "no more idle people for they will all be busy in

protecting the environment"; environment-related gains such as "cooler weather";

and "others" such as "gives a. better quality of life to the people".

Some males and females agreed that the benefits that the community will gain

were people-related economic xains (e.g. "additional sources of income for the
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people", "comfortable living for the people" and "many opportunities to earn a living"),

They-likewise cited the environment-related sains as "cooler weather".

More "doers" and "non-doers" enumerated "economic gains". Similar trend

can likewise be said for the males and females, i.e. "additional sou.r~.s of income from

the people", "comfortable living for the people", and "many opportunities to earn a

living".

Participation in Environmental Affairs

The participation of the respondents in environmental programs focuses on the

following variables:

1) criteria used by the opinion leaders in classifying the people as active in

environmental protection and management:

2) whether or not the LGU is active in environmental protection and

management;

3) criteria used in considering the community as active in environmental

protection and manage~ent;

4) criteria used in classifying themselves as active in environmental

protection and management;

5) individuals who encouraged the respondents to become active in

environmental protection and management;

6) manners in which the identified individuals encourage the respondents to

become active in environmental protection and management;

7) ideal behaviors of the LGU, community, non-government organizations,

peoples' organizations and individual in environmental protection;

8) individuals and/or institutions considered by the respondents as highly

(--
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credible and influential in promoting environmental protection and

management;

~) perception on the national and local celebrities serving as spokesperson

for environmental protection and management; and

10) national and/or local celebrities perceived as credible spokespersons for

environmental protection and management.

Criteria Used in Classifying People lIS Active in Environmental Protection and

MIlnllgement. Both "doers" and "non-doers" cited such indicators as "attending

meetings/general assemblies", "following local ordinances/policies" and "participating

in all activities on environmental protection and management such as tree pl.lnting~

education campaigns and attending rallies" as basis in classifying people as active (or

inactive) in environmental protection and management. furthermore, the "doers"

enumerated the following indicators: "active in environmental projects", "planting and

growing trees", "participation in information dissemination", "planting trees'\ "having

their own waste-management system", "implementation of environmental project

because they are aware of the adverse effects of deteriorating environment", "active

participation in decision-making", "giving comments/criticisms", "being aWal'e~, "has

concern expressed as 'Axaw kana buhata kaX daufan pars. S8 kinai..va.han m (Do not

do that for it is not good for the environment)", "if he/she is really the one doing the

activities relative to environment.aI protection and management", ''not only being a

good listener but also a follower", "taking concrete actions", "~O% are attending

meetings regularly", "reprimanding fishermen using illegal means of fishing", "being

aware of their roles in environmental protection programs", "participative",

"informed", "has interest" and "supportive of the local ordinances and projects".
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The "non-doers" also cited such activities as "reporting fishermen using illegal

means of fishing", "showed interest", "cooperative (taking part in the program)", "if

he/she is contented with his/her life", and "initiates environmental projects" .md

"following the local policies".

Both males and females commonly cited "attendance at meetings" and "having

interest" as criteria in classifying people as active in environmental protection and

amgnagement. Furthermore, the males considered the following criteria: "planting

trees", "presence of a local waste disposal ~em", "implementation of environmental

projects because they are aware", "actively participating in decision-making"', "giving

commentsicriticisms", "aware", "has concern expressed as 'ayaw kana buhata kay

makadaut sa kinaiyahan' (do not do that for it will have an adverse effect to the

environment)", "if he/she will be the one to do activities regarding environmental

C"'\
: '.'

.~ ~.

projects", "not only a listener but also a follower", "taking concrete actions", "90

percent attend meetings regularly", "reprimand illegal practices", "a.ware of his C~

environment" , "vocal", "support", "participate ii, "informed'" "give comments",

""follow local policies of the LGU", "show interests", "cooperative", "taking part in

environmental projects'" "if he/she is contented with his/her life", and "initi.ttes an

environmental projects".

Also, the females -shared the following as indicators of active people in

environmental protection and management: "participates in all activities on

environmental protection and management e.g. tree planting, education campaign,

attend rallies, etc.", "doing what they preached", "supportive of the local ordinances

and projects", "if they will report fishermen using illegal fishing activities", "active in

environmental projects", "planting and gl'\."lwing trees" and "participation in

information dissemination".
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The criteria presented by the respondents in considering people as active in

environmental protection and management can further be categorized as IIcognitive-

related" lIatlitude-related" and lIadion-related".

The "cognitive-related criteria" refer to those activities done or participated

by the people to develop the necessary attitude relative to environmental protection and

management such as "being informed" to "create the necessary awareness", "through

attendance at meetings" and "participating in information disseminatjon activities".

The altitude-related criteria refer to the dispositions developed by the

respondents given their cognitive-related activities. This is expressed through the

verbatim responses of the respondents, such as "has concern", "has interest", "aware of

their roles in environmental protection and management" and "supportive of

environmental protection projects and local ordinances and laws".

nle lIaclion-related criteria" include the actual activities undertaken by the

respondents involving their time, money, materials and physical strength such as "active

in environmental projects", "planting and growing trees", "planting trees",

"established own waste management ~tem", "participated in decision-making",

"giving comments and criticisms", "doing activities relative to environmental protection

and management", "followed local ordinances", "taking concrete actions", "reprimand

violators of local ordinances" and "being vocal". nle other criteria. include "90 percent

attended meetings regularly".

Based on these categories, it can be said that the criteria used by the both

"doers" and "non-doers" and both males and females in classifying people as active (or

in.lctive) in environmental protection and management were mostly action-related

criteria.
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These categories further show that the respondents were more apt in USIng
>

tangible measures in establishing indicators of active people in environmental

protection and management.

Whether or not the Locill GO'f.Jemmetd Unit WIlS Perc:eh.1!d by the' RC'spondmts

as Active in Environmental Protect/em tmd Management. After establishing the criteria

used in cla..<;sifying people as active in environmental protection and management, they

were likewise asked to rate whether or not the LGU is active in environmental

protection and management. Research findings show that, except for one (a "doer"

femille), the.rest ~f the resp~.ln~~~~ ~th. ~doe~~_and "non·doers") reported the LGU

as~. For the "doers", the LGU was rated active for it "has flled cases against

fishermen using iUegal fishing means", "being transparellt", "conducted information

dissemination", "prepared a barangay development plans which were presented to the

residents through a general assembly", "enforced local ordinances", "supported people

through livelihood projects", ''''"made known to the people their responsibilities", "active

administration", "provision of good. and medicines in the l.~~ flOl.-,d", "more active

compared to other municipalities nearby", "though with limited budget, they organized

the Municipal Advisory Tea.m on Environment (MATt)" and "supportive to NGOs/POs

work on environmental protection and lllallagement". nle lone "doer" claiming the

LG U as "not so active" justified such by citing that they "al'e not always seen visiting the

uplands".

nle "non~doers" added to these responses by enumerating that the LGU was

"very active because the mayor is also very active towards the implementation of local

laws and ordinances for the protection of the environment", "the mayor sees to it that

the penalties are really imposed to violators", "many residents understood the purpose

of loc.at ordinances", "regular monitoring of the people", "acti~ in attending

c.
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community general assemblies"~ "they inform the people of their local. ordinances and

laws", "they are consistent", "regularly disseminating information" and "has clearer

programs on environment such as fish sanctuary".

While the male-respondents rew.aJed the following basis in classifying the LGU

as active in environmental protection and management such as "being transparent",

"conducted information dissemination", "prepared a barangay development plan which

were presented to the residents in a community general assembly" ~ "enforced loca11aws

a.nd ordinances", "supported the people by providing livelihoods- pn,je-.cts", "made

known to people their responsibilities", "provision of food and medicines in the last

flood", "more active compared to other municipalities", "though with limited funds,

they organized the Municipal Advisory Team on Environment (MATEY', "supportive to

NGOs, POs work on environmental protection and management", "m,lny understood

the purpose of the local laws and ordinances", "regular monitoring of the people",

"th~y are consistent", ''regular~dissemination of information" and "they have dearer

programs on environment such as tish sanctuary", the females cited the following:

"because the mayor is very active towards the implementation of local laws and

ordinances for the protection of the environment"~ "the mayor sees to it that the

penalties are imposed to viola.tors", "active administration", "active in a.ttending

community general assemblies", "they inform the residents of their local ordinances and

Iclws", and "filed cases against fishermen using illegal mean of fishing.

Overall, the responses of the "doers" and "non-doers", both males and females

,:t.ppeared not to be duplic..1,fed in any groups. This shows the variety of activities the

LGU had undertaken relative to environmental protection and management.

Furthermore, the justifications enumerated by the respondents in claiming the LGU as

active in environmental protection and management can be further categorized as
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"changing the attitudes of the people", e.g. having "conducted information

dissemination") "made known to the community residents their responsibilities in the

protection and management of the environment", "active atten~ance to community

general assemblies", "informed people of the ordinances" and "regular information

dissemination"; "reinforcing change-in the attitude of people", e.g. "enforcement

of local ordinances; "LGU's strategies in making their political will and efficacy

effective" e.g. "filing cases against fishermen using illegal means of fishing", "prepared

barangay development plans" and "organizeo.d the Municipal Advisory Team 011

Environment (MATE)"; "behavior-related (being transparent), "supportive actions"

(supported people through livelihood projects, and supportive to the NGOs/POs work

in the protection of the environment), "role modeling activities" (active mayor),

"monitoring" (regular monitoring of the activities of the people on their environment,

and"others" (active administra!ion, provision of food and medicines during the recent

flood", and "being more active compared to other municipalities nearby".

Basis in Considering A Community Active in Environmental Protection and

Management. Aside from asking the respondents their basis in classifyit1g the people and

LGU as active, they were likewise asked to enumerate their indic.nors for d.1iming a

community active in the protection and management of the environment. "Doers'"

cited the "high level of awareness of the community activities in the protection and

management of the environment" and "being concerned about the situation of the

environment" as crucial in describing a community active ill environmental protection

al1d management. They likewise added that "smooth interpersonal relationships" and

the "land tenure status" Oandowners) should be considered. They further cited the

following activities as measures in considering a community active in environmental
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protection and management: ''participating in the consultation and deliberation",

"participating in community projects and planning", "active in making local policies

and enforcing if', "sharing experiences to others" and "monitoring and reporting any

destnlction the other community members we.re doing in the environment". Other

conditions were further cited by the "doers" such as "the tangible results of their

enviromnent.11 prote.ction projects", and "whenever GO-SO percent of the community

residents have undertaken environmental protection projects consistently".

for the "non-doers", it is important that a community should be "participating

III community dialogues" and relatedly, "people's acceptance of environmental

protection projects". These two were perceived by "non-doers" as necessary for the

effective participation of a community, i.e. "for aU have participated in the

environmental activities of the community". Also, the "non-doers" believed that an

active community means "being united against some activities which has caused the

degradation of the environment" and "being consistently involved in environmental

protection and management".

TIle responses show that none of the criteria cited by the "doers" were likewise

cited by the "non-doers", but in terms of sex, both males and females cited the same

criterion, Le. "when all the community members are participating in all community

activities on environmental protection and management".

Using these criteria, the respondents were further asked on whether they

considered the community residents active in environmental protection and

management.

Among the "doers", four reported that the community residents were active, on

having observed that the community has "pat1icipated in community projects on

environmental protection", "involved in the consultation and deliberation of
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environmental issues", "shared experiences to others", and "showed concern for the

clt>.anliness of their surroundings". The other three "doers" reported that only "some

were actiVe", with the three others giving "non.responses".

Five out of the seven "non·doers" viewed the community residents as active,

with the other two failed to say so. For some of the "non.doers", the community

residents were ilCtive based on their "attendance to community dialogues",

"participation in whatever activities the community has organized relative to

environmental protection", "observance of the ordinances", "acceptance of the fish

sanctuary" and "increased community participation in environmental protection and

management activities".

Furthermore, live males and five females reported the community residents

active given their "concern about the environment", and "participation in

r-.,,., "

....... "

environmental activities", among others.

Perception ofthe R~spo1tdentson Whether or Not They Themselves are Active in C
V:, __•

Environmental Protection Imd Manag~entl Except for one "doer" who claimed to be

inactive, (since he easily gets frustrated whenever community activities are not

implemented on time), the rest described themselves as "active". Rated themselves SI.."

on the basis of "being aware" and given their "ability to articulate their thoughts'" (I am

aw.u'e of environmental issues and c.an articulate my thoughts about it), their acquired

qualities (I am an agriculturist, I am an Ilocano, my being a teacher and playing a role

mode!), influence of the family of orientation (all the members of my family are active in

environmental protection activities), actual activities (participation in all the activities

of the community on environmental protection and mana.gement, conscious efforts in

apprehending violators of local ordinances, undertaking activities as planting trees and

distribution of seedlings of trees), part of employment (It is my work), and their concern
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for the next generation (for the next generation that is why I am involved with

mangrove rehabilitation and sanitation programs),

Four out of seven "non-doers" claimed being active in environment.a1

protection and management activities, with the rest claiming otherwise, with one

preferring that "it is for the people to judge me, it is very self-serving if I may say so",

The active ''non··doers'' justified their claims by focusing on what they were .lCtually

doing such as "participate in tree planting under the Girl SCout of the Philippines"'.

help in community activities, "attend community general assemblies" and "pla.nt trees",

"tile a case against the LGU given the perceived problems on the legality of the local

ordina1lces enforced", and "convince the LGU to address the problem on the a.erial

spraying of the banana company".

Most of the males (7 out 10) and females (6 out of 7) claimed being active in

environmental protection and management, with one male and one female reporting

their being inactive in this activity, Those claiming to be inactive blamed such behavior

011 frustration felt whenever community activities are not implemented on time and the

ina.ppropriateness rating of one's self as "active". TIle active males alld females cited

similar responses as those enumerated earlier by the "doers" and "non-doers".

IndnJiduals "Who Encouraged Respondents to Become Active in Environmental

Protection and Managmtent. Their desire to become active in environmental protection

.md management was mainly due t.o their interpersonal relationships with community

members. Some "doers" identified the local officials being "members of the barangay

council" .md as "municipal oftlcials", with the members of the bal'allgilj councils

serving as a mentor when the respondent was a )1Outh leader and the municipal officials

as "source of finallcial assistance for a livelihood pro.iect~ fishing", The other persons

cited by the "doers" were "their own family who suffered from low farm production
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due to massive use of inorganic fertilizer", "peasants whose farm production was

reduced due to the deterioration of the forestry resources", "victims of the natural

calamities", and the "fears expressed by some of the community residents for the next

generation unless the environment conditions improve". Another "doer" expressed

"fears about the adverse effects of the deterioration of the environment as a result of

training and other sources of information". Still, another "doer" cited his being "an

agriculture graduate, a son of a farmer, and the support that his·wife and children has

given him" on his activities in protecting the environment.

The "non-doers", on the other hand, likewise identified the local government

officials (barangily captain and municipal officials) as encouraging them to be active in

environment-related activities. The barangay' captain was particularly reported

"insistent in convincing the respondents to become active", with municip.l1 officials

"alwa-ys inviting the respondents during'discussions of environmental issues including

. J'" "d" d h h l' ... 1 dIts so utJons. One non, oer. reporte t .1t er :>emg actIve In envrronment,·re ate

activities was due to her desire to be a role model for the girl scouts under her care

regarding their tree planting program.

The "barangay officials" were likewise cited by some males and females as

motivating them to become active in environmental protection activities. n,e males

added the following intluential individuals e.g. family and community residents, with the

femilles citing the victims of na.tural cala.mities, municipal officials and peasants.

1he findings show that for some "doers" and "non-doers", the "bal'angay and

municipal officials were described as influenci.l1 to their decisions to become active in

environment-related activities. Also, these persons developed the personal interest of

the "doers" and "non·doers" to help in the protection and management of the

C'

(
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environment, and thus assuming responsibility in promoting the welfare of their co

community residents.

Prn:dved Idelll EnvironmmtRl BehlfViors of 1m LGU, II Cottt11'tU:ttity, 1m NGO, II

PO and an Indivs'dual. The respondents were made to identify the traits or

characteristics or ideal behavior that a Local Government Unit, a Community, a Non-
,

Government Organization, a People Organization and an Individual must have in

environmental protection and management.

nlough some "doers" and "non-doers" a.greed that the LGU must be able to

"strictly implement local ordinances", the former identitied more varied traits

compared to the latter. nle "doers" perceived the LGU to 00 a "planner",

"programmer", "has a vision", "legislating laws", "implementor of projects on

environmental and management and local ordinances", "enforcers of loc.a1

lawsiordinances", "strong in the implementation of local ordinances", "informing

people'" conducting c.ommunity diagnosis as basis for planning. implemenution,

monitoring and evaluation", "mo~toring", "responsive to people's needs",

"Q.'Xlperating with the community residents", "supporting community organizations

with environmental protection and management projects", "committed", "re.ally taking

actions", ''supporting a.gendes implementing environmental projects in the area",

"honest", "campaigning for environmental protection and

"undertaking actions".

management" and

TIle "non-doers" hope that the local government unit 00 able to "sustain

programs on environmental protection and management", "lead the people", "have

the interest to protect the environment", "be open to consultations", ~'be active,

"consistent" and "facilitate actions".
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Some "doers" and "non-doers" expected as being self-reliant", "participative in

community projects" and "cooperative in LGU projects in environmental protection and

management activities".

The "doers" particularly cited the following characteristics for a community to

have, Le."be aware", "plan", volunteer", "help the LGU to implement local

(~
"4..J .'

ordinances", "be active in participating in environmental protection and

management", "contribute", "sustain environmental projects", "be sensitive to

environmental issues", "have a vision and mission", "implement community

environmental projects", and "monitor evaluate",
,

nle "non-doers" further mentioned such traits as "caring for the environment",

"being supportive", "non-dependent on the dole-out system", "being united" and "have

commitment".

Both "doers" and "non-doers" expressed the need for NGOs to be "cooperative'~

and "coordin.ltive". Added to these, the "doers" cited such trails as "being committed to C:..:
help", "coordin.~tingin solving environmental issues", "complementing the activities of

the LGU on environment", "implementing the project as planned" "being service-

oriented" (rather than money-odented)~ '"'being responsive to the needs of the people"~

"be humble", "have a genuine development agenda", and "be dedicated in their

work".

Such traits as "being able to give trainings", "role-modeling", "suppoliing"..

"initiating", "being active", "united", "committed", "having a vision and a mission~,

"planning", "implementing", "monitoring" and "evaluating" were likewise

contributed by the ''non-doers''.

for People's Organizations (pas), some "doers" and "non-doers" believed that

these groups must "be coordinative"~ ~'committed" and "cooperative". Other
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characteristics offered by the "doers" included "planning skills", "suggest to the LCU on

what to do with the environmental issues", "complement the activities of the LGU in

environment", "help LGU in the implementation of local ordinances", "follow their

vision, missions and goals", "inform", "educ.ate members", and "monitor their

programs". The "non-doers also noted that POs must "give trainings", "coordinate

with the LCU", "support the LGU's projects on the environment", "h'lve initi.l.tive" and

"be united".

As perceived by the "doers", an individual must "have a vision", "plans",

"implement projects on environmental protection and management", "suggest to the

LGU on what to do about the environmental issues", "informed", "participate in the

barangay/municipal activities on environmental protection", "help the LGU in the

implementation of the loc.a1 ordinances", "support projects on environmental

protection", "cooperate on environmental projects", "conscious on the adverse effects

of deteriomting environment'!, "has an altmistic attitude", "participates in the

implementation of environmental projects and ''values responsibility".

Such traits as "being informed through 'attendiUlce of seminars'", "being

conscious about his role in environmental protection for the general welfare of the

people", "law-abiding", "committed", "active", "aware", .md observe local ordinances"

were added by the "non-doers".

IndnJidullls Rn4/or In.....titutions Perc:enled liS Highly Credible Rnd Influentilll in

Promoting EmJironmentlll Protection Rnd MRnllgemf!11t from the LGU, Commu.nity

Mt!T1itJers, 'WGOs", ''POs'', "Religious Groups" and ''PrhJate Business See-TOY'.

Information can be readily accessed from va.rious sources. However, while these

sources mAY be readily available it may not be credible and effective in creating the

necessary aW.treness and in motivating people to take the nt>cessary actions for their
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own welfare. It is at this instance that the respondents' opinions were solicited in the

identification of highly credible and influential individuals in pre~identified sectors fOI'

the promotion of environmental protection and management.

From the LGU, five officials <i.e. the Major, Municipal Administrat.or, Municipal

Planning and Development Coordinator and two Barangay Captains) and one institution

(Department of Agriculture) were identified by some "doers" and "non ·doers" as highly

credible and int1uential in promoting environmental protection and management.

Some "doers" furthermore cited one pliv.ue individual as (Mr. Noel Coronado) and

other barangay councilors along with one institution (Department of Social Welfare

and Development). "Non~doers", for their part, mentioned the "Chairman of the

Sangguniang Bayan", "Municipal Councilors" and "Chairman of the Committee on

Agriculture" ~ induding such institutions as "Department of Agrarian Reform" and

0 ',,,' .
'. I ~ -,, ,
... ...;~:I...

"Department of Environment and Natural Resources".

For both "doers" <md '!non .doers" alike, the findings reflect the high level of CJ
-J.

trust of the people, towards the LGU in promoting environmental protection and

management. This could perhaps be due to the zealous efforts the LGU has put into

such development concerns.

Some "doers" and "non·doers" commonly identified the "barangay captain" and

the President of the Rural Improvement Club (RIC) of Barangay IBO (Ms. Narcesa

Espinosa) as being highly credible and influential community members in promoting the

environmental projects.. Stilt, other "doers" identified the "purok leaders", "the head of

the Fishery SchooF' (Mr. Hascul)), "barangay councilors", "purok healer" (Mr. Severino

Canebano), "teachers", one rich individual (Mr. Segundino Empacis) and one

conummity member 0\111'. Fasawa) to represent the rural poor. "Nonwdoers" likewise

L
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enumerated other "active members of the community'" (Ms. Adins; Talaver and Ms.

Nina Digna), prominent individuals" and the President of the c.ooperatives.

While some "doers" and "non-doers" failed to identify the individuals involved

with NGOs and other institutions, the rest of the "doers" and "non-doers" were

commonly mentioning the "KAPWA Upliftment Foundation, Inc.," and "ISFI" to be

highly credible and intluential in promoting environment.l1 protection and

management. Still some "non-doers" mentioned one individual (Mr. Ernie Pei1a1osa).

TIle trust that the respondents placed on KAPWA Upliftment foundation, Inc.,

and ISFI could perhaps be explained by the strong presence of these NGOs in the

Municipality of Malalag, as the solely existing NGOs in the municipality at the time of

the survey. These NGOs were, however, mainly concentrating their activities on the

development of selected upland communities..

Leaders of both POs and cooperatives (e.g. the Bulacan Coop, Bolton Coop and

M.l1a1ag Bay Service Coop) wer-e perceived by some "doers" and "non~doers" as being

credible and intluential in promoting environmental protection alld management.

While some "doers" added the "Bailby Dagat" as being likewise credible, some other

individuals cited by the "non-doers" included senior citizens, pedicab drivers,

"veterans" (pensioners) and the chairman of the cooperatives.

Most of the "doers" cited such associations as the Kapunungan sa Kasakit,

Municipal Advisory Tea.m on Environment, the Provincial Environment Monitoring

Advisory Board, the Barangay Advisory Team on Environment, Upper Mabini Farmers

Association and the Market Vendors Association to be similarly credible.

TIle data discussed above revealed the importance "doers" placed on

community organizations as key players in promoting environmental protection and

.. management vis·a-vis "non-doers" trusting individuals more than associations. Such
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information somehow reflect the value the respondents placed on the concept of

"coordinative and collaborative social responsibility". This concept has been clearly

stressed in the responses of the "doers" (with "non-doers" empha..'>izing "individual

responsibility") .

From the relizious sector,' the "priest/church ministers", "Fr. Nestor Lisondra

of the C.ltholic Rectory" and the "Gagma:y'ng Kristohanong Katilingban" (a community

chapel-based organization) were considered by some "doers" and "non-doers" as

likewise being effective in promoting environmental protection and management.

Other individuals cited by the doers" were Mr. Robert Alegarbes (a church

spokesperson) and the leader of the Islam religion. The "PilZlgU!O sa LiturhiXtl"

(President of the Liturgy) and the Catholic Women's League (CWL) were likewise

mentioned by the "non-doers".

CO"\,' ,
",,,,, ...~

From the Private Business Sector, some "doers" identitied the "personnel

m.magers of the companies" and "landowners". Private individuals (e.g. Mr. David (:~

Apate, Mr. Boy Nono, and the Chairman of the Market Vendors Association),

organizations (e.g. Malalag Ventures Plantation, Inc.) and big cooperative.s were further

mentioned by the "non-doers". It is interesting to note that only two out of ten "doers"

.md five out of seven "non-doers" were able to respond to this question appropriately.

Feelings About N4tion4l 4ftd Loc41 Celebrities Acting 4S Spokesperscm for

Environmental Protection and Management. Other than asking the respondents to

identify the individuals and institutions they perceived as being highly credible and

int1uential in promoting environmental protection and mOU1.lgement, their attitudes

were likewise established towards celebrities acting as spokespersons for environmental

protection and mmagement. The respondents mainly gave ambivalent responses.

Among the "doers", the following responses were given:
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"I will agree because they will be attracting attention."

"It is okay if they know the real situation of our environment."

"It is acceptable to me if it will be a sport celebrity."

"Maybe it will be good if they can do something about the environmental

issues."

"I am not sure for I see them as not having any knowledge on environmental

protection and management."

"I do not agree for the movie entertainers are not even aware of their own

environment."

"I do not agree."

"It is not acceptable for they are not tit as models for environmental protection

and management."

The responses of the "non-doers" on the other hand, were:

"People will not believe them for they are only good for advertising".

"It is not good for they do not know the real situation in our place."

"It is okay."

"It is okay for movie entertainers to be spokespersons."

"TIley might be very effective for they are known to many."

"It is good for they can help in the dissemination of information given their

popularity."

"The responses of the respondents seems to imply that national and local

celebrities are more preferred by the "non.doers" than the "doers".
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Ntltionll1!Loclll Celebriti~ Perceived IlS Credible Spokesperson for ElTVironmentlll

Protection Ilnd Mllnagemmt. Those reacting favorably to national/local celebrities as

were further asked to identify their preferred celebrities. The "doers" recommended

"Mr. Gary Valenciano (a popular singer), "Mr. John Abarrientos" (a popul.lr basketball

player), three popular local radio commentators - "Mr. Juan Porras Pala., Jr. (DXDC)'\

J'V\r. Jun Baring (BOMBa Radyo)", "Mr. Lino Trinidad" (DXDC), "Mr. Ernie Ba.ron"

(weather forecaster of the ABS·CBN), "Dr. Juan Flavier" (popular Senator), "the

Secretary of Agriculture" and "the Secretary of the Department of Health".

The "non-doers", on the other hand, considered one well-known movie

personality (Ms. Sharon Cunel:.'l), three talk·show television hosts (Ms. Tessie Tomas,

Ms. Mel Tiangco and Mr. Jay Sonza), a television commentator (Mr. Noli de Castro),

one sports celebrity (Mr. RobertJaworski) alld two loc.a1 radio commentators (Mr. Juan

Porras Pala., Jr. of DXDC radio station and Mr. Tony Vergara of DXDC radio station).

Skills and Other Traits

This section on skills and others qualities discusses those perceived needed by

community members to ena.ble them to become active in environment.ll protection and

mana.gement; skills needed by the local government officials to enable them to

effectively implement sound environmental decisions and practices including effective

enforcement of local environment laws and ordinance; and the rating of the

respondents on the extent into which the pre-identified factors influence people to get

effectively involved in environmental protection and management.

Percerof!d Skills Nf!eded by Community Mmtbers. The "doers" believed that

community members should ha.ve the "communic.'1.tion skills" such as "explaining

issues or anything about the environment", and those necessary for their advocacy and

(

l



109

campaign works relative to environmental protection and management • along with

organizing skills. The "doers" further suggested "good leadership skills", "establishing

rapport" and "alternative livelihood skills". nley must have such environment·related

skills as "coastal management", "wilste management" and "environmental protection

and management", not to mention skills on "values education" and "time management".
,

Only a few "non·doers" mentioned other perceived skills, e.g. "communication

skills" (i.e. being articulate and spontaneous), good fishing skills, skills on effective

service delivery, alternative livelihood skills and skills on environmental protection and

management.

nle findings show that some "doers" and "non·doers" perceived thiu the

community members need skills on alternative livelihood and environmental protection

and management.

Skt1ls Needed by the Local Government Offidals to Ena~le Than to Effectively

Implement Sound Environmental Dedsions and Practices Including Effective

Enforcement of Local Environmental ~IlWS and Ordinanc~ The LGU Officials were

perceived by the "doers" to acquire good communication skills, good personal relations,

advocacy skills and orgiUlizing skills. Skills on education were likewise reported by

"doers" as in skills on information dissemination and values education. Some pointed

out the need for local officials to have skills related to legislation such as making

environmental laws, effective legislation, and skills on effective enforcement of local

ordinances. As regards skills related to the environment, "doers" believed that officials

must acquire skills focusing on effective environmental management, systematic

project implementation, time management, planning, environmental protection and

management effective decisiollMmaking. On top of all these, the "doers" recommended

tho1t local officials must have good leadership skills.



For the "non-doers", the LGU must have "effective communication skills:O-,

"skills on monitoring and follow-up", "skills on forestry and coastal resources

management", "supervisory skills" and "effective environmental management skills".

The dat.a revealed that some "doers" and "non-doers" perceived thi1t local

government officials need good leadership skills and effective environmental

management skills.

Respondents' Rating art the Extent To which the Pre-identified Factors lnfluenct!

People to Gd Actively ImJolved in Erroironmentlll Protection Rnd It-IRnRgement. Two

factors appeared to be crucial for "doers" - the understanding of environmental

problems" and "LGU support· with the first likewise applicable for "non-doers".

While theJema1~ did not indicate any pre-identified factors as crucial, the males
-~ '" -. -

mentioned three • specifically, on "understanding of environment.ll problems",

"consistent enforcement of environmentalla.ws/ordinances", and "LGU support".

Survey responses of both "doers" and "non-doers", suggest that the desired

action on environmental protection and management will not be possible in ensuring

people's involvement without an initial "understanding of environmental problems".

Such awareness are believed to consequently develop among the people the need to do

s'-lmething about t.he environment. Actions then will be b'1sed on the principle of

"informed decisions". for the "doers", the "understanding of the environmental

problems" should be complimented with "LGU support", being the agency in the

community highly perceived by the people to have the power and authodty to promote

their welfare.

It is also interesting to note that none of the pre-identified factors were rated as

crucial by the females, with the males citing similar crucial factors identified by the

C·~ ....
...... '

c
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"doers", M in addition to one factor focusing on "consistent enforcement of

environmental laws/ordinances".

VIEWS ABOUT TIlE HSH SANCTUARY

The Municipality of Malalag has been recognized for its efforts in environmental

protection and m.magement projects, notably the fish sanctuary, launched in 1993

under the Local Ordinance Number 21. Thus, this section establishes the respondents

views about the sanctuary. specifically, covering the following variables:

1) on what they heard about the fish sanctuary;

z) specific laws or ordinances passed by the local govemment unit

regarding the fish sanctuary;

:;) actual visit of the fish sanctuary;

4) personal opinions on the fish sanctuary;

5) re-.sponsible individuals/groups in enforcing local laws/ordinances and

their effectiveness;

6) perceived benefits/adv.mtages do people get from the fish sanctua.r~

7) difficulties encountered by the people since the establishment of the fish

sanctua.ry;

8) unsupportive individuals/groups to the fish sanctuary;

9) activities done by the LGU , NGOs/FOs, and community members to

make people accept the fish sanctuary;

10) other activities that can be done by the LGU, NGOs/POs, ..md

community members to make people accept the fish sanctuary;

11) barriers to people's support/participation in preserving the fish

sanctuary, including perceived solutions to these barriers and the

individuals or organizations who can best resolve these barriers;

1Z) development plans known by the respondents, their agreement to the

development plans, its impact to the environment in general and the fish

sanctuary;
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IS) preferred development that should be undertaken in the Municipality of

Malala.g;

14) kind of information needed by the respondents before a decision on

development be made~ and

15) individuals or organizations trusted by the respondents to provide the

needed information.

Infoml.aticm About the Fish Sllnctullry. The informat.ion related to the fish

s<lnctuary consisted of what the respondents have heard about the fish sanctu,uy. the

year it was established, its size and the barangajS it covered - including the local terms

used for fish sallctuary. TIle views 011 the sanctuary were solicited from both "doers"

and "non-doers". inasmuch as they were residents of a "doer" municipality. The

inclusion of the "non-doers" serves as a measure of establishing the extent into which

the communication of the LGU spread out be}1Ond the "doers" themselves.

When the respondents were asked on the information hE'.ard ahout the fish

sanctuary, six out of ten "doers" and two out of seven "non-doers" gave various

responses. Some of the "doers" focused on the objectives for establishing the fish

sanctuary: b.gihimo alang sa kaaxuhan sa tanaa" (For everybody's welfare),

«SJ1bi11g h1'eeding ground ss Olgs isdil ITo serve as a breeding ground for fish),

af'eeding ground pBrIl Sil isdtl Bron modaghild' (Feeding ground for the fish so as to

increa..-::e in number), <ttungod kilX wals nllX mill1grove ngtl ka..sl1ungilll sa Olga

isdll' (since mangroves are already gone which used to serve as tish habitat), "para

moblilik ang c01'al reel ug mga isdti' (To restore the coral reefs), "para modaglzal1

tillS isdll" ITo increase fish supply), and "guBrdia so. mga isda" ITo protect the fish).

Others expressed their support for the fish sanctuary, i.e, "gamayr lang :Ing Brea Sll

lisl! sanctua.rx, kulang PI1" (the area for fish sanctuary is small ... too limited) and

"dapa.f da.Jco a.llg S1'ea sa. Iis}1 Sa.l1ctUill'y" (the area of the fish sanctuary should be

C··..



big), One "doer" honestly claimed that he has "no idea about the fish sanctuary for he

is from the upland".

The non-doers" explained that the "creation of the sanctuary was in response to

the need to preserve the 10 percent existing coral reef before it is too late" and that "it

is one way of experimenting if it is effective in increasing the tish supply"',

Relative to the ~ar the fish sanctuary was implemented, "doers" and "non k

doers" gave varying responses, e.g. 1991, 1992, 1993 and 1994 for "doers" and 1990

and 1992 for "non-doers". (Based on the Local Ordinance Number 21, the fish

sanctuary was established in 1993.)

Most (5 out of 6 reporting on what they have heard about the fish sanctuary) of

the "doers" reported that the fish sanctuary has an area of 50 hectares, covering

"Barang,1y Baybay imd part of Barculgay Bulacan", "Barangay Bulacan only", Barangays

Baybayand Poblacion", "Barangays Baybayand Bulacan and sitio Babak of Barangay

f\..,blacion" and "Purok 7 of Barangay Baybay and Barangay Poblacion". The two "non·

doers" reported "48 hectares" and "20-50 hectares as the size of the fish sanctuary'"

covering "Barangays Baybayand BagumbaYi1n" and "two bCU'a11gilYS",

The data above showed the extent to which the Local Government of the

Municipality of Malalag has disseminated information on the fish sanctuary to its

citizens. The "doers" appeared to be well-informed on the nature of the fish sanctuary

it.self but need accurate information on the actual area coverage and th~ date the

sanctuary was established, Likewise, it showed the type of information that the LG U has

disseminated to the people.

Local Terms for Fish Sanctuary. The respondents provided varied local

te.l'ms for "fish sanctuary", Some "docrs" translated it into "itlog.n.n u i.sd..» or

"pllg.'1rlW .sa i.sdtl' (,1 hatching ground for fish), "paJ1ll1aXSl1.sa i.sdti' (a: resting place



114

for fish), "Iuglll' nga naa sa dagat nga gi-prfJsfJrvfJ plll'a sa mga isdl1 Ill'on

kl111ulipan ang atong kinaiyalum sa ddgaf' (a place in the sea. reserved for fish for

the coastal environment to regenerate) and "kapanibaan SIJ i.sd6" (a breeding ground

for fish). Others related the term to "fish cage" and "gikoral eng isda" (the fish .U'e

fenced) with some using the terms "tish sanctuary" itself. For the "'non-doers", the

term was translated into "pinuy-ensl1 8e isds" (home for the fish) or "itlOgSll Sll

isda" (a hatching ground for fish), with one "non-doer" simply using the term "fish

sanctuary".

Specific Laws or Ordintmc~Pllssed Regllrdmg the Fish Sllndullry Known to the

Respondents. Among the "doers", only two were knowledgeable about the specitic

laws or ordinances passed regarding the fish sanctuary. They mentioned specitic

information as: "dJ1i ps.sudf.<m og men1l11sgsf' (fishermen are not allowed to enter

the fish sanctuary) and "dili pasudlal1 og mga tao 50 meters palibot sa fish

SlJ11CtUB.1Y og Sa sulod sa fis11 sanetuar)1' (people are not allowed to enter within the C..
50- meter radius from the fish sanctu~ and within the sanctuary itself. Two "non

doers" described specific laws and ordinances, to wit: "fishe.rmen are not allowed to fish

within 300 meters away from the fish sanctuary; anybody caught violating this law will

b'? fined PZOO.OO" and "fishermen are prohibited to fish around the fish sanctuary",

Actual Visit ofthe Fish Sanctuary and Personal Opinions on it. Eight out of the

10 "doers" and one out of the seven "non-doers" claimed to h~ve actually visited the

fish sanctuary. Such visits somehow resulted in certain opinions being formed on the

tish sanctuary, e.g. "dapat ipadayon kay daghan ang nalipay niilll' (the fish

S.lllctUMY should be continued for many were happy about it~ "kulang pll eng B.1'ea~

dapl1t padlIkllan kay maayo ang reslllta:' (the area is too small, it should be increased

in size given its positive results), "naaY' coral reef llg isde nga makita" <Con'al reef
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and fish can be seen)~ "kon mas ddo IJ.ng cea, makatabang sa mga residente,

makapadaghan slImot rSlJ. i.sdtl' (ir the area is bigger, it will help the community

residents and the supply of fish will further increase), "maaxo kaX makatabang ·so

mga tao kay nllhibalik na ang natural nga kinaiyahan" (it is good for it can help

the people since the natural situation of the marine resources is beginning to be

restored), "masyo kay 1188y daghang isdo. nga ~".,ala g}7Id ndo nakita S.i una" (it

is good because there are many fish that I have not seen before)~ "maaxo ka.J~ da.gha.n

lla a11g lsdtl' (it is good bec.luse there are more fish) and «na -pn3.se.l'Ve ill1g

itlogana.n sa. isdtl' (the hatching ground for fish was preserved),

TIle lone "non-doer" who claimed actually visiting the fish sanctuary opined

that ''ma.axo unta pero a.ng mga opisyal II.ll?UUlg a.ng makBpa.mosol pero a.ng mga

z-esidel1te dill ma.kllpama...~r(it seems to be good, but only the officials are able to fish

while the residents cannot).

Responst'ble lndivt'dual..o/Groups in Enforcing the Ordinances!La'U.Js on Fish

Sanctu.ary. nlis section includes the responsible individuals/groups in enforcing the

ordinances on fish sanctuary, including the observance of the ordinances and the

presence of continued tishing activities in the sanctuary.

TIle responsibility of enforcing the ordinances on the fish sanctuary appears to

be the "sole" responsibility of the "Local Government Unit of Malalag" • as mentioned

by most "doers". The "Bantay Dagat" and "Dep.U1ment of Agriculture" were likewise

identified along with the collaborative efforts of the "Philippine National Police and the

BiU'.l11g,ly Officials", "Mayor, Philippine Na.tional Police and Barallgay Officials with

police powers",
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The LGU was similarly perceived by most "non-doers" as to be responsible in

enforcing ordinances on the fish sanctuary, with others citing the "chairman on the

Coastal Management in the Sanggumang Bayan" and "the LGU and Barallgay Tano<f',

These individuals/groups were reported by the "doers" as effective law·

enforcers "ordinances were followed", "nl1pugngan ang pagpadaxon ngll

pagkllgubs ss k.ui.'lgstLW gumikan Sll psggsmit og mgs gibswa/ ng.i mgs p.'lllgi

sa pagpanagaf' (the continued deterioration of the marine resources caused by the

use of banned fishing gears was minimized), ~'l11g mga residrmte sa daplin sa dagat,

nag-atuman sa mga ba/aod ba.hin sa fish sanctu~ pero ang problema ang

mgt! tsgt! bukk!' (coastal residents foHow the ordinances, except for the residents of

the upland baranga)lS), "dili Kasulod ang mga tao tungod kaX nuy mga banta}'"

(People c.umot enter the fish sanctuary bee.ause there are guards), and given the "strict

implementation of the ordinances on the fish sanctuary", The "non-doers" equated the

effectiveness of the l<lw··enfor<>ers based on such observations as the "people strictly

obeyed the laws because of the penalties", "arrests of people using illegal fishing gears",

·'fe.ar of being reprimanded" and "bee.a.use of the presence of the gu.lrds in the fish

sanctuary",

For the "doers", the people obeyed the ordinances on the fish sanctuary because

they are "aware of the purpose of the tish sanctuary", "they are beginning to

experience the benefits of the fish sanctuary (e.g. they can now e.atch fish around the

sanctuary), they have "seen that there are already big fish :Jwimming around the

S.U1Ctl1.lry" and "there are guards". Some "non-doers" mentioned the "penalties

involved in being arrested", "the fear of being arrested" and the "presence of the guard

in the fish Sill1Ctucuy" as factors making people follow the ordinances.

l
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Generally, the "doers" noted that people do not fish inside the fish sanctuary,

except in some cases where reports on "ka.wa.t--ka.wa.t pa.na.gsa. ka.y dB.ko a.ng Jdta"

(sometimes) there are cases of individuals sneaking inside the fish sanctuary given the

expected high income) which was observed by the "doers" as activities of the "new

residents", "upland residents", "those forced to do it given the· lack of other income

sources) a.ng ub:m ngs ga.hi gyod og ufo" (stubborn») and "those who failed to

understalld the purpose of the fish sanctuary" (sudll1n gihapon' sa mgl1 tao nga wall1

luucasabof sa. fumollg sa. fish Sa.lICfulJr,n. Some of the "nonNdoers" claimed that

people were not seen fishing inside the sanctuary because they "knew that it is

prohibited)), "there are guards around", and the "fear of being arrested".

Benefits or AdvantaK~ Gained from Having a Fish Sanctuary in the

Municipality. To further establish the value of the fish sanctuary for the respondents~

they were asked about the benefits or advantages to be derived by the community

re.sidents from the fish sanctuaty.

The "doers" enumerated the following responses:

"](on mode..ko na. a.ng mga. isda.~ mOl1111goy sHe.

ngl1dto sall1wod plJra matlpi/ SI1 mga mapanagafan SI1 mga

tao.:f~ (If the fish will get big, they will swim to the sea for the

people to fish.)

'Wida.gllan a.ng isda.:f~ (Supply of fish has increilsed.)

"'Na-pres6rl-T ed and itlogana.n sa isdEJ. ug nidEJ.ghan na

tll1g i,sdl1.» (TIle hatching ground for fish was preserved, and the

supply of fish has increased.)
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UDaghan isdiJ, Daghan nfa. -~ (More fish, more catch.)

Moabot ang panahon nga mobslik na ang muyong

pagpongisdiJ. » (The time till come that good fishing will

happen.)

E."{cept of three "non-doers", the rest failed to indicate th~ benefits to be gained

from the fish sanctuary. Those who did revealed the following benefits: "the marine

resources were preserved", "protects the fish and increases its number so tishermen

c.atch more tish" and umuyo kay molambo ong d8gaf ug mau!i-ulian 118 kin!' (It

is good for the marine resources will improve and will return to its natural state.), One

"non-doer" appeared uncertain about his reply: UmSilXo man dB.w nd! pero ambot

lang" (It seems good, but I don't know).

These benefits were already realized (sa pagkakaron) as reported by Sl.'me of

the ·'doers". Others indicated that these benetits will be realized by the community

residents "3··5 )leoU'S from now"; "5 )leal'S from now", "3 jIears from now" and "4 ~ars (.

from now". In terms of the ''non-doers", one reported that the benetits were realized

by the community residents ".sugod ka.ron" (starting today), with the rest giving

uncertain responses such as "but in a long term" or "I don't know".

D~fficultie.s Encountf!red fly the Pf!ople Since thf! Establishment of the Fish

Sanctuary. Having established the perceived benefits that the ('.()mnmnity members will

be receiving from the fish sanctuary, the respondents were asked about the difficulties

encountered by the people as they support the tish sanctuary and the length of time

they will be experiencing such constraints. Research findings show thtl.t the "doers"

had offered the following;

"Dili .silll kapangi.sdd og ta.rong pero dili mdgdugay-

kllX naay alternative nga livelihood ngll gihatag." ('They



cannot fish very well, but it will not take them that long for they

were given alternative livelihoods.)

"Dili na kapanagaf ang mg8 faO S8 gamay lang ngo

Pl1nli.f1on" (People cannot fish anymore but only for a limited

time).

"Nabag-oh.in kay wala na sHay ka.kuh8l1n og isda...

mga 3 -5 J~ears.~' (They found it inconvenient for they have no

other place to fish and will be experiencing this for 3-5 years.)

".J.Vabawasan ang ilang kakuhlJan og mga isda ... 5

years. ~, (Their source of fish was reduced and this will be

experienced within the next ~ years.)

"Adunay mg.'l tao nga dl1i na kapangisda kay" gamay

no. lallg ang :i.sili!l unya dilghan ang mga mananagat ... dili

m."lgdugz'l},J·· (Some people will not be able to fish given the

limited tlsh supply. It will not take them that long to eJl."Perience

these inconveniences.)

(WakuhaB.n ang Hang panginabuhian .. 5 years·"

(nleir source of livelihood was affected a.nd this will be for

5 years.)

"Nabaw8San eng area nga illmg mepanagatan .. 4

years. .'.- ('Their tlshing area was reduced and they wilt experience

this for at least 5 )rears.)

119



120

For the "non.doer", the difficulties that the community residents experienced ('

were:

"Gsmo.y ngs ko.p8no.gsfsn, gsmay ngo. Idta para sa

mga gagTn8y nga mangingisdB. ug S8 t8n~aw nako kini

mogpad,.'l}'vn hllngtod aniUJ pa. ang fish sanctuar;" (Limited

fishing area means limited income for small fishermen and I think

this will continue as long as the fish sanctuary is around)

"PElgKl1wa!11 SI1 pl1nginl1bulzil1n hl1ngtod ngl1 diIi pEl

masulbad a.ng kaso ngl1 gipadangl1t ngadto sa Korte para

S8 mg8 LGU" (Loss of livelihood, until the case filed against the

LGU will be resolved in court.)

"Dili kapl1ngisdl1 duol sa fish se.nctuilry kay bl1we.!

daw.» ('They cannot fish near the fish sanctuary, for it is

prohibited.)

Unsupporfive Individuals to the Presence of the Fish Sam.mary in the

Municipality and the Perceived Reasons for the Unsupportive Stance. nle responses of

the respondents were V'ilried when ilSked about those individuals unsupportiw of the

presence of the fish sanctuary. 'The "doer" indicated that "e.ng mga daJluhan S8 a.rea

dili mosllgot k.~y Wali'l silo naapi! sa information dissemination ba.hin nHn!'

(new residents disagreed (with the sanctuary) since they were not informed about it,

".ladtong nBBy inferest Sit a.rea" (those who have vested interests in the area), "big

fishermen kay wa!B nBy kakuhaan og isda" (big fishermen since they have no other

place for fishing), "none, so far"''' "poJitiko nga Bdunay kakulang so. pagsabot'

(some politicians who t:1iled to understand the tlsh sanctuary), "mga. walB nBgB.a.ffend
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sa meeting,s'" (those who are not attending meetings), "taga-uplane!' (those residing

in the upland communities), "fishermen using illegal means" (those fishermen using

illegal methods fishing) and "ang mga dili motuman S8 balaod kay ang ordinances

wal..l ,gi-aprobahan .sa itaas Ooca1 residents who refused to follow the local

ordinances since these not have been approved by the national government). For the

"non .·doers", those who objected to the fish s.mctuary were "the small fishermen who

only think of their personal needs since limiting the fishing area means limited catch",

"the fishermen themselves since they cannot fish anymore around the fish sanctUiuy--:

C4.mananagat nga nawad-an og panginabuhian, tungod kay panginabuhi na ang

/1tlwala" (fishermen who lost their source of income), (imanana.gaf nga. wa.la fagai

og importansya." (fishermen who were ignored) and "ambot kay- wala kaayo

lMdllngga11 nga. mga prote.sta" (Don't know since I have not he.ard of any protest ,),

Activities Und~rtakrn by tht: Local Govt:ntmrnt Unit, Non-Govemmatt

Otganizations/P~ople'sOrganizations and Community Membas to Make More People

Accept the Fish Sanctullry. Though the respondents reported that some individuals

opposed the fish sanctuary, the study likewise asked the respondents to enumerate what

the LGU~ NGOs/POs and the community members have done to increase loc.al

acceptance of the fish sanctuary. The "doers" reported that the LGU has influenced the

people's decision to .1Ccept the fish sanctuary through such educ.ation strategies as

information campaigns, "barangay level" general assemblies, information drives,

consultations and continuing education (the content of which include the benefits one

can get from the fish sanctuary).

To make effective changes in the mindset through the education strategies~ the

"doers" reported the LGU as "looking for alternative livelihoods for the people" and

"enforcing ordinimces·'. including the ''strict implement.ation of the ordinances",
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"Non-doers" similarly cited the education strategies in making more people

accept the fish sanctuary. They added that the LGU has "organized alternative

livelihood projects for the people" by coordinating with the "Bureau of Fisheries"

regarding the "artificial reef" and "se-.a.weeds culture" projects.

The NGOs and POs were likewise reported by most "doers" and "non-doers" as

educ.1.ting the people about the fish sanctuary. One "doer" added that the NGOs and

POs even "provided labor assistance in establishing the fish sanctuary", with one "non

doee' stressing that the education activities focused on the "importance of having the

sanctuary".

TIle respondents reported that the community residents (X"lncentrated in

education-related activities to make other community residents accept the fish

sanctuary. TIle "doers" indk.ated that the community members were involved in

"informing those who still do not know about the fish sanctuary", "explaining the fish

sanctuary p.u'ticularly in the areas where the fish sanctuary is located" imd "personally (~.

explaining the fish sanctuary to others". nle education strategy was again noted by the

"non .doers" such as "letting the people understand the importallCe of the fish

sanctuary" and "barangay level information dissemination". Other "non-doers" noted

that community residents acted as role-models for other community residents by

".1.biding with the rules and regulations imposed by the LGU on tish sanctuary" and by

''supporting the fish sanctuary".

The above-tindings they suggest that both "doers" and "non-doers" recognized

the significant role of education in changing the attitudes of people towards the changes

introduced. However, this should be complimented with concrete activities to sustain

the positive support that people have developed as a result of the education strategy.
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Such approaches likewise suggest that for people to accept change, they should

initially be informed on the nature of the change itself. This can be interpreted as an

"empowerment strategy", - specitically a non-coercive one, as clearly specified by the

lJ..x:al Government Code of 1991. This is also a recognition tha.t one has to rid himself of

the uncertainties brought about by the unfamiliarity of the change before the desired

decisions can be expressed.

Other ActnJities That Can Be Done by the Local Govemment Unit, Non

Government Orgilniziltions/People's Org(lniziltions and Community Membns to Make

Mon!' People Accept thi!! Fish Stmctuary. Aside from enumerating the activities

undertaken by the LGU, NGO's and PO's and community members, the respondents

were likewise asked to indicate other activities that these sectors can do to increase

acceptance of the fish sanctuary. The "doers" reported that the LGU should "initiate

more alterniltive livelihoods for the people", "expand the area coverage of the fish

sanctuary", "continue education campaign", "organize visits to the fish sanctuary by the

community residents", "disseminate information about the fish sanctuary in the upland

communities" and "sustain the strict implementation of the local ordinances". One

"non ·doer" cited the "provision of alternative livelihood" as an added activity for the

LGU.

"Doers" recommended that the NCO's and POs "continue their information

dissemination", "help upgrade the tish sanctuary" and "conduct more information

dissemination focusing on varied aspects of the fish sanctuary". The "non-doers" added

that these groups "continue their education program on fish sanctuary" antS "mobilize

their members to participate in the dissemination of information about the fish

sanctuary".
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Barriers to Peopltls Support in Prt:servingthe fish SllndlUlry lINd th~ Individuills

or Organizations Pttreeived by the Respondmts that Can best ReduCt! or Solvl! These

Barriers. nle barriers identified by the "doers" include:

"AIZg kapobrehon 8a mga tad' ('The poverty of the

people.)

"Ka.kulangan 8a laing kapanginabuhiazr" Oack of

alterllative livelihood)

"Ang nagdumala ang nanag~unl1 811 pagJ;ulza og i8d1l

sa fish sanctuary, naglagot ang mga ta.d' ('Ihe c.aretaker was

seen fishing in the sanctuary to the consternation of the

residents.)

"Ang mga naobserbahan nga pagpadayon sa mga

I1/ega! fis}zilzg" (The continuing illegal fishing activities.)

"Adunay nllgpaluyo nga political opponent sa

pag;,"'tJ.mok-samok sa ka.!zBpsay sa pagpadagall sa fi.s11

sanctuar.,l'''' (J.. political opponent is believed to be causing the

problems relative to the fish St1nctuary.)

The non-doers", likewise, cited that the barriers to people's support to the tish

S'U1Ctuary were caused by: .

"Sabala nil attitude ug mga kintu'l1an 11ga tinuohan

88 mg8 tao~' ("Bahala na" attitude and some traditional beliefs of

the people,)

"'rVaJay Jaill llga kapanginabuhiarl' (No alternative

livelihood)
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"Tungod adunlJY TngIJ tlJO nglJ nagplIklJwlJllJ plJgslJbof

bislJn lla.kllsabof (Refusal of people to understand.)

"lYfga tao nga wala nuasabot Si1 tumong sa

.sllnctua.rT~ (People who do not underst.and the purpose of the

fish sanctuary.)

Such barriers not withstanding both the "doers" and "non,doers" believed that

these can be resolved, with the "doers" recommended the following: "provision of

.tlternative sources of livelihood" and "access the people to technological services" to

reduce the "lack of alternative livelihood" and "poverty" which can best be done by the

Local Government Unit. No specific recommendations were given by the "doers" for

the other barriers mentioned earlier i.e. for the caretaker who was seen catching fish in

the sanctuary, the continued illeg.tl fishing activities and the politk.a1 opponent causing

the problems relative to the fish sanctuary. Nonetheless, they believed that the LGU can

do something ahout these.

The barriers cited by the "non-doers" can be resolved by the LGU, particularly. .
those dealing 011 the "Ballala na" attitude a.nd the traditional beliefs of the people" the

"refusal of people to understand" and those people who do not understand the purpose

of the fish sanctuary. TIle lack of altern.ltive livelihoods ca11 be resolved through the

collaborative efforts of the LGU and private institutions.

The above,cited informat.ion showed the heavy reliance placed by the

respondents on the LGU in terms of solving the barriers faced by people relative to

supporting the fish s'lnctuary. It could have been better if the people themselves find

solutions to their own problems - as a genuine step towards making effective the

strategy of people empowerment outlined in "Philippines ZOOO."
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D~elopment Plans in the Municipillity Known by the Respondents and Their

AppnnJal of These D~elopment Plans. The development pims known by the "doers~ in

their locality were the "establishment of the fruit-processing plant", "the establishment

of the desalination system", "oil mills", "industrial development", "the mango

processing plant", "mini·park" and "forest rehabilitation", with the "non-doers"

enumerating the following plans namely, "the coco oil mill", "the industri.lIize zone",

"the establishment of an oil company" and "the fruit processing plant".

All the "doers" and ''non-doers'' approved of these development plans. for

some "doers" their support for the development plans was due to the possible

"employment generation it will bring the people and the municipality". &")me "doers"

agreed with these development plans provided the following conditions were met: "the

inst,dl.1tion of a proper waste dispos.11 system", ''the jobs available are matched with

skills of the community residents", "availability of an environmental protection plan"

and "a pollution regulatory or control system".

Some "non-doers" such plans because it is "for the development of the town".

Conditional agreements were likewise shared by some "non-doers" e.g. "if it will help

the people", "if it has a proper waste disposal system" and "agree na lang kon mouyon

ilng i1tong LGU" (Agree if the LGU will agree).

Perceived Impacts ofthe D~t:lopmentPlans to the Environment in General tmd

the Fish Sanctuary. All the "doers" and "non-doers" indicated that these development

plans will have some impact on the environment and the fish sanctuary. The impact on

the environment as reported by the "doers" and "non·doers" focused more on the

pollution it will bring to the environment. For the "doers", the impact on the

environment in general were gleaned from the following statements: ~f tnere ~n:'be

no proper waste system, it will destroy the environment", "if they do not have a proper

C'
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waste~dumping area".. "dBko IUlg maguba. sa. eCOrS)'Stem kon wa.la. 817a.yen.vironmentBl

pl'Otecdon P.l'L;g;ztull~" (there wilt be massive destruction of the ec.osystem if they do not

have an environmental protection program), and "if they do not have polludon

regulation progrilm". The "non-doers" warned about the possible diUlgers thilt these

development plans will bring to the environment: "if its waste disposal system will not

be managed very weU", "if they do not have ;l. proper waste dispos.'l1 system", "trees will

be cut", "if they do not have proper pollution control sy.;tem" and "for oils spill cannot

be controlled" ,

Its possible impact on the fish sanctuary were likewise identified by the "doers"

e.g. "toxic waste", "water-pollution in the absence of any pollution control system" and

"waste will be thrown to the sea for the industrial site is nearer the sea", Such scenario

led the "doers" to recommend that th~.se development plans be loc.ated "2 kilomet.ers

away from the fish sanctuarY', "ideally it should not be near the sea", "5 kilometers

JW.1Y from the fish SiUlctUary",~ "da.paf nu sa ilI/lWd' (it should be established in

inla11d ,u'eas), "20 to 30 kilometers away from the fish sanctuary" and "3 kilometers

away from the fish sanctuary".

The "non-doers", on the other hand, revealed that the impact these development

ptms will have on the fish siUlctUary will include "the destnlction of the fish sanctuary

bec:wse the oil spills cannot be controlled", (as stressed by two "nol1~doers"); "no

pollution control" ilnd "no proper waste disposal S)1Stem will be installed". One "no11

doer" believed that the fish sanctuary wilt not be affected for he sees that the "'coco mill

will be established in the mountiun", and "10 kilometers away from the fish sanctuary".

Those concerned about the possible destruction these development plans will bring to

the fish sanctuary recommended that these pla.ns should be "away from the fish
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sanctuary'" and "10 kilometers away from the fish sanctuary"'. Others failed to give

specific locations of the development plans from the fish sanctuary.

Prt!fem:d Development That Should be Undertaken in the Municipality and

Justifications Made about the Prif~dD~dopmmt. Other than their knowledge on

the development plans that will be implemented in their locality, the respondents were

asked their preferred development to be undertaken in their locality. The "doers"

selected the following development activities:

"Fish manufacturing and port development so that there

will be more work opportunities available for the residents".

"Agro-industriaJ development, and agri-development for

this municipality is basically an agricultural area."

"Industrial plants ka;r mao;r makassenso sa tao ug sa

muni8ipJ~o ug daghan ang ma-empleJ~o".(Industrial plants for

it call improve the liyes of the people and the municipality and

increase employment.)

"Sustainable development on fishing and agriculture for

the Municipality of M.alalag has only two major economic sources

of income - the coastal resource and agricultural resources.)

"Water development for the people in the uplands often

have problems on sources of drinking water.. The sourc~s are

very far from their houses." and ,

"Livelihood projects for women".

C'..,
< '• <

l
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The "non-doers", on the other hand, preferred the following:

"Farm-to-market roads be<;:ause sugarcane farmers have

difficulty in transporting their produce, resulting to low

incomes".

"Industrial development for it will increase job

opportunities for the people".

"Livelihood projects that will increase the income of the

people", and

"Development plans that will not dislocate the people."

Kind of Information that th~ R~pondmtsD~ired to Acquire Bt!fore Making 11

Decision em Development and the Preferred Individuals or Orgflnizations as Source of

These Desired Information. Est..lblishing their knowledge on the possible development

pl,ll1s that will be implemented in their locality and their preferred development pl.111S

indicates their attitudes towards develop ment activities. However, it appeared that

enumerating these development plans may not suffice to establish their tendencies to

practice informed decisions. Thus, this question focusing on the desired information

relative to development activities will provide da.ta on how the respondents tend to

inform themselves inorder to arrive at informed decisions. Likewise, the preferred

individu,:ds ,md organiz.iltions enumerated by the respol1dent.s as sources of information

dissemination suggest the credibility and trust accorded by the respondents on these

persons and organizations TIle LGU was viewed by the "doers" as credible in informing

them about "fish manufacturing and port development", "baseline survey.; on the

situation of the agriculture', "technical capacity to undertake agro-development". "the

effects of the development plans on the environment and the economic opportunities it

will bring to the people", ",lgricultural development " and "farm development".
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"reseal'ch skills in making effective local ordinances", "industrio11ization plans", ('

"Environmental Impact Assessment", "sustainable development on tishing and

agriculture", "how to ensure that the LGU's plans are the people's plans, "pollution

C\."'lntrol system" and "monitoring skills". The "feasibility studies", as opined by one

"doer" ('.an be provided by "anybody with expertise outside the LGU".

The LGU and government agencies were mostly cited by the "non-doers" as the

preferred sources of their desired information on development activities. The LGU was

likewise preferred to inform the "nonMdoers" on the "possible participation that the

community residents will have in the industrialization plallS" and "development plans

that will not dislocate people".

"Non-doers" trusted the "LGU together wilJ the Department of Edu('.ation,

Culture and Sports (DECS)" as sources of information relative to the "benefits the

development plans call bring to the people", "how the people (,·<1n adapt to these

development plans"', and "how well the people in-chal'ge of the development plans

ll1<Ul.lge the p1.lns". Government <lgencies (e.g. Department of Environment and

Natural Resources, National Economic and Development Authority and Dep,lrtment of

Tr,uie and Industry) and Non--Government Organizations and Religious Groups were

credible for the "non-doers" to provide information on "industrial development.... For

others informiltion 011 the "impact /effects of the develop ment plans on the

environment" and "research skills on the repercussions of these development plans to

people" should be given by the "LGU and the investors", with the "LGU and the

Bal'angay officio11s" as sources of information on the livelihood projects.

L.
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m COMMl1NITYRESIDENTS

'Ibis section presents the results of the focus group discussions conducted

among the "doers" and "non-doers" (males and females) from the coastal and upland

barangays of .Mala.lag, Davao del Sur. It includes information on selected socio

demographic characteristics, sources of information, environmental conditions and

problems, worldview of the environment, beliefs and practices, knowledge of

enforcement of policies and laws, perceived participation in environmental affairs,

perceived benefits and barriers, skills and other support services, and views on the fish

sanctuary.

Selected Socia-Demographic Characteristics

Both "doer and "non-doer" respondents were in their early 40's, with the '.

former being relatively older (43 years) than the latter (41 years). The respondents

from the coastal barangayappeared to be relatively older (mean age of 43~) than

their counterparts in the upland barangay (mean age of 40 ~). Across the two

barangays, the females appeared to be)lOUIlger (mean of 38 years) than the males (46

years). (See Appendix F).

The majority of both "doers" and "non-doers" were married, Roman Catholics,

and have completed at least primary education.

In terms of residency, the "doers" and "non-doers" have been living in the

survey sites for approximately 27 and 26 years, respectively, with the female "non

doers" having sta)led longer (33 ~) than the male "non-doers" (19 years). The

coastal residents have been in the area longer (29)letlr) than the upland dwellers (23
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~). Overall, the male-respondents have a shorter period of residency (25 ~)

than females (50 years).

Most of the "doers" and "non-doers" were migrants - even among the upland

dwellers - while most coastal residents were natives of the place a.e. being born in the

survey sites). Most of the males were migrants from the Visayas, with the females

being native-born.

"Doers" and "non-doers" have fairly the same moderate family sizes, i.e. with

the average number of children at 5.8 for "doers" and 5.7 for "non-doers". The

upland respondents have an average of 5.9 children while the coastal respondents,

5.4. The male respondents indicated a relatively larger average number of children

(5.9) than the females (3.~).

"Doers" are primarily engaged in farming and fishing activities while "non

doers" are in "fish peddling/vending". Upland-residents are in farming while coastal

dwellers engage in fishing. nie male respondents are mainly farmers and fishermen

while the females are "fish peddlers/vendors". The spouses of the upland respondents

were mostly farmers while those from the coastal survey site were either military

personnel or fisherfolks. They indicated an average of two working members per

household.

The majority belong to various community organizations and describe

themselves as "active" members of such organizations..

When asked to enumerate the problems currently facing their community, the

"doers" believed that the three most mentioned problems currently faced by their

community were "poverty", "poor roads" and "farther source of water", and "limited

capital" - in declining importance. The "non-doers", on the other hand, mentioned the

sa.me problems, Le. "poverty", "limited capital" and "poor roads".
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The environment-related problems mentioned by the "doers" as faced by their

community were: "long drought", "flood", "denuded forests", "Jaw farm production",
,

"infertile soil", "Lapandaytoxic waste", "illegal fishing", "poor drainage", and "limited

fish catch". Environment-related problems such as "low farm production", "farther

source of water", "infertile soil", and "limited fish catch" were also cited by the "non-

doers".

The environment-related problems cited by the upland-dwellers were the "long

drought", "flood", "denuded forest", "low farm production", "farther source of water",

and "infertile soil", with the coastal residents citing "no toilet/proper sanitation",

"toxic waste from a banana company", "illega1logging", "poor drainage", "limited fish

catch", and "limited water".

Comparing sex, it is interesting to note that the problems mostly cited by the

males were related to income: "poverty", "no stable source of income", "limited fish

catch", and "no money to send children to school", while those mostly mentioned by

female were: "limited capital", "no toilet/poor sanitation", "farther source of water",

"Limited supply of medicine", and "limited supply of water".

Sources ofInformation

The usual sources of information of the respondents were the radio and

television, with some suggesting newspapers, seminars, barangay' assemblies, KAPWA

(an NGO working in upland development), and "r~ baktas" - literally "radio

walka.thon" i.e. refers to news gathered by community residents who happened to visit

the town-proper and relay information upon their return. The "doers" tend to source

their information not only from the broadcast media (i.e. radio and television), but also

from the print media (newspaper), informal sources (e.g. radio "baktas" and the usual
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doers" indicate similar sources.
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"Non-

Coasta1 participants mostly cited radio and television, white upland dwellers

mentioned the radio and KAPWA (with nobody mentioning the television). Broadcast

(radio and television) and print media (national dailies such as "Tempo" and

"Inquirer") were the usual sources of information for both males and females.

Interestingly, the females relied on informal sources a.e. rumor mills and "radjo

baktas") for other information vis-a-vis the -males who cited "seminars", "barangay

assemblies" and their relations with KAPWA.

These findings suggest that while broadcast and print media may be the usual

sources of information, other communication channels may still be utiliud through

which information are channeled to the respondents.

for the radio, the participants were listeners of daily newscasts from DXDC,

DXOW, and Bombo Rad)1o, with some others listening to drama. News reports and (-
:;--

drama were usually listened to by the both "doers" and "non-doers". News reports

("Hoy Gising", "Rad}1o ng Bayan" and "Vigilantes", among others) during the early

morning hours (from 4:00 AM to 7:00 AM) and later in the day (from ~:oo p.m. to

8:00 p.m.) from various radio stations (e.g. DIDC, DXUM, DXOW, Bombo Radjo,

DXRH and DXRP) were familiar to some "doers" and "non-doers". Mr. Juan Porras

PaJa,Jr., a former radio commentator from DXOWand now working with the DXDC,

appeared to be the popular among the radio-listener respondents. Other radio

commentators known to both "doers" and "non-doers" were "Mr. freddie Vergara of

the DXDC", "Mr. Jun Baring of Bomba Radyo", and "Mr. Nelson Canete of DXUM".

Both upland and coastal respondents likewise listened to dramas.

L
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By sex, both males and females listened to news reports, with the females

particularly mentioning the dramas.

For television, survey results showed that public MfaiI' programs such as the

ABS-CBN's daily programs of "Hoy Gising", "'IV Patrol", the Saturday public affairs

program of "Magandang Gabi Bayan" and the Sunday presentation of "Lupang

Pangako" were popular among the "doers" and "non-doers". Mr. Noli de Castro of the

"Magandang Gabi Bayan" is most likewise popular among them, with both "doers"

and "non-doers" mentioning Ms. Mel Tiangco, with Mr. Ernie Baron of ABS-CBN's

weather. bureau forecasts, Mr. Francisco Evangelista and Ms. Loren Legarda of the

ABS-CBN's news program entitled "World Tonight". It is interesting to note that 1V

viewing is only applicable for the coastal-based respondents. Males and females

indicated similar responses.

Perception on Environmental Conditions

In this section, the participants were asked their understanding of

"kinaiyahan"(environment)"; their assessment of the conditions of the coastal and

forestry resources, its causes and extent of environmental destruction; activities

undertaken by the Community Residents, lOU, NGO's/PO's, religious groups, the

private business sector and schools to solve environmental problems; other activities

that may be pursued by community residents, lOU, NGOS, POS, religious groups,

private business sector and schools to solve environmental p~blems; individuals or

organizations perceived as most responsible in solving environmental problems; and

environmental projects implemented in their areas, including the initiators and the

effects these had on the daily lives of local residents.
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Underst"m1.ittg of the Tmn KitttJi'y"hlltl. Asked about their understanding of

the term "Kinaiyahan", both "doers" and "non·doeJ:s" had difficulty in finding another

term for it. Most "doers" and "non·doers" understood it as ~"'(character trait)

or ~1lin~1Binngll kinlliya sa. tIlo (varied character traits of people). Some of the

"doers" related the concept to '1rainit sa. pa.na}zon'" (warm climate), UWlZlay kahoy'"

(absence of trees),~siIcsn sa. natura!S8Ul8.sa dBgat nga diha l1IJ/o 111B.kuhtJ ang

i.sdB., sa )'llta diin 1118k1J1ru1z8 Is og .bhoy US fBnum'" (that which comes from nature

itself such as the sea where we get our fish and the land where we get wood md

plants). Some "non·doers" related it to '1druJiyaJuuI sa dag8f US sa h/BSIUlgan"

(environment of the sea and forest). The males perceived it as referring to nature or to

the environment (rather than to "character traits"), with the females relating it both to

"batasan" and "kinaiyahan".

However, after some probing, they finally agreed "kinaiyahan" to mean

"environment".

Assessmmt ofthe Currmt Ccmditicm of the Cout"l Ifnd Forestry Resoutces, Its

C"uses lInd Sm01lSttI!!SS. In assessing the conditions of their environment , the

responses of the participants were divided into "coastal" and "forestry" resources.

The coastal resources were assessed by both "doers" and "non·doers" as "polluted",

i.e. described as "full of litters such as 'cellophane', 'plastics', and 'banana stems'''.

Furthermore, the "doers" described it as menos mzg isdJl tungod sa poOution Oess fish.
catch due to pollution), "anam~1JJ78Jl1 angpa,g:b.wak sa isda" (the fish are gradually

vanishing), and "menos TZil mzg isda ikomparar kmzim:ltd' Oess fish supply today

compared to the past). Some "doers" further expressed that "only 10 percent of the

corral cover reef is alive". The same observations were shared by "non·doers".

(
"'-
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The fml:n resources, on the other hand, were described by "doers" as '"upllW

r14 ang buJdd' (forest is denuded), "w'*y bhoY' (no trees), "da,gol r14 ang yrdil'

(infertile soil), and~ t14 arrg kin4iya1wz....SIl una, dako pIl kuyo ang

bk8huyan, kIlron w'* 11/L••SIl ll178 nintht.k8ayo tan-awon e.ngblbuldran kaydBghan

ang mga bJJzoy; karon wakl t14"(the mountains have deteriorated...before, the forest

cover was large, now its gone..:before, the forest was beautiful to look at because of its

many trees, but now its gone). The "non-doers" likewise described the forest as

"neJIurot nil ang dagkong kahoY' (the big trees are gone) and ~w nil ang

kabukiran" (the forest is denuded).

The respondents' description of their environment was focused more on the

deteriorating situation of such. None cited their environment as improving.

Pen::eived Causes of the Situation of Their Environment When asked

about the perceived causes of the deteriorating environment, varied responses were

provided by the respondents. Some "doers" and "non-doers" explained that their

environmental problems were caused by the toxic wastes from the banana plantation

and the fishponds:

Metfi.sina nga ginJJnBgamit sa plimtasyon SIl sagingan ug sa mga

punong nga mmglJiUlod ngadto SIl dBgiJt pl:Ul41zon SIl tirrg-ulim

(Pesticides, weedicides and fungicides used by the banana

plantations and those used by fishpond-owners which are carried

out to the sea during rainy day.)

Paggamif og trawl rJgI1 modllro SIl bJlapubm SIl ila10m SIl c14gat

rIga mabpllyhag sa mga it/og sa mga ist:l4 trish trawls raking

the sea bed and disturbing fish eggs)
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Other causes of the depletion of marine resources _ claimed by the "doers"

included dynamite fishing and other ways of fishing that adversely affected the marine

resources, the increasing number of fishermen and the absence of alternative sources

of livelihood other than the sea. "Non-doers", further cited the erosions from the

mountains as causing floods in the lowlands and the increasing. number of people

residing in the coastal areas.

The deteriorating Bitumon of the forest was observed by both "doers" and

"non-doers" as due to the "indiscriminate cutting of trees by the residents".' Some

"doers" reported that the denudation of the forest was further caused by the "illegal

logging from 19~9 to 1964", "slash-and-burn" farming practices, "abuse of the

residents of the forestry resources" and "people's Jack of appreciation of the

importance of trees". The "non-doers", on the other hand, cited the "farmers'

cultivation of the sloping areas" contributing to the fast soil erosion in the mountains,

including "influx of settlers to the upland", thus contributing to the fast erosion of the ( ...

soil given their cutting of trees for firewood and house materials.

The depletion of the forestry resources was reported by some "doers" as

caused by the "logging activities from 19~9 to 1964", coupled with the

"indiscriminate cutting of trees by the upland dwellers", including the "cultivation of

the sloping areas". Some "non-doers" cited the influx of people in the uplands to farm

and to build their houses contributory factors for the degradation of the forestry

resources. These were viewed by some "doers" and "non-doers". as serious inasmuch

as the "climate has become warmer", "the water sources are now farther", "it has

reduced farm production" and "the birds have no more areas to live in".

In describing their environment, the respondents mainly focused on the

deteriorating and depleting coast.11 and forestry resources. Nobody cited the improving

L
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situation of their environment (as earlier done by the government officials and opinion

leaders).

In addition, most of the causes of the deteriorating environment cited by the

respondents were focused on the "signs and symptoms" of the depleted environment.

Do They PerceiDe The Situation of Their EmJironment as MSerious"?

Research findings showed that the polluted and depleted conditions of the marine

resources were considered by the respondents serious considering that fishing was the

major source of income for the coastal residents and farming for the upland residents.

furthermore, some "doers" added that:

Dako kalJyo rrga problert18 Jdnj by psngimIbuhi T11ilJ7

gayud.sa mgJl fIlo BJJg PlJJ7JJgilt dinhi. (This is a big problem,

for fishing is the major source of income of the people.)

Krisis na gayudkayusalzayrJ8IlyadlawTJga w.a1a nagayud mi

og mB.ku1zmrg isda. ~ Sa lOll; rIIlIlY USIl 0 drLha. Jea Bd1aw nga

w.al8y ll1I1kulul TJga isdJJ pero blron 1l1IJS dBghan BJJg

edlaw TJga w.a!ay makuha TJga isd& (Its really a crisis for

there are days that we cannot catch fish at all. Before, we

only experienced one to two 'days without any fish catch, but

today, there are more days without catching anything.)

Some "'doers" and "non-doers" reported that:

Sa U1'U1 dLIollBng 1l1I1rlakop ogisda, karon .sa 1B.wodr14 •••

kaniadto rT184YO BJJgP8Jl1uyD.sa mga tao borg tig~buwlUl.sa isda

pero karon nagalisud Tl8 BJJg alga fIlo .sa pagpIJ1'1Ilkop og isda ••.

krisisgyvdkaron tungodkaniadto ka.se,garan rna1raJJ.lha mlUl mi

ug fuM 1::41a1o.sa isdJJ.sa USIl 1::4 Bd1aw. (Before, we·can catch
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fish along the shores, but now we catch them further out to sea.••

Before, people have comfortable lives during the fish peak

seasons but now people experienced difficulties in catching fish.

Today we are in a crisis because in the past we can get at least

three kilos of fISh a day)

lCmiJJdtong pll11llhon dagha.n og J1Wl isdJl cfinhi S8

dlJpJin, blron w&18 rJIl dyo4 par1J1gSIl nJl leng kBkitJi (Before

there were 80 many fishes close to the shorelines, now, we

seldom see them.)

lhis situation was further stressed by "non-doers", thus:

Ddo angbursaban SIJ d4g8/bIron bIysa~panahon.

Ang w&mi' SIJ sagingan mosdto SIJ dagllt... ..MJJO~ hUg8w rIil

angdagllt . •. busti nagk.ahirzay-hinay114 podnag/:41lonpag ang

Inga pinuy-a.na.n S8~ isd8 (There is a big difference in the

conditions of the sea today relative to the past. The waste

coming from the banana plantations are washed out to sea,

polluting the waters and gradually destroying the fish breeding

sites.)

Aside from the direct effects of the depleted marine resOurces on the fishermen,

the "non*doers" identified the trickle*down effects that the limited fish supply had with

the consumers:

PeriJ S8 amOil 11gB 1l1IlU181igyBay og isdJl, kaniJJdto BJJg

mismong1ll/U1il11Bg8/a.ngmohBtodSIJ isd4 pero.bJron didto nil mi

UlIJUJ4!it S8 comprlldor husa ruJg17UJ1ullang ll1llong ginllbaligya.;

(~

", .
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pIl/iton.sa comprador og P30.00.bJdJJ kilo, ibaligya 80S amoa og

P50.00, unya 8010 pod plltrmg8n og PS.OO ngadto .sa PIO.OO

bIda kilo, mJJO rJIJ lll4:rn41Ja1an 811g l11gIl l'lUUltfJ1itay (in our case,

as fish vendors, the fishermen themselves would deliver their

fish catch directly to us; but now, we buy our fish from the

"comprador" Ooca1 traders) who buy their fish from the

fishermen for P30.00 a kilo, sell it to us for ~O.OO a kilo, on top

of which we add ~.OO to PIO.OO a kilo - making it more

expensive for the consumers.)

To make matters worse, the depleted marine resources, may lead one to

consider participating in unlawful activities in order to feed their starving families as

one "non-doer" shared:

U.sahsyrnahihcma-hcma ogckzufJm Sll1l1IJ .sa pag-do.WM lIil

1B.ng S/j nags-recruitpllrS miembro S/j Abu SiJyyafbyntllJ.YDi)T68

MI7 k8dJl bulan iSometimes we think about illegal means as in

accepting the offer to join the Abu~ - a notorious kidnap

for-ransom gang - and receive PI 0,000.00 a month.

Furthermore, the 4eterioration of the environment was considered serious

primarily because of the adverse effects it brought on the livelihoods of the

respondents.

Activities Undendm by th~ Comrmmity Residmts, LGU, NGO's, PO's,

Religious Groups, the PrhJlde Business Sector ;md Schools to Solve Ettviromnmttll

Proble!mS. As residents of the survey sites and having described their environment as

deteriorating and considering this situation as serious, the respondents were asked on
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the activities undertaken by the various sectors in their community to help solve these

environmental problems. Some "doers" and "non-doers" reported that the

community residents have planted trees, mangroves and mangoes. The

IIdoers" particularly cited the p~ca1ly-strenuousactivities undertaken by local

residents as in providing labor in the construction of the seawall and drainage. Some

"non-doers", meanwhile, focused on the residents' community-organizing work such

as the formation of the Muslims and Christians associations - a recognition that

development work transcends any tribal boundaries, for social responsibility is not a

lopsided thing but a concern of all members of society.

Issues which affected the residents and the actions taken thereafter to solve

their situation were also discussed. The female "doers" noted that:

Pllgbhuman 11BOlO og hisgot, 81770ng gibisit:Bluuz eng teg-iya SIl

yuta oggisultihan si18 ngagusto 11J1mO rnagbuhat ogka.silyas af8ng sa

pag-limpYD SIllUllong paJibot, di1i 1171ihUgJlwan eng tiBgllf, ug PlJr8

111.8J718nOS 811g mga. SI1kit SI1 Ing8 bdt8 . . . pero wala gihapon

nahitl1bo. . . . IJi least na.nirl.ghunot mi UUter our discussion, we

visited the landowners and told them we wanted to construct toilets

to clean our surroundings so as not, to pollute the sea., and to

minimize illnesses among the children. .. but nothing happened ...

but at least we tried to do something about it.)

Other actions taken by the coastal community residents included planting

mangroves, reprimanding neighbors who were throwing their garbage anywhere ..

. . including those using fishing gears that are adversely affecting the marine

resources.

17"t " .
"'.. ',..-
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still othel'8 cited having "reported to the barangay captain anybody seen cutting

big trees".

The "non·doers" claimed that the community residents "reprimanded

neighbol'8 who were throwing their garbage anywhere" and those "using fishing gears

that are adversely affecting the marine resources". They were also observed to be vocal

about their comments, and planted trees within their backyards.

Some "doen" and "non·doers" reported that the Local Government Unit

"apprehended violatol'8 of the local ordinance that bans the use of prohibited fishing

gears", "established a fish sanetuary", "implemented such projects as tree planting,

artificial reef, and passed an ordinance that bans the cutting of big trees. The "doel'8"

likewise claimed that the LGU has "legislated local ordinances", "organized the

Barangay Advisory Team on F.llvironment", and "arrested violatol'8 of local

ordinances". Some "non·doers" observed that the LGU has "cOnducted information

dissemination on the ordinance~thatbans the cutting of big trees".

The coastal·based respondents focused more on the reactionary. type of

activities, i.e. "reprimanding" and "apprehending" violatol'8 of local fishery ordinances,

while the u.plimd dwdler-respoodent:i emphasized the pn1i1Ctiw (prewntiw) pro,iects,£

e.g. the "tree planting" activities of the LGU.

Both males and females reported that the LGU has established the fish

sanctuary, and apprehended violators of local ordinances.

On the other hand, some "doers" and "non·doers" have observed that the

non-government organizations (NGOs) have planted trees and taught residents

about contour·farming. Some "doers" further cited that the NGOs were involved in

reforestation, planting of mangroves, organizing the people to reforest, and providing

alternative livelihoods such as goat dispersal. Some "non·doel'8" claimed that NGOs'
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regularly monitor their recipients, provide seminars or trainings on organic farming to

restore soil fertility and encourage people to replant trees.

Some coastal- and upland-respondents mentioned such activities as planting

trees and providing alternative livelihood projects as "goat dispersal" in the upland

communities.

The females reported that the NGOs have taught the residents contour-farming,

conducted tree-planting activities, planted mangroves, organized community residents

to plant mangrove, and have provided alternative livelihood as "goat dispersal". Some

males mentioned such activities as "regularly monitoring their program recipients",

"encouraging people to replant trees", and "introducing organic fertilizer" (as one

strategy to restore the fertility of the soil).

The People's Organizations (P08) were reported by some "doers" mainly

planted trees, with some "non-doers" citing their seed-distribution activities among the

upland dwellers.

The schools, were reported by some "doers" and "non-doers" as having

"planted trees", with some "doers" particularly mentioning their distribution of toilet

bowls to coastal dwellers. (This was undertaken by the SHIELD Project of the Davao

Medical School foundation but failed given the sandy type of soil along the coastal

areas.)

The religious and private business sectors were generally described by

both. "doers" and "non-doers" as being inactive in environmental problems.

Other Activities That Can Be Done. Other than asking the respondents on

what the various sectors in the community have undertaken to solve environment

problems, they were further asked about other activities these sectors can undertake to

help solve the environmental problems. Based on fGD-results, some "doers"

c
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recommended that community residents "stop using chemicals Oanit) in fishing", "to

really reprimand violators of local ordinances", Uplant trees in their surroundings",

"replant ipil trees" and to "have their own backyard gardens". Some "non-doers"

reported that the community residents should "continue to be aware of the situation of

their environment so that immediate actions can be done" and "to give their time to

environment.related activities".

On the part of the LGU, some "doers" and "non·doers" suggested that more

alternative livelihood be provided. Some "doers" further cited that the LGU should

"zealously apprehend violators of local ordinance", while some "non-doers" believed

that the LGU should "regularly conduct surveillance of the coastal areas until such time

that illegal fishing activities will totally stop" and "provide soft loans for livelihood

projects".

For NGOs, some "doers" perceived that they should "establish demonstration

fanns in the upland communities", and "continuously promote organic farming".

Some "non-doers" meanwhile proposed that NGOs continue their activities in the

upland communities.

No activities were, however, proposed by the respondents for the People's

Organizations (POs), religious groups and the private busin~ sector.

Puc~iv~tIBllrrius/Obstllcl~ in Solving EmJironmmtlll Problmzs. The activities

cited earlier by the respondents suggest the need for various sectors in the community

to help solve the environmental problems. However, it is also important to understand

the pressures that these sectors encountered as they help improve environmental

conditions. This portion of the research therefore presents the perceived barriers in

addressing environmental problems. Overall, varied obstacles were cited by the

participants in solving environmental problems. Some "doers" and "non-doers"
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identified those as the "people's lack of understanding of the local ordinances", their

"lack of awareness about the adverse effects of indiscriminate cutting of trees", "being

landless as farm-tenants", and "not-owning their house lots - including their

"stubbornness", and "laziness". Some "doers'" further claimed the community

members would stop reprimanding violators of local ordinances whenevoer they are

"influential" such as the owners of big fishponds, the "absence of monitoring by the

barangay officials", "laxity in the implementation of local la.ws"', "limited logistics such

as finances", "limited knowledge of the community residents about the project", "fear

of reprisals", "reprimanding activities land on deaf ears", "busy in their livoelihood",

"lack of motivation to act given their non-ownership of the house lots"', "palakasan",
>

''issuance of permit to fish by the Municipality of Sta. Maria", "unsupportivoe members

due to their being not informed", "unclear boundaries of the municipaJ water", and

"peopIe continue doing illegal fishing but outside the perceived boundaries of

municipal waters and the jurisdiction of the barangay captain.

The "non-doers", on the other hand, reported the laxity in the implementation

of the ordinance because of "pdikisamti" - UJIugof U/lfa ang pagpatuman pero by

panagsa lllIlbilllSOt kay tagaan 1llBJ1 ug kiJawon 0 pang-mom' (Enforcement of local

laws appeared to be strict, but violators sometimes a.void being arrested because the

concerned authorities are givoen fish for "kinilaw" Ooca1 version of Japanese "sashimi")

for appetizer and liquor) - and people were not informed. The local enforcers are

viewed negativoely, i.e. "gi-initan sa. mga tao'" (becoming enemies of violators) thereby

discouraging them from strictly enforcing the ordinances. Thus, "violators continue

their illegal fishing activities even if caught".

The common barriers perceived by the coast:aJ- and upland-based respondents

were the people "being busy with their livoelihood", "their being stubborn" (ga.hi og

( ..~
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ulo), the "laxity of the LGU in implementing local ordinances", and the "landlessness"

of the people (being tenants and not-owning their house lots)..

Both males and females reported the people's "laziness", their "not being

informed" and their "being busy with their livelihood".

The barriers enumerated by the respondents can be categorized as "respondent

related", "community members-related", and "LGU-related". The "community-related

barriers" include the absence of knowledge of the environmental projects implemented

(e.g. "limited knowledge about the project" , "lack of understanding of the adverse

effects .of their indiscriminate cutting of trees", and "not being informed about the

project"); their characteristic traits of being lazy and stubborn; the priority given to

livelihood pursuits (i.e. being busy with their livelihoods); and their sheer disregard for

the local regulations, (i.e. "continue to violate despite being arrested"). The

"respondent-related barriers" may include their fear of reprisals from the community

influentials such as the fishpond-owners. The respondents thus believed that these

barriers refrain them from being vigilant against those indifferent to environmental

protection and management. The "LGU-related barriers" dealt more on the "laxity in

implementing local ordinances", with some observing the "palakasan"-system (i.e.

favor for the influential). Also, the pressure caused by the issuance of permits to fish by

a nearby municipality (S~ Maria) have further posed threats to the LGU's strict

implementation of their local ordinances.

The above-cited responses revealed the extent to which the respondents can

exercise their political will and efficacy relative to solving environmental problems.

The respondents may feel efficacious in their activities in helping solve environmental

problems but their fear of reprisals from influentials and the extent into which the LGU
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has exercised its political authority will most likely lead these vigilant respondents to a C.
~l;""

sense of powerlessness or even a "sulking attitude".

lndividullls/OrgtmizttNOttS Perceived lIS Most Responsible in Solving

Ertvironmmttll Problems. Both "doers" and "non-doers" primarily perceived that the

solution of environmental p~blems must be a concerted effort of the "LGU and the

Barangay Officials" - or by "barangay officials" themselves. The "non-doers" on the

other hand, reported that NGO' must be responsible - specifically KAPWA Upliftment

Foundation, Inc. which was reported by those respondents from the upland as being

very active in the introduction of various projects that will help the community

residents become more active in the protection and management of the environment.

Loation-wise, both coastal and upland based respondents cited the NGO as

being responsible in solving environmental problems. The same trend holds true for

the males and females.
~

Environmmtlll Projects Implemmted itt the SUnJey Sites, Implemmtittg

Agt!nci~, Ilnd it Effects to the Dlly-to-dIlY Living of the COttt1tt'Utt.ity Residmts. When

asked on their knowledge on environmental projects implemented in their locality, the

respondents were observed to have difficulties in giving outright responses. After some

probing questions, however, some were able to identify a number of projects. Most of

them likewise had difficulties in identifying the specific dates these projects were

implemented. Projects implemented before and~ 1990 were reported. Some

"doers" identified the "Artificial Reef" under the Coastal Resource Program of the

Bureau of Fishery and Aquatic Resources; the "canal construction" by the SHIELD

Project of the Institute of Primary Health care of the Davao Medical SChool Foundation

(DMSFj - including the "seawall", "community toilets" and "fish-landing" by the LGU.

Other environmental projects known to the "doers" were the "Artificial Reef"

C'.
~- .
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implemented last 1993, "mangrove plantation", the "fish sanctuary" by the LGU; and

the "Green Revolution" of Ms. Imelda Marcos.

The "non-doers" likewise cited the "fish sanctuary" implemented by the LGU;

the "contour farming" by the KAPWA Upliftment foundation, Inc., and the

"distribution of toilet bowls" by the SHIELD Project of the Institute of Primary Health

Care of DMSF.

Successful Projects. The fish sanctuary - which was implemented by virtue of

Local Ordinance 21 and launched in 1995, covering 30 hectares - was described as

successful by the respondents because "t:lB,g1J4n DB. arzg isd8 17g8 OlJlkifli' (more fish can

be seen), "there were more 'ogapo'" (fish residing in the corral reefs), and because of

"the strong implementation of the local ordinance on banning people from fIShing

inside the sanctuary".

The "contour farming" project implemented by the KAPWA Foundation was

considered successful because KAPWA observed "regular monitoring activities of their

recipients.

Failure Projects. lhe "provision of toilet bowls" and the "construction of

canal" under the SHIELD Project of the Institute of Primary Health Care of the Davao

Medical School Foundation in the late 19808 and early 19908 were reported as failures

because the ground where the toilets were constructed were sandy, while the canal

was never functional because of defective construction. The "Green Revolution of

Imelda Marcos" of the 19708 were likewise reported as a failure because it was never

really implemented.
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Worldview ofEnvironment

The worldview of the respondents of the environment was established by asking

them about man/woman's relationship to the environment. findings showed that

some "doers" believed that man/woman and the environment were frequently at

cross-purposes resulting in man/woman's utilization of their environment. This is

clearly described in this statement:

~rsl8S)'Dn sa tao sa kin4iyBh1l11 111iW a.ng sigi og awa~

tungodkay1amg te,g~8S nil ang.kaJzoy; putlon 1T1ilJ7 Q.ayon sa fI1o;

Il11g mge, tag ~ iya sa trawlers sigig 111IlkigsinT.lOl1JegaySIl tnga

rlIJ112U)'D SIl t:l4g8f. (Man/woman has always worked against

the environment. For example, once the trees in the forest are

already big, people cut them down; in the case of trawl·owners,

they have always destrojed marine life.)

In this context, some "doers" were quick in concluding that man/woman and

the environment should be friends 80 that what God has given them will not be

destroyed:

D8pat m8g-81l1igohByang tao ug mg ldruziyahmr haron

dili rnagzz1Ja 811g gipBhuzolml sa Ginoo 11g8 li:inmya.han sa atOB.

DilJ' until til mohatBg og '1Jazards' ngadto sa ldruziyahmr ng8

gipalzuram sa 8fo8 sa atong Ginoo. (Man/woman and

environment should be friends so that the environment that

was given by God should not be destroyed. Let us not

introduce activities which are hazardous to the environment

which has only been lent by God to us.)

r",
~ ~ , .

..:. .,.'
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Some "doers" further cited that the protection of the environment results in a

return to "cooler climate" ~ pag-lUTlping S8~ 1Tl1IOy llIII.k8pobelik Sll

Still, others expressed fears regarding the results of man/woman's failure to

protect the environment such as "drought and famine" and the effects it will have on

people's livelihood:

\
\

Kon diD IUTlpingiUl IJJ7g~ ac1muly hulilw og

ksgutom....•dBko ang msw8ls sa a/o8.kayang.kinsiyahsn Fa man

ang along gisa1iglUl nga stong kskuJuJsn sa stong

panginsbuhiiUl. (If the environment will not be protected,

drought and famine will occur...We will be at the losing end for

we are solely dependent on the environment for our livelihood.)

:Other views shared by the "doers" were:

Ang alongpag-8l17ping sa alongJdn~peg-8l17ping

u.sah sa stong panginsbuhiiUl (OUr protection of the

environment also our protection for our livelihood.)

S8 k8IlgmllOn S8 stong Inga lUlIJ1c (Our protection of the

environment is also our protection of the future of our children.)

Kon mapre.serbar ang stongkina.iyHh~fJ61111iU1ente nga

tuizznsy pangits sng mgs tIlO.. (If the environment will be

preserved, the people will have a permanent source of income.)



\

\

\
\

I.

'Ihe "non.doers", shared similar views on the environment as follows:

Kon di1i il1T1pirrglIn ang 1:41ibutIlrJ,~ ang

mgIJ w. (If the environment will not be protected, it will affect

the people.)

Ang tao nabuhi gwnibm sa Eins.iylIJum. (People live

because of the environment.)

tao. (The environment is the source of livelihood of the people.)

(People will not live without the sea/forest.)

Ang kin4iyahan stong Ilmpingan IlrOn 118IJ fay pangine.-

buhiJm. (Let us protect the environment so that we will have a

source of livelihood.l

mag-ll1'T1iJ/11181'Jgisd4 aron mabuhi. (People are dependent on the

sea and forest; people should farm/fish to live.)

Ang t80 mBbr.r1zJ' men ~ dsgaJ kon ouy J:im'i&m, pero

kon wBla fay.1dnit8iU1 tungodkaygl11l1By 118 sng isd8, dJ1ipod /l1

mahtJhJ: (Man lives if he earns income from the sea, but if we

cannot due to limited fISh supply, he will not live.)
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Din Isng fa sng na,gpuyo sa .b1ibutan buss stong

ampingm sng stong JmudyaJum by kon dBpll!B.n fa sa 1T1gil

diwaf8 ws/a fay 1118buh4t. (We are not the only ones living in

this world; therefore we should protect our environment
\i
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Kon rrJIlg1abIw pagpl1r18gat, magr/BJ4 og niluto rga

.bJmeng bsboy ngll wJI1ll gi-a.sinBn. Killmon Jdni SIl trmgll SIl

dagllf aron mod8gkm tmg &1kop rga isd& (When going on a

fishing trip, bring salt-free cooked pork. Eat this in the middle of

the sea to ensure an abundant fish catch.)

Unll moliike.wpUIl1T1il1'1lJg1lt, 111I1gptldugo ll17Il aron nJlIJlydagha.ng

mBkuhll ngll isdiJ.. Kung wJI1lly~ mobtilik ngadto sa

pampang SIl dagllf unya llSIlbon IUJg pagpadugo. (Before going

out to fish, sprinkle the fishing boat with blood for a bountiful

catch. Repeat this process it }lOU failed to catch anything.)

Also, it is interesting to note that beliefs and practices were observed not only to

ensure a good catch, but likewise - as in the case of some "doers" - as one strategy to

protect the fishermen from any harm or any untoward events while fishing.

Dilyon !Bz;gs pagplll'lBg1lf, mBgpll-a.so og .k8.l11ll17yarI aron

wll11lY ke.ku1iJm ng& UJJJhitllbo pB:l1iihon sa pBgplUlll,gllf. (Before

leaving on a fishing trip, prepare an offering of burnt herbs to

protect }lOu from harm while fishing.)

Other than focusing themselves on fishing-related beliefs and practices, some

"doers" shared their beliefs and practices regarding one's relationship with upland

resources, particularly the big trees and the "baJete" trees. They a..~ated "big trees"

and "balete trees" with the possible punishment or illnesses that the spirits residing in it

will most likely inflict on the people:

Ayaw pagpamutol og mgll do.g.kong .kBhoy.kIlY adzmlly

engk4T1to nga TUl,gpuyo. BIlSin SI7l/tIm til .kon Ilfo kining lzi1abtB.n.
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because if the spirits will retaliate we cannot do anything about

it.)

Along IIOlpinglm ang kiruliyBJum para sa mgJl mosunod

nato. (Let us protect the environment for the future

generations.)

Generally, the worldviews of both "doers" and "non-doers" on the environment

seem to revolve around the economic benefits that one derives from environmental

protection and management activities.

Beliefs and Practices

Based on their worldviewof the environment, the participants were further

asked about their beliefs and practices regarding the environment. Generally, the

beliefs and practices were governed by the values placed on the concept of a "good fish

catch/harvest".

The "doers" observed that these beliefs and practices were mechanisms to

appease the gods of nature and thus provide for a good catch or harvest. This can be

gleaned from the following beliefs and practices:

Sa primerong pagbiylihi sa pogplJ17i1gat; dmi-on a.ng

ba.ngbl bIubtm angbeboynga buhi sa 18wod, ihilwon a.nghahoy;

un)'lJ pam/om og dugo sa bsboy Il11g bangbL Kini isip usa ka

pl1!ihi aron dBg1zDI a.ng madJ1kpan nga isdB. (For one going on

his first fishing trip, bring the fishing boat and one pig out to sea.

Kill the pig and let its blood drip on the boat. This is one custom

observed to ensure an abundant fish catch.)

L



155

(Do not cut (or disturb) the big trees for there are fairies living in

them. They might punish us if we disturb them.)

Apw hil8bti .rmg mga balete byadI.0z8y 11iJgJJllJ'O ngs

mgs dili ingon nl1io. Kon I1io kining 1zi1ahtsn basin Jdni ang

hinugdtm sa stongmg-s~ unp rnsmstsykitB. (Do not disturb

- balete trees for there are spirits living in them. If we disturb

them, illnesses might befall us and cause our death.)

The "non·doers" likewise shared similar beliefs and practices cited by the

"doers" (i.e. abundant fish catch if pigs', blood are sprinkled in the canoe). However,

other beliefs and practices relative to fishing were shared, e.g. "if the fishing boat is

new, sprinkle it with the pig's blood in the middle of the sea" (Kon b8g~o ang b8.ngkJl,

magc/Bla. ogbehoyngsdto ss trmgs ss degst; ihswon Jdniogpsdugwm ang bangks sron

modB.ghsn sng mBl..:uhd ngs isds), "Do not fish if there are strong wind, for it is

dangerous and there will be no fish to catch", "Do not go out to fish on a. full moon for

there will be zero or lesser fish to catch".

One "non.doer", likewise, described an alternative practice for an abundant

fish catch, i.e. (specifically for Muslims since pigs are taboo):

Pllillpukon sng mgs hata og magplli10g og Ingll kendi ss

Ingll pukot (Gather the children together and shower the fish

nets with candies for children to pick.)

Some "non-doers" further shared their beliefs and practices relative to farm

production. For one to ha.ve good farm harvest, one should "offer food to the

agricultural deities before planting" and as thanksgiving for the ~arvest Oow or high

produce) received from the use of the land. One "non·doer" mentioned one practice

of keeping "the farm always clean, therefore, trees around it should be cut".
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While the coaBta1M based l'e$pondents shared the beliefs and practices on

environment focusing mainly on a bountiful fish catch, those in the uplands stressed

the need to thank the agricultural deities for the harvest (whether high or low)

received from the land and the need for good harvests.

Though both males and females commonly cited the need to sprinkle the

fishing boat with blood for a good catch or harvest, the females further cited their fears

about disturbing the spirits residing in the big trees and "balete" trees. The males,

added that the farm should always be c1ean,·with all trees around it cut.

All those who shared these customs and beliefs observed and practiced them,

particularly the older members of the communities (with the )1Oung ones not practicing

these beliefs today).

Knowledge and Enforcement
of Environmental Policies,ILaw8

This section of the research work presents the respondents' knowledge of the

local environmental ordinances enacted' by the locaJ council; the community members'

reception of the enacted local ordinances, the LGU's response to the community's

response, and the community's counteraction; the manner these local ordinances were

enforced, the responsible agencies and their effectiveness; whether the LGU,

community members, NGOs, POS, Civic/Religious Groups, private business sector and

schools are active in enforcing local environmental ordinances; barriers faced by the

sectors regarding the enforcement of local ordinances; and the knowledge of any

existing laws or policies that run counter to sound environmental management.

LoclI1 Ettviromnmtal Ordinancl!S PlIssed by the Locill GO'Vemtnmt Unit. The

(

Municipality of Malalag has enacted and passed lJXa1 Ordinances # Z1 banning use of

illegal fishing gears and # Z7 establishing the fish sanctuary. To establish the l~
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knowledge of the respondents on these local ordinances, they were asked to enumerate

the local ordinances made known to them. Research results showed that most "doers"

and "non-doers" know about these local ordinances, with some "doers" reporting the

loc.a1 ordinance that bans the cutting of trees, anti-littering ordinances~ and the aerial

spraying of the banana plantation.

The responses showed that while the coastal respondents focused more on the

anti-illegal fishing ordinance, the upland-based respondents mainly stressed the anti

cutting of trees ordinance.

Rect!ption of the Conmnmity Members of the Locill Ordimmces PllSsed by the

Local Govemmmt Unit. Survey results indicated that the local ordinances were

generally accepted by the community. However, some "doers" noted the initial

negative reactions of the community to the establishment of the fish sanctuary

considering its immediate effect on the livelihood of the fishermen (dili na kapanagat 

cannot fish anymore). Such reactions were however, minimized given the barangay

level meetings conducted by the LGU with the people. Furthermore, some "doers"

observed that the local ordinances were "okey for those who believed in it but a

problem to the new residents". This was verified based on the arrests made by the LGU

of the violators of the local ordinances. The families of the arrested individuals

subsequently filed a case against the LGU in court.

The "non-doers", on the other hand, reported that some "approved of the local

ordinances", with others noting that these local ordinances were not observed (wala

gihimo). Some others believed that some of the community members "accepted the

local ordinances but did not follow them". They attributed this situation to the failure

of the people to inform themselves about the local ordinances. They strongly expressed
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their resistance against the fish sanctuary as they were not allowed to fish anymore

inside the sanctuary thus, saying:

Kung tl11g fis1z sanctulJrypartJ sa mgIl fIJO, rtgllrlong di1i

man mi pasudlon, btJsin n48 si18yginata,guB.n nga di1i ni1a gusto

nga among rruJ1du ug usa pa bIJsirz bruI p.ar8 ltmg sa iUmg

kaayuhan (u the fis1z S/Ulctuazy is for the PfJOple, why wiD they

not allow u£ to enter the sanctruJry7 ,AUybe they are hiding

something there and maybe the fish sanctuazy.· is only for their

own inteJ:rJsts)

The coastaJ-based respondents observed that the local ordinances particularly

those related to the fish sanctuary were initially received with resistance by the

community residents as it will affect their source of livelihood.

All the participants from the upland community aptly described the reception of

the community members as "ni,Pawat pera wala gituman" ('The community residents (:~

accepted the local ordinances but did not do anything about it).

Enforcement of LOClll Ordinllnces, Enforcing Agencies Ilnd their EffecthJmess.

Various processes were observed by the respondents in enforcing the local ordinances.

lhe "doers" cited the "strict implementation of the ordinance on fish sanctuarY', "the

arrests made by the LGU of those using illegal fishing gears". "1he barangay captain

arresting the violators of fishery laws", and "warning the people in the uplands

regarding the cutting of trees" - including the "organization of women into 'selda'

(cells) to implement the cleanliness program". Some "doers" reported the "lax

implementation of the anti-littering law".

. The "non-doers", on the other hand, observed that the "MajOr regularly

inspected the public market for fish sold having the telltale signs of dynamic fishing",
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"that many were apprehended and imprisoned" and that "the police force was

reported as lax in implementing the loca1 ordinances".

The coastal-based respondents observed that the local ordinance on fish

sanctuary was strictly enforced with some reporting the lax impleme-.ntation of the

local ordinance on anti-littering. The Office of the Mayor was likewise observed as

"regularly visiting the public market inspecting the fish offered for sale to determine

whether these were caught through dynamite fishing", resulting in apprehensions

among fish vendors selling fish caught by dynamite-using fishermen". fish vendors

thus avPided such sources. They further cited that the local ordinances were enforced~

with the "LGU arresting fishermen using illegal means", and the Barangay Captain

arresting violators of local ordinances". The zealousness of the enforcers of local

ordinances were further emphasized, e.g. "many were arrested and imprisoned" and

there were "lesser number of fishermen involved in illegal fishing activities". Also,

they observed that the loca.1 o.rdinances on cleanliness was enforced through the

organization of women into "selda.s" (cells).

1he upland-dweller remondents , on the other hand, observed the enforcement

of local ordinances as mainly through information-dissemination strategies, i.e. the

barangay official merely informed the residents on the existence of the local ordinance

prohibiting the cutting of trees. They stressed, however, that the local officials "never

mentioned the status of the enforcement of such local ordinances. Some others

observed that they learned about the local ordinances from an NGO (KAPWA).

While the males observed the "strict implementation of the ordinance on fish

sanctuary", and the "information dissemination activities prohibiting the cutting of

trees", including the "loose implementation of the anti-littering law", the females cited

the arrests made of violators of the Joca.l ordinances by the barangay captain" and by
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the LGU", the "visits conducted by the Office of the M.a}1or in the public market to

inspect fish caught through dynamite fishing • including the cleanliness program

through women "seldas".

These local ordinances were observed by the "doers" as enforced by SFAR, LGU

and barangay captains, with the "non-doers" citing the "police", "office of the

~r", "BarangayCa.ptain", and women "se1das", "barangayofficials" and'''barangay

officials and residents".

Both males and females cited the' enforcement of local ordinances was a

responsibility of the barangay officials. Some males cited the LGU, BFAR and police

while some females mentioned the Office of the~r, barangay captain and women's

groups.

(
"

",.

In terms of the effectiveness of the enforcement of local ordinances, "doers"

reported the BFAR and LGU as effective in enforcing of local ordinances resulting to

lesser cases of illegal fishing~ and dynamite fishing, and the women's groups in (-

cleanliness program given the fmes they imposed on violators. Some, however,

claimed the opposite, i.e. that the LGU has loosely implemented the anti-littering

ordinances that barangay officials were inactive in prohibiting the cutting of trees, or

that enforcement was limited only to information dissemination of local ordinances.

Similarly, the "non-doers" reported the Office of the Ma)1or as effective in minimizing

dynamite fishing since it regularly visits the public market for illegally-caught fish, the

lax implementation of the police of the local ordinances and the absence of regular

monitoring by barangay officials of the observance of the ordinances prohibiting tree

cutting.

L
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Whether or Not the LGU, Community Members, NG Os, POs, Religious

Groups and Schools in Enforcing Local EmJironmental Ordinances. Some

"doers" rated the LGU, community members, NGOs, Pas and schools as active in

enforcing local ordinances. similar groups were rated by the some "non-doers" as

active • including the religious groups. Both "doers" and "non-doers" rated the

private business sector as inactive in the enforcement of local environmental

ordinances.

Location-wise, some coastal-based respondents rated the LGU, POS, community

members and religious as active in enforcing local ordinances, with the some "non

doers" citing the LGU, community members, NGOs, POS and schools as active. The

schools, NGOs and POs were rated by the some "doers" as inactive while the religious

groups and POs were rated by the some "non-doers" as inactive.

Some males and females~ rated the LGU, community residents, NGOs, POS and

schools as active in enforcing local ordi~ances. Some of the males, however, rated the

religious groups as active in the enforcement of local ordinances.

Ban-iers/Obstacles Faced by the LG U, Community Residents, NG Os,

POs, Religious Groups, the Private Business Sector and Schools in Enforcing

LOC~1.1 EmJironmental Ordinances. While the concerned groups may at first blush,

be viewed as active by the respondents in enforcing local environmental ordinances,

they were likewise observed by the respondents to be threatened by many factors.

Thus they were asked about the barriers these groups faced in enforcing local

ordinances. Both "doers" and "non-doers" identified the "people's lack of alternative

sources of income" and the "people's non-attendance in meetings" as two roam

barriers faced by the various sectors in the community in enforcing local
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"doers" further cited such other barriers as the "loose implementation of the anti

littering law", "the interventions made by politicians on individuals arrested", the

"unclear boundaries of the municipal waters", the "continued issuance of fishmg

permits by the Municipality of Sta. Maria to Mala1ag residents", "some people getting

angry when reprimanded", "slow farm production", and the landless status of the

people. Some "non-doers", on the other hand, cited such barriers as the "compadre"

system a.e. the godfathers of sons or daughters of the apprehending officer were

sometimes given special treatment), "the low Jevel of education of the people" and the

"absence of LGU monitoring of the enforcement of local ordinances (e.g. anti-cutting

of trees in the upland).

r>--·
\/':-

.:... t'

Location-wise, some coastal and upland respondents revealed the "non

attendance in meetings" by the community members as the main barrier to the

enforcement of local ordinances. Some coastal respondents further cited other barriers

as the "absence of alternati~ livelihood sources of the people", the "loose (,',

implementation of anti-littering laW', "intervention made by politicians on arrested

individuals", the "unclear boundaries of the municipal waters", and the "continued

issuance of fishing permits by the Municipality of Sta. Maria. to Mala1ag residents",

"people busy in earning income" and the "non-attendance of people in meetings, and

the "palakasan-system", i.e. selective implementation of ordinances because the

person is a "compadre". Some upland respondents cited the people's "low level of

education", "low farm production", "absence of LGU's monitoring system" and their

being landless, as barriers relative to the enforcement of the loca.l ordinances.

In terms of sex, some males and females revealed such barriers as the "lack of

alternative sources of income" and the people's "non-attendance to meetings or
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general assemblies". Furthermore, some males cited other barriel'S such as the "loose

implementation of anti-littering law", the "intervention made by politicians on

individuals apprehended", "unclear boundaries of the municipal watel'S", the

"pa/B.ke.se.1I" i.e. selective implementation of ordinances because the person concerned

is a "compadre", people's "low level of education" and "low farm production".

Some females, on the other hand, considered the following bamel'S as "some

people getting angry when reprimanded", "people busy in earning income", "absence

of LGU's monitoring system" and their being not ownel'S of their farms.

All respondents failed to identify policies and laws running counter to sound

environmental management.

Perceived Participation In Environmental Affairs

This section presents the Criteria used by the participants in cla..o;sifying people as

active in environmental affail'S; assessment of self, LGU, NGOs/POs and community

membel'S as active in environmental affairs; and supportive/unsupportive individuals

of the respondents' being active in environmental affail"S.

Criteria Used in Classifying People as Active in EmJironmental Affairs.

The respondents shared varied behaviors as indicators in classifying people as active

(or inolCtive) in environmental affairs. Survey results showed that some "doel'S" and

"non~doers" consider the people as active in environmental affairs if they "obe)led the

local ordinances", "are aware of the adverse effects of their activities on the

environment", "have planted trees", "cooperated in environmental projects", and

"organized people to do something about their environmental affairs". Some "doers"

added that people can be active in environmental affairs if they "observed local
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ordinances", "apprehend violators of local ordinances", "doing legally and socially

acceptable behavior relative to environmental protection such as proper waste disposal

of garbage", "reprimand those beha.ving contrary to sound environment

management", "vigilant in monitoring violators of local ordinances", "are informed

about their environment and the activities of their community", "inform others of what

is going on in the community", and "practice what they are preaching".

The "non-doers", on the other hand, added such indicators as "being

inquisitive", "being interested", and "joining activities enhancing environmental

protection"

~.
~,~. -:.,
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The coastal and upland-based respondents similarly cited "awareness of the

adverse effects of their activities in the environment", and "organizing people to do

something about their environmental problems" as reliable indicators for classifying

people as active in environmental affairs. They differed from the upland dwellers, with

the coastal respondents mentiQning other indicators as "obeying enforced local ( .. '

ordinances", "practicing what they preached", "apprehending violators of local

ordinances", "participate in community activities such as meetings", "informing others

on what is going on in the community", "doing legally and socially acceptable behavior

relative to environmental protection such ~ proper waste disposal", "reprimand those

behaving contrary to sound environmental management", "vigilant in monitoring

violators of local ordinances", and "reporting violators of local ordinances to

concerned authorities".

The upland dwellers consider people as active in environmental affairs if they

"plant trees", "are informed", "cooperate in environmental projects", "inquisitive",

"interested", and "join the activities of KAPWA Foundation".
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community", "reporting to the barangay captain anybody violating the local

ordinances", "always attend the meetings called by the barangay captain relative to

environmental protection and management", "planted trees", and "attend meetings

organized by KAPWA Foundation". The active "non-doers" justified their claims by

citing that they "planted trees", U Willing'mobiya SIl trabaho 0 paml1ya pua mo

attend sa meetings bahin sa pag-atiman sa along kinaiyahan H (willing to leave

work or famity temporarily to attend meetings on environmental protection), and

"reprimand violators of local ordinances". Those "non-doers" claiming themselves as

inactive in environmental affairs gave the following explanation:

Dilikuyo 8.ktibo pero mo-aftend Sll mga meetings, kon nuy

panahon. (Not very active but manages to attend meetings whenever possible.)

DI1i kuyo klly nuygagInaypll ngll mgll anllk. (Not so

active because my children are still small.)

Dili kuyo kaybusy sa pag-Iltimlln sa dong pllnong.

(Not so active because I am busy attending to my fishpond.)

nle fmdings show that some "doers" and "non-doers" used similar indicators

in claiming themselves active in environmental affairs, specifically, "planting trees" and

"reprimanding violators of local ordinances".

Comparing responses of the coastal and upland respondents, the study showed

that the coastal-based respondents were more active given the varied activities

identified in describing themselves active in environmental affairs compared to the

upland dwellers. While the upland dwellers limit~ themselves to "planting trees" and

"attending meetings called by KAPWA Foundation", the coastal dwellers cited multiple

activities, e.g. "disposing of discarded barbecue sticks scattered in the streets properly",

"reprimanding violators of local ordinances", "obe)ring the requests of the barangay'
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Males and females both cited the following indicators in classifying people as

active (or inactive) in environmental affairs: "aware of the adverse effects of their

activities on the environment", "plant trees", "participate in community activities such

as meetings", and "cooperate in all environmental projects". Males differ with the

females in citing additional indicators such as "practice what they preached",

"apprehend violators of the local ordinances", "obey the enforced loea! ordinances",

"being informed", "inquisitive", and "interested". The females cited other indicators as

"organizing people to do something about their environmental problems", ''''informing

others QIl what is going on in the community", "doing legally and socially acceptable

behavior relative to environmental protection such as proper waste disposal",

"reprimanding violators of local ordinances", and "being vigilant in monitoring

violators of local ordinances".

Whether or Not the Respondents Consider Themselves as Active in

EmJironmental Affairs. Other than asking the respondents about their perceived

indicators in classifying an individual as active (or inactive) in environmental affairs,

they were further asked to identify whether they consider themselves active (or

inactive) in environmental affairs. Survey results showed that while almost all the

"doers" claimed being active in environmental affairs, some "non~doers" similarly

claimed that they are active in environmental affairs.

One "doers" described himself as active in environmental affairs because

"collects discarded barbecue sticks in disposes them properly". Others related their

being active in environmental affairs by "reprimanding violators of local ordinances",

"obeying the requests of the barangay captain to clean our surroundings", "mobilizing

my Muslim brothers and sisters in cleaning their sUITOundings", "scolding neighbors

throwing their garbage anywhere", "participating in the cleanliness activities of the
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captain to clean our surroundings") "mobilizing my Muslim brothers and sisters in

cleaning their surroundings", "scolding neighbors throwing their garbage anywhere",

"participating in the cleanliness activities of the community", "reporting to the

barangay captain anybody violating the local ordinances", "alwa.jS attend the meetings

called by the barangay captain relative to environmental protection and management",

and " 'wI1ling? mobi}"s 8S trsba.ho 0 psmilys pl1rS mo-sffend ss meetings bshin

8S pag-8tim8n S8 atong ldnsiya.hBJl' (willing to leave work or family to attend

meetings on environmental protection). Also, some coastal respondents implied that

they might be active in environmental affairs but were constrained, i.e. "being "busy",

"busy attending to the fishpond-needs", and "having small children".

Comparing the male-female respondents, the males mentioned limited activities

in considering themselves as active in environmental affairs compared to the females.

The males particularly indicated having "picked up strewn barbecue sticks in the

streets", "planted trees" and "attended meetings organized by the KAPWA foundation".

The females, on the other hand, reported their "reprimanding violators of local

ordinances", "obeying the requests of the barangay captain to clean our surroundings",

"mobilizing my Muslim brothers and sisters in cleaning their surroundings", "scolding

neighbors throwing their garbage anywhere", "participating in the cleanliness

activities of the community", "reporting to the barangay captain anybody violating the

loc.al ordinances", "always attend the meetings called by the barangay captain relative

to environmental protection and management", "planted trees", and "attend meetings

organized by KAPWA foundation", and " 'willing'mobiys sa trsbsho 0 psmilys

pl1ra mO-8ffrmd S8 meetings bllhin S8 pag-atiman S8 along Jdnaiyahan» (willing

to leave work and family to attend meetings on environmental protection). Some of

the females revealed that they could have been very active in their community's
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environmental affairs - except for "being busy", "being busy attending to the fishpond

needs", and their "having small children".

Whether or not the LGU was PerceirJed by the Respondents as Active in

EmJironmental Affairs. Being the lead agency in any development activity in the

community, the respondents were asked to rate whether the LGU was active (or

inactive) in the environmental affairs of their community. Research findings revealed

that the majority of the "doer"-respondents perceived their LGU as active in

environmental affairs, with only a. few "non-doers" believing so. Some "'doers" and

"non-doers" similarly reported the LGU as having "organized the Barangay Advisory

Team on Environment (BATE)" and "encouraged community members to sweep their

surroundings". The LGU was further observed by the "doers" as active in

environmental affairs given the "barangay officials informing the community members

on environment-related activities through the community assemblies (pulong.

pulong)", "conducted 'purok" (community) visits to check the cleanliness of the

surroundings", and "implemented tree-planting activities". The "non-doers" did not

give any other indicators.

All the coastal respondents reported their LGU as active in the community's

environmental affairs, with only a few upland dwellers similarly reporting the LGU as

active in environmental affairs. The coastal respondents observed that the LGU's being

active in environmental affairs as shown in their "organizing of Barangay Advisory

Team on Environment (BATE)" and "encouraging community members to sweep their

surroundings". Upland dvrellers on the other hand, cited the LGU's "implementation

of tree-planting activities" and the "bMangay officials informing the community

members on environment-related activities through the community assemblies

c,
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('pulong-pulongj". Social upland-dwellers indicated that in the "absence of

monitoring activities", the LGU is inactive in environmental affairs.

The males who perceived the LGU as active in environmental affairs noted that

the "barangay officials informed the community members on, environment-related

activities through the community assemblies ('pulong-pulong')" and that the LGU

"implemented tree-planting activities". The females, on the other hand, observed that

the LGU "organized the Bal'angay Advisory Team on Environment (BATE)",

"encouraged community members to sweep their surroundings", "conducted purok

visits to check the cleanliness of the surroundings", and "implemented tree-planting

activities". Those females claiming the LGU as inactive in environmental affairs

claimed that the LGU did not conduct monitoring activities.

Whether the NGO:¥POs Were Perceioed as Actioe in EmJironmental

Affairs. The survey results showed that only a few respondents reported that the

NGOs/POs as active in enviromnentaJ affairs. Those "doers" claiming the NGOs/POs

as active in environmental affairs ci~ed the latter's activities, e.g. "teaching the

community residents on environmental protection activities such as contour farming",

and noting the strong presence of the NGOs/POs in training the community on

contour-farming", expressed as "pirmi sUa diri mag-edukar bahin sa 'contour

farming'" (they are alwa~ here educating community members on contour farming).

The "non-doers" claiming the NGOs/POs as active noted their strong presence in the

community given their education program on 'contour-farming'" and "promotion of

orgiUlic farming".

When the responses of the coastal and upland respondents were compared, the

results showed that the coastal respondents noted the absence of NGOs in their

community, with the upland respondents reporting that the NGO's are active in their
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community, i.e. "teaching the community residents on environmental protection

activities such as 'contour·farming''', noting the strong presence of the NGOs/POs in ("

their community giving education on contour-farming, expressed as "pirmi sUa diri

mag-edukar bahin sa 'contour-farming''' (they are always here educating community

members on contour-farming) and the "promotion of organic farming.

Whether or Not the Community Members were Perceived by the

Respondents as Aetive in E1tDironmentalAffairs. Are the community

residents also active in your community environmental affairs? Some "doers" claimed

that the community members are active in environmental affairs, as evidenced by their

"reports of violators of the local ordinances to the authorities". Some "doers" reported

that the community residents may be active in environmental affairs but are still

constrained by their being non-landowners:

Dili kllllyo llktibo ksy SiIrI1ists ra msn mi Kssagaran sa

tag-iya S/1 yuta dili mosugot nga magtanom mi ug mga kahoy Cr-
sama sa msnga kay mga permanente man dilw J.:ini nga mga

kahoy. (Not so active because we are just tenants. Most of the

land-owners will not allow us to plant trees such as mangoes for

these are permanent trees.)

Dili motsmhong sa mga meeting. (Do not attend the

meetings.)

It is interesting to note that none of the "non-doers" believed that the

community members were active in environmental affairs.

Among the coastal respondents, they observed the community residents as

"reporting the violators of local ordinances to the authorities", with the upland

respondents mentioning their constraints in being active in environmental affairs. The
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constraint was related to their tenants-status, i.e. not owning any piece of land. This

way be explained by their remark that "if only they have their own land, they can do all

environmental protection activities that they can think of". Some upland dwellers

likewise noted that people are inactive because they do not attend meetings.

Some males and females claimed that the community residents were active in

environmental affairs because they "reported violators of local ordinances". Ukewise,

some males and females noted that being tenants, the community residents tended to be

inactive in environmental affairs.

l!tdividuals Who Encouraged (or Discouraged) the Respondents to be Active in

Environmental Affairs. After establishing whether or not the various partners of

develop ment are active in environmental affairs, the respondents were asked about the

individuals who encouraged (or discouraged) them to be active on environmental

affairs. Some "doers" and "non-doers" reported that the "barangay captain and his

wife" and KAPWA encouraged ~the respondents to be active in environmental affairs.

Some "doers" added that "ang ubang kilgawtui.sa ba.rangay" (some of the barangay

councilors), and "active members of the community" encouraged them to be active in

environmental affairs, with some of the "non-doers" citing the "members of the local

barangay council" and one popular-female president of their 'purok' (community)".

For some coastal and upland dwellers, the female purok-president appeared to

be influential in their decision to be actively involved in community environmental

affairs. Some coastal respondents indicated that they were encouraged by the

"barangay captain and his wife", "some of the barangay councilors", "some active

women community members", and "members of the barangay council". Some upland

respondents mentioned the KAPWA Foundation as influencing their being active on

environmental affairs.
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What about those discouraging the community members to be active in

environmental affairs? In response, some "doers" reported the "inactive neighbors

who claimed that the KAPWA Foundation is a communist front" so as to reduce their

interest and participation in environmental protection including the "owners of their

house lots" who forbade them to construct toilets. On tum, these concerned

respondents claimed having 'confronted these individuals and discussed dangers of

being inactive in environmental affairs). Some "non-doers" reported that the "land-

owners" discouraged them from being active in environmental affairs, including the

natives who continuously practiced "swidden farming".

Some coastal and upland respondents reported that their being "landless" is

one factor for their being in environmental affairs.

While the males considered the land-owners, i.e. (where their house lots are

located and where they are farming), and the natives' "slash-and-burn farming

practices as barriers in their ~ing active in environmental affairs, the females were C=.
more concerned about the "inactive neighbors circulating stories that the KAPWA

Foundation is a communist front CAng KAPWA usa lea 4666').

Perceived Benefits and Barriers

Perceived benefits include the gains that the people may get from being either

active or inactive in environmental affairs while perceived barriers refer to the

disadvantages that people may likewise get from being either active or not active in

environmental affairs.
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Benefits People Gtlin From Being Active in Ettviromnmttll AffRirs. An

individual tends to be active in an activity on the basis of the possible rewards that such

an individual may receive from such an involvement. In this context, the respondents

were asked to identify the benefits they gained from being active in environmental

affairs. Research findings revealed that some "doers" and "non·doers" reported such

benefits as the "increased knoWledge on environmental protection and management",

''increased income", and the "restoration of soil fertility that results to a high·yielding

farm". The "doers" added such benefits as "mobalik na ang gidBghanon Sll isdB-'!

(there will be an increased supply of fish), with the "non·doers" citing the possibility

of "being recognized", and "dili na magbaha" (there will be no more floods).

The coastal and upland respondents mentioned various benefits derived from

being active in environmental affairs. Coastal respondents indicated the "increased

knowledge on environmental protection and management", "mobslik ns sng

gidllghsnon sa isda" (the ipcreasing supply of fish), and the sense of "being

recognized". Mea11while upla11d dwellers cited the following benefits: "motsas ang

income" (income will increase) given the "high farm·yield" (adako nga abot sa

pfl17guma'?, brought about by the "pllgbtllik Stl klltllmbok Sll yutd' (restoration of

the fertility of the soil). Also, some upland respondents noted that floods will no longer

occur ("dili l1a magbaJla").

Some males and females cited the "increase in income" as one possible benefit

from being active in environmental affairs. Some males enumerated that being active

in environmental affairs may result in flood·free communities ( "dili nil mllgbaha")

and "mobalik /111 anggidBghanon sa mga isda" (the increasing fish).
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All the respondents - "doers", "non-doers", coastal, upland, male and females

alike - claimed that of their being active in environmental affairs witl eventually result C'\'
in "increase in household income".

Disatfoantages of Being Actroe in Elf'Oironmental Affairs. The

respondents found difficulty in responding to questions on the dis-incentives that one

may get from being active in environmental affairs. This explains why only a few

answered to this question. Some "doers" and "non-doers" who did cited the possible

"reprisals" or "pressures" one can get from being active in environmental affairs.

Some "doers" also cited the tendency "rIga mapabaYlJ4n ang panimafay nga maoy

hinllngdsn sa pag-awsy ss mgs magtisyonn (possible neglect of domestic task
,

resulting in husband-wife disputes). Likewise, some "non-doers" confirmed this by

saying "masuko sag ba.na Kay dili mlllltima.n a.ng bana" (the husband will get

angry because he will not be attended to), "a.way sa misis kay lsnga.n-langan daw'"

(wife arguing with the husbantlbelieving that environmental protection is just a waste C.
of one's time), and "not being informed".

for some coastal respondents, the disadvantages of being active can be felt

when one experience "reprisals" and when the "husband gets angry for being

neglected", with some upland dwellers saying "mapabayaan ang panimalsy ngs

msoy hinllngdB.n sa sway" (the home will be neglected resulting in quarrels

between the husband and wife), "wife quarreling the husband believing that the

husband is simply wasting his time", and not "being informed".

For the males, they feared "marital disputes since their wives believes the

husbands are just wasting their time". females on the other hand, feared "reprisals",

the "husband getting angry bec.a.use he is neglected", "the home will be neglected

resulting in the husband-and- wife disputes", and not "being informed".
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Advantages ofBeing Inactive in Environmental Affairs. The respondents

were likewise asked about the advantages that people can get from being inactive in

environmental affairs. The respondents found question difficult to answer, as
evidenced by only one group responding to the question, Le. female upla.nd "doers".

They explained that one avoids getting into any quarrel when one is active in

environmental affairs.

DisatfDantages of Being Inactive in Environmental Affairs. Aside from

establishing the advantages of being inactive in environmental affairs, the respondents

were further asked to indicate the disadvantages of being inactive in environmental

affairs. Among some "doers" and "non~doeI'S" one disadvantage of being inactive is

"not being informed". Other disadvantages shared by the "doers" include "no

additional knowledge gained relative to environmental affairs", "pagpa.daxon sa

pflspahimufos sa. kahuldran" (continued abuse of the forest) and "ma.g1isod sa

p8.I1SInflbu}zjJ? (will experienced economic crisis). The ''nonMdoers'' described the

disadvantages that a person may get from being inactive in environmental affairs in the

following manner:

"Sa.mot kaguba. aog kinaiyaharl' (Further deterioration

of the environment)

"Wtllay income" (No income)

"Walay na.hibaloan bahin 8a pag-amping .sa. kinaiyahan" (No

knowledge on environmental protection)

"DflOt nga kinabuhl' \Their life will be in crisis.)

The coastal respondents vary with the upland respondents in identifying the

disadvantages one may get from being inactive in envin"1nmental affairs. While the

coastal respondents cited only two answers, Le. "having an economically depressed
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life" and "being not informed about environmental affairs", the upland dwellers cited

the following: "no knowledge on environmental protection", "continued abuse of the

forest", "continued deterioration of the forest", "less income" and "mossmot ks

pobrti" (worsening poverty).

Some males and females considered that "not being informed" is the

disadvantage in being inactive in environmental affairs.

Provision of Time, Money tmd Ml'lteriills in Invoroemmt with EnvironmentiJl

AffiJirs. When asked about of providing their time, money and materials in

environmental affairs, the respondents were observed to answer the question with

difficulty. One upland female "doer" reported having provided time, some money and

materials in environmental affairs, including the support provided by the husband.

Likewise, one upland male "non·doer" claimed having provided time, money and
,

materials, however; often quarreled by the wife given the longer time spent outside the

house.

Trusted lndividutds As Source oflnfonniltion About Environment. When asked

about the trusted individuals being sources of information on environment, the

respondents provided various single-responses. Some "doers" and "non-doers"

identified the "barangay captain" as one tO,be trusted in providing information on the

environment. Some "doers" identified "Mr. Juan Porras PalaJr." and the "Department

of Environment and Natural Resources" as credible sources of information on the

environment, with some "non-doers" citing the KAPWA foundation.

Comparing the location of the respondents, it is interesting to note that the

upland dwellers identified noted the KAPWA foundation as a credible information-

source on environment. The coastal respondents, cited the barangoty captain, DENR

and Mr. Juan Porras Pala, Jr.

F'"( ....

(
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Some males trusted a Davao-based radio commentator (Mr. Juan Porras Pala,

Jr.), a government agency (Department of Environment and Natural Resources

(DENR), and an NGO (KAPWA Foundation) as sources of information about the

environment, with the females heavily reljing on the "barangay captain".

Skills and Other Support

11lis section deals with the skills needed by the community members to be active

in environmental affairs, the technology and services people need to be more active

and the.perceived rating on the extent to which the pre-identified factors influence

people to be actively involved in environmental protection and management.

Skills Needed to fi1tllble Community Members Become Active in EmJironmmtlll

Protedion lind Mllnllgemenf. When asked about the skills needed to enable

community members become active in environmental protection and management, the

respondents had difficulty identifying other skills-except those related to livelihood.

Some "doers and "non-doers" suggested skills for alternative sources of livelih.:x"Xi

such as nipa production) for mat weaving, dressmaking and food processing. The

"non-doers" mentioned other skills needed such as the "proper way of planting trees",

"communication skills, specifically on how to let people understand a project") and

skills on environmental protection and management..

Interesting findings can be observed in comparing the coastal and upland

respondents. While most the coastal respondents focused on skills for alternative

livelihood, the upland-dwellers identified as "communication skills", "how to plant

trees properly", and "livelihood skills". Some "doers" mentioned that skills on

environmental protection and management are needed by community residents to be

active in environmental protection and management.
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Both males and females suggested skills on alternative livelihood, and

"environmental protection and management". Some males identified skills on

"planting trees properly", while some of the females mentioned, "communication skills

were'" being needed by community residents.

T~chnology and Support SrnJic~ Do P~opl~ N~ed to b~ Mort Activ~ in

Enviromnmtlll Prot~ction lind Mtmllgemmt. Most of the technology and support

services perceived as needed to encourage people to be more active in environmental

matters were related to livelihood to wit: "livelihood as hog raising, growing bakhaw

for wives to weave mats", "financial support to livelihood projects", "training on how

to improve livelihood", "technology on how to increase income" and "goat dispersal

program"', including "support to coop members and provision of seedlings for tree

planting".

TIle "doers" expressed the need of the people for technology and support

services such as financial support for their livelihood activities as in 4'mat.weaving"', ( -

"dressmaking", "food·processing", "goat·dispersal" and fmding alternative sources of

income. The "non-doers", on the other hand, expressed the need for support in the

"repair of the seawall", "how to increase income", "alternative sources of income",

and "seedlings" for tree-planting activities.

In terms of location, both the coastal and upland respondents, do not differ

much in terms of the technology and services needed for the community members to

be active in environmental protection and management. The same observation applies

for the male·female categories.

Rifting on th~ Extmt Into which the Pn!-idmtified fllctors Enllble People to Gd

Activdy Involved in Environmental Protection IftIIl Mtmagemmt. When asked to rate

the extent to which the pre-identified factors enable people to get actively involved in
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environmental protection and management, the result8 showed that both "doers" and

"non-doers" rated the "understanding of environmental problems" and the

"enforcement of environmental ordinances" as crucial in enabling people to be

involved with environmental protection and management. The "doers" however

added that the "existence of environmental ordinances" and "increased family income"

were likewise crucial in influencing people to get involved with environmental

protection and management.

Comparing coastal and upland respondents, both of them claimed that

"understanding of environmental problems" was crucial, with the coastal respondents

likewise citing "LGU support" as CI11ciaL The upland respondents further added that

the "existence of environmental ordinances " and "enforcement of environmental

ordinances" were similarly CI11ciaL

It is interesting to note that males failed to indicate any of the pre-identified

factors as crucial in influencing~people to get involved with environmental protection

and management. The females, indicated the following as crucial in influencing people

to get involve in environmental protection and management: "understanding of

environmental problems", "existence of environmental ordinances", enforcement of

environmental ordinances", maintenance of smooth interpersonal relationship" and

increased family income".

Also, the "traditional folk beliefs were considered "helpful" by the "non-doers",

"coastal residents", and females in influencing people to get actively involved in

environmental protection and management. Furthermore, the coastal residents

considered "values, beliefs and practices" as helpful.
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Views on the Sanctuary

The views on the sanctuary by the participants were established by reviewing

their knowledge on the purpose, size, and date of inception of the fish sanctuary, visi~

made of the fish sanctuary and their personal opinions about it, local ordinances

~nforced rehl1ive to the fish sanctuary, enforcement of local ordinances, the harriers

encountered in the enforcement of local ordinances, proposed development plans

that wilt be implemented in the loc.ality and its effects on the environment and fish

>anctuary, information needed to acquire relative to the development plans, and the

prefen'ed person(s) or group of persons t.o provide the needed information about the

development plans.

This section includes not only the "doers" views of the s.1nctuary, but likewise

include those of the "non-doers". All these respondents reside in the "doer"

mUllicipality.

Purpose of the Fish SL1.nctuary. Some of the "'doers') and "non-doers"

feported that the fish s.111ctuary was a. "breeding place for fish ~ and "est.lblished to

~lelp increase the tish supply". Some ·'doers··' further cited it to ~ "a habitat of fish".

TIle coastal respondents indiC<lted that the tish sanctuaI'Y was est'lblished as a

;'habitat for the fish:", ,1 "breeding ground for tish" , and as "an are.'l for tish to grow

Jl1d incre.ase the fish supply that will later be available for tishing". TIle upland

respondents likewise reported that the fish sanctuary will serve as a "fish h.lbitat'~ and

was "estahlished to help increase the supply of fish".

J'\1ales mainly described the fish sanctuary as a "fish habitat", with the females

citing other purposes such as a "breeding ground for fish", "to nurture the fries ilnd

~::ontribute to the "increases in the fish supply".

L.
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Establishment of the Fish Sanctuary. The respondents were ambiguous on

the actual data the sanctuary was established with the "doers" citing the period

between 1992 and 1993 and the "non-doers" mentioning 199~.

TIle coastal respondents reported 1992 to 1995 as the period the fish sanctuary

was established, while the upland dwellers gave no specific dates.

While the males mentioned 1992 to 199~ as the probable dates the fish

sanctuary was established, the females failed to give any specific dates.

As indic.ated in Local Ordinance 27, the fish sanctuary was established in 1993.

A.ctual Visits of the Fish Sanctuary. The actual visits to the fish sanctuary

were made bysome coastal male "doers". None the "non-doers" have ever visited the

sanctuary because of the ordinance that bans illegal entry to the fish sanctuary. Those

who claimed having visited the fish sanctuary were usually the coastal residents and

males. This shows that none of the upland dwellers (both males and females, "doers"

.1l1d "non-doers) - including th~e "non-doers" from the coastal areas M have visited the

fish sanctuary.

Persona1 Opinion About the Fish Sanctuary. Opinions on the fish

sanctuary included both those from the "doers" and "non-doers". TIle "doers" have

the following opinions about the fish sanctuary :

}vfllll~VO ang kalzimtang kay daghan na ang isda. (TIle fish

5.mctuary is good for it has more fish in it.)
,

Kon daghan na lmg isda matabangan ta sa atong pe.gpanagat

ag daghfmg isda. (If there are more fish, it will help our fishing activities.)

l(.von ko sa fish sanctuary kaykini pe.ra sa k/1.Byuhan sa tanan.

(I agree with the fish sanctuary since this is for the good. of all.)
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Some of the "non-doers", however, expressed that the fish sanctuary is "mlUlyo

ra na sa mga LGU key gihawa! mlUI lUIg mglI glIgnJlIY nglI ml1nlIna.gaf SII

pa.gsulod pero ilng mgil dilgkong filO sa gohyerno willl1 gihawilll1n. (The fish

sanctuary is only good for the LGU because while the small fishermen were banned

from entering the sanctuary, local government officials were not.

In terms of location, the coastal respondents observed that the situation in the

fish sanctuary was improved for there are more fish seen. However, some coastal

respondents appear to be indifferent, to such improvements, Le. "the fish sanctuary

being good for the LGU since the small fishermen are banned from entering the

sanctuary while those in the government were not banned from it." The upland

dwellers, on the other hand, were more positive • albeit from a distance - suggesting

that the "present situation of the fish sanctuary is good given the increasing number of

tish seen in it" and "approving of the fish sanctuary" for it is for the good of the

community residents.

While the males viewed the fish sanctuary positively (e.g. "the situation of the

fish sanctucU'y- is good given the increasing number of fish seen in it" alld "if the fish

supply increases, it will help us"), the females were both positive and indifferent about

it. Overall, they approve of the sanctuary "for it is for the good of the community

residents".

Cebuano Terms for Fish Sanctuary. Asked for a Cebuano term for "fish

sanctuary"', the respondents gave varied responses. The "doers" referred to it as:

Puy-antm/Pu!uy-ana.n sa isdB (Fish habitat)

[t!oganan sa isda aron mopondo ang similya (A fish-breeding area

where the fries will not be disturbed.)

Similyllhan (Breeding ground for fish.)

c
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ltloganan sa isdB (FishMbreeding areas.)

The "nonMdoers", on the other hand, referred to the fish sanctuary as the

"punduhan sa isdtl' (fishMhaven), "kulungan sa isdtl' (cage for the tish), and "pUx~

anan sa isdli' (fish habitat).

In terms of location, both the coastal and upland respondents indicated that the

fish sanctuary is the "puy-anan sa isda» (fish habitat). The coastal respondents

further claimed that the fish sanctuary is the"itlogaTuln sa ist:!El s.rOl1 mopondo ang

simi1xa-" (a. fish breeding-area. so tha.t the fries are 110t disturbed), "simi/yahatr" (fish

breeding site), and "punduhan sa isdB:' (a fishMhaven). The "non-doers" further

added that the "fish sanctuary" means "kulunglln sa isdtl' (a cage for the fish).

Both males and females consider the fish sanctuary as the "puy~anan sa isda"

(fish habitat), with the males adding that the fish sanctuary is "itloganan sa k,da Bron

mopondo ang similxa" (a fish-breeding area so that the fries are not disturbed),

"punduJlan sa isda" (f'ish-h~ven), and "kulungan sa isda" (a. fish· cage). The

females further shared that the fish sanctuary is the "similyahan sa isda-~ (a fish

breeding ground) and the ~~itloganal1 sa isda" (fishMbreeding area).

La'ws Passed About the Pish Sanctuanj. The Municipality of MaJa1ag has

polSsed and enforced Local Ordinance No. Z7 providing for the creation of the fish

sanctuary. Some "doers" cited the specific ordinance that provided for the creation of

the fish sanctuary, i.e. Number Z7, ,md explained that in such ordinance, "no one is

allowed to fish, swim and collect seashells" in the fish sanctuary. Some "non-doers",

on the other hand, mentioned other ordinances providing for "non-entry to the fish

sanctuary" and "'bans fishing inside it".

In terms of location, while the upltmd r~.spondents described the ordinance that

bans fishing, swimming and collection of seashells inside the sanctuary, the coastal
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residents mentioned the ordinance providing for the creation of the fish sanctuary, the

non-entry to fish sanctuary, and banning fishing inside.

The males cited the ordinances on the creation of the fish sanctuary and that on

the non-entry to the fish sanctuary, while the females mentioned the ordinance that

bans fishing, swimming and collection of seashells inside the sanctuary.

Fish Size of the Sanetu~. Some "doers" indicated the exact size of the tish

sanctuary (i.e. fifty hectares), with others reporting seven hectares. The "non-doers"

were unsure of the exact size of the sanctuary simply saying "da.ko-dako sad' (it is

large). Some coastal respondents reported the size of the fish sanctuary at fifty

hectares, with others giving broad estimates - "dako-da.ko sad' (it has a large area).

Some upland respondents, meanwhile, believed that the fish sanctuary covers seven

hectares.

Overall, the males provided varying figures, i.e. fifty hectares, seven hectares,

and even rough guesses "ddo-da.ko sad' (it has a large area).

Responsible Indi:rJidualslAgency in Managing the Fish Sanctuary. As

perceived by some "doers" and "non-doers", the management of the fish sanctuary is

the responsibility of the "LGU". Some "doers" believed that the management of the fish

sc111ctuaryshould also be handled by the "bantax dsgaf', the "fishermen themselves",

"caretaker", and the "Ma)1Or", with the "non-doers" reporting the "barangay captain"

as being equally responsible for the management of the sanctuary..

For the upland respondents, the person responsible for the management of the

fish sanctuary is the Ma)lOr, with the coastal respondents citing varied groups, such as

the "LGU", the "bantay dagaf', the "fishermen themselves", the "caretaker" and the

"barallgay c.aptain". TIle males cited similar responsible persons, with the females

mentioning the mayor and the LGU.
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]n terms of the enforcers of the local ordinance on the fish sanctuary, the

"doers" appeared to be concerned in harnessing the assistance of "non·LGU

personnel", particularly the "bllntllY dllgllf' and the "fishermen themselves", while

some "non-doers" indic.a.ted their dependence on the local officials (e.g. LGU and

barangayofficials and the LGU). The coastal respondents cited the same enforcers

identified by both "doers" and "non .doers" as being responsible in enforcing the local

ordinance on fish sanctuary, with the upland respondents failing to cite a single

enforcer.

/I.S observed by some "doers" and "non-doers" these enforcers appear to be

effective given the "many fish seen inside the sanctuary", with some "doers" adding

that "Ji.'o.lo. k8.llyo nisupllkJ1 Oesser violations) and the "non-doers" citing the "ban on

entry to the fish sanctuary". The coastal respondents noted that there were "less

violations", "increased fish supply", and the strong implementation of "no-entry"

ordinance to the sanctuary. ~x .wise, the males believed that the enforcers were

effective since there were lesser violations, and "no one can enter the sanctuary". The

females further cited the "increasing fish supply", and the fact that "no one was

allowed to enter the fish sanctuary.

Both "doers" and "non-doers" reported that people followed the ordinances

relative to fish sanctuary since they "understood the purpose of the establishment of

the fish sanctuary" i.e. made possible by the "continuing education on fish sanctuary

organized by the barangay officials" and because of the guards around the fish

sanctuary.

Both coastal and upland respondents attributed the observance of the people of

the local ordinances to the presence of guards in the sanctuary, with some coastal
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respondents relating it to the people's understanding of the purpose of the fish

sanctuary.

'The males differed from the females in explaining local compliance of the

ordinances related to the fish sanctuary. The males believed that this is so because

people understand the purpose of the fish sanctuary while the females related it to the

presence of guards in the sanctuary· positive \'S. negative (sanctions).

Barriers in the Enforcement of Ordinances Regarding the Fish Sanctuary.

Though the respondents claimed that the enforcement of ordinances relative to fish

sanctuary is effective and observed by the people, they were further asked about the

barriers experienced in enforcing the said ordinances. The results showed that some

"doers" cited such barriers as the "people's lack of awareness on their environment",

"not all being informed on the importance of the fish sanctuary", and the "failure of

the people to understand the fish sanctuary", The "non·doers", on the other hand,

considered the "uninformed people" as the barriers to the effective enforcement of

ordinances relative to fish sanctuary, All these barriers were likewise cited by the

coastal respondents, with the upland respondents failing to cite any barrier at all.

The males indicated that the barriers were the "uninformed people", the

"people's lack of understanding of the fish sanctuary", and the "people's lack of

awareness of the fish sanctuary". The females meanwhile, claimed that barriers will

occur if "all the people were not informed on the importance of the fish sanctuary" •

as likewise observed by those respondents objecting to the laudable objectives of the

fish sanctuary by the LGU.

Benefits the Community Members Can Get from Ha:ving a Fish

Sanctuary in the Area. As reported by some "doers" the benefits that the community

members may gain from having a fish sanctuary in the area included the "increased
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tish supply", and the possible assistance that people receive when the tish supply has

increased (matabtmga.n fa kon daghan na ang isda). Some "non·doers" reported

such barriers as "dBgko na ang isda" (fish are now big), "nidBghl1n na I1ng isda

didto so stmctuuf' (the fish supply in the sanctuary has already increased), and

"prestige SI1 tl1gl1-LGU" (prestige for the LGU).

for the upland respondents, the benefits that the community members ('.all get

from the fish sanctuary is the assistance received with the increased fish supply

c.:ll1Btl1bl1!zgan til kon dl1ghl1!1 nil I1ng isda", for coastal respondents, the benefits

include "dagko na ang isde" (tish are now big), "nidaghan na ang isda didto SI1

sanctuary" (the fish supply in the sanctuary has already increased), and "prestige sa

tl1gs LGl.!' (prestige for the LGU).

The males likewise claimed that the benefits the community members will get

from the sanctuary were the bigger fish "dilgko nil I1ng isdB-'·' and the possible

.lSsistance th.1t people can get with .m increased fish supply. nle females likewise

mentioned such benefits as the "increased fish supply", "nidagJzan na ang isda dJdto

sa SflllctUilry? (the fish supply fish in the S.U1Ctuary has already increased), and

;;prestige sa. tagll.-LGU-~ (prestige for the LGU).

Proposed Development Plans for the Area. Other than the questions on the

sanctuary, the respondents were further asked about their knowledge of the proposed

development plans in their area. Overall, the respondents know of varied proposed

development plans, for some "doers", the proposed development plans known

included the "coastal resource development plan", the "shipyard", the "oil mills", the

"food processing plant", and the "mango processing plant". Some "non-doers"

reported the "banana packing house", the "oil factory", the "port warehouses", and

the "food processing plant", The coastal-respondents appeared to know more
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proposed development plans in the area than the upland respondents: the "coastal

resource development plan", the "shipyard", the "oil mills", the "banana packing

house", the "oil factory", and the "port warehouses" The upland respondents cited the

"mango processing plant".

The males cited such plans as the "coastal resource development plan", the

"food processing plant", the "banana packing house", and the "mango processing

plant", with the females specifically citing the "shipyard", the "oil mills", the "oil

factory", the "port warehouses" and the "ma.ngo processing plant".

Some "doers" agreed to these development plans provided that the developers

"hire people from this locality", with some disagreeing with the plans for fear of being

displaced from fishing activities. Some "non-doers" agreed with the plans in the hope

that their children might be employed as workers eventually - some expressed the fear

that ''such a situation will only happen if their children will be allowed by the owners

of development to work there and if they have a "padrino" to help them obtain jobs

from in these plants". Those "non-doers" disagreeing with the plans reported their

fear of being displaced since the proposed site of the banana-packing houses are their

current places of residence.

Do these proposed development plans have any impact in the environment in

general? Some "doers" expressed their fe.ars that these plans might affect the supply of

water and thus pollute their drinking water, with some "non-doers" foreseeing "ngs

plltllgon Ilng mgll buntod' (the hilly parts of the area will be bulldozed) and the

"waterbeds might be drained".

The coastal respondents worry so much about the "hilly parts being levelled

ofr', with the upland respondents worrying about their water supplies, i.e. "wa.terbeds

will be drained", and the 'possible pollution of their drinking water".



· Some males expressed the fear of "draining of the waterbeds", with some

females citing the "bulldozing of the hilly parts of the area" and the "possible water·

pollution".

What about the fish sanctuary'? wm it be affected by these proposed

development plans? All the respondents - both "doers", "non-doers", coastal, upland,

males and females alike ~ claimed that these proposed development plans will have an

impact on the fish sanctuary. For some "doers", the impact will be on pollution "'kdJ

d11g iJdng l1ugaw din11i O1al1 sa dagaf pBdUJ011g bUrSa mangamdfay d11g mga isda

sa dagat....dapl1t ipalllYo kining mgll plano Sll dllgllt-" (because their waste will go

to the sea and decrease the fish supply, thus the location of the plans should be far from

the sea). Some "nonvdoers" reported the possible impact these plans will.have on the

fish sanctuary, as follows: "illlng hUgilW ilabax sa dagllr (they will throw their

waste out to. sea), and "kay al1g illlng hugl1W 11M man Sll dtJ.gat busa

ml1.B.pektulzan B.llg mga kifll~sa m8nan8g8t kBX maw81a nBman ..mg mg.i isd.i-"

(because their waste will go to the sea these will affect the income of the fishermen

t1t:"cause the fish will eventually disa.ppear). TIley further proposed that the location of

the plans should be further from the sea, i.e. approximately seven kilometers away.

It is interesting to note that both coastal and upland respondents expressed their

fears on the possible pollution these plans will bring to the fish sanctuary (e.g. wa..'>te

disposed in the sea). The males preferred that the location of the plans should be seven

kilometers away from the sea, given the possible pollution that they will bring to the

sea. TIle females similarly cited the pollution such wastes will bring to the sea.,

decreasing the fish supply and thus reducing the income of the tishermen.
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Information Desired For Decision-Making On the Development Plans in

the Area. Some "doers" and "non·doers" would like to acquire information on the

"benetits that the people will receive from these development plans", with some

"doers" expressing interest in knowing the "hazards that it will bring the community

residents". Some ''non·doers'' are interested in knowing the possible "relation that the

farmers will have with the development plants", and "access to credit".

It is interesting to note that the coastal respondents found it difficult to identify

the information that they would like to get in making decisions about the develop ment

plans. Upland respondents, on the other hand, expressed their interest on the

"benefits that the people will get from these development plans" and the "hazards that

it will bring the community residents".

The male.s appeared to be interested in getting information on the "benefits that

the people will get from these development plans", the "hazards that it will bring the

community residents" and tIle possible relations that the farmers will have with the

plans". The females preferred information relating to "access to credit".

Trusted Individuals/Organizations to Pr07Jide the Respondents Their

Needed Information In Decision-Making About Development Plans. The

preferred sources of information cited by the respondents vary from one group to the

other. For some "doers", a basketball celebrity (Mr. Robert Jaworski), the LGU, the

barangay officials, and the barangay captain were trusted in providing them the

needed information relative to the proposed development plans. Some "doers"

commented that the "okeX ang artista pero di!i mi mosa!ig kaX kutob ra siXa sa

estorXI1 ug if11i ml1n mi kakitl1 SI1 iXang buhat-" (a showbiz personality may be okey

but we will not trust him or her since he/she will be limited to telling yet we cannot

witness what he/she is really doing)
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Some "non-doers" preferred a "woman celebrity" and the usual "rumor mills"

for they are busy with their occupation.

The coastal respondents appeared to trust the "barangay captain", a "basketball

celebrity" (Mr. Robert Jaworski), and a "woman celebrity" in providing the needed

infol'mation on development plans, with the upland respondents trusting the "LGU",

"barangay officials", "rumor mills", and "showbiz personalities".

The males cited a "basketball celebrity" (Mr. Robert Jaworski), a "female

celebrity", the "LGU", and the "barallgay officials" in providing the needed

information, with the females likewise citing the "LGU", "barangay captain", "rumor

mills", and "showbiz personalities"
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

This section summarizes selected imdings that may have bearings on the communication strategies that will be

designed to encourage target audiences to become active in environmental protection and maangem.enl

A. INFLUENCING FACfORS TO PEOPLE'S ACTIVE INVOLVEMENf IN ENVIRONMENfAt PROTECTION
AND MANAGEMENT ClASSIFIED BY UDOERS"-"'NON-DOERS"

Influencing Factors • Doers Non-doers
LGU OL CM TOTAL LGU OL CM TOTAL

Value~beliefs, practices I I I I C I I I
Un- .. ofenviromnental problems I C I I C I C C
Existence ofenviromnentallaws or ordinances C I C C I C C
Enforcement ofenviromnentallaws or ordinances C I C C I I C I
LGUsupport C I I I I I I I
Access to riate teclmoloJlY I I I I C I I I
Access to teclmica1 support services and ..

I I I I C I I I
Access to credit H H H H I I I I
Personal invesbnent in tenns oftime, money and C I I I I I I I

materials
Approval/support from family and/or influential I I I I I I I I

persons
Maintenance ofsmooth interpersonal I I I I I I I I

re1ati .. s
Increased fGu~y income I I C I I I I I

Traditional folk beliefs I H I I I I H . I

Legend: LOU - Local Government Unit OL - Opinion Leaders c:M - Community Members
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B. FACTORS INFLUENCING PEOPLE'S INVOLVEMENT IN ENVmONMENTAL PROTECTION AND
MANAGEMENT CLASSIFIED BY SEX AND SOURCES OF DATA

Female Male
Influencing Factors

LGU OL CM ToW LGU OL CM Total

Values. belie&. practices I I I I C I I I
Understandinp; ofenvironmental problems I C C C C C I C
Existence ofenvironmental C I C C C I I I

laws/ordinances
Enforcement ofenvironmental C I · C C C C I C

laws/ordinances
LGUsupport C I C C I C I C
Access to appropriate teclmology I I I I I I I I
Access to technical support services and I I I I I C I I. .
Access to credit I H I I I I I I
Personal investment in. tenns of time. I I I I I I I I

money and materials
Approval/support from family and/or I I I I I I I I

influential persons
Maintenance ofsmooth interpersonal I I C I I I I I

mati ..
s

Increased family income I I C I I I I I
Traditional folk beliefs I H H H I H I I

Legend: LGU - Local Government Unit
OL - Opinion Leaders
CA1 - Community Members
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C. FACTORS INFLUENCING PEOPLE'S INVOLVEMENT IN ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND

MANAGEMENT CLASSIFIED BY LOCATION AND SOURCES OF DATA

Female Male
Influencing Factors

OL CM Total OL CM Total

Va1ue~ beliefs. practices I I I I H I
Un" .. ofenviromnental problems C C C C C C
Existence ofenvironmental laws/ordinances I C C I I I
Enforcement ofenviromnentallawslordinances I C C I I I
LGUsupport I I I C C C
Access to . te teclmology I I I I I I
Access to technical support services and

. . . I I I I I I
Access to credit I I I H I I
Personal investment in tenns oftime, money and I I I I I I

materials
Approval/support from family and/or influential I I I I I I

persons
Maintenance ofsmooth interpersonal I C C I I I

relati " . s
Increased family income I I I I I I
Trnditional folk beliefs I I I I H I

Legend: LGU - local Government Unit
OL - Opinion leOlkrs
eM - CommunityMember
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D. INFLUENCING FACfORS TO PEOPLE'S ACTIVE INVOLVEMENT IN ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT CLASSIFIED BY DOER-NaN-DOER CATEGORY AND SOURCES
OF DATA AND GENDER

Doer Non-doers
Influencing Factors

LGU Opinion Community LGU Opinion Community
Leaders Members Leaders Members

WIJM:Il I Men WOIIIea I Men WIJDtIII I Men WIJDeIl I Men WIJDeIl I Men Womea I Men
Valuest beliefs, practices I : C I : I I : I C : C I : I I ~ I
Understanding ofenvironmental I I I C I C C I I I I C I I C C I CI I I I I I

problems I I I I I I

Existence of environmental C I C I I I C I I C I C I I I I I C
laws/ordinances I I I I I I.

Enforcement ofenvironmental. C I C I I C C I I C I C I I I C I C
laws/ordinances I I I I I I

LOU support C I C I I C C . I I C I C I I I C I I
Access to appropriate I I I I I I H I I I I I I I I I I H

teclmology I I I I I I

Access to technical support I I I C H
I

I I I I I I II I I I I I
services and

..
I I I I I I

Access to credit H I I H I H I : H I I I I I I I : I
Personal investment in tenns of C I I I I I I I

I I I I r I
II I I I I I

time, money and materials I I I I I I

Approval/support from family I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I II I I I I I
and/or influential persons I I I I I I

Maintenance ofsmooth I I I I I I C I I I I I I I I C I II I I I I I
interpersonal relationships I . I I I I I

Increased family income I I I I I I C ~ I I : I I : I I : I
Traditional folk beliefs I I I H : H . I I I : I I : . H : H

195



~~~,,~w..'~~.i:l~ ~~~~~ ....

E. INFLUENCING FACTORS TO PEOPLE'S ACTIVE INVOLVEMENT IN ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AND MANAGEMENT ClASSIFIED BY LOCATION AND BY SOURCES OF DATA AND GENDER

Upland/Barangay CoastavPoblacion

Influencing Factors Opinion Community Opinion COttimunity
Leaders Members Leaders Members

Women Men WOOlS Men WOOlS Men WOOlS Men
Values, belie&, practices I I C I I I H I
Un" ." ofenviromnental problems C C C C I C C I
Existence of environmentallawlllordinances I C C C I I C I
Enforcement ofenvironrnentallawslordinances I • C C C I I C I
LOU support J I C H I C C I
Access to a " te teclm.ology I I I I I C I I
Access to teclmical support services and' .. I I H I I I I I
Access to credit I I H I H H I I
Personal investment in teDns oftime, money and I I I I I C I I

materials
Approval/support from family and/or influential I I I C I I I I

persons
Maintenance ofsmooth interpersonal I I C I I C I I

relati •. s

Increased family income I I I I I I C I
Tmditional folk beliefs H H H I . I H I
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F. INFLUENCING FACTORS TO PEOPLE'S ACTIVE INVOLVEMENT IN ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AND MANAGEMENT CLASSIFIED BY DOER-NON-DOER CATEGORY AND BY LOCATION, SOURCES
OF DATA AND GENDER

Doer Non-doers

·····O'·l···d····· Coastal ·····U·l···d····· Coastal::::: .. p..~ .. ::::: ::::: .. P..~,.:::::
Influencing FtUtoTS ..................... ., ...... , ................ ...... ........... ., .................... , ..... , ............. ." ..................

"OL" "CM" CM "'Ot" " eM" OL....... . " ,. .. OL ....... .. .. .. eM... . .. .. . .. "0 ., o. ••...... .... .......... .......... ................ .... ..... ..... "0 ••••••• .............. ...... .......... . ......... ..........

·w· :M :w 'M W M W M .W M ·w· 'M W M W M. . . .
. ',' .. '

Values, beliefs, practices ::1: :::I: : :c: ::1:: 1 C H 1 ::1: : :1: ::1:: : : I: : 1 1 H H
Understanding of environmental problems :c: ::c: :1: ::1: : 1 C C I :c: :c: :c: ::c: I C C I
Existence of envirormetullawslordinances ::1:: ::I:: :c: ::1: : 1 C C I :c: :c: ::1: ::: I:: 1 1 1 1
Enforcement of envirormetullaws/ordinances ::1: ::: I:: :C:. ::1: : 1 C C 1 :c: :c: :c: :: I: : 1 1 1 I
LOU support ::1: ::: I:: :c: ..... C C C 1 ::1:: :c: :c: ::I:: C 1 C I
Access to appropriate technology ::1: ::: 1:: :H: :H: I C H I ::1: : :c: :c: :: I:: I I I H
Access to technical support services and training ::1: :::c: :H: ::1: : C C H 1 :c: :1: :C: .: I:: I I C I
Access to credit ::1: :::1:: :H:' ::1:: H H 1 1 :c: :1: ::1:: .: I:: H 1 I H
Personal investrned in terms of time, money and maurials :c: :: I:: :1: :H: 1 C I I : :1:: :1: ::1: :::c: 1 C 1 I
Approval/support from family end/or influestial persons ::I: ::R: :c: ::1: : C C H I ::1: : :C: :c: :: I:: C I I H
Mai.rUnance of smooth interpersonal relationships ::1: ::: 1:: :C: ::1: : 1 C 1 I ::1: : :1: ::1: :::c: C C I I
Increased famity income ::1: :::c: :c: ::1: : I 1 C I :c: :1: :c: :: I:: H 1 C H
Traditional folk beliefs :H: 'R: :B: ::1: : . I B I ::1: : ... . ..... : ::-:: - - H H

Legend: LGU - Local Government Unit OL - Opinion Leaders Clvf - CommWJity Members
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G. INFLUENCING FACTORS TO PEOPLE'S ACTIVE INVOLVEMENT IN
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT CLASSIFIED BY
URBAN-RURAL CATEGORY AND BY SOURCES OF DATA,

Ufban Rural

Infhumcing Factors
Opinion CommwUty Tcta1 OpInion Coa1mwUty TotAl

Laclen IAamDen LadarJ ~

Values, beliefs. practices I H I I I I

Understanding of C C C C C C
environmental problems

Existence ofenviromnental I I C I C I
laws/ordinances

Enforcement ofenvironmental I I C I C I
laws/ordinances

LGU SUDDort C C I I I C
Access to appropriate I I I I I I

teclmolopy
Access to technical support I I I I I I

semces and
. .

Access to credit H I I I I I
Personal iIIvestment in telDlS I I I I I I

oftime, money and materials .
Approval/support from fmnily I I I I I I

and!or influential persons
Maintenance ofsmooth I I C I C I

interpersonal relationships
Increased fmnily income I I I I I I
Traditional folk beliefs I H I I I I



H. INFLUENCING FACTORS TO PEOPLE'S ACTIVE INVOLVEMENT IN ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AND ,MANAGEMENT CLASSIFIED BY URBAN-RURAL CATEGORY AND BY SOURCES OF DATA AND
GENDER

Influendng Factors Urban Rural
Opinion Community Opinion Community

Leaders Members Leaders Members
Wtmea r Men WOIDeD T Men WMDeD I Men WOIDeD I Men.

Values. beliefs. practices I
I

I H I I
,

I I
,

CI I I I

Understanding of environmental I I C C I I C I C C I CI I I I

problems I I I I

Existence of environmental I I I . C I I I I C I I C

laws/ordinances
I I I I
I I I I

Enforcement of environmental I I I C I I I I C C I C

laws/ordinances I I I I
I I I I

LGUsupport C I C C I I I I I I I C

Access to appropriate teclmology I 1 I I I I I I I I I II I I I

Access to teclmical support services I I I I I I I I I I I H

and .. I I I I
I I I I

Access to credit H I H I I I I I I H I I

Personal investment in terms of time. I I C I T I I I I I I I
I I I I

money and materials I I I . I
I

Approval/support from family and/or C I I I I I I I I I I C

intluential persons
I I I I
I I I I

Maintenance of smooth I I C I I I I I I C I C

interpersonal relationships I I I I
I I I I

Increased family income I I I C I I I I I I I C

Traditional folk beliefs - I I H I I I I H I I

I I I " -
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I. AClUAL BEllAVIORS OF DOER LGU (MALALAG, DAVAO DEL SUR)

Stage 1: DECIDE TO PARTICIPATF/COMMIT
~ DilCusl on the pO'lible ordinance. to pa.. and enforce
.. IDred environmental officer
~ Allocated Budget
.. Establish monitoring team
~ Establi.h n.h sanchwy

Stage 2: ORGANIZE
~ Information diSlemination on n.h sanctuary
.. Conducted public hearingJ
~ Mobilize residents
.. Rea::tivated the Municipal Advisory Team on Environment (MATE)
~ Organized Barangay Advisory Team Environment (BATE)
.. Forged partnemmp with NGOs and POI
~ Coordinated and Collaborated with NGOs, POs, military and community resident.

regarding enforcement ot li.hery laWJ

Stage 3: PLAN
~ Paned laws
.. Prepare plana for waste management

Stage 4: IMPLEMENf
.. Implemented projects such as reforestation, artificial reefs, tree planting projects
~ Deputized barangay otficial as alternative to Hbantay dagat"
.. Organized a task force composed of police, members of MATE, barangay officiall

andPOs
~ Organized composite enforcement team of police, civilian volunteers and barangay

official.
.. Resolve conflicts
~ Apprehended violators ot local ordinance

Stage 5: MARKET
q. Collected fine. from the apprehended violators of fishery laws

Stage 6: MONITOR PROCESS AND IMPACf
~ Limited monitoring

200
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J. ACIUAL BEllAVIORS OF COMMUNITY 1tdEMBERS INVOLYEO IN
COASTAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (MALALAG, DAVAO DEL SUR)

Stage 1: DECIDE TO PARTICIPATF/COMMIT
=* Expressed the need to protect the environment (coastal and upland)
... Informed other members to get their support on the environmental project

Stage 2: ORGANIZE
.. Accepted reapomibiIity to protect environment
~ Coordinated with the barangay officials in apprehending violators of local

ordinance

Stage 3: PLAN
=* Looked for alternative sources of livelihood

Stage 4: IMPLEMENT
~ Acted as "watchdogs"
_ Vigilant in monitoring violators of local ordinance
~ Reported violators of local ordinance
.. Reprimanded violators of local ordinance

Stage 5: MARKET

Stage 6: MONITOR PROCESS AND IMPACf
~ Discussed issues with community members
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IC. CHARACI'ERlSnCS OF PERSONS ACTIVE IN ENVIRONMENTAL
AFFAIRS AS IDEN'ID1ED BY DOERS AND NON-DOERS

Qualities Identified, Doers Non-doers

0padIm C 'IIm I')" 0padIm eM I tty
r...d~ MnDh~ r...d~ Mnm,n.

Obeying Local OrdinancesIPolicies ./ ./. ./

Participating in all activities on Environmental .; ./ .;
Protection and Management such as tree
planttntt education campai~ and rallies

Participation in information dissemination .;
Aware ofthe adverse effects ofdeteriorating ./ ./ ./ .;

environment
Active participation in decision-making .;

Taking concrete actions .;
Reprimanding violators ofLocal Ordinances ./ .;

Informed ./ ./
Know their roles in Environmental Protection r/
Apprehend Violators .;
Vigilant monitoring and reporting ofviolatonl ./ "Has interest ~ .;
Cooperative in Environmental Protection and " .;

M ent
Organize people to do something about their .;

environmental Drotection
High level ofawareness ofthe community's ./

activities in Environmental Protection and
M ent

Concern about the deteriorating situation of ./
environment

Participating in the consultation and deliberation .;
Monitors and reports any destmction in the .;

environment
Participation in coumnmity dialogues .;
United against activities causing degradation of .;

the environment
Consistent involvement in Environment ./

Protection



L. PERCEIVED BENEFITS FROM BEING ACITVE

LoaJl Opinion Community
Perceioed Benefits Gcmern.ment Leaders Members

Unit
Doers Non- Doers Non- Doers Non-

doers doers doers
Greener Environment ~

Limited calamities ~ ~

Cooler/comfortable place ~ ~ ~

More development in the locality ~

Comfortable life (increase fish supplylhigh ., ., ., .,
fann production)

Uplifunent .oflivelihood ., ,

Lesser unemployment problems .,
Improve economic conditions for the ., ., .,

locality
Increase revenue for LGU ~ ~

Increase income ~ ~
.,

Increase knowledge on Environmental .;'

Protection and Man~ement
Restoration ofsoil fertility .;'

~

Being recognized .;'
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Local Opinion Comm_tty

InternaVExternal Barriers GowmllttJlt Leaders Members
Unit

A. lDtemai P.don
Lack of awareness ofthe adverse effects ~

Lack ofknowle~ on the benefits oftheil' involvement ~

Lack of alternative sources of livelihood ~

Lack ofcommitment ./ ./

Projects imDlemmted not within their interest ~

Not able to wean themselves from the "dole-out ................ ~

Conflict between vested interest and welfare of the ~

people
Umited knowledee about Local Ordinances ./

Fear ofbcine hated by the 8PPrehendcd individuals ~ ~

Attitude of"livelihood first before
.

else" ~

limited trainine on Environmental Protc:ction ~

Lack of knowledge on Environmental Protection and ./
- - eDt

Lack of enC01D1leemCDt from the LOU ~

Lack ofunderstandin!!: ofthe Local Ordinances ./

-
B. External Facton

Lack ofstro~ 0
. ./on

Limited fimdslloristical SUDDortlteclmoloEV "" "" ""
Limited SUDDol1 staff .;'

Leadcmrip problems (disunited local officials. limited ""skiDs)
Lack of coordination amon! local officials ""Neeative experience in previous proiects ./

Marital disPutes ./

Limited access to tecbnoloEV "".- residents ~

Limited discussions/dissemination on the content ofI.ocal .;'

Ordinance
Lack of cooperation from the people ~

Political intervention (oalakasan) ~ ~

Unclear delineation of ftmdions such as acting as ./

leltislators and imolementors at the same time
Lax enforcement of Local Ordinances by the LOU ~ ""Landlesmess of people ""Issuance of fisbinl!; PermitsbY a nearby Muoi . ""
Unclear bOWldaries ofMuniciDal waters ./

Absence ofmonitorinr: schemes ./

I

I
I'
I
I
I
I
I
I,
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I
I
I
I
I
~

I

M. PERCEIVED BARRIERS TO PARTICIPATION IN ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECIION AND MANAGEl\mNT
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N. SKILL NEEDED OFmE LOCAL GOVERNMENT UNIT AND
COMMUNI1Y RESIDENTS TO BE ACTIVE IN ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTEcnON AND MANAGEMENT

Skills Needed Local Community
Gcmemmetd Members

Unit
Ability to seek information -/ -/

Developing political will and efficacy -/ -/
Research skills (Environmental Impact -/ -/

Assessment)
Organizing skills (advocacy) '" '"Communication skills (explaining environmental '" '"issues)
Establishing rapport '" -/
Value education '" '"PIME (Planning, Implementation, Monitoring and '" '"Evaluation) skills
Technical knowledge on environmental laws '"Use ofmedia to educate people '"Coordinating and collaborating skills -/
Skills on information dissemination -/
Technical skills on environmental protection and '"man8$l:ement
Time management '"Skills related to legislation (making effective '"ordinances)
Technical knowledge and skills on coastal and '"upland manaaement
Program management skills -/

Alternative livelihood skills -/
lEC (development on the detrimental effects of -/

depleted resources)
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GENDER DIFFERENCES

1. Influencing Factors:

.. Both men and women waited ucru::ial" the following facton;
Uundentanding of environmental problemll", uenforcement of
environmental laws/ordinancell" and ~GU support", with the women
further rating Uexilltence of environmental laws/ordinance&" aa crucial

~ Women rated Jltraditional folk belief." as ''helpful" while the men
rated such as "important"

2. Concept of Environment

.. Both men and women viewed the environment oilS economically
beneficial, i.e. as source of living

~ Both men and women proposed for a ucorporate responsibility
approach" in environmental protection and management rather than
Jlsolo-fllght respomlblllty approach"

3. Skills needed

.. Both men and women are generally oriented towards acqui&ition on
skiIlll on alternative sources of livelihood

~ Women emphasized communication skill. while men decide for
proper tree planting



P. TRUSTED AND CURRENTLY ACCESSED CHANNELS OF
CO:M:MUNICATIONS

1. Broadcast Media

~ DXOW
.. DXDC
=to DXMF - Bombo Radyo
.. DXUM

2. Television Channel

.. ABS-CBN

3. Preferred Radio Programs

.. Drama
~ News Commentcuy

4. Preferred TV Program

=t Public Affain

5. LocdGovenun~tUni~

~ Barangay CouncU
.. Barangay Officials

6. Individua1s

.. Barangay Captains
~ A basketball celebrity
.. A woman showbiz personality

7. Non-Government Organizations

.. KAPWA Uplifment Foundationl Inc.
~ GreenCOM

8. National Government Agencies

.. Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR)
=t Department of Agriculture (DA)
.. Bureau of Fishery and Aquatic Resources (BFAR)
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APPENDIX A
INDEPlH INTERVIEWEES, LGU

Malal D delS

Sta. Marla Davao del Surn.

A. P...

1. Rose Guisado - Municipal C01Dlcilor
2. Cirila Federi.'to - Social Welfare Assistant
3. Teresita Mas823Dda - Assistant Municioal Treasurer
4. Celina Lambino - ~an Refonn Prop;ram Teclmolo.stist
5. Juanita Cabaftero - ~cu1tural Tecbnolomst
6. Map;da1ena AVSDceda - Administrative Offficer IT
7. Vilma Dacavan - Municioal Assesor

~. M1dI

1. Crisostomo Respeto - SBMember
2. Ramon Avancetla · Municipal COlDlciior
3. Leo Carr - Vice Mavor
4. Diacarba Abe • Municipal Councilor
5. Sigfredo Merica Sr. - Municipal COlDlcilor
6. Nicanor Taaase - B Caotain, San Antonio
7. M~to Oeo1ina Jr. · Municipal PI and Development Coordinator
8. Justin Masaaanda - Inch~, Marine Resource
9. Anwar Mohamad · B Captain

L 182. avao Dr

A.P~'"

1. MymaUrsal • Municipal Councilor

2. AidadeRoda - Social Welfare Officer 4

3. Lilia Uy · Municipal Health Officer

4. Maribeth M-wttabo.'t - Municipal Health Officer

5. OizaPablo - Member, Municioal Develooment COlmcil

6. Gloria Emoacis SecretarY,S
.

Bavan-
7. Givel Mamsril - Municipal Administrator

~• .MW

1. Stanley Bemasor Jr. -Amiculturist
2. Dionisio Lepornio - Municipal PI and Development Coordinator

3. Domingo Billones - Municipal C01Dlcilor
4. Gerome Jamila · Local Civil ReJristrar
5. Jessie Baie~ - Municipal Assessor
6. Federico Palac~ · CENRO
7. Andres Montejo - Municioal Mavor
8. Berone Destura - Municipal Treasurer

I
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I
I
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APPENDIXB
INDEPTH INTERVIEW: OPINION LEADERS

. Malal8&, Davao del Sur

209

A. Male

1. .. Daniel Lastimosa · Previous Chairperson ofNAPUOAMA
n," • 'us~ Pundok sa l+ '~Man .L'

2. * Fr. Nestor Lisondra. - Catholic Parish Priest
3. .. Ronilo Baie~ - Proiect Coordinator, KAPWA
4. ** Edzel Libre - District Coordinator.Kab~Pilipino Movement
5. *. Rodolfo~o • B Caotain,B Bavbav
6. ** Rogelio Pascua Bm lWK~V C.........;n Bm mJ,Ii{,~y Ibo-

1. *Nilo Narvaez - A political apponent ofthe incumbent mayor,
Proprietor - Narvaez Bakerv

2. .. Melencio Tenoreo · Actin.ct SecretBl'Y, Tribal Council
3. ** Heracho Salgados -~Malalag Market Vendors Multi-Purpose

CooP
4. .... Fred Masueto President· Bavbav, MalalB,Q; Labor Or

.· on

B. Female

1. * Violeta Jiel - President, Kabalikat sa Kmmlaran ng mga
Kababaihan na Malal~ Inc

2. * Hermini~lda Mont~io • President, Federation ofMalalB,Q; Peasant Women
3. ** Elena Aringo - ChaiIperson, Kababaihang Kabalikat sa Kmmlanm US

Kababihan 1UtMalal~ Inc.
4. *. Ofelia Clarito · Field Officer, Kapwa Uplifbnent Foundation

1. • Isabel Ool~ · President, Catholic Women's Le8,Q;Ue
2. ** Delfina Escalante - Member,BHW
3. .* Viverly Doronio - Baran~ SecretBrv, Bavbav, Malal~

Legend: * Urban
•• Rund
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APPENDIXC

LIST OF FGDPARTICIPANTS
" Mala1a&. Davao del Sur

.(MabiDi"M . ~

L UpludB
1. Pedro Resureccion l. Paulino Fmbudo
2. Silvestre Banzon 2. Alfredo Olivo

3. Seferino LawnJita 3. Alexis Comendador
4. Cipriano Ocbia 4. Melauiades Rentor
S. EmestoAman 5. Ramon Sincover
6. Romeo ManzoJin 6. HemyRoflo

7. ~el Alteres
8. Cirito Escalante
9. E~line Enloaada l. Cannelita Aleiado
10. ZosimaMongolia 2. FelominaEnao
11. Cirila Escalante 3. Erlinda Gaborales
12. FabioJa Elevera 4. Belen Asinista
13. ImeldaGuarin S. Florentina Moyol1,ll;
14. Remedios Oras 6. Monica delos Santos
15. Gabriela Siboog 7. GabinaBam

n. Coastal Bar8lU!av"- • Malalam
l. AntonioUm&(fu~ l. Bonifacio Sapov
2. TomasBro~ 2. Sahir Pamasanda
3. ~eroso Salaver 3. Leodi~o Jalon
4. Felipe Doronio 4. Fernando~

5. Marcelino Hiora S. LiliAvkin
6. Cristituto Arno Ali 6. Bernardo Jimenez
7. Abubakar Asaali 7. Nicolas Estov
8. Pablito Bihona 8. Abdul RaJamm
9. Wilma Gido 9. Poneria Anonas
10. Ma Dolores~o 10. Wenifreda Sobiano
11. Cristeta Barcenal 11. Cresencia CasiM a.ycw

12. Concepcion Jalon 12. Elizabeth Auoe
13. SalamaAriIulo 13. Marfe Swian
14. MarietB.Aupe 14. Viverlv Doronio
15. Adelaide Salaver 15. Cirila Pede

16. NorayaM •
17. Arsenia Luoian

1---
18. Corazon Gamao
19. Elizabeth Pide



APPENDIXD
Selected Sodo-Demographic

Characteristics of LGU Respondents:
Malalag and Sta. Maria
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Selected Sodo-Demographk Malalae sta. Maria
Characteristics Male I Female I Total Male I Fem.le I Total

Age I I I I

30 - 36 1 I 3 I 4 · I 3 I 3 .

37 - 43 2 I 2 , I 4 :2 I 2 I 4
44 - SO 2 I 2 I 4 :2 I 1 I 3
SI - S7 · I · I · 3 I 1 I 4
S8 - 64 3 I · I 3 2 I · I 2

Total 8 I 7 I )j 9 I 7 I )6
I I I I

Civil Status I I I I

Single · I 1 I 1 · I · I .
Married 8 I 6 I 14 9 I 6 I 15
Widow(er) · I · I · · I 1 I 1

Total 8 I 7 I )j 9 I 7 I )6
I I I I

Religion I I I I

Roman Catholic 7 I 6 I 13 6 I 7 I 13
Protestant 1 I · I 1 · I · I -
Bom-~-ehristian · I 1 I 1 - I · I .
Islam · I · I - 2 I · I :2
Phil. Independent · I · I · 1 I · I 1
Church I I I I

Total 8 I 7 I )j 9 I 7 I 16
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Selected Sodo-Demographk Malalat! Stat Maria
Chlracterlltlcs Male I Femlle I Total Male , Female , Total

Educational Attainment I I I I
Elementary .. I 1 I 1 1 I .. I 1
ww· ••

001 1 1 1 1 2I .. I I I

Colle= 6 I S I 11 6 I 6 I 12
Law 1 I .. I 1 1 I .. I 1
Medical Doctor .. I 1 I 1 .. I - I ..

Total 8 I 6 I 15 9 I 7 I 16
I I I I

Length of Residence I I I I,
Below 4 years 1 I .. I 1 .. I .. I ..
4·17 2 I 2 , 4 1 , 1 , 2

18 .. 31 3 I 2 I S 4 I 4 I 8
32·45 2 I 1 I 3 1 I 2 I 3
46 .. S9 .. I 1 I 1 3 I .. I 3
NAP, Residing outside .. I 1 I 1 .. I .. I ..
the Smvey Sites I I I I

Total 8 7
.

15 9 7 I 16I I I.
I I I I

Places of Origin I I I I

NAP (Since birth) 1 I 1 I 2 4 I 2 I 6
Within the- Sites ..

I 2 ,
I 2 .. I .. I ..

Wfm Davao del Sur but 1 1
I

2 .. 2 I 2I I I
outside Malalag I I I I

(Bansalan, Diao'. Davao city. I I I I
- I I I I.
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Selected Sodo-Demograpldc Malalag Sta. Maria
Chnacterlstics Male I Female I Total Male 1 Female I Total

Within Mindanao but 2 I 3 5 3 1 I 4
Outside Davao dd Sur , I

(Butwn city, I'pl city. I I
I I

Misamis occideubl Lanao cW I I
Norte, Cmsum, Not1h I I

CCJbIbato, Zxnbaoon) I I
Visayas (Bobol, Cebu, LIyttI) 4 I · 4 2 2 I 4
Luzon · I · - - · I ·

Total 8 I 7 15 9 7 I 16
f -.-

I I
Current Position in the I I

I I
LGU I I I I

Municipal Mayor 1 I · I 1 - ~ · I ·
Vice Mayor · I - I - 1 , .~ · I 1
Incharge, Marine 1

.-
1- I - I - I · I

Resources I I I I

SB Members 1 : 2 : 3 4 : 1 : 5
AiDcultmist 1 : - : 1 - : · : -
Member. Municipal 1

I 1 r - • -- I I - I I
Develomnent Council I I I I

Local Civil Re~uaJ. 1 : : 1 - : - : --
CENRO Officer 1 : - : 1 · : · : -
Social Work Officer · : 1 : 1 · : 1 : 1
Municipal Health Officer · : 1 : 1 - : · : -
SB SecretaIy · : 1 : 1 · : · : ·
Municipal Treasurer 1 : · : 1 · : - : ·
Municipal Administrator · : 1 : 1 · -: - : ·
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Selected Sodo-Demograpldc Malala! Sta. Maria
atlncterlst1cs Male I remlIe I Total Male I remlie I Total

MuniciDal Assessor 1 I · I 1 · I 1 . I 1
Assistant Municipal · I · I · · I 1 I 1

Treasurer I I I I

Agrarian Reform · I · I · · I 1 I 1
Prowam Technician I I I I

Aaricultoral TechnolOJUst · I · I · · I 1 I 1
Administrative Officer II · I · I · · I 1 I 1
B Captains · I · I · 2 I - I 2
Municipal Planning and 1 I · I 1 1 I . I 1

Development I I I I
I I I ICoordinator I I I I

Total 8 : 7 : 15 9 : 7 : 16
I I I I

I I I I
Number of Years in the I I I I

Current Position I I I I
I I I I

Below 1year · : 1 : 1 - I 1 : 1
1 • 6 4 : 1 : S 7 ~ 4 : 11
7 • 12 2 : S I 7 2 ; 2 : 4
13 • 18 1 : · : 1 · ~ . : .
19 • 24 1 : · : 1 · l - : .

Total 8 - I 7 : 15 9 ~ 7 : 16I
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Selected Sodo-Demographk ~:lalalag 813. Maria
Ch.r.cterlstics Male I Fem.le I Total ltble I Fem.le I Total

I
Number of Years in the I

I
Public Office I .

2 - 8 2 3 5 3 2 , 5
9 - 15 · 2 2 · 3 I 3
16 - 22 3 2 5 4 1 I 5
23 - 29 1 · 1 1 1 I 2
30 • 36 2 2 1

I

1· · I
Total 8 7 15 9 7

I

16t ,
I

Previous Occupation I

None - ; · I · 1 I · I 1
Appointed Municipal 1 I · I 1 2 I 1 , 3

Councilor I I I I

Private Se · : 1 : 1 · I · I ·
Municipal Bookkeeper · : · : · · I 1 : 1
Statistical Aid · : · I · · I 1 I 1
BFAR Biolo9;ist · : · : · · I 1 I 1
Private Accountant · I · : · · I 1 I 1
Audit Analysts · I · : · · I 1 : 1
OICMayor · I · I · 1 : · : 1
Municipal Councilor · I · I · 1 : · : 1
B LV Captain 1 I - I 1 1 : - -~ 1
~cu1torist 1 I - I 1 1 I · ~ 1
Clerical Aide · : · ; - 1 I · : 1
Police · : 1 : 1 · I · i ·
Conununity - · : 1 : 1 - I · : ·
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-_...._--'-'A_-~··~'_·---~~-'- ......_--.........·~Wb~.~-------- .
SeIecled Sodo-Demograpldc Malalae Sta. Maria

Cbuacterlsdcs Male I Fem.le I Total Male I Femlle I Tob)

Extension Officer 1 · 1 · I · I ·
Administrative Officer 1 · 1 · I - I ·
P' .

Officer 1 1 - I· · I ·
DENRScaler 1 - 1 · I · I ·
Provincial Engmeer - 1 1 · , I · I ·
Property Custodian 1 · 1 · I · I ·
Social Worker - 1 1 - I · I ·
Local Re - 1 1 - I · I -
Resident Physician . 1 1 - · I ·
Teacher

,
1 1 I 2. - .

I

Membership in I
I

Organization I

Yes 7 7 14 8 7 I IS
No 1 - 1 1 . I 1

Total 8 7 15 9 7 I 16. ,
I

Number of Organization I
I

Joined I I I I

1 1 I 1 ; 2 6 : 2 I 8
2 1 I · ; 1 1 : 3 i 4
3 2 I 4 I 6 · I 1

..~ 1

4 3 I 1 I 4 1 I
. ; 1

S - : 1 I 1 - I 1 : 1

Total 7 I 7 ; 14 8 : 7 I 15
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Selected Sodo-DemographJc Malala! 813. Maria
Chlrlcterlst1cs Male I Femlle I Total MJIle 1 Femlle I Total

I I I I
Position in the I I I I

Organizations Joined
I I I I
I I I I

Member 14 I 13 I 27 9 I 6 I 15
Officer 7 I 9 I 16 3 I 10 I 13

ToJaJ 21 I 22 I 43 12 I 16 I 28
I

I I I I
Rating ofParticipation in I I I I

I I I IOrganizations Joined I • I I I

Active 20 I 22 : 42 11 I 15 : 26
Inactive 1 : - : 1 1 ~: 1 : 2

ToJaJ 21 : 22 : 43 12 : 16 : 28
I

I I I I
Names of Organizations I I I I

Joined I I
~

I
I I I

Kabalikat sa Kaunlarang I 1 I 1 · I · I ·- I I I I
sa Kababaihan sa I I I I
MAblAo Inc. I I I I

Parish Pastoral CoWlcil 2 I 1 I 3 2 I · I 2
Parish Finance · I 1 I 1 1 I 2 I 3

Committee I I I I

Parents-Teachers · I 2 I 2 · I 1 I 1
Association I I I I

Malalag Bay Service · I 2 I 2 1 I 1 I 2
COO1l I I I I

Contractor's Association · I 1 I 1 · I - I ·
of Davao del Sur I I I I

Women's -
.

tion 2 : 2· I - I · I ·
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Selected Sodo-Demographtc Malala!! Sta. Maria
Chn.cterlstics Male I Female I Total Male I Female , Total

Girl Scout of the · I 2 I 2 · I · I ·p' ... es I I I I.
COlmci1or's League of · I 1 I 1 · I · I ·the P ... . I I I Ies
Women's Councilors · I 1 I 1 · I · I ·

League ofthe I I I I
p' .•. . I I I Ies I I I I

Philippine Medical I 1 1 · I· I I I · I ·
Association I , I I I

Association ofMunicipal I 1 I 1 · I · I ·· I I I I
Health Officers I I I I

Alliance of Public Health · I 1 I 1 · T · I ·I I I I
Workers I I I I

Rural Improvement Club · I 2 : 2 · l 3 l 3
Labs Magsasakang · I 1 I 1 · I · I ·

o;l~.. I I I I
... .........~.LILO I I I I

Mwticipal Advisory 1 I 1 I 2 · I · I ·
Team on Environment I I I I

MalalagIntegrated 1 I 1 I 2 · I · I ·
Livelihood Coop I I I I

~Coop 1· I · I 1 · I · I ·
Adoracion Norturna 3 I · I 3 · I · I ·

Filipina I I I I

Family Life APQSto1ate 2 I · I 2 · I · : ·
Mamanka 1 I · I 1 · I · I ·
Ma.t.aIaiChristian Coop 1 I · I 1 · I · I ·
GKK 1 I · I 1 · I 2 I 2
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Selected Soclo-Demographk Malala! Sta. Maria
Characteristics Male I Female I Total Male I Female I Total

K.nights of Columbus 1 - 1 1 - I
Lay Minister I - I - - -
Couples for Christ 1 . I - - -
UP Alumni Association 1 - 1 - - -
Knights of Rizal 1 - I I - I
League of Municipal I - I - - -

Mayors in the
Philippines

RECOM 1 - , 1 - - -
Nagkahiusang Mag- I - I - - -

muna ug Mananagat
saHab Dabaw I I I I

Sm. Maria Multi-Purpose · I - I · 2 2 4I I I I
Coop I I I I

Muslim Association - I - : - I : - : I
Fishingv~ Coop · I - : · I : - : 1
Sm. Maria Coconut - I - I · I I - I 1I I I I

Planters Association I I I I

Fanner's () on · : - : - I : . : 1
Mortuary Adis (Kasakit) - : - : - - : 1 : I
Kalipay - : - : · - : ' I : I
Peoples' Economic - I - I - - I 1 t II I I I

Council I I I I

PICPA- Digos Chapter - I - I · . : 1 I I
Municipal Assessor's - I - I · - I 1 I 1I I I I

League of the I I I I

Philippines I I I I
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APPENDIXE
Selected Sodo-Demographic Characteristics
of Opinion Leaders: Malalag, Davao del Sur

Selected SocIo-Demognpldc Urban Rural
Characteristics Doers Non-Doers Total Doers NOll-Doers Total

Jdal6 : 'MIlIh MiJh ',... ~. IF'" MiW I,....
Age I I I I

27·34 · I · · I · . 1 I 1 . I · 2
35·42 2 I · · I · 2 . I · 1 I 1 2
43·50 1 1 • 2 1 1 I 1 3· I I · I .
51·58 1 I · - I · 1 . I · 1 I · 1
59·66 · I 1 1 I 1 3 1 I · - I · 1

Total 3 I 2 2 I 1 8 3 I 2 2 I 2 9
I I I I

Civil Status I I I I

8uwe 1 I - · I - 1 - I 1 - I · 1
Married 2 I 2 2 I 1 7 3 I 1 2 I 2 8
WidolV(er) - I - - I - - - I - - I · -

Total 3 I 2 2 I 1 8 3 I 2 2 I 2 9
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Selected Sodo-Demographk Urban Rural
Cbaucterlstics Doers Non-DoeI's Total Doers Non-Doers Total

1JlJI. : FMIIIh MtII4 : FaMW ldtII. : FDIiIU MGh I FOIG1.

Educational Attainment I : 1
~

Elementary 1 I · · : - 1 · I · 1 ~ 1 2
HiAAschool - I 1 - I - 1 1 I 1 1 : · 3
con~ 1 : 1 2 I - 4 2 ~ 1 · I 1 4
Masteral 1 : · · I 1 2 - l · · ~ · ·

Total 3 : 2 2 I 1 8 3 : 2 2 I 2 9
I I I I

·1 I I I
Length of Residence I I I I

1 • 12 1 I · · 1 '. 1 · I 1 · I 1 2
13·24 1 I · · I · 1 · I · 1 I 1 2
2.5 • 36 · I 2 2 I 1 S 2 I - · I · 2
37 - 48 1 I · · I · 1 1 I 1 1 I · 3

Total 3 I 2 2 I 1 8 3 I 2 2 I 2 9
I I I I

Places of Origin I I I I

NAP (Since birth) · I · · I - . · I 1 · I · 1
Within Malalaa 1 I · · I - 1 · I · · I · ·
Wfm Davao del Sur but · I 1 · I · 1 · I · · I · ·

outside Malalag I I I I

(Sta. Mxia) I I I I

Within Mindanao but - I - 2 I - 2 · I 1 1 I - 2
outside Davao del Sur I I I I

I I I I
(bmbaoop da1 Nortl. I I ~

I
MMoind2mo. North Cotabato) I I I

Visayas 2 I 1 I
1 4 2 I - 1 I

2 SI - I I I
(Clbu,.uyte. Doilo. Nevos I I I I
Oc·· ~ I I I I

Luzon (farlac) · I · · I · . 1 I · - I · 1
Total 3 I 2 2 I 1 8 3 I 2 2 I 2 9
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Selected Sodo-Demographk Urban Rural
Chuacterl.stIcs Doers Non-DoeI's Total Doers Non-Doers Total

.Mill. IF.... Milk I F"*,,. MM. : F"" MtIH I FaMJ/.
I I I I
I I I I

Position in the I I I I
Organization I I I I

Parish Priest 1 · · · 1 · I · · · ·
Proiect Coordinator 1 · · · 1 · I · - · ·

Member 1 · · · 1 · I · · 1 1
Provrieter · - 1 · 1 · I · · - ·
Secretary · · 1 · 1 · I · · 1 1
Chainnan · · · · · · I 1 1 · 2
Fidd Officer • I 1 · 1· · · · · · ·
District Coordinator · · · · · 1 I · · · 1
B Captain · · - · · 2 I · · · 2
President · 2 · 1 3 · I - 1 · 1

Total 3 2 2 1 8 3 I 2 2 2 9
I

Nwnber of Years in I
I

Current Position I I

Below 1 year
,

· · 1 I · 1· - - · - I
1· .5 3 I 2 · 1 6 2 I 1 1 I 1 5
6 - 10 · I · 1 · 1 1 I 1 · I 1 3
11- 15

I · · I · ·· I · · I · · I ·
16- 20 - · ·· I · · I - · - I - I ·
21- 25 - I · · I - · · I · · I · ·
26- 30 · I · 1 I · 1 · I · · I · ·

Total 3 I 2 2 I 1 8 3 I 2 2 I 2 9
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Selected Soclo-Demograpldc Urban Rural
Cb.racterlstlcs Doers Non-JJoeros Total Doers Non-Doers Total

MGI8 I F..._ MitJh :F'" ~. 'F.... ltIDI. : FnMII.
I I r I
I I I I

Previous Occupation I I I I

Fisherman 1 I · · I · 1 · I · · I · ·
None - I · · I · · · I · · I 1 1
Assistant Parish Priest 1 I · · I · 1 · I · · I · ·
Community r .

1 1 I II · · I · · · · · ·
Chainnan · I · · I · · · I 1 · I · 1
Field Officer · I · - I · · · I 1 · I · 1
Employee I 1 I

,
1 I I· - - · · · · ·

Teacher · I · 1 I 1 2 · I · · I · ·
B Health Worker · I · · I · · · I · · I 1 1
KB Municipal President · I - - I · · 1 I · · I · 1
Fish Vendor - I - · I · · 1 I · · I · 1
Retired Teacher · I - · I - · 1 I · · I · 1
Board Secretary · I · · I · · · I · 1 I · 1
Motorcvcle Driver · I - · I · · · I · 1 I · 1
Day Care Worker · I 1 · I · 1 · I - · I - ·
Provincial SPHN · I 1 · I - 1 · I · · I · -

TotnJ 3 I 2 2 I 1 8 3 I 2 2 I 2 9
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Selected Sodo-Demograptdc Urban Rural
Characteristics Doers Non-Doer. TotaJ Doers Non-DoeI's Total

MtJ/6 : F..w Mt* :F'" It&I. :F.-. M1IU IF....
I I I I

I I
Number of Years in I I
Development/Community! I I

I
CivicWod: I

1 • 5 2 - - · 2 - 1 2 I 1 4
6 • 10 1 - 1 · 2 1 - - I - 1
11 - 15 - 1 - · 1 - - · I - -
16·20 - - - - - - · - I · -
21 ·25 · 1 · · . 1 - - · I · -
26·30 · · 1 1 2 · 1 · I · 1
31 ·35 · · · · - 2 · · I · 2

Total 3 2 2 1 8 3 2 2 I 1 8
I

Number ofyears in I
I

Environmental Work I I I I

1 • 6 2 : · - : 1 3 1 : 1 · ; 1 3
7 ·12 1 : · · : · 1 - : · · I · .
13·18 · : 1 · : - 1 · ; - · I · .
19·24 · : 1 · : · 1 - ; 1 · I - 1
25·30 · I · · I - . - : · · I · -
31 ·36 . · I · · I - - 2 : - · ; · 2

Total 3 I 2 - I 1 6 3 : 2 - : 1 6
I I

I I I I
Membership on I I I I

Connmmity Organization I I I I
I I I I

Yes · : 2 2 : 1 .5 3 : 2 2 : 1 8
No 3 : · · : · 3 · : · - : 1 1

Total 3 : 2 2 : 1 8 3 : 2 2 : 2 9
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Selected SocJo..Demograpldc Urban Rural
Ch.raderlst1cs Doers Non-Doel'l Total Doers Non-Doers Total

MttII# PtIMiIh ltitII. : F--w .MGk I P..-.k Mit* : PaIIII.
I I I I
I I I I

Number of Community I I I I
Organization Joined I I I I

1 - I · 1 I · 1 - I · 1 I · 1
2 · I 1 · I · 1 . I 1 1 I · 2
3 · I 1 1 I 1 3 1 I 1 · I 1 2
4 · I · - I · · . , · · I · -
S · I · · , · · 1 , · · I · 1
6 · I · · I •· · 1 I · · I · 1

Total - I 2 2 I 1 5 3 I 2 2 I 1 8
I I I I

Position in the Community I I I I
I I I I

Organization I I I I

Officer · I 2 1 I · 3 3 I · 1 I 3 7
Member · I 3 3 I 3 9 11 ; S 2 i · 18

Total - I 5 4 I 3 12 14 I 5 3 i 3 25
I

I , , ,
Rating ofParticipation in I I I I

the Community
, I I ,
I I I I

Organization I I , I

Active - : s 4 I 2 11 14 : 5 3 : 3 25
Not Active · : · · : 1 1 - : · · : · .

Total - : 5 " : 3 12 14 : 5 3 : 3 25
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Selected Soclo-Demograpldc Urban Rural
Ch.ncterlstics Doers Non-Doers Total Doers Non-Doers Total

MtW : p".. MIlk I FaIiIH ~. : p"",* MoH I FnItII.
I I I I

I I I I
Name ofOrganization I I I I

United Fanners and · I - 1 I · 1 · I · - I · -
Fishermen Association I I I I

Malalag Integrated · I · 2 I · 2 · I · · I · -
Livelihood Coop I I I I

Market Vendors Coop 1 1
.

· I · I · · I - · I - .
Rural Improvement Club · I 3 · I · 3 - I - · I - -
Ma1.alag Peasant Women · 1

,
1 - .I · I - - I - - I

~

tion I I I I

Municipal Advisory 1 1 2
I

2· I - I · I - · I -
Team on Environment I I I I

Malalag District Public · I 1 1 - · · I - -I · - I I I
School Teacher and I I I I

Employees Association I I I I
I I I I

Catholic Women's · I · - ,
1 1 - I - - I - -I I I I

Le~ I I I I

Marriage Enrichment - I · - I 1 1 · I - - I · -I I I I
Seminar I I I I

Kabataang Filipino - I · - I · . 1 I · · I · 1
Movement I I I I

LUPON · I · - I · . 1 I · · I - 1
Muslim-Christian · I · · I · - 1 I · · I - 1

Movement I I I I

Malalag Service Coop · I · - I - - 1 I - - I · 1
Baybay Multi-Purpose · I · - I · - 1 I · · I - 1

Coop I I I I
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Selected Soclo-Demographk Urban Rural
Characteristlcs Doers Non-DoeI's Total Doers Non-Doers Total

MtW : F.... MiI'M I F~ .1tftIh T FatJtJJI MtIII ~ P....
Gagmay·ng · I · · I · · 1 I 1 · I · 2I I I I

Kristohanong I I I I
K '.' • I I I IaWllQl',Uan

Kapwmngan sa · I · · I · · 1 I · · I · 1
KASAKIT I I I I

Seniors Citizen · I · · I · · 1 I · · I · 1
Tho Coconut Multi- · I - · I · - I I - - I · 1

Puroose COOl) I I I I

Fedration of Coconut · I · - I ': - I I · · I · 1
Multi-Purpose of I I I I

I I I I
Malal~ I I I I

Malalag Coop I I 1
-,

· · I · 1· I · · I - · I I
Development Council I I I I

Federation ofCoconut I I · 1 I · · I · 1· I · · I · I I
Fanners in Davao del I I I I

Sur I I I I

Day Care Worker · I · · I · · · I 1 · I · 1
Association I I I I

Kababaihang Kabalikat · I · · I · · · I 1 · I · 1
sa Katmlaran ng I I I I

I I I I
Kababihan ng I I I I
Ma1a1~ Inc I I I I

Cotabato Annual - I · · I - · - I 1 · I - 1
Conference - Cluisti.an I I I I

Youth Fellowship I I I I
I I I I

Ecumenical youth Org. · : - · : - · - ~ 1 - : · 1
Municipal Development - I - · I - · · 1 · 1 I - 1I I I I

Council I I I I
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Sekcled Sodo-Demognpldc Urban Rural
Ch.r.cterl.sdcs Doers Non-Doet-s Total Doers Non-Doers Total

l'dtI/(J : F...w .MDU I FnIIII. ~. :F.... ltIiIII. :F..-H
Malalag Market Vendors . I - . I . . . I - 1 I . 1I I I I

Multi-Purpose Coop I I I I

Baybay Labor - I - - I - - - I - 1 I - 1
- . I I I I( on

Women's - I - - I - - - I - . I 1 1
GAIT-SEAK - I - - I . - - I - - I 1 1

Association I I I I

DMCI - I - - I - . . I . - I 1 1

~
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APPENDIXF
Selected Socio-Demographic

Chararleristics of FGD Participants
in Malalag, Davao del Sur

Selected Sodo--Demognpldc Upland Coastal
Ch.ncterlst1cs Male Fem.le Total Mille Fem.1e Total

DHr I N__DHr DtHr I N...1JHr DHr I N__DNr DtHr I N__DHr

Age I I I I
18 ~ 25 - I 1 - I 2 3 . I 1 1 I 1 3
26 ~ 33 · I - 3 I 3 6 - I . 2 I 2 4
34·41 3 I 1 2 I 1 7 2 I 1 1 I 1 5
42 - 49 2 I 2 1 I · 5 4 I 4 1 I 5 14
50·57 1 I 1 1 I 1 4 2 I 1 1 I 1 5
58 • 65 2 I 1 · I · 3 - I 1 1 I 1 3

Total 8 I 6 7 I 7 28 8 I 8 7 I 11 3-1.
I I I I

Civil Status I I I I

Single · I - · I - · - I 1 1 I · 2
Married 8 I 6 7 I 7 28 8 ; 7 5 I 8 28
Widow(er) - I - · I · · - ; . 1 t 3 4

Total 8 I 6 7 I 7 28 8 I 8 7 I 11 34
I

I I I I
Religion I I I I

Roman Catholic 8 I 6 7 : 4 25 5 ; .5 6 : 11 27
Fill .. - : . · : 3 3 - I - - : · .
Protestant · : - · I - · 1 I

~ . : - 1
Islam - I ~ · I

~ · 2 I 3 1 : · 6
Total 8 I 6 7 I 7 28 8 : 8 7 I 11 34
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! Sodo-Demograpldc Upland Coastal
.....'h.neterlstlcs Male Female Total Male Female Total

DHr I N__DHr 1JtI.w I N..lJHr D.... : N__DHI' DHr : N__DHr

Educational Attainment : : : :
No Fonnal Education - : - - I - . - : 1 - : 1 2
Primary 8 : 3 :5 : 7 23 3 : 4 1 : 6 14
Secondary - : 3 - : . 3 .5 : 3 4 : 3 15
T~~. . : . 2 : - 2 - : - 2 : 1 3

Total 8 : 6 7 : 7 28 8 : 8 7 : 11 34
I I I I
I I I I

Length of Residence I I I I

Less than one year - : - . : 1 1 . I - - : - -
2 - 10 1 I - 1 : 1 3 1 I .5 - : - 6

11 - 19 2 I 3 2 : 1 8 3 I - 1 : 1 .5
20 - 28 2 I 2 2 : 1 7 1 I 1 3 ~ 1 6
29 - 37 2 I 1 2 I 1 6 - I - - : 3 3
38 - 46 1 I - - ,

2 3 2 I 2 2 : .5 11

47 - 55 - I - - I - - 1 I - 1 ~ 1 3
Total 8 I 6 7 I 7 28 8. : 8 7 ~ 11 34

I , I I
I I I I

Places of Origin I I I I

NAP (Since birth) - I - 1 I 3 4 1 I 1 4 I .5 11
Within the Municipality - I 1 - I . 1 2 I 1 2 I - .5
Wlin Mindanao - I - - I 1 1 - I 3 - I 2 .5

(Zambaoop Sur.~ I I I I
Occidanbl. Ozimis city. 1010) I I I I

Visayas .5 .5 .5 1 16 3 1 - I 3 7I I I I
(Calm. Ba.colod, NISfOl I I I I
Occidental., Boho1) I I I I

Wlin Davao del Sur but 3 I - 1 I 2 6 1 I 2 1 I 1 .5
outside Malalag I I I I

Luzon (Masbate) - I . - I - . 1 I - . I - 1
Total B I 6 7 I 7 28 8 I 8 7 I 11 34

fr t~\
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Selected Socio-Demographic Upland Coastal
Cb8racteristic5 Male Female Total Male Female Total

[):)er I NJn-[x)u Doer I Non-Doer Doer I }lbn-D:Jer Doer I /Ibn-Doer
I I I I
I I , I

Number of Children Living I I , I

with FGD ParticipanbJ I I I I
I

None 1 I - - I - 1 - I 1 - , 1 2
1 - 2 2 I 2 1 , 3 8 2 , 2 2 , 2 8
3 - 4 3 I - 4 I 1 8 4 I 3 5 I 6 18
S - 6 1 I 4 1 I 3 9 2 , - · I 2 4
7 - 8 - I - 1 I - 1 - J - - I - .
9 - 10 1 I - - I . 1 - , 1 .. I . 1

NAP I I
,. , 1 I 1· - - . - · -

Total 8 I 6 7 I 7 28 8 J 8 7 , 11 34
I I , ,

N..u••f.-6 ,-MIl oW dIlJdr.- I I , ,
NAP · I - - I - - - I 1 · I - 1
None S I 4 4 I 1 14 .5 I 5 2 I 8 20

1 1 ; - 3 I 2 6 2 I 2 4 I 1 9
2 · I 1 . I 2 3 1 I - · ; 2 3
3 1 I 1 - I 2 4 . I - · I - .
4 1 I . - I - 1 - I - 1 ; - 1

Total 8 I 6 7 I 7 28 8 I 8 7 I 11 34

I I , I
Primary Source of Income I I I I .

No Source ofIncome - : - - : 7 7 - : - - : 1 1
F

.
8 : .5 2 : 15 : ;- - - - - -

Tuba Gatherer - : 1 - : - 1 - : 1 - : - 1
BHW/CVHW - : - .5 : - 5 - I - 1 : - 1
FislaiJtA - : - - : - - 8 I 6 2 : - 16
Fish Pe' •• ' "y"en~ - : - - I - - - : 1 3 : 7 11
Business - I - - I - - - : - 1 : 3 4

Total 8 : 6 7 ; 7 28 8 I 8 7 : 11 34
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Selected Sodo-DemographJc Upland C085tBi
ChUlcterlstlcs Male Femlle Total Male Female Total

DHr : N__DHr DHr I NM-DHI' DHr .N-.DHr DHr I N..n.n
I I I I
I I I I

Secondary Source of I I I I

Income I I I I

• W/out SecondaIy 2 I 2 3 I 1 14 3 I 5 2 1 9 19
Source of Income I I I ,

'" WI Secondary Source 6 I 4 4 I · 14 5 I 3 5 I 2 15
of Income I I I I

Fishing · I · · I · · · I (1) · 1 - (1)

Photographs (1) · 11 I1 · · I · · 1 · · · ·
Hornal (2)

f

12 (4) (1) 5,1 · - I · I · I ·
Livestock ~ . . 1) I · (1) , · 12 · I · 1) i (1) 2
Sari-sari Store 1) I · (1) I · (2) · 1 · 2) i (1) 3)
Carpenter 1) · (1) iI · · I · · 1 · · · ·
F

. 0) (1) (2)· I I · · 1 · · I · ·
Tuba Gatherer · (1) · (1) · · · i · ·I · I · 1
Selling ofSpices · 1 0) - I · (1) · I · (2) I · (2)
Buy & Sell of farm (1) (1)

.
· I · I - · 1 · - I · ·

produce I I 1 I

BNS · I - (1) I - (1) - I - - I - -
BHW - I - - I - · · I · · I · ·
Security Guard · I · · I · · (1) I · · I - (1)
Selling Bibingka · I · · I - · · I (1) · I · (1)

(rice cake) I I I I
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Selected Sodo-DemognphJc Upland Coastal
Charllcterlstlcs Male Female Total PMIe Female Total

DHr : N-.-DHr DHI' : N..DHr DH'. : N..1JHr DHr I N__DHr
I I I I
I I I I

Primary Source ofIncome I I I I
ofSpouses I I I I

NAP .. I .. .. I .. .. .. I 1 2 I 3 6
Unemployed 1 I .. .. I .. 1 .. I .. .. I 1 1
Military 4 I 3 .. I .. 7 3 I 4 .. I 1 8
BHW 1 ~ 1 · I .. 2 1 I · .. I .. 1
Livestock ~ . . 1 I .. .. I ~ 1 .. I 1 .. I .. 1
Business 1 I .. .. I .. 1 1 I .. .. I .. 1
F

.
1 6 7 14.. I I .. I .. .. I .. ..

FruitIVegtableVen~ .. I 1 .. I .. 1 .. I .. .. I .. ..
Carpenter .. I .. 1 I .. 1 .. I · 2 I .. 2
Dressm~ .. I .. · I .. . 1 J .. .. . I .. 1
B Secretary .. I .. .. I . .. 1 I · . I .. 1
DisbmsinJl; Officer .. I .. .. I .. .. 1 I .. .. I .. 1
Fish Vendor .. I .. .. I .. .. . J 1 .. I 1 2
SeJ li.ng Herbal Medicine .. I - .. I .. .. .. I 1 .. I .. 1
Fis tina .. I .. .. I .. .. .. I .. 2 I 5 7
Tanod .. I .. · I .. .. .. I .. 1 I .. 1
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Selected Sodo-DemognphJc Upland Coastal
Chancterlstks Male Female Total Male Fem.le Total

1Jftt' ~ N__DHr DHr : N...DHr DHr : N..1JHr DHr : N..DHr
I , I I
I I I I

Secondary Source of I I I I
Income Spouses I I I I

NAP · I · - I · - · I - 1 I 3 4
Wlout Secondaty Source 8 I 6 4 I 6 24 7 I 8 4 I 8 27
With Secondary Source · I - 3 I 1 4 1 I - 2 I - 3

Livestock - . . · I · (1) I · (1) (f) I - · I - if)
Buy & Sell of · I - (1) I - (1) · I - · I - .

Livestock: I I , I I

Laborer · I · (1) I · 1) · I - · I · -
Gold

.
(1) 1)· I · · I - I · · I - .

-;;;:- . .
(1) (1)· I - - I · . · I · I -

Fishery · I · - I - . · I - (ll I · (1).
I I I I

Number of Working llli I I I I
I I l IMembers I I I

0 · : · - : · - · : · · : 1 1
1 S : 3 · : 7 15 1 : 6 1 : 1 9
2 2 : 2 4 : - 8 .s I 1 3 : 8 17
3 1 : 1 2 : · 4 1 I - · : 1 2
4 · : · 1 : · 1 1 I 1 3 I · 'S

Total 8 : 6 7 : 7 28 8 I 8 7
..~ 11 34

I I -1

I I I I
Membership on I I I I

Conununity Organization I I I I
I I I

Yes 8 I 5 7 : 1 21 8 -~ 2 5 : 9 24
No · : 1 · : 6 7 · ; 6 2 : 2 10

Total 8 : 6 7 : 7 28 8 ~ 8 7 ~ 11 3/
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Sek:cted Sodo-DemognphJc Upland Coastal
Chuad.erlstlcs Male Female Total Male remale Total

DHr : N,..DHr DtHr : N..DHr DHr I N..DHr DHr : N__DNr
I I I I

I I , I
Number ofCommunity I I I I

Organization 10ined
, , I I.

1 3 I 2 S , 1 11 7 I 2 3 I 4 16
2 1 I - 2 I - 3 - , · 2 , 4 6
3 3 I 3 . I - 6 1 I - · I 1 2
4 1 I . . , . 1 . , · · I . .

Total 8 I 5 7 I 1 21 8 , 2 5 , 9 24
I I • I I

Position in the Community I I I I
I I I I

Organization I , I I

Officer 6 I 2 2 i . 10 ~ I 1 1 I 1 8
Member 12 I 9 7 I 1 29 ~ I 1 6 I 14 26

Total 18 I 11 9 I 1 39 10 I 2 7 i 15 34

I I , I
Rating ofParticipation in , I , I

the Cornnltwty I I , ,
I I I I

Organization I , , I

Active 18 : 11 9 : 1 39 10 : 2 7 : 1~ 34
Not Active . : . - : - - - : · · : - .

Total 18 : 11 9 : 1 39 10 : 2 7' : 15 34
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Selected Sodo-Demographlc Upland Coastal
Ch.ncterlsdcs Male Fem.le Total Male Fem.le Total

DHr : N__DHr DHr I N..DHr DHr : N...DHr DHr -1 N-..o.n
I I I I
I I I I

Five Most Important I I I I
Problems Facing the I I I I

I I I I
Community Today I I I I

Limited Capital 2 I · · I · 2 · I · 4 I 11 15
LOtut Draught 2 I · · I · 2 · I · · I · ·
Flood 1 I · · I · 1 · I · · I · ·
Denuded Forest 2 I · 1 I - 3 · I · · I · ·
No Stable Source of 1 '4 5 3

-,
1 4I · · I I · I ·

Income I I , ,
Illnesses ofChildren 1 : · - I · 1 1 I 1 · I · 2
Poverty 3 I 2 1 ; 3 9 5 I 6 · : · 11
Exvensive Fertilizer 1 I 1 · I · 2 - : - · I · ·
Low farm production 2 I 1 2 I · 5 · : · · : · ·
Limited Supply of 1 I

1
-,

5
I

5I · · I · · I · I ~

Medicine I I I I

School is far 1 : - 1 I · 2 · I · · : · ·
Steau:ng of Livestock 2 : 1 1 I - 4 · : · . . : · ·
Disunited Corn.Members 1 : - - I - 1 · : · 1 : · 1
Poor Road 1 : 3 4 : 7 15 · : · 2 I · 2
Far source ofwater 1 : 1 6 ; - 8 · I · · I :. -
Infertile Soil - : 2 · I 1 3 · : · · I - -
No Electricity · : 1 1 ; - 2 · : - · : · ·
Low Buying Price of I 1 I

1
I I- I · I · · I · - I - ·

Produce I I I I

No ToiletIPoor I I 2
I 2 I S 9· I · - I · .
I · I

"Sanitation I I I I

Lapanday Toxic Waster · : · · : · . 2 ; · · : · 2

r
~

~
.

,'-
\
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Selected Sodo-Demographk Upland Coastal
Chlncterlltlcs Male remlie Total Male remlie Total

DHr : N__DHr Dttw : N....DHr DHt' I N....DHr DHr : N..1JHr

m~Ftshinp; · I - - : - · 3 : · · : · 3
Poor

~ . : : 1 : 1 : 2· · · · · · ·
Limited livelihood · I · - I · · 2 I · · I · 2I I I I

I I I I

Limited FISh catch · : · · : · · 1 : 4 · I · S
No money to send · I - · I · · · I S · I · SI I I I

Children to school I I I I

No house lot - I · · I · · · I 1 1 I 2 4
No Fonnal Education · I · · I · · · I 1 · I · 1
Limited Employment · I · · I ., · - I 1 2 I 1 4

Opportwlities I I I I

Expensive · I - · I · · - I 1 · I · 1
Comnunodities I I I I

Limited Supply ofWater · I · . · I · · · I .• s i · S
A......-.. Animals · I - · I · · - I · 1 I - 1.-'--.
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