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Abstract: Rural development or natural resource management program planning
and implementation frequently confront challenges of environmental resource
competition and conflict, particularly where common pool resources are a major
component of rural livelihoods. This paper reports on an approach to multistakeholder dialogue, supported by participatory action research, to address the roots of
such competition and conflict. The approach, called “Collaborating for Resilience,”
includes principles and guidance on building a shared understanding of risks and
opportunities, weighing alternative actions, developing action plans, and evaluating and learning from the outcomes. Working in partnership with government,
community and civil society actors, the approach was developed and refined
through applications in large lake systems in Uganda, Zambia, and Cambodia.
This paper presents a synthesis of lessons addressing practitioners in government,
non-governmental development organizations, and international development
agencies. These lessons include guidance on the context of multistakeholder dialogue processes, addressing gender equity, building stakeholder relationships and
accountability across scales, and encouraging learning and innovation over time.
Keywords: Cooperation, dialogue, governance, natural resource management,
participation, resource conflict
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1. Introduction
Some degree of competition or conflict is intrinsic to natural resource management. In many places, community-based institutions have developed to manage
local competition over the environmental commons; however, these institutions
are typically inadequate to address more complex challenges involving diverse
actors across multiple sectors and scales (Gruber 2010). Also, governance sys-
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tems at subnational, national, and international levels often lack appropriate
mechanisms to ensure access to justice and public participation in decision-making about environmental resources (Ribot and Larson 2005; Layzer 2008). In the
absence of such mechanisms, resource conflict can aggravate other social or economic divisions, contributing to broader social conflict. It can also undermine and
reverse development gains in other areas, such as health, education, and nutrition.
While tools and approaches have been developed to assess the linkages
between environmental resources and conflict, as well as to identify opportunities for peacebuilding through collaborative resource management, these primarily target use by external agencies in an expert assessment mode (Matthew et al.
2004; UNEP 2009). Much remains to be learned about undertaking collaborative assessments with local stakeholders and building on the insights gained to
support institutional innovation and learning, including approaches that draw on
and enhance existing, traditional conflict management processes (Sanginga et al.
2007; Ratner et al. 2013).
Taking these challenges and observations as a starting point, the Strengthening
Aquatic Resource Governance (STARGO) project developed guidance and tools
to support multistakeholder dialogue (Ratner and Smith 2014; Rüttinger et al.
2014) and adapted these through application in three freshwater ecoregions – Lake
Victoria (Uganda), Lake Kariba (Zambia), and the Tonle Sap Lake (Cambodia)
during 2012–2014. The STARGO project used the dialogue approach to develop
institutional innovations aiming to build resilient livelihoods among poor, rural
producers who depend on wetland and freshwater resources; generate gains in
nutrition, income, welfare, and human security; and reduce the likelihood of
broader social conflict.
Partners in all three regions used a common approach to stakeholder engagement and action research that we call CORE (derived from “Collaborating for
Resilience”). In each ecoregion, partners assisted local stakeholders in developing
a shared understanding of risks and opportunities, weighing alternative actions,
developing action plans, and evaluating and learning from the outcomes. Whereas
these outcomes and the implications for natural resource governance and development policy are detailed separately (see Ratner et al., under review), the present
paper focuses instead on the processes of multistakeholder engagement and action
research, synthesizing lessons from the three country cases (Burnley et al. 2014;
Madzudzo et al. 2014; Oeur et al. 2014).
This paper aims to situate CORE within a spectrum of conflict management approaches, introduce its key attributes, and detail a synthesis of lessons
drawn from its application in the three regions. While suitable as well for private
companies and community-based organizations, these lessons primarily address
practitioners in government, non-governmental development organizations, and
international development agencies. The lessons concern: (a) investing in understanding prior patterns of conflict and collaboration by systematically comparing
multiple perspectives; (b) building gender equity in the dialogue process, including working outside formal convenings to ensure all voices are heard; (c) linking
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actors across scales and strengthening accountability, including responsiveness
of government authorities; and (d) learning to adapt, tap new support, and scale
through structured reflection and joint learning.
The paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we present an overview
of conflict management approaches, to specify the conditions under which the
CORE approach is appropriate, when it is not, and the principles it shares with
other approaches to negotiation and consensus building. Next, we detail the principles of the approach and summarize how it was applied in the three countries.
The following section details lessons for practice in four areas, organized with reference to different elements of the ‘action arena,’ as specified by Ostrom (2005)
and adapted by Ratner et al. (2013). In the concluding section, we highlight the
distinction between participatory consultation and collaborative decision-making,
and the importance of practitioners engaged in this work to exercise an appreciation of existing institutions and relationships, including questions of equitable
representation and access to decision-making fora.

2. A spectrum of conflict management approaches
Natural resource management initiatives inherently address issues of competition
over scarce resources. Initiatives that envision an important role for communitybased institutions alongside those of the state and private sector must necessarily be
prepared to address organizational capacity in conflict management (Gruber 2010).
We use the term “conflict management” instead of “conflict resolution” because
providing ultimate resolution to a conflict is often beyond the power of the actors
involved, or not feasible given continuing changes that need to be addressed over
time, such as changing global trade policies. Working toward fundamental change
is also important but may require longer time periods and engaging actors at other
scales. The broader concept of “conflict transformation” emphasizes transforming the relationships that support violence and conflict, along with the systems in
which these relationships are embedded.
Effective engagement in resource conflict processes can be a foundation
for improved collaboration, strengthened tenure security, and collective action
(Dhiaulhaq et al. 2015). Conflict management, therefore, can be part of conflict
transformation. Conflict management tries to maximize the positive and minimize
the negative effects of a conflict. It is “the practice of identifying and handling
conflicts in a sensible, fair and efficient manner that prevents them from escalating out of control and becoming violent” (Means et al. 2002). Compared with
conflict resolution, which concentrates on solving an already existing dispute,
conflict management also aims at prevention (Swatuk et al. 2008). This can be
summarized in terms of three goals (Engel and Korf 2008):
1. Identify latent conflict potential and prevent it from turning into conflict.
2. Prevent existing conflict from escalating.
3. Manage conflict in a way that promotes positive social change.
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Alternative conflict management approaches can be used as a complement to the
formal legal system or traditional conflict management mechanisms such as those
exercised by customary chiefs or local religious leaders, which often reproduce
existing inequities (Ratner et al. 2013). They can also be used independently;
for example, as part of a process initiated by a non-governmental organization
(NGO). These alternative approaches are based on shared decision-making and
try to include all affected stakeholders and groups. As such, they can empower
local communities and build capacities for sustainable natural resource management. The goal is to reach a mutually acceptable agreement that creates long-term
gains for all stakeholders.
Below we provide an overview of elements of alternative conflict management, presented as a spectrum from more intense to less intense levels of dispute among stakeholders. Although in practice the categories cannot always be
separated as clearly as described here, distinguishing them theoretically highlights when and how to use these approaches, as well as how to identify the need
for external support by third parties, including conflict management specialists
(Engel and Korf 2005).
Conciliation. Sometimes a conflict has already reached a state in which the
parties are not willing to enter a conflict management process. This can be
especially problematic in the case of alternative conflict management, which
needs considerable goodwill by all stakeholders to be successful. In this case,
conciliation approaches can be applied: A third party communicates separately
with each party to reduce tensions, build confidence and create an acceptable
process for conflict management (Means et al. 2002). Conciliation can also
help to identify negotiation incentives to bring stakeholders into the process.
One very powerful incentive can be external actors that have influence to persuade stakeholders to participate. This role can be played by the facilitator
or mediator or by an external actor such as an important national figure or
celebrity.
Mediation. Mediation is the preferred approach if stakeholders are willing to
discuss their positions, interests, and needs, but need support to engage in working on a mutually beneficial solution. For example, not all stakeholders may feel
confident if there are substantive authority and power differences. Accepting or
seeking third-party intervention is also easier and more likely if it is sanctioned
by society through formal laws or informal traditions and if interventions in the
past have been seen as successful (Wall et al. 2001). Mediators, like facilitators,
ensure that the stakeholders agree to the process and logistics. Unlike facilitators,
they can have considerable influence in bringing conflicting parties to the table
and actively put forward their own ideas and views. In some cases, members of
one of the parties in conflict may have sufficient capacity and legitimacy to play a
mediation role (Dhiaulhaq et al. 2015).
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Negotiation and consensus building. Negotiation is the most common form
of conflict management. In a negotiation process, all stakeholders voluntarily
search for a solution that is both mutually acceptable and leads to reduced conflict
potential (Warner 2000; Means et al. 2002). In alternative conflict management
the goal is not just to reach an agreement, but to find a solution that benefits all
stakeholders, creating an interest in sustained collaboration. Negotiation can take
place with or without a facilitator, but facilitation is part of most participatory
approaches. Facilitators focus on supporting the process and logistics of bringing the different participants together. If they act as moderators, they focus on
improving communication between the stakeholders, focusing the discussion and
ensuring an equitable exchange of views.
One key role of a facilitator is to build trust between the stakeholders. This can be
done by clarifying interests and assumptions, establishing a mutually defined system of accountability, and making trust an explicit discussion topic; for example,
by assessing together the consequences of breaking trust or discussing how trust
can be built as part of the negotiation process. This often takes time. Sometimes
local organizations such as NGOs have already built up trust and can act as neutral
facilitators, if they are not too involved in the conflict.
This is where the CORE approach fits – an example of a facilitated approach
to multistakeholder dialogue and action. It is not meant as an approach to intervene in active, violent conflicts, nor to mediate between opposing groups who are
unwilling to meet in dialogue and explore options for the future. In such circumstances, other approaches such as conciliation or mediation are needed (Rüttinger
et al. 2014). The essential precondition for CORE is a willingness on the part of
key groups to meet in dialogue.

3. Process of stakeholder engagement and action research using
the CORE approach
Building on several decades of prior learning in the fields of conflict management
and participatory development (Ratner et al. 2014b; Rüttinger et al. 2014), the
STARGO project set out to develop and apply a common approach to stakeholder
engagement and action research. This section introduces the principles of the
CORE approach, compares its application in the three country cases for participatory dialogue and action planning, and then describes the processes of monitoring,
evaluation, and learning aimed at building further capacity to manage and transform local resource conflict.
3.1. Principles of CORE
Collaborating for Resilience, or CORE, provides a framework for understanding
stakeholder interactions and organizing for social and institutional change. This
framework is distinguished by its emphasis on whole systems, by an open search
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for solutions and by its explicit treatment of power. These characteristics make the
approach especially well suited to catalyzing collective action to address shared
challenges of natural resource management.
The principles outlined here draw on three decades of experimentation and
practice in a diverse range of settings. The CORE approach is built around a more
general framework for understanding the relationship between purpose, power,
and organization. This framework is known as AIC, which stands for “appreciation, influence and control” (Smith 2009). The underlying concepts from AIC as
applied in the CORE approach are the following:
Multiple levels of purpose. Conflict is usually focused on the immediate goals
and interests of competing groups. In their highly-influential guide to “principled
negotiation,” Fisher et al. (2011) distinguish between positions and interests.
But how are interests derived? In extending the frame of dialogue beyond the
scope of a particular dispute and opening up avenues for collaboration, the CORE
approach focuses on identifying multiple levels of purpose. In addition to immediate goals, these are expressed through values – how we believe we should relate
to one another; and through ideals – how we ought to live or an image of a positive future. Identifying new opportunities for collaboration and collective action
requires stepping back to explore commonalities and differences at these higher
levels of purpose.
Multiple dimensions of power. Power is often understood to mean control or
decision-making authority – “power over” others. Yet the ability to influence others and engage in joint efforts toward a common purpose is also a form of power
– “power with” others. As Gaventa (2006, 24) notes, “power ‘with’ refers to the
synergy which can emerge through partnerships and collaboration with others,
or through processes of collective action and alliance building.” A third level of
power is the power to understand or appreciate the context in which we live, the
perspectives of others, and new possibilities – a “power of awareness.” This is
what Gaventa (2006, 24) describes as a “precondition for action.”
Multiple levels of organization. Addressing any resource management challenge
involving competition among diverse groups requires a whole-systems approach
– an understanding of the perspectives of individual groups, their interactions, and
the broader setting of institutions, governance arrangements and other factors that
influence their choices. Bringing all key stakeholders into the process ensures that
multiple perspectives are represented. The CORE approach integrates insights
from systems thinking in organizational development (Senge 1990) and socialecological resilience (Folke 2006).
The approach aims to transform stakeholder relationships in ways that promote collaboration, learning, and resilience. In a nutshell, the principles (Figure 1)
can be understood in terms of purpose, people, and process:
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Figure 1: Principles of the CORE approach. [Source: Ratner and Smith (2014)].

1. The CORE approach is purpose-driven. Collaborating for resilience
requires transforming social relationships. The most fundamental condition for transformation is clarity of purpose. There is a tension in finding
a purpose that is broad enough to bring all the key players to the table, yet
specific enough to address real needs and motivate action.
2. People make the CORE approach work. In preparing for an initiative,
organizers actively seek out the participation of key people from a wide
range of stakeholder groups. In conditions of natural resource competition, this means going beyond a particular sector to address the root causes
of the problem, potentially bridging several geographic and institutional
scales.
3. The CORE process aims at continuous development of institutional
capacity to address the roots of resource competition and build resilience. While the principles of the approach can be used in small planning meetings or large, multiday dialogue events, the premise is that
complex challenges require multifaceted responses over time. This
means that action, reflection, and learning from experience are embedded in the process.
The CORE approach provides a set of orienting concepts, principles, and practices that different groups – including civil society organizations, development
agencies, and governments – can adapt to the socio-cultural context and particular
challenges at hand. [For a detailed treatment of the CORE approach, see Ratner
and Smith (2014)]. For the STARGO project, the process included several months
of scoping in preparation for a sequence of multistakeholder workshops. These
workshops, while adopting different tools, followed a common format broken
into three phases (Figure 2), roughly equal in time:
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1. Building a shared awareness of the issues, the possibilities for the future,
and the constraints and opportunities of the current situation (the listening
phase).
2. Debate over different possible courses of action to pursue a common purpose, including an assessment of the groups that may support and oppose
such actions (the dialogue phase).
3. Deciding on an action plan comprised of commitments by individuals
and multistakeholder teams, including a reflection on the degree to which
these actions will achieve the common purpose (the choice phase).
The CORE approach shares attributes with collaborative learning (Daniels and
Walker 2001), designed to address situations of complexity and controversy in
natural resource and environmental decision-making. The approach “encourages
people to learn actively, to think systematically, and to learn from one another
about a particular problem situation” (Walker et al. 2006, 195). The collaborative
learning workshop approach follows three stages: developing common understanding; probing relationships among actors and their differing concerns and
perspectives, along with potential improvements; and, lastly, debating desirable
improvements and setting action plans (Walker et al. 2006, 195). Also in alignment with the CORE approach, collaborative learning “values emerging consensus, but is not consensus-driven (Walker et al. 2006, 196).
Guidance on the CORE approach (Ratner and Smith 2014), as well as a suite
of tools for use in assessment, planning, monitoring, and evaluation (Rüttinger
et al. 2014), were developed in advance of initiating the multistakeholder dialogue processes in each case study site, then adapted on the basis of learning from
these cases. The following summaries give an overview of how the process was
adapted to each local setting.

Figure 2: Three phases of the CORE approach. [Source: Ratner and Smith (2014)].
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3.2. Applications in each ecoregion
Stakeholders in Lake Victoria were familiar with participatory mobilization meetings, but were not acquainted with multilevel dialogue processes, especially
around fisheries governance. Therefore, the STARGO team spent time explaining the broad concepts of dialogue, ownership, and agency behind the CORE
approach. To address power imbalances among stakeholders, the team organized
a preparatory workshop to give community participants the opportunity to make
their voices heard and to enhance their capacity to engage other stakeholders. This
was followed by a multistakeholder workshop bringing together government representatives from various levels alongside representatives of three lakeshore and
island communities, and later, smaller meetings to review progress.
In the Lake Kariba region, reviews during scoping showed that previous
initiatives were limited in large part because of biases toward sectoral interests.
STARGO’s first workshop mobilized all the key stakeholders involved in the use
and management of the lake to envision a desired future against the current realities. This was followed by a smaller workshop that focused on actions that artisanal fishers, on the lowest rungs of the social hierarchy, and other stakeholders
like the Department of Fisheries could pursue to promote dialogue. The organizing team opted for a learning-by-doing strategy to foster a locally owned and
locally driven approach to developing the capacity for co-management, including
linkages with private investors.
In the Tonle Sap region, civil society groups have long contested the fairness of
commercial fishing lots that skewed access to the fisheries in favor of a few powerful groups. Recently, state reforms suspended and then permanently cancelled
commercial lots and required agencies to plan and implement changes to increase
community-based management. However, civil society networks and a range of
relevant agencies were poorly prepared to coordinate their efforts in response
to the changing policy context. STARGO supported a lake basin-wide dialogue
workshop, followed by local and provincial-level workshops focused on facilitating institutional innovations among communities in Kampong Thom Province.
3.3. Monitoring and evaluation
The monitoring and evaluation approach aimed not only to report on outcomes but foremost to foster learning among local stakeholders (see Figure 3).
Therefore, the monitoring and evaluation systems were designed in a participatory manner, taking into account that most of the participating actors had little
or no experience in the use of such tools. This involved documenting the theory
of change underpinning each of the local initiatives selected for detailed monitoring, then developing associated output, outcome, and impact indicators to
assess change.
It was important that these change indicators be defined in terms meaningful
to local actors, including communities, non-governmental organizations, and government institutions. Indicators addressed change in individual attitudes toward
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Figure 3: Learning cycle of the CORE approach. [Source: Ratner and Smith (2014)].

members of other groups, as well as change in relations among groups. In addition to providing meaningful measures of progress to support local learning and
adaptation of strategies to address conflict and cooperation, the monitoring and
evaluation data helped researchers assess the effectiveness of dialogue processes
and identify related challenges.
Monitoring and evaluation activities included structured approaches such as
questionnaires, focus group discussions and individual interviews, and narrative
descriptions of personal experience such as participant diaries. Research team
members convened local stakeholders periodically to discuss and review findings
as a means of validation and collective learning.

4. Lessons on building effective multistakeholder dialogue for
equitable resource management
The CORE guidance on multistakeholder dialogue helped foster collaboration under difficult circumstances in a range of socio-political and ecological
settings, demonstrating the value of the underlying principles. As a result of
dialogue and action research processes, the project helped launch a range of
locally-driven institututional innovations addressing community-based fisheries co-management, commercial aquaculture investment, resource protection,
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and public health. Significant outcomes, detailed separately in Ratner et al.
(under review) included: improved attitudes toward collaboration and heightened dialogue among community groups, non-governmental organizations and
government; new and successful engagement with private investors delivering
negotiated agreements to protect local resource access rights and livelihoods;
influence on government priorities in addressing the needs of local communities; and new sources of support secured from national and international agencies to scale out innovations.
In addition to assessing and validating outcomes from the individual cases,
the project also convened researchers and practitioners from the three case study
regions to meet in Uganda for a joint exercise aimed at systematically comparing and synthesizing lessons of broader relevance for policy and practice. The
following lessons are oriented toward field-level practitioners in government
and civil society working with diverse stakeholders to build collaboration in
order to better manage resource competition and increase local livelihood resilience. The lessons emphasize the importance of adapting the general approach
to specific local conditions, taking into account new obstacles and opportunities
as they emerge.
The lessons are organized below with reference to different dimensions of the
‘action arena’ as presented in the conceptual framework on resource conflict, collective action, and social-ecological resilience proposed by Ratner et al. (2013),
building on the institutional analysis and design (IAD) model (Ostrom 2005; di
Gregorio et al. 2008). These lessons concern: (a) understanding the prior patterns of conflict and collaboration as an input to the design of multistakeholder
dialogue processes; (b) recognizing the distinct characteristics of different actors
and their unequal action resources, with a focus on gender equity in the dialogue
process; (c) linking actors across multiple levels and strengthening mechanisms
of accountability; and (d) incorporating learning on the outcomes of dialogue processes to adapt, find new sources of support, and pursue broader changes at scale.
4.1. Understanding prior patterns of conflict and collaboration
Understanding stakeholders’ prior experiences with conflict and collaboration
can provide important insights that help shape the approach to dialogue. In Lake
Victoria, the team responsible for designing the dialogue process recognized
that multiple pre-existing conflicts had led to strongly negative attitudes on the
part of community members toward government officials, including Department
of Fisheries officers. Expecting that community members might be hesitant to
participate openly and confidently, the team organized a separate preparation
workshop with community members prior to the main workshop. This preparation helped them become some of the most active participants during the larger
dialogue workshop. In Lake Kariba, the research team noticed that participants
repeatedly praised the effectiveness of this dialogue forum and subsequent action
planning compared to other platforms for presenting their interests. Since commu-
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nity judgments of effectiveness are constantly reassessed and can change quickly
based on perceptions of progress, the team focused on early achievements to build
confidence.
Intentionally comparing multiple perspectives can help to maximize learning. At times this required skillful facilitation, paying attention to differences in
views, and exploring where these differences came from. In Lake Victoria, personal interviews were arranged around the working schedules of fishers (mostly
men) and fish processors and sellers (mostly women) in order to access all possible perspectives. In Tonle Sap, researchers found that local residents not directly
engaged in the innovations sometimes had the most valuable insights as relatively
impartial observers. They also found that, because a number of related activities
were ongoing with support from different outside groups, it was important to take
the time to clearly distinguish what actions people were evaluating, and what
were the sources of changes they described.
A quality dialogue process requires flexibility to build stakeholder engagement. One measure of a quality process is the authentic ownership that participants develop in their action planning and implementation. Simple decisions
such as conducting the workshops in the local language helped encourage active
participation, even if it meant outsiders had to adapt. In Lake Victoria, when
community representatives returned to their villages after the main workshop,
two of the three sites ended up changing their plans. Bringing together three
communities encouraged people to reflect, to compare their experiences, and
to rethink their priorities. In an unusual show of local commitment, villagers in
Kachanga raised money from within the community for building materials, got
district council approval for building the latrine and biogas facility, and secured
a commitment from the leader of the district government to provide trucks to
transport the building materials. The sense of shared purpose brought in additional supporters.
4.2. Building gender equity in the dialogue process
Recognizing the distinct characteristics of different actors and their unequal
action resources is essential to creating a platform where each has an opportunity
to have their voices heard and influence collective decisions. The STARGO project demonstrated how observing gender inequities and other power imbalances
can lead to creative adaptations to include all voices. In Uganda, a system of
quotas is in place to make sure that less powerful stakeholders, such as women,
boat crew, and other fish workers, are included in decision-making bodies such
as beach management units. However, during initial community consultations
it took several tries and some creative childcare arrangements to find a small
number of women to participate in the stakeholder workshop. During the workshops, women and boat crew members rarely spoke or suggested actions unless
they were specifically asked. By contrast, male boat owners were very outspoken. Women were also in the minority of those nominated to participate
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in capacity-building actions. Recognizing the gap between an official policy
of inclusion and typical processes of decision-making biased toward men and
economically privileged groups propelled the research team to seek out ways to
address these imbalances.
A range of informal consultations can help reveal unspoken concerns. Having
observed the gender dynamics in the workshop setting, the research team in Lake
Victoria held additional side meetings where the more reserved participants could
express their concerns. These concerns were subsequently validated in the full dialogue, shifting the focus of planning toward community sanitation. Likewise, in
Lake Kariba, the team found that even when women were less vocal in the workshop, facilitators were able to actively seek out their concerns, making sure they
were heard by all participants. In the Tonle Sap region, where workshop organizers
lacked long prior experience in the selected communities, team members undertook
several days of informal consultations, including meetings with small groups of
women and men separately, before convening a more structured dialogue event.
Supporting individual change agents can also lead to more lasting institutional change. In Lake Victoria, the team was able to identify individual women
representatives from the beach management units and local councils who were
particularly active in the early stages of the initiative. The team then found ways
to encourage them in the role of change leaders in supporting the community-led
activities and in getting other community members involved. On the Tonle Sap
Lake, the team found that the participation of a former commercial fishing concession operator proved pivotal when, after suspension of the commercial lots,
she committed to helping the community explore different management regimes.
4.3. Linking actors across scales and strengthening accountability
A quality dialogue process not only links actors across various social groups but
also across scales of governance. Addressing local disputes often requires support from higher levels of administration. The village management committees
in Zambia, beach management units in Uganda, and community fishery organizations in Cambodia each faced similar challenges in accessing higher-level support
to help resolve local disputes. Many prior efforts at building community-based
management institutions focused on local-level organizational capacity in relative isolation, presuming higher-level administrative structures would pass down
resources and lend assistance as required. In Lake Kariba, the research team found
that involving the Department of Fisheries and Environmental Management
Agency at each stage in the process lent legitimacy to local actions. This involvement also helped build linkages so that local change agents could have a voice
in longer-term policy, institutional and legal reform. Special efforts were also
required to bridge communication gaps, including recruiting a trainer on environmental impact assessment procedures who was originally from the Kariba region
to explain key concepts in the local language.
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Successful examples of collaboration can help strengthen mechanisms of
accountability over time. As a result of local actions in the Tonle Sap floating
villages of Peam Bang and Phat Sanday, the commune councils became supportive of joint patrolling. This strengthened relationships that are helping community fishery committees seek support for the more difficult task of piloting
the community-based commercial production model. In Uganda, local actions to
improve community sanitation attracted interest from government actors at different levels. The district council’s public commitment to assist in maintaining
the facility provides community members with a point of reference to hold the
council accountable in the future. Noting the strong local leadership and commitment, transparency in decision-making and fund management, and timely
implementation, the Masaka district head noted that the sanitation improvement
project “set new standards of quality… the district would emulate for future
projects.”
In applying the CORE approach, the research team found it necessary to
question assumptions about stakeholder roles. In Lake Kariba, the team assumed
that the government’s role in fisheries management would be focused on surveillance and enforcement. The team was surprised, therefore, to find that community
members felt the Department of Fisheries needed to be present in addressing other
issues, such as discussions with the traditional chief about the approach to engaging investors. Indeed, though the chief was proximate, community members felt
the fisheries officers could play a critical brokering role and lend legitimacy to the
process. In Cambodia, the research team initially tried to hold to the principle of
equal roles among partners in planning the initiative, then recognized that having
different leaders for different activities was appropriate. Therefore, in the concluding policy dialogue forum, the Fisheries Administration played the convening
role, while research partners facilitated the event.
4.4. Learning to adapt, tap new support, and scale
Effective dialogue can settle disputes before they escalate. In Lake Kariba, investors in cage aquaculture and lakeshore tourism development proved much more
willing to cooperate than community members and organizers expected. Local
villagers realized that competition among investors meant they were eager to
show good will to communities, resulting in spoken agreements to ensure routes
of travel on water and land, and to safeguard local employment. This showed it
was possible for local communities to engage with investors and build some measure of accountability without resorting to adversarial legal processes. Investors
also commented that they would be more likely to request this sort of dialogue in
the future as a way of avoiding deteriorating relationships.
Critically assessing past experience at the start of an initiative can help partners avoid repeating past mistakes. As part of the appreciation stage of the CORE
process, establishing a shared understanding of prior and ongoing efforts can help
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prompt reflections on past experiences. For example, when different communities
in Lake Victoria jointly reviewed past development efforts, they identified misuse
of funds as a recurrent problem. Alert to this risk, the organizing committee in
Kachanga at one point halted payments to the contractors hired to build the sanitation facility and opened the accounts to public review. After investigation, the
allegations of corruption proved unfounded, yet the action sent a critical message
by demonstrating the commitment of local leaders to transparency and accountability in the use of funds.
Structured reflection during implementation is critical. Reflection activities
need to be focused, yet flexible. In all three ecoregions, research teams found
it challenging to organize community members to record detailed information
about activities, such as the number of meetings held with various government
groups, or in the case of Tonle Sap, the number of joint patrolling trips undertaken. Few community members found this information helpful in evaluating
progress. In Cambodia, the team therefore shifted to focus on broader questions:
“What changes have you seen since the last period? What do you see as the obstacles remaining?” These yielded very rich stories, and helped launch discussion
about ways to adapt that would help achieve local goals. Similar reflections in
Lake Kariba helped community members and local leaders learn what approaches
worked in engaging investors.
Engaging local actors and government planners in joint learning is essential
to scaling out innovations. In all three ecoregions, there was evidence that community groups and partners had adopted practices from the dialogue approach
and were applying these to access new channels of support or scale out local
innovations. In each of the ecoregions, authorities were well aware of the international support behind the dialogue and action planning processes, and researchers
agreed this brought additional attention to the outcomes. To sustain such reflective
learning over time, particularly in the absence of international support, communication channels that directly link community actors and government officers at
higher levels are especially important. While decentralization policies may promote local authority and initiative in principle, these cases show that there is often
a need to overcome barriers to effective communication. This includes creating a
safe space within dialogue processes for perspectives that are critical of government performance, as well as cultivating a readiness on the part of government
agencies to learn from local initiative in revising policy goals or implementation
strategies.

5. Conclusion: from conflict management to collaborative
governance
As demands on common pool natural resources increase in response to both
local livelihood needs as well as distant markets, the practice of effective,
multistakeholder dialogue can play an essential role in both reducing conflict
risk and strengthening equitable governance institutions. Yet, too often, even
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where there is a willingness on the part of government, investors, and communities to engage in managing resource competition, the rush to reach negotiated settlements sacrifices the broader benefits of an open dialogue process
(Silva-Castañeda 2015). These additional benefits can include reshaping stakeholder relationships in ways that extend beyond the immediate issues of dispute,
mutual learning, and reduction in future conflict risk (Calton and Payne 2003;
Poncelet 2004).
While it is too early to assess longer-term effects, outcome evaluation of the
cases reviewed in this paper provide initial evidence of conflict transformation
at the local level, as defined through criteria of changes in attitudes, behavior,
and conflict intensity (Augsberger 1992). Yet, as analysis of conflict management
efforts in the forest sector has also found, addressing the more persistent roots of
conflict “requires long term engagement and trust building with the government
as policy makers and NGOs at sub-national and national levels” (Dhiaulhaq et al.
2015, 140).
A more structural perspective on conflict transformation emphasizes such
underlying policies, institutions, and actors beyond the conflict site (Lederach
1997). The intent of the CORE approach is that, by increasing a shared appreciation among local actors of the possibilities as well as the barriers to change,
dialogue can help identify avenues for further joint action at broader scales. This
can include engaging new domestic or international actors, and working through
new routes of formal or informal policy influence (Ratner et. al. 2014). In the
terms of Gaventa (2006), this can mean moving beyond the “invited” spaces of
power to those that are “claimed” or “created,” or working to build transparency or challenge barriers to participation in closed decision-making fora. A
structured multistakeholder dialogue process like CORE cannot achieve these
changes, as by definition it is applicable to cases in which stakeholders are willing to convene, but it can help reveal the possibilities for additional collective
action.
“Small wins” through collaborative dialogue processes such as those described
here can also build relationships that improve trust and mutual understanding as a
basis for more institutionalized patterns of “collaborative governance” over time
(Ansell and Gash 2007). Well-structured dialogue can create new patterns of interaction that, if institutionalized, shift the ‘rules-in-use’ structuring future patterns
of conflict and collaboration. Even in the absence of policy shifts, these changes
in stakeholder relationships and institutional capacities can measurably improve
governance arrangements. Indeed, this possibility of identifying and contributing
to changes that no single actor could achieve alone – power ‘with’ others, or what
Innes (2004) terms “network power” – is a key reason why groups often stay
engaged in the face of daunting obstacles. “Creation of this power can be one of
the most potent incentives for participants to stay at the table and continue to work
together even after the immediate project is completed. Network power is the glue
for collaboration over time” (Innes 2004, 13).
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As the cases summarized in this paper illustrate, proactive efforts to convene
dialogue to address the roots of resource competition can help generate new forms
of collaboration among civil society, private sector, and government stakeholders
at multiple levels. Too often, “participation” in the design of development projects or resource management policies means little more than consultation with
intended beneficiaries on problems and needs, as opposed to shared decisions on
priorities and action plans (Haider 2009).
In promoting collaborative decision-making, the CORE approach puts the
burden on those organizing multistakeholder interactions to develop an appreciation of existing institutions and relationships, including the inequities in representation and power that must be countered in longer-term efforts at governance
reform and conflict transformation.

Literature cited
Adams, W. M., D. Brockington, J. Dyson, and B. Vira. 2003. Managing
Tragedies: Understanding Conflict Over Common Pool Resources. Science
302(5652):1915–1916. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1087771.
Anguelovski, I. 2011. Understanding the Dynamics of Community
Engagement of Corporations in Communities: The Iterative Relationship
between Dialogue Processes and Local Protest at the Tintaya Copper
Mine in Peru. Society and Natural Resources 24(4):384–399. https://doi.
org/10.1080/08941920903339699.
Ansell, C. and A. Gash. 2008. Collaborative Governance in Theory and Practice.
Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 18(4):543–571.
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mum032.
Augsberger, D. 1992. Conflict Mediation Across Cultures: Pathways and Patterns.
Kentucky: Westminster & John Knox.
Burnley, C., P. Adriázola, I. Comardicea, S. Mugisha, and N. Mushabe. 2014.
Strengthening Community Roles in Aquatic Resource Governance in Uganda.
Program Report. Penang, Malaysia: Collaborating for Resilience.
Calton, J. M. and S. L. Payne. 2003. Coping with Paradox Multistakeholder Learning
Dialogue as a Pluralist Sensemaking Process for Addressing Messy Problems.
Business & Society 42(1):7–42. https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650302250505.
Daniels, S. E. and G. B. Walker. 2001. Working through Environmental Conflict:
The Collaborative Learning Approach. Westport, CT: Praeger.
di Gregorio, M., K. Hagedorn, M. Kirk, B. Korf, N. McCarthy, and R. MeinzenDick. 2008. Property Rights, Collective Action, and Poverty: The Role of
Institutions for Poverty Reduction. CAPRi Working Paper No. 81. Washington,
DC: International Food Policy Research Institute.
Dhiaulhaq, A., T. De Bruyn, and D. Gritten. 2015. The Use and Effectiveness of
Mediation in Forest and Land Conflict Transformation in Southeast Asia: Case
Studies from Cambodia, Indonesia and Thailand. Environmental Science & Policy
45:132–145. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2014.10.009.

Multistakeholder dialogue to manage resource competition

751

Engel, A. and B. Korf. 2005. Negotiation and Mediation Techniques for Natural
Resource Management, 3. Rome: Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations.
Fisher, R., W. L. Ury, and B. Patton. 2011. Getting to Yes: Negotiating Agreement
without Giving in. New York: Penguin.
Folke, C. 2006. Resilience: The Emergence of a Perspective for Social – Ecological
Systems Analyses. Global Environmental Change 16(3):253–267. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2006.04.002.
Gaventa, J. 2006. Finding the Spaces for Change: A Power Analysis. IDS Bulletin
37(6):23–33. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1759-5436.2006.tb00320.x.
Gruber, J. S. 2010. Key Principles of Community-Based Natural Resource
Management: A Synthesis and Interpretation of Identified Effective
Approaches for Managing the Commons. Environmental Management
45(1):52–66. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-008-9235-y.
Haider, H. 2009. Community-Based Approaches to Peacebuilding in ConflictAffected and Fragile Contexts. Issues Paper GSDRC. Retrieved from http://
www.gsdrc.org/docs/open/EIRS8.pdf.
Innes, J. E. 2004. Consensus Building: Clarifications for the Critics. Planning
Theory 3(1):5–20. https://doi.org/10.1177/1473095204042315.
Layzer, J. A. 2008. Natural Experiments: Ecosystem-Based Management
and the Environment. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. https://doi.org/10.7551/
mitpress/9780262122986.001.0001.
Lederach, J. 1997. Building Peace: Sustainable Reconciliation in Divided
Societies. Washington, DC: United States Institute of Peace Press.
Madzudzo, E., L. Chilufya, H. G. Mudenda, and B. D. Ratner. 2014. Strengthening
Collective Action to Address Resource Conflict in Lake Kariba, Zambia.
Program Report. Penang, Malaysia: Collaborating for Resilience.
Matthew, R. A., M. Brklacich, and B. McDonald. 2004. Analyzing Environment,
Conflict, and Cooperation. Chapter 1 in United Nations Environment Program,
Understanding Environment, Conflict, and Cooperation 5–15.
Means, K., C. Josayma, E. Nielsen, and V. Viriyasakultorn. 2002. CommunityBased Forest Resource Conflict Management: A Training Package, 5. Rome:
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. Retrieved from
ftp://ftp.fao.org/docrep/fao/005/y4300e/y4300e01.pdf.
Oeur, I., K. Mam, S. Kim, and B. D. Ratner. 2014. Innovations to Strengthen
Aquatic Resource Governance on Cambodia’s Tonle Sap Lake. Program Report.
Penang, Malaysia: Collaborating for Resilience.
Ostrom, E. 2005. Understanding Institutional Diversity. Princeton: Princeton
University Press.
Poncelet, E. C. 2004. Partnering for the Environment: Multistakeholder
Collaboration in a Changing World. Rowman & Littlefield.
Raik, D. B., A. L. Wilson, and D. J. Decker. 2008. Power in Natural Resources
Management: An Application of Theory. Society and Natural Resources
21(8):729–739. https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920801905195.

752

Blake D. Ratner et al.

Ratner, B. D., C. Burnley, S. Mugisha, E. Madzudzo, I. Oeur, K. Mam, L. Rüttinger,
L. Chilufya, and P. Adriázola. (Under review). Investing in multi-stakeholder
dialogue to address natural resource competition and conflict. Submitted to
Development in Practice.
Ratner, B. D. and W. E. Smith. 2014. Collaborating for Resilience: A Practitioner’s
Guide. Penang, Malaysia: Collaborating for Resilience.
Ratner, B. D., R. Meinzen-Dick, C. May, and E. Haglund. 2013. Resource
Conflict, Collective Action, and Resilience: An Analytical Framework.
International Journal of the Commons 7(1):183–208. https://doi.
org/10.18352/ijc.276.
Ratner, B. D., C. Burnley, S. Mugisha, E. Madzudzo, I. Oeur, M. Kosal, L.
Rüttinger, and P. Adriázola. 2014a. Dialogue to Address the Roots of Resource
Competition: Lessons for Policy and Practice. Penang, Malaysia: Collaborating
for Resilience.
Ratner, B. D., K. Mam, and G. Halpern. 2014b. Collaborating for Resilience:
Conflict, Collective Action, and Transformation on Cambodia’s Tonle Sap Lake.
Ecology and Society 19(3):31. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-06400-190331.
Ribot, J. C. and A. M. Larson, eds. 2005. Democratic Decentralisation through a
Natural Resource Lens. New York: Routledge.
Rüttinger, L., A. Janßen, C. Knupp, and L. Griestop. 2014. Managing Aquatic
Resource Conflict and Cooperation: An Orientation and Toolbox for
Practitioners. Penang, Malaysia: Collaborating for Resilience.
Sanginga, P., R. Kamugisha, and A. Martin. 2007. The Dynamics of Social
Capital and Conflict Management in Multiple Resource Regimes: A Case of
the Southwestern Highlands of Uganda. Ecology and Society 12(1). https://doi.
org/10.5751/ES-01847-120106.
Senge, P. M. 1990. The Fifth Discipline: the Art and Practice of the Learning
Organization. New York: Doubleday/Currency.
Silva-Castañeda, L. 2015. What Kind of Space? Multi-stakeholder Initiatives and
the Protection of Land Rights. International Journal of Sociology of Agriculture
& Food 22(2):67–83.
Smith, W. E. 2009. The Creative Power: Transforming Ourselves, Our
Organizations and Our World. New York: Routledge.
Swatuk, L., A. Mengistu, and K. Jembere. 2008. Conflict Resolution and
Negotiation Skills for Integrated Water Resources Management: A Training
Manual. Pretoria: Cap-Net/UNDP. Retrieved from http://uwaterloo.academia.
edu/LarrySwatuk/Papers/146037/Conflict_Resolution_and_Negotiation_
Skills_for_Integrated_Water_Resources_Management.
UNEP. 2009. From Conflict to Peacebuilding: The Role of Natural Resources and
the Environment. Nairobi, Kenya: United Nations Environment Program.
Walker, G. B., S. L. Senecah, and S. E. Daniels. 2006. From the Forest to the
River: Citizens’ Views of Stakeholder Engagement. Human Ecology Review
13(2):193–202.

Multistakeholder dialogue to manage resource competition

753

Wall, J. A., Jr., J. B. Stark, and R. L. Standifer. 2001. Mediation: A Current Review
and Theory Development. The Journal of Conflict Resolution 45(3):372–374.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002701045003006.
Warner, M. 2000. Conflict Management in Community-Based Natural Resources
Projects: Experiences from Fiji and Papua New Guinea, 16. Working Paper
135. London: Overseas Development Institute. Retrieved from http://www.odi.
org.uk/sites/odi.org.uk/files/odi-assets/publications-opinion-files/2738.pdf.

