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Instructor 
Name:  María Fernández-Giménez  

Office:  Natural Resources 200A 

Phone:  491-0409 

E-Mail:  maria.fernandez-gimenez@colostate.edu 

Office Hours: Wednesday 10-12 pm—Please sign up outside of NR200 or email me 

Absences: 1/26-2/2, 2/16-2/23, 3/12-3/16, 4/10-4/11, 4/18 

 Term:                                             Spring 2018 

 Class Meeting Days:  Tuesday 

 Class Meeting Hours:  2-5 pm 

 Class Location:  Forestry 127 

 Course Credits: 3 

 

Course Overview  

In this advanced graduate course, students explore the practice of community-based natural resource management 

(CBNRM) by examining its historical and theoretical roots, engaging with the tools for and challenges of 

implementing CBNRM, and exploring the objectives and methods for researching the process and outcomes of 

CBNRM.  Discussions, activities and assignments will be structured with the goal of balancing the development 

of theoretical and scholarly perspectives on CBNRM with acquisition of practical skills and knowledge to bridge 

knowledge and action.  

 

Background: 

The past several decades have seen a groundswell of interest in and implementation of projects that involve local 

residents directly in managing the natural resources in the places they live.  This trend has been evident in the 

developing world, in the form of conservation and development and community-based conservation projects, in 

the developed world, particularly the Western USA, in the shape of collaborative planning and management, and 

in co-management arrangements between indigenous nations and other governments. Collaboration and 

community-based conservation have become the buzz-words of the day, and also a so-called “way of doing 

business” for agencies such as the BLM and US Forest Service, and NGOs such as The Nature Conservancy. 

Accompanying this trend, there is a growing body of research on the relationship between communities and their 

natural resource assets, and on both traditional and emergent community-based institutions that govern their use 

and management.  Although significant work has been done to identify the conditions for successful self-

governance by communities of resource users, the outcomes of contemporary CBNRM initiatives are still poorly 

understood. Does collaboration lead to better environmental conditions than conventional “command and control” 

approaches?  Does community-based conservation result in greater social and economic benefits to local people? 

Are win-win solutions really possible? This course draws on what is known about successful CBNRM to provide 

prospective natural resource professionals with an understanding of collaboration needed in today’s world. It also 

encourages students to take a “hard look” at community-based conservation, co-management, and collaboration; 

to question the categories of “community” and “conservation;” to be alert to the implications of power in groups 

and communities; and to consider whether and how we can answer the remaining questions about CBNRM’s 

triple “bottom line”: sustainable local communities, economies and environments.   
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Learning Objectives  

At the end of this course students should be able to: 

1) Define CBNRM and distinguish among different models and approaches including co-management, 

community-based conservation, and collaboration. 

2) Describe the precursors to and emergence of these approaches in the US and abroad. 

3) Demonstrate and apply understanding of key theoretical concepts and frameworks related to analyzing and 

evaluating CBNRM, including theories of property, common pool resources, social capital, and consensus-

based and collaborative decision-making.   

4) Demonstrate understanding of the factors that affect the performance and success of CBNRM, and approaches 

and challenges to evaluating success.   

5) Describe or demonstrate concrete strategies and skills needed to facilitate successful CBNRM.  

6) Use knowledge of cases from the literature and primary research to illustrate 1-5 above.  

7) Develop and apply skills in reading, synthesizing, discussing and writing about social science research. 

8) Demonstrate ability to synthesize and apply 1-7 in a synthesis project (literature review, briefing paper, 

outreach document or series of lesson plans)   

 

Course Prerequisites 

Graduate standing.  

 

Required Texts and Materials 

Ostrom, E. 1990. Governing the Commons. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Agrawal, A. and C. Gibson. 2001. Communities and the Environment: Ethnicity, Gender and the State in 

Community-based Conservation. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press. 

Daniels, S. and G. Walker. 2001. Working through Environmental Conflict. Westport, CT: Praeger Publishers. 

 

The assigned readings are listed under each week and topic below.  Except for Fisher et al. 1981, all readings not 

in the required texts will be posted on RamCT as pdf files.   

 

Recommended (Optional) Text: 

Fisher, R., W. Ury and B. Patton. 1981. Getting to yes: Negotiating agreement without giving in (2nd Edition). 

New York: Penguin. 

 

The assigned readings are listed under each week and topic below.  Except for Fisher et al. 1981, all readings not 

in the required texts will be posted on RamCT as pdf files.   

 

Assignments and Basis for Grading 

Discussion Leadership and Participation  

This course is based primarily on readings and discussion.  Students are expected to read and synthesize a 

significant amount of reading each week (about 150 pages), and come to class well-prepared to discuss this 

material.  Accordingly, evaluation of course performance will be based to a large degree on the quality of 

discussion participation and leadership.  Two or three students will be assigned each week as discussion 

leaders/facilitators.  Each student will lead discussion at least twice during the semester.   

 

Short Papers 

To help students engage with and synthesize the weekly readings, each student will prepare a short (1-page, 

single-spaced) synthesis of the readings for 5 of the 12 weeks in which readings are assigned for group discussion.  

The synthesis should address the questions in the “short paper assignment” listed after the readings for each week. 

Short papers are due at 1:00 pm on the day of the discussion and should be submitted electronically via RamCT as 

an MS Word document attachment.  Grading of papers will be based on content (70%) and writing (30%). The 

grading rubric will be posted on Canvas. Content means evidence of understanding and thoughtful analysis and 

synthesis that addresses the questions in each “short paper assignment” prompt.  Writing includes organization, 
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clarity of expression and logic, and correctness (grammar, spelling). The references used should be cited in the 

text and a complete list of the references included on a separate page.       

 

Conflict Simulation & Reflective Paper 

One class period (scheduled for February 20) will be dedicated to a conflict simulation and students will write a 

reflective paper about the conflict experience.  The reflective paper will be due March 6.    

 

Synthesis and Application Project 

Each student will complete and present a synthesis and application project as a final semester project in the class.  

The objective of the project is to provide students with the opportunity to synthesize the knowledge gained in this 

class from readings and discussion,  and apply this to produce tangible product that will advance their learning 

and professional preparation.  Final projects are due on Tuesday May 1, and will be presented in class on April 

24 and May 1.  All students should discuss their proposed project with the instructor and obtain approval by 

March 27. There are three options for the project: 

 

Option 1) Develop an outreach document such as a handbook or briefing paper that synthesizes and translates 

research on some aspect of CBNRM for a practitioner or policy-maker audience, and makes concrete 

recommendations for best practices or decisions based on existing research on CBNRM.  Sample potential topics 

might include: 1) How to use science in a collaborative planning process with non-technical participants, 2) Pros 

and cons of consensus-based decision making in collaborative planning, 3) Are poverty alleviation and 

conservation compatible—what does science say? 4) How to facilitate social learning in collaboration and co-

management. 

 

Option 2) Write a literature review for an audience of scientific peers or a research proposal that includes an 

in-depth literature review. Synthesizing existing theory and empirical research on a specific theme is a key skill 

for scholars and graduate students, and a necessary part of developing a strong research proposal.  Students who 

are near the beginning of their research program are encouraged to use this as an opportunity to develop their 

research proposal, or one facet of the proposal, by conducting an in-depth literature review on a topic of interest 

related to CBNRM and using that as a basis for developing a proposal that should include research objectives, 

hypotheses or propositions, and a proposed research design and analysis methods.  Students who are in the middle 

or nearing the end of their program are encouraged to write a literature review and synthesis on a topic that they 

feel has yet to be sufficiently explored or synthesized in the published literature and which could form a chapter 

of their dissertation or thesis, and potentially be submitted for publication as a review article. 

 

Hint: A great resource for those searching for literature related to common property and community-based 

management is the International Association for the Study of the Commons’ (IASC) Digital Library of the 

Commons: http://www.iasc-commons.org/library-resources. 

 

Option 3) Develop 3 case study-based active learning modules about community-based resource management, 

collaboration or a closely related topic for use in an undergraduate class on collaboration or ecosystem 

management. Each learning module should include: 1) specific learning objectives for the module, 2) original 

narratives of one or several case studies relevant to the learning objectives and grounded in existing scholarly 

literature and/or other sources about the case (e.g. newspaper articles, legal documents, plans), 3) references to the 

supporting literature for each case study, 4) instructor guidelines (a lesson plan) for facilitating the class, 5) 

instructions to students (e.g. guiding questions or directions for an in-class activity), and 6) metrics of and method 

for assessing student learning (attainment of learning objectives). One module should be designed to be 

implemented in a 50-75 minute lecture period in a class with >50 students and one for a 100 minute laboratory 

period in a lab section with 20 students. For examples of case-based learning modules visit the website for the 

National Center for Case Study Teaching in Science: http://sciencecases.lib.buffalo.edu/cs/. 

 

Basis for Final Grade 

Discussion leadership:  10% 

Discussion participation:  20%  

http://www.iasc-commons.org/library-resources
http://sciencecases.lib.buffalo.edu/cs/
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Short papers (5 x 5% each):  25% 

Conflict Simulation paper: 10% 

Synthesis and Application Project: 35% 

 

A=90-100% 

B=80-89% 

C=70-79% 

D=60-69% 

F<60%   

Course Policies 

 

Late Work Policy: Assignments turned in late will be assessed a penalty: a half-letter grade if it is one 

day late, or a full-letter grade for 2-7 days late. Assignments will not be accepted if overdue by more 

than seven days. 
 

Grades of "Incomplete": Per university policy, an instructor may assign temporary grade of Incomplete 

to a student who demonstrates that he or she could not complete the requirements of the course due to 

circumstances beyond the student's control and not reasonably foreseeable. A student must be passing a 

course at the time that an Incomplete is requested unless the instructor determines that there are 

extenuating circumstances to assign an Incomplete to a student who is not passing the course. When an 

instructor assigns an Incomplete, he or she shall specify in writing using the Department Incomplete 

Grade Form the requirements the student shall fulfill to complete the course as well as the reasons for 

granting an Incomplete when the student is not passing the course. The instructor shall retain a copy of 

this statement in his or her grade records and provide copies to the student and the department head or 

his or her designee.  (Section I.6 of the Academic Faculty and Administrative Professional Manual) 
 

Disability Access: Colorado State University is committed to providing reasonable accommodations for 

all persons with disabilities. Students with disabilities who need accommodations must first contact 

Resources for Disabled Students before requesting accommodations from the professor.  Resources for 

Disabled Students (RDS; http://rds.colostate.edu/home) is located in room 100 of the General Services 

Building. Their phone is (970) 491-6385 (V/TDD). Students who need accommodations in this course 

must contact the professor at the beginning of the semester to discuss needed accommodations.  
 

Attendance Policy: Learning in this class is highly dependent on attendance and participation.  

Participation is expected at all classes. If you must miss a class due to an unavoidable conflict, please 

inform the instructor in advance. 

 
Religious Accommodation: Participation in official University activities, e.g., an out-of-town athletic event, or 

special religious observances may provide a legitimate reason for an excused absence. The student is responsible 

for discussing this with the instructor at the beginning of the semester. 

 

Professionalism Policy: Per university policy and classroom etiquette; mobile phones, iPods, etc. must be 

silenced during all classroom and lab lectures. Those not heeding this rule will be asked to leave the 

classroom/lab immediately so as to not disrupt the learning environment. Please arrive on time for all class 

meetings.  

 

Academic Integrity: The Department of Forest and Rangeland Stewardship takes academic integrity seriously. 

At minimum, academic integrity means that no one will use another's work as their own. The CSU writing center 

defines plagiarism this way: 

 

http://rds.colostate.edu/home
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Plagiarism is the unauthorized or unacknowledged use of another person's academic or scholarly work. Done on 

purpose, it is cheating. Done accidentally, it is no less serious. Regardless of how it occurs, plagiarism is a theft of 

intellectual property and a violation of an ironclad rule demanding "credit be given where credit is due." 

Source: (Writing Guides: Understanding Plagiarism. 

http://writing.colostate.edu/guides/researchsources/understandingplagiarism/plagiarismoverview.cfm. 

 Accessed, May 25, 2012)  

 If you plagiarize in your work you could lose credit for the plagiarized work, fail the assignment, or fail 

the course. Each instance of plagiarism, classroom cheating, and other types of academic dishonesty will be 

addressed according to the principles published in the CSU General Catalog (see page seven, column two: 

http://www.catalog.colostate.edu/FrontPDF/1.6POLICIES1112f.pdf ).  

 Of course, academic integrity means more than just avoiding plagiarism. It also involves doing your own 

reading and studying. It includes regular class attendance, careful consideration of all class materials, and 

engagement with the class and your fellow students. Academic integrity lies at the core of our common goal: to 

create an intellectually honest and rigorous community. Because academic integrity, and the personal and social 

integrity of which academic integrity is an integral part, is so central to our mission as students, teachers, scholars, 

and citizens, we will ask to you sign the CSU Honor Pledge as part of completing all of our major assignments. 

While you will not be required to sign the honor pledge, we will ask each of you to write and sign the following 

statement on your papers and exams: 

"I have not given, received, or used any unauthorized assistance." 

 

CSU Principles of Community: The Principles of Community support the Colorado State University 
mission and vision of access, research, teaching, service and engagement. A collaborative, and vibrant 
community is a foundation for learning, critical inquiry, and discovery. Therefore, each member of the 
CSU community has a responsibility to uphold these principles when engaging with one another and 
acting on behalf of the University 
Inclusion: We create and nurture inclusive environments and welcome, value and affirm all members of 
our community, including their various identities, skills, ideas, talents, and contributions. 
Integrity: We are accountable for our actions and will act ethically and honestly in all our interactions. 
Respect: We honor the inherent dignity of all people within an environment where we are committed to 
freedom of expression, critical discourse, and the advancement of knowledge. 
Service: We are responsible, individually and collectively, to give of our time, talents, and resources to 
promote the well-being of each other and the development of our local, regional, and global 
communities. 
Social Justice: We have the right to be treated and the responsibility to treat others with fairness and 
equity, the duty to challenge prejudice, and to uphold the laws, policies and procedures that promote 
justice in all respects. 
 
Learning Guidelines: 
1. Engage in open and honest dialog 
2. Participate fully (@ comfort level + 1) 
3. Speak from personal experience 
4. Listen respectfully; seek to understand; listen harder when you initially disagree 
5. Move in, move out; encourage others to participate 
6. Be fully present 
7. Be open to new and different perspectives 
8. Assume good intent  
9. “Oops” and “ouch”: take responsibility for your words/behaviors and their impact; let others know how 
their words/behavior affect you 

10. Notice and share what’s happening in the group and in you 
 

http://writing.colostate.edu/guides/researchsources/understandingplagiarism/plagiarismoverview.cfm.
http://writing.colostate.edu/guides/researchsources/understandingplagiarism/plagiarismoverview.cfm.
http://www.catalog.colostate.edu/FrontPDF/1.6POLICIES1112f.pdf%20)
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Topics and Schedule: 

 

The Big Picture: Setting the Stage 
 

Week 1 January 16   

What is CBNRM?  Why do it? Why study it?  

 

Historical and Theoretical Context for CBNRM 
 

Week 2 January 23   

The Legacy of “The Tragedy of the Commons” 

Classics: 

Hardin, G. 1968. The tragedy of the commons.  Science 162: 1243-1248. 

Feeny, D., F. Berkes, B. McCay, and J. Acheson. 1990. The tragedy of the commons: twenty-two years 

later.  Human Ecology 18:1-19. 

Ostrom, E. 1990. Governing the Commons.  Chapters 1 and 2 (pp. 1-57) 

 

Concepts and Cases: 

McKean, M.  2000. Common property: what is it, what is it good for, and what makes it work?  Pp. 27-

55 in C.C. Gibson, M.A. McKean, and E. Ostrom (eds) People and forests: Communities, 

institutions and governance.  Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

Gilles, J.L., A. Hammoudi, and M. Mahdi. 1992.  Oukaimedene, Morocco: a high mountain agdal. Pp. 

229-246 in D. Bromley (ed) Making the commons work.  San Francisco: ICS Press.  

Basurto, X. 2005. How locally designed access and use controls can prevent the tragedy of the commons 

in a Mexican Small-scale fishing community. Society and Natural Resources 18(7):643-659. 

 

Short paper assignment: 

Summarize Hardin’s TOC argument and Feeny et al.’s case against it.  What is a “collective action 

problem,” and how does this type of problem manifest itself in the management of common pool 

resources? How is a common pool resource different from a common property regime? What is required 

for resource users to overcome the TOC?  How was the TOC overcome in the systems described in the 

case studies?     

 

Week 3 January 30     

Governing the Commons: Design Principles, Contextual Factors and Critiques 

(NOTE: María away at Society for Range Management meeting)  

Classics: 

Ostrom, E. 1990.  Governing the commons. Chapters 3, 5 and 6. New York: Cambridge University 

Press. 

 

Critiques, Cases and Updates: 

Cleaver, F. 2000. Moral ecological rationality, institutions and the management of common property 

resources. Development and Change 31:361-383. 

Quinn, C.H., M. Huby, H. Kiwasila, and J. Lovett. 2007. Design principles and common pool resource 

management: An institutional approach to evaluating common pool management in semi-arid 

Tanzania. Environmental Management 84:100-113. 

Trimble, M., and F. Berkes. 2015. Towards adaptive co-management of small-scale fisheries in Uruguay 

and Brazil: lessons from using Ostrom's design principles. Maritime Studies 14:20. 
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Short paper assignment: 

What are the design principles and how were they derived? What are the internal and external factors 

that influence the success of CPR institutions, according to Ostrom’s framework?  What are the 

strengths and limitations of these principles in a research context?  What about a development context?  

   

Week 4 February 6   

Questioning Community 

Agrawal, A. and C. Gibson, eds.  2001. (Introduction, Chapters 2, 3, 5, and Conclusion). Communities 

and the environment: ethnicity, gender, and the state in community-based conservation.  New 

Brunswick: Rutgers University Press.  

  

Short paper assignment:   

According to Agrawal and Gibson, how has community been defined and what alternative definition to 

they offer?  How do the authors of chapters 2, 3, and 5 challenge the category of “community” and the 

role of communities in conservation?  What do these critiques mean for advocates or practitioners of 

community-based conservation?  How might these critiques apply to community-based collaboration in 

the USA? 

 

Week 5 February 13  

Social Capital and Trust 

Classics and Reviews: 

Woolcock, M., and D. Narayan. 2000. Social capital: Implications for development theory, research, and 

policy. World Bank Research Observer 15:225-249. 

Oh, Y. and C.B. Bush. 2016. Exploring the role of dynamic social capital in collaborative governance. 

Administration & Society 48(2):216-236.  

 

Concepts, Cases and Critiques: 

Bodin, O. and B. Crona. 2009. The role of social networks in natural resource governance: What 

relational patterns make a difference? Global Environmental Change 19:366-374. 

Titeca, K. and T. Vervisch. 2008. The dynamics of social capital and community associations in 

Uganda: Linking capital and its consequences. World Development 36(11):2205-2222. 

Wagner, C.L. and M.E. Fernandez-Gimenez. 2008. Does collaboration increase social capital? Society 

and Natural Resources 21:324-344. 

Levesque, V.R., A. J. K. Calhoun, K. P. Bell & T.R. Johnson. 2017. Turning contention into 

collaboration: engaging power, trust, and learning in collaborative networks, Society and Natural 

Resources, 30:2, 245-260. 

 

Short paper assignment: 

What is social capital and how can it be measured? Why is social capital generally, and trust 

specifically, thought to be important for community-based collaboration and conservation? What factors 

influence the development and erosion of trust and social capital? Is there a dark side to social capital?  
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Collaboration and Conflict Management  

 
Week 6  February 20 

In Class: Conflict Simulation (Maria away) 

Conflict Management and Facilitation  

Daniels, S. and Walker, G. 1998. Chapters 1-4, 7-8. Working through environmental conflict: The 

collaborative learning approach. Westport, CT: Praeger.   

 

Read background materials for simulation (posted on RamCT) and prepare your role (provided in class 

on February 13).  

 

Short paper assignment: 

What is the paradox of environmental policy making that Daniels and Walker describe?  How does 

learning help to manage conflicts in complex and “wicked” situations?  What are some practical 

strategies for fostering learning to manage conflict?  How do cultural and value difference influence 

conflict situations and strategies for managing them?  

 
Week 7: February 27  

Collaboration, Consensus and Conflict Management 

Classics: 

Gray, B. 1989. Collaboration: The constructive management of differences.  Pp. 1-15 in Gray, 

Collaborating: Finding common ground for multiparty problems. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Fisher, R., W. Ury and B. Patton. 1981. Getting to yes: Negotiating agreement without giving in (2nd 

Edition). New York: Penguin. SKIM. 

 

Concepts, Cases and Critiques: 

Daniels, S. and G. Walker. 2001. Chapter 4 Collaboration as a deliberative process. Pp. 55-76 in 

Working through Environmental Conflict. Westport, CT: Praeger. 

Peterson, M.N., M.J. Peterson, and T.R. Peterson. 2005. Conservation and the myth of consensus. 

Conservation Biology 19(3):762-767. 

Leach, W.D. 2006. Theories about consensus-based conservation. Conservation Biology 20(2):573-575. 

Toker, C.W. 2004. Public participation or stakeholder frustration: An analysis of consensus-based 

participation in the Georgia Ports Authority’s stakeholder evaluation group. Pp. 175-199 in S.P. 

Depoe, J.W. Delicath and M A. Elsenbeer eds. Communication and public participation in 

environmental decision-making. Albany: SUNY Press.  

Emerson, K., A.P. Joosse, F. Dukes, W. Wills, K.H. Cowgill. 2015. Disrupting deliberative discourse: 

Strategic political incivility at the local level.  Conflict Resolution Quarterly 32(3): 299-324. 

 

Short paper assignment:  

Define and distinguish between collaboration and consensus. It is often assumed that consensus-based 

decision-making is a cornerstone of collaborative process.  What are the arguments for and against 

consensus as a decision-making approach in the context of collaborative conservation?  How might 

power relations within a group influence the outcomes of a consensus-based decision-making process? 

How would you decide whether or not to apply consensus in a particular context? What are the 

alternatives? What are some strategies for handling disruptive participants? 
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Evaluating and Studying CBNRM 
 

Week 8: March 6 NOTE: Attend Kirk Emerson seminar Thursday March 8, 3:30 

 

Explaining Success and Evaluating Outcomes: Frameworks and Challenges  
Emerson, K. and T. Nabatchi. 2015. Evaluating the productivity of collaborative governance regimes : a 

performance matrix. Public Performance & Management Review 38: 717–747 

Conley, A. and M. Moote. 2003. Evaluating collaborative natural resource management.  Society and 

Natural Resources 16:371-386. 

Koontz, T. and C.W. Thomas.  2007.  What do we know and what do we need to know about the 

environmental outcomes of collaborative management?  Public Administration Review Dec. 

2006: 111-121. 

Plummer, R. and D. Armitage.  2007.  A resilience-based framework for evaluating adaptive co-

management: linking ecology, economics and society in a complex world.  Ecological 

Economics 61: 62-74. 

Ostrom, E. 1990. Governing the Commons. (Review Chapter 6) 

 

 

Short paper assignment: 

Why should we and how can we measure success in collaboration and CBNRM?  What are key 

outcomes and causal variables that have been used in evaluating CBNRM, co-management, and 

collaboration?  Are there criteria you feel are missing that should be considered? What are the 

challenges to evaluating community-based and collaborative resource management?   

 

Week 9 March 13 NO CLASS SPRING BREAK 

 

Week 10  March 20 

Co-management, Knowledge and Power 

Classics: 

Pinkerton, E., ed. 1989. Chapter 1 in Cooperative management of local fisheries: New directions for 

improved management and community development. Vancouver: University of British Columbia 

Press. 

Agrawal, A. 1995. Dismantling the divide between indigenous and scientific knowledge. Development 

and Change. 26(3):413-439. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-7660.1995.tb00560.x 

 

Concepts and Cases: 

Kofinas, G.P.  2005.  Caribou hunters and researchers at the co-management interface: emergent 

dilemmas and the dynamics of legitimacy in power sharing.  Anthropologica 47: 179-196. 

Fernandez-Gimenez, M.E., H.P. Huntington, and K.J. Frost.  2006. Integration or cooptation? 

Traditional knowledge and science in the Alaska Beluga Whale Committee.  Environmental 

Conservation 33(4):306-315.   

Nadasdy, P. 2003.  Re-evaluating the co-management success story.  Arctic 56(4): 367-380. 

Goldman, M. 2008. Tracking wildebeest, locating konwlede: Maasai and conservation biology 

understandings of wildebeest behavior in Northern Tanzania. Environment and Planning D-

Society and Space 25(2): 307-331. 

Bohensky, E. L., and Y. Maru. 2011. Indigenous knowledge, science, and resilience: what have we 

learned from a decade of international literature on "integration"? Ecology and Society 16:19. 
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Short paper assignment: 

How is co-management distinct from community-based conservation, collaboration and other 

community-based NRM approaches? What are the inherent risks and benefits of co-management for 

indigenous communities?  What are the risks and potential benefits to government organizations? How 

might different participants in co-management arrangements define successful co-management? What 

roles do indigenous knowledge and science play in these arrangements? Can or should indigenous 

knowledge and science be “integrated”? Why or why not? 

 

Week 11  March 27 

Evaluating CBNRM: Quantitative, Qualitative and Participatory Methods 
Systematic Reviews 

Bowler, D. E., L. M. Buyung-Ali, J. R. Healey, J. P. G. Jones, T. M. Knight, and A. S. Pullin. 2012. 

Does community forest management provide global environmental benefits and improve local 

welfare? Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 10:29-36. 

 

Quantitative 

Siddiki, S., J. Kim and W.D. Leach. 2017. Diversity, trust and social learning in collaborative 

governance. Public Administration Review 77(6): 863–874. 

Ulambayar, T., M.E. Fernández-Giménez, B. Baival, B. Batbuyan. 2017. Social outcomes of 

community-based rangeland management in Mongolian steppe ecosystems. Conservation Letters 

10(3):317–327. 

Qualitative 
  

Walpole, E. H., E. Toman, R. S. Wilson, and M. Stidham. 2017. Shared visions, future challenges: a 

case study of three Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program locations. Ecology and 

Society 22(2):35.  

 

Participatory 

Wilmsen, C. 2008. Negotiating community, participation, knowledge and power in participatory 

research. Pp. 1-22 in C. Wilmsen, W. Elmendorf, L. Fisher, J. Ross, B. Sarathy, and G. Wells, 

eds. Partnerships for empowerment: Participatory research in community-based natural resource 

management. London: Earthscan. 

Ballard, H.L. and B. Sarathy. 2008. Inclusion and exclusion: Immigrant forest workers and participation 

in natural resource management. Pp. 167-185 in Wilmsen, W. Elmendorf, L. Fisher, J. Ross, B. 

Sarathy, and G. Wells, eds. Partnerships for empowerment: Participatory research in community-

based natural resource management. London: Earthscan. 

 

 

Short paper assignment: 

What are the strengths and weaknesses of individual qualitative case studies, comparative case studies, 

and large-N statistical studies for evaluating the outcomes and identifying facilitating factors in CBNRM 

and community-based collaboration?  When would you choose qualitative methods, quantitative 

methods, or a mixed-methods approach? What is participatory research, how is it distinct from 

conventional approaches to research on CBNRM, and what are the benefits of this approach?  What are 

some of the challenges to doing participatory research? How can we evaluate the quality of participatory 

research? 
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CBNRM Benefits and Outcomes 

 
Week 12:  April 3 

Improved Livelihoods, Social Development and Political Empowerment 

Overviews: 

Roe, D., E. Y. Mohammed, I. Porras, and A. Giuliani. 2013. Linking biodiversity conservation and 

poverty reduction: de-polarizing the conservation-poverty debate. Conservation Letters 6:162-

171. 

Ribot, J. C., Lund, J. F., & Treue, T. 2010. Democratic decentralization in sub-Saharan Africa: its 

contribution to forest management, livelihoods, and enfranchisement. Environmental 

Conservation, 37(1), 35-44.  

Child, B., & Barnes, G. 2010. The conceptual evolution and practice of community-based natural 

resource management in southern Africa: past, present and future. Environmental Conservation, 

37(3), 283-295.  

Cases: 

Saito-Jensen, M., Nathan, I., & Treue, T. 2010. Beyond elite capture? Community-based natural 

resource management and power in Mohammed Nagar village, Andhra Pradesh, India. 

Environmental Conservation, 37(3), 327-335.  

Thoms, C.A. 2008. Community control of resources and the challenge of improving livelihoods: A 

critical examination of community forestry in Nepal. Geoforum 39:1452-1465. 

Abrams, J., E. J. Davis, and C. Moseley. 2015. Community-based organizations and institutional work 

in the remote rural West. Review of Policy Research 32:675-698. 

 

Short paper assignment: 

Community-based conservation and CBNRM are often promoted as means to achieve conservation of 

resources, empowerment of local people and improvement of local livelihoods simultaneously.  Why 

has this goal proved elusive? How can projects and programs be designed to help ensure that local 

people benefit, and that benefits are shared equitably among community members? Is the goal of 

livelihood enhancement coupled with conservation easier/more difficult to achieve for certain resources 

or ecosystems (wildlife, forests, rangelands) than others? 

 

Week 13:  April 10 

Improved Stewardship and Environmental Conditions 

Bajracharya SB, Furley PA, Newton AC. 2005. Effectiveness of community involvement in delivering 

conservation benefits to the Annapurna Conservation Area, Nepal. Environmental Conservation 

32: 239-247. 

Chhatre A, Agrawal A. 2009. Trade-offs and synergies between carbon storage and livelihood benefits 

from forest commons. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of 

America 106: 17667-17670. 

Leisher C, Hess S, Boucher TM, van Beukering P, Sanjayan M. 2012. Measuring the impacts of 

community-based grasslands management in Mongolia's Gobi. PLoS ONE 7: e30991. 

doi:30910.31371/journal.pone.0030991 

Meyer SM, Konisky DM. 2007. Local institutions and environmental outcomes: Evidence from 

wetlands protection in Massachusetts. Policy Studies Journal 35: 481-502. 

Nelson F, et al. 2008. Preservation or degradation? Communal management and ecological change in a 

southeast Michigan forest. Biodiversity and Conservation 17: 2757-2772. 
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Nolte C, Agrawal A, Silvius KM, Soares BS. 2013. Governance regime and location influence avoided 

deforestation success of protected areas in the Brazilian Amazon. Proceedings of the National 

Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 110: 4956-4961. 

Sudtongkong C, Webb EL. 2008. Outcomes of state-vs. community-based mangrove management in 

southern Thailand. Ecology and Society 13. 

 

Short paper assignment: 

Write your own synthesis and analysis that incorporates all of the readings above. What have we learned 

about the environmental outcomes of CBNRM? What questions remain? 

 

Week 14: April 17  

Learning, Adaptation and Resilience 

Overview & Concepts 

Cundill G, Rodela R. 2012. A review of assertions about the processes and outcomes of social learning 

in natural resource management. Journal of Environmental Management 113: 7-14. 

Armitage D. 2005. Adaptive capacity and community-based natural resource management. 

Environmental Management 35: 703-715. 

Ross, H., and F. Berkes. 2014. Research approaches for understanding, enhancing, and monitoring 

community resilience. Society & Natural Resources 27:787-804. 

 

Cases 

Robinson, L., & Berkes, F. 2011. Multi-level participation for building adaptive capacity: Formal 

agency-community interactions in Northern Kenya. Global Environmental Change 21:1185-

1194.  

Caves JK, Bodner GS, Simms K, Fisher LA, Robertson T. 2013. Integrating collaboration, adaptive 

management, and scenario-planning: Experiences at Las Cienegas National Conservation Area. 

Ecology and Society 18: 43. http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-05749-180343  

Bixler, R. P. 2014. From community forest management to polycentric governance: assessing evidence 

from the bottom up. Society & Natural Resources 27:155-169. 

Emerson, K., and A. K. Gerlak. 2014. Adaptation in collaborative governance regimes. Environmental 

Management 54:768-781. 

Menzel, S., and M. Buchecker. 2013. Does participatory planning foster the transformation toward more 

adaptive social-ecological systems? Ecology and Society 18:13. 

 

Short paper assignment: 

Write your own synthesis and analysis that incorporates all of the readings above.  

 

Putting it All Together 
 

Week 15 April 24  

Applying What We’ve Learned 

Final Project Presentations 

 

Week 16 May 1   

Applying What We’ve Learned 

Final Project Presentations 

 


