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Synopsis 
 

 

As interconnected knowledge and policy priorities, the Philippines needs to develop more 

effective community engagement approaches and policies—particularly for its highly 

vulnerable coastal communities—to better enable robust local responses to climate 

change impacts, with increasing extreme weather events highlighted. Several social and 

policy barriers currently impede the development of more proactive and robust adaptation 

approaches at the community level. They comprise persistent top-down decision-making 

and planning approaches, poor institutional capacity, conflicting social power dynamics 

at the local level, and complex social, economic, and cultural community relations. 

In such context, this thesis advances a highly considered best option for effective 

community engagement approach/es to better increase adaptive capacity to climate 

change in the Philippines, based on knowledge building and practice. To reach this 

conclusion, the research involved three stages of investigation. First, an extensive 

literature review, as informed by the areas of environmental management, climate change 

adaptation, disaster risk reduction and management, community engagement, and local 

knowledge, in both international and Philippine contexts. 

Secondly, development of a conceptual framework to more clearly understand the 

relationship between community engagement and the Philippines context of climate 

change adaptation, assisted by the broader international context. The conceptual 

framework consisted of a synthesis of three meta-themes, and numerous themes 

informing them, as drawn from the existing theory and empirical research on the topic: 

(i) community engagement and climate change adaptation in international contexts; (ii) 

local knowledge and climate change adaptation; and (iii) community engagement and 

climate change adaptation in the Philippine context. 

Third, empirical data as collected through interviews with 24 local experts and 

focus group discussions with 91 community representatives in two disaster-prone 

research sites. More exactly, 11 local experts and 38 community representatives from 

Sorsogon City, and 13 local experts and 53 community representatives from the 

Municipality of Lavezares; as provinces on the eastern seaboard highly subject to extreme 

weather events with contrasting weak and strong community engagement styles for 

climate change adaptation. All participants had relevant knowledge and experience on 

community engagement for climate change adaptation, disaster risk reduction and 
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management, and other related environmental issues typically experienced by Philippine 

coastal communities. 

The findings revealed that both strong (inclusive and active) and weak (passive 

and inactive) community engagement approaches for climate change adaptation (and by 

association, disaster risk reduction and management) existed in the Philippines, as well-

evidenced by the representative case studies of Sorsogon City and the Municipality of 

Lavezares regarding community, government, and non-government-based initiatives and 

actions. Strong community engagement approaches pertained to (i) community capacity 

building; (ii) knowledge and awareness; (iii) community support; (iv) input in decision-

making processes; and (v) community characteristics of unity, empowerment, and 

positive traditional Filipino community engagement practices. 

While participants recognised the contribution of strong community engagement 

to climate change adaptation, weak community engagement approaches reflected 

participatory barriers of (i) poverty and lack of funding and budget; (ii) disunity, class 

conflict, and a culture of dependency; (iii) top-down approaches to decision-making; and 

(iv) political affiliations and unequal social power dynamics. Concomitantly, information 

dissemination mechanisms, as traditionally weak community engagement, was mostly 

regarded as a precursor to strong approaches. Similarly, community-based consultations 

were considered as strong approaches when transparency and open communication were 

enabled at the community level, to better contribute meaningful input to decision-making 

processes. 

In turn, participants suggested four key conduits to strengthen community 

engagement for climate change adaptation: (i) community capacity building and 

empowerment; (ii) socio-cultural community and place-based contexts; (iii) leadership 

and good governance; and (iv) multi-stakeholder and sectoral networks, partnerships, and 

linkages. Knowledge integration was also emphasised, as was broader intra-jurisdictional 

coherence involving good governance principles. Positive community characteristics and 

practices such as bayanihan and pintakasi were also regarded as crucial for strong 

community engagement. However, in adopting such suggestions, local governments, 

communities, and NGOs would need to exercise vigilance as these practices can be 

misused or manipulated by those in power to the disadvantage of those engaging. Overall, 

the strong community engagement approach was found the best approach for Philippine 

coastal communities to build effective climate change adaptation to build more robust 

local adaptive capacity and resilience. 
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That said, the thesis makes an original contribution to the literature in three ways. 

First, by consolidating the diverse meanings and interpretations of community 

engagement found in the literature into two broad approaches: ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ 

community engagement. Second, by comparing community engagement experiences in 

climate change adaptation involving local governments and communities specifically in 

the Philippine context. Third, by strongly contributing to the relevant and existing 

knowledge and practices in the Philippines for strengthening the policy development 

process of climate change adaptation and disaster risk reduction and management policies 

(with a flow-on knowledge contribution to the international literature). This contribution 

was based on many policy insights generated through dialogue in the Philippines with 

policy actors and practitioners involved in policy design, particularly regarding 

communities and local governments. Key policy suggestions included integration of 

socio-cultural and place-based contexts of communities in policy processes, established 

political leadership and government and community structures, policy coherence across 

all governmental levels, increased budget allocation at the local level, and strengthening 

community engagement approaches for interrelated climate change adaptation and 

disaster risk reduction and management in the Philippines; which also appears to have 

wide applicability elsewhere. 
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1. Introduction 
 

 

Climate change impacts and the emergence of adaptation in the Philippines 

 

Increasing evidence supports the notion that human-induced climate change is a defining 

new issue for the 21st century. Indeed, anthropogenic greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 

are historically the highest today. Human activities have primarily contributed to global 

warming over the past 50 years, with 2015 to 2018 being the ‘top four warmest years in 

the global temperature record’ (WMO 2019: 6; also, IPCC 2018a). According to the 2018 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Climate Change Special Report, 

human activities caused ‘approximately 1°C of global warming above pre-industrial 

levels [which are] likely to reach 1.5°C between 2030 and 2052 if it continues to increase 

at the current rate’ (IPCC 2018a: 6, emphasis in original). 

Over recent decades, climate change has created widespread impact on natural 

and human systems, with the former experiencing strongest impact so far. Population 

increase, burning of fossil fuels, and land degradation have all led to increased global and 

sea surface temperatures, ocean heat content, sea level rise, ocean acidification, and 

precipitation changes (IPCC 2018a; WMO 2019). These changes continue to adversely 

affect biodiverse ecosystems, leading to species loss and extinction, forest degradation, 

decline in coral reefs, decrease in agricultural and coastal resources, among others (IPCC 

2018a). Moreover, increasing and sometimes extreme variabilities in climate and weather 

events have led to more intense and frequent tropical cyclones, hurricanes, storm surges, 

rainfall, flooding, and snowstorms on the one hand, and heatwaves, droughts, and 

wildfires on the other (WMO 2019). Climate change has also affected human systems. 

Devastating impacts threaten agriculture, food security and water supply, economic 

growth and livelihoods, infrastructure and settlements, health and well-being, security 

and safety, mobility, morbidity and mortality, and cultural heritage (IPCC 2018a; WMO 

2019). 

Nonetheless, these changing conditions have also resulted in significant exposure, 

vulnerability, and a weak capacity of human systems to adapt to climate change (IPCC 

2018a; UNFCCC 2019; WMO 2019). ‘Vulnerability’ in this context is defined as the 

‘characteristics and circumstances of a community, system or asset that make it 

susceptible to the damaging effects of a hazard’, including exposure to stress, sensitivity, 
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and adaptive action (UNISDR 2007b: 24). Such vulnerability conditions can then help 

guide necessary changes regarding human behaviour for the future (Kelman & Gaillard 

2010). Already, for society—and especially for poor, vulnerable, and marginalised 

groups—climate change impacts are becoming an extension of everyday hardships. 

Marginalised groups refer to excluded people based on gender, age, ethnicity, social class, 

and/or religion, rendering them powerless or less important (Bose 2017). 

In addition, differences in level of exposure and vulnerability are not uniform 

across geographic contexts. Rather, non-climatic factors, and ‘multidimensional 

inequalities often produced by uneven development processes’, have significantly 

influenced the varied impacts and risks from climate change (IPCC 2014a: 40; also, IPCC 

2018a). Hence, multidimensional and structural inequalities increase the exposure of 

poor, vulnerable, and marginalised groups to climate change and variability impacts 

(Bose 2017; United Nations 2016). Such inequalities also inform the focus of this thesis 

on their more effective inclusion regarding knowledge building and practice for policy 

development through community engagement, along with other reasons as will unfold in 

this chapter. 

 

Community engagement: an introduction 

In this study, community engagement is defined as engaging communities in governance 

processes as an alternative to the managerial or top-down approach in policy formulation 

and provision of government services to better build institutional linkages between 

government and its citizens (Cavaye 2004; Eversole 2011; Head 2007; McCabe et al. 

2006). Communities, through their ‘expert source of knowledge’, can potentially 

contribute to improving government services to communities through effective mutual 

dialogue and deliberative communication between government and citizens (McCabe et 

al. 2006: 11; also, Cavaye 2004). Community engagement is also regarded as a process 

of involvement that engenders ‘democratic renewal’ by introducing new structures for 

better decision-making at local levels and promoting citizen interest in governance 

processes (Purdam & Crisp 2009: 169). 

There are many types of community engagement in decision-making. At the lower 

levels are information dissemination and two-way consultation and communication, 

which are considered as tokenistic forms of engagement or as tools for legitimising 

government decisions (Cavaye 2004; Purdam & Crisp 2009). Moving towards the higher 

levels of community engagement are structured community involvements, community-
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government partnerships, and mobilisation of community-led development (Cavaye 

2004). 

At the core of community engagement is the notion of ‘community’, as 

community engagement fundamentally means the participation of and with a community 

of people instead of the individual citizen (Cavaye 2004). As such, ‘meaningful’ 

community engagement entails processes that consider and include the diversity and 

dynamics of communities, encourage meaningful deliberation of issues among groups, 

and effectively manage potential conflicts (Meikle & Jones 2013). Concomitantly, 

community engagement processes need to acknowledge a community’s complex issues 

such as social power relations and their dynamics and community representation, and 

potentially conflicting interests, opinions, and perspectives (Cavaye 2004; Meikle & 

Jones 2013). 

Aside from looking at community engagement as a way for communities to 

participate in governance processes, community engagement can also enhance 

government through building community-government linkages to create better services, 

strengthen strategic policies, and produce an abundance of social capital (Cavaye 2004; 

McCabe et al. 2006; Meikle & Jones 2013). Despite these promising potentials of 

community engagement, Cavaye (2004) argued that substantial power sharing between 

communities and government through community engagement approaches have not yet 

taken place. The lack of power sharing can be attributed to the inability to devolve power 

and control by government institutions, and the weak capacity of communities for 

effective participation, with their poor motivation to create alternative deliberative 

dialogues (Cavaye 2004). A comprehensive discussion of community engagement, 

including its underlying issues and connection to CCA is found in Chapter 2. 

 

Addressing climate change impacts through mitigation and adaptation 

To address climate change impacts, mitigation was the initial and key focus of the United 

Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), through the mitigation 

or reduction of global GHGs and warming through the formulation and the adoption of 

the Kyoto Protocol, the latter beginning in 1997 (UNFCCC 2008; van Aalst et al. 2008). 

However, implementing mitigation internationally had proved difficult, as international 

agreements on emission reductions have been lacking, alongside social, economic, 

political, and technical barriers to effective implementation (Rosen 2015; van Aalst et al. 

2008). 
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Consequently, climate change adaptation (hereafter referred to as ‘CCA’ or 

‘adaptation’) emerged as a complementary approach to mitigation to cope with climate 

change (IPCC 2007; UNFCCC 2013; van Aalst et al. 2008). But in some cases, adaptation 

has been positioned at the forefront in the debate on climate change action. For example, 

the Australian Government’s National Climate Resilience and Adaptation Strategy 2015 

claimed that the country’s ‘policies, laws, institutions and investments in research provide 

a strong foundation for building long-lasting climate resilience and adaptation’ 

(Australian Government 2015: 17). Similarly, the European Commission adopted a 

European Union strategy on adaptation to climate change in 2013 to prioritise ‘early, 

planned adaptation action’, notably—for my study—through ‘prioritising coherent, 

flexible and participatory approaches’ (European Commission 2013: 2). 

The primary objective of CCA was to decrease the vulnerability, manage risk and 

exposure, and enhance the adaptive capacity and resilience of humans to climate change 

through creating effective adaptive strategies for survival (Adger et al. 2005; IPCC 

2018b; UNFCCC 2007). In this context, adaptive capacity is defined as the capacity of a 

system, community, or society to immediately and successfully adapt to the impacts 

climate change (IPCC 2007; Prabhakar 2010). This capacity includes adjustments in 

human behaviour; for example, the utilisation of resources and technologies available to 

reduce vulnerability. Such resources include CCA policy and governance, local expertise 

and knowledge, technological innovation, infrastructure, social equity, and community 

cohesion and engagement (Boswell et al. 2012; Lebel et al. 2010; Prabhakar 2010). 

In turn, resilience is the ‘ability of a system, community or society exposed to 

hazards to resist, absorb, accommodate to and recover from the effects of a hazard in a 

timely and efficient manner’, through developing and maintaining adaptive capacity 

(UNISDR 2007b: 22; also, IPCC 2018b). However, resilience to climate change is 

subjective and context-based regarding human societies. This is because it is dependent 

on any country’s capacities and resources to organise before, during, and after emerging 

climate change circumstances (Adger 2006; Kelman & Gaillard 2010; UNISDR 2007b). 

Reflecting on the ongoing failure of developing effective international mitigation 

strategies to affect climate change in any significant way, adaptation has now arguably 

become a more important element for addressing climate change, as underscored by the 

Copenhagen Accord (UNFCCC 2009). As such, the need to enhance CCA was 

emphasised during the UNFCCC Conference of the Parties (COP16) in Cancun, Mexico, 

with the adoption of the Cancun Adaptation Framework (UNFCCC 2010a). The overall 

goal of the framework is to achieve reduced vulnerability and increased resilience for all 
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societies, but especially regarding the critical vulnerability needs of developing countries, 

given a dire lack of CCA resources and capacity (UNFCCC 2009). The framework 

stresses five key CCA clusters: implementation, support, institutions, principles, and 

stakeholder engagement, with the latter focused on in my study. 

Moving on, the 2015 Paris Agreement (COP21) continued to stress adaptation. 

Parties were called on to more quickly plan and implement appropriate adaptation 

responses to increase adaptive capacity and resilience to decrease climate change 

vulnerability (UNFCCC 2015b). Indeed, the Paris Agreement situated adaptation as 

complementary with mitigation (Mogelgaard et al. 2015). The Agreement called for 

countries to continuously review and increase the effectiveness of their climate action 

plans, also known as Nationally Determined Contributions, and report every five years, 

from 2015, according to the following aspects: 

 
Adaptation action should follow a country-driven, gender-responsive, participatory and 

fully transparent approach, taking into consideration vulnerable groups, communities and 

ecosystems, and should be based on and guided by the best available science and, as 

appropriate, traditional knowledge, knowledge of indigenous peoples and local 

knowledge systems, with a view to integrating adaptation into relevant socioeconomic 

and environmental policies and actions, where appropriate (UNFCCC 2015b: 9) 

 

Such characteristics inform and work into my study, especially regarding the 

participatory context. Similarly, the IPCC (2018a: 25) argued for adaptation actions 

specific to national contexts and gender-sensitivity. Emphasised was multi-level 

governance to ensure strengthened ‘participation, transparency, capacity building and 

learning’ among government, private sector, civil society, indigenous peoples, and local 

communities. Further, emphasis on the local and the participatory particularly applies to 

CCA community engagement approaches, the key focus of my study, which is based in 

the Philippines. 

 

The Philippines and climate change 

As an impoverished developing country, the Philippines is one of the world’s most 

vulnerable to climate change impacts and associated weather-related disasters due to 

poverty, environmental degradation, and inadequate social, technological, and financial 

capacities for adaptation (OCHA 2017a; UNFCCC 2007; World Bank 2013). Gaillard 

(2011) further argued that the Philippines’ vulnerability can be attributed to the unequal 
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access of resources among Filipinos and poor disaster governance. Almost 75% of the 

Philippine population and more than 50% of the country’s total land area are consistently 

exposed to multiple climate-related hazards such as tropical cyclones, storm surges, 

coastal flooding, landslides, torrential rains, droughts, earthquakes, tsunami inundations, 

and volcanic eruptions, as shown in Figure 1.1 (Cruz et al. 2016; David et al. 2017; 

Lapidez et al. 2015; Needham 2015; UNFCCC 2007). Each year, an average of 22 

tropical cyclones enter the country, with at least six annually resulting in significant 

humanitarian impact (OCHA 2017a). 

International findings highlight that the Philippines is one of the ‘three worst-

affected countries in relative and absolute terms, both in 2014 and over the 2008 to 2014 

period’ regarding weather-related disasters (IDMC 2015: 9). Such findings are consistent 

with the Global Climate Risk Index 2017 findings, which highlights the Philippines as 

‘among the most affected countries both in the long-term index and in the index for the 

respective year for the last six years’ regarding recurrent catastrophes (Kreft et al. 2016: 

4). 

Similar results are given by various international studies in reference to weather-

related disaster fatalities in the Philippines. For example, in 2017, the Philippines has had 

one of the highest levels of displacement due to weather-related disasters, with 2.5 million 

new displacements primarily attributed to two extremely powerful typhoons that made 

landfall in the country that year: Tembin and Kai-tak (IDMC 2018).1 In addition, in 2014, 

the Philippines received the most international humanitarian assistance, amounting to 

US$847 million due to the devastating impacts of Typhoon Haiyan (Development 

Initiatives & GHA 2016).2 

Future climate projections in the Philippines indicate temperature increase and 

seasonal temperature changes, recently, with the dry season becoming drier and the wet 

season having more severe rainfall, sea-level rise, and more frequent extreme weather 

events (Cruz et al. 2016; Gallo et al. 2019; WHO & United Nations 2015). As a result, 

local economic activities will be severely affected, decreasing by an average of 1.7% 

annually, or at most to 23% after the most severe tropical cyclones (ADB 2019). 

Likewise, food and water shortages and heightened risks to health, population 

displacement, and disruption of livelihood activities appear evident soon, particularly if 

effective CCA actions are not instigated as rapidly as possible. 

                                                
1 This figure is slightly lower compared to 5.9 million new displacements in 2016, similarly caused by two 
devastating typhoons: Haima and Nock-Ten (IDMC 2017). 
2 As of 2015, the Philippines was not anymore one of the largest humanitarian recipients (Development 
Initiatives & GHA 2017). 
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Figure 1.1 Hazard profile of the Philippines 
Source: OCHA 2017b3,4 

                                                
3 Attribution: Map provided courtesy of the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs, which 
granted non-exclusive rights subject to the conditions from the OCHA Design and Multimedia Unit (via 
email). 
4 Disclaimer: The boundaries and names shown and the designations used on this map do not imply official 
endorsement or acceptance by the United Nations. 
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Highlighting the vulnerability of the Philippines further are its coastal systems, 

where, apart from four major cities located in coastal areas, over 100 million people reside 

within 60 kilometres of the coast (David et al. 2017). That is, an estimated 70% of 

Filipinos reside along the coast (UNDP 2017). This includes coastal communities, mostly 

coastal families, especially small-scale or municipal fisherfolk, seaweed gatherers, and 

shellfish divers, almost 35% of whom live below the national poverty line (ADB 2019). 

These coastal communities greatly depend on the extensive coastal system for primary 

sources of food, livelihood, coastal protection, and tourism income. Likewise, fisheries 

and fisheries-related livelihoods are key economic sectors of the country, with Filipinos 

having one of the highest fish consumptions per capita, internationally (ADB 2019; David 

et al. 2017). 

Nevertheless, such heavy reliance on the coastal system has had devastating 

impacts to the Philippines, which continues. Presently, only 1% of the country’s coral 

reefs are in excellent condition, with 66% of mangroves lost, and 50% of seagrass beds 

polluted and degraded (ADB 2014; World Bank 2011). Such degradation is attributed to 

unregulated and uninhibited coastal developments, sedimentation and pollution, 

overfishing, destructive (and sometimes illegal) fishing practices, and uncontrolled 

population growth (ADB 2014). 

Hence, natural exposure to climate-related hazards, heavy reliance on the coastal 

system, and continued resource degradation have made coastal communities in the 

Philippines most vulnerable to climate change. Coastal communities are now observing 

climate change impacts on the coastal system and human society. Specifically, sea-level 

rise, temperature and rainfall changes, tropical cyclones, and storm surges have resulted 

in increased flooding, erosion, salinisation, a decrease in fish catch, deterioration of 

mangroves and coral reefs, loss of lives, and loss of property, livelihood, and tourism 

(David et al. 2017). So, how has the Philippines responded to such change? 

 

Philippine responses to climate change 

Following other initiatives discussed below, and perhaps most importantly, in 2017, the 

Philippines ratified the 2015 Paris Agreement (CAT 2019; McClean 2017). Yet it is 

uncertain if the Philippines has the capacity to take significant action to meet its country 

commitments of reducing emissions by 70% by 2030. One problem is the country’s 

reliance on coal energy and the rapid expansion of coal-fired industry (CAT 2019). 

Nevertheless, national policymakers have achieved passage of several polices related to 

adaptation. Key policies include the Climate Change Act of 2009, the Disaster Risk 
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Reduction and Management Act of 2010, the People’s Survival Fund of 2011, and the 

emergent mainstreaming of CCA and disaster risk reduction and management (DRRM) 

through the Disaster Resilience Act (de Leon & Pittock 2017; Florano 2015; Republic of 

the Philippines 2009, 2010, 2011, 2020; Santos et al. 2016; Tanhueco 2014; Yonson 

2017). Plans, strategies, and frameworks related to CCA and DRRM were also 

progressively introduced to operationalise the policies (see Nachmany et al. 2014, 2015; 

NDRRMC 2011a, 2011b). 

In the Philippines, CCA and DRRM are typically discussed together as both are 

closely linked (e.g. Shaw et al. 2010). This close connection can be attributed to the 

common goal of CCA and DRRM in climate-related risk reduction through ‘proactive 

anticipatory actions to reduce climate risk of different time scales’ (UNISDR Asia and 

Pacific 2011: 7). Simultaneously existing DRRM methods and tools are utilised to 

increase adaptive capacity to climate change (Shaw et al. 2010; UNISDR Asia and Pacific 

2011: 7). In addition, both CCA and DRRM must be implemented through a wide range 

of sectoral policies including ones regarding the environment, agriculture, fisheries, 

water, energy, land use and urban planning, public infrastructure, housing, health, 

education, and finance. These also include linkages with policies regarding poverty 

eradication and sustainable development (UNISDR Asia and Pacific 2011). Hence, 

implementing CCA and DRRM in an integrated and systematic manner appears very 

pertinent for the Philippines (see also Chapter 4). 

However, the Philippines’ institutional and disaster management system is much 

more established. It started in the 1970s, alongside community-based disaster response 

(Fernandez et al. 2012), although Bankoff (2012) claimed that disaster risk reduction was 

already practiced in the 19th century (Bankoff 2012). In contrast, regarding CCA, remains 

at an early response stage. As such, there is a growing need for high quality research on 

developing effective CCA community adaptation approaches based on the perspective of 

the IPCC (2018a), here, focused on the participatory aspect, as supported by a growing 

international literature on developing participatory and inclusive CCA approaches. For 

example, among developed and developing countries, there is a lack of effective 

adaptation approaches that incorporate robust community engagement for local 

government policy development and action (Obraczka et al. 2017; Samaddar et al. 2019; 

Schmidt et al. 2013; Serrao-Neumann et al. 2015; Sherman & Ford 2014; Zafrin et al. 

2014). 

In short, local governments have only recently begun to ‘engage’ the public in 

CCA. Such engagement is occurring in many ways, from information dissemination to 
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community ‘involvement’ and ‘consultation’ with much in between (Ayson 2018; Cadag 

et al. 2018; Molina & Neef 2016; Zalameda 2015). Such approaches, however, are widely 

criticised as being too limited to enable robust community engagement to better achieve 

effective CCA (e.g. Ashley et al. 2015; Buggy & McNamara 2015; McMartin et al. 2018; 

Schmidt et al. 2014). This is because these forms of engagement follow a predominantly 

fragmented, uncoordinated planning and top-down approach towards CCA in the 

Philippines, which has proven ineffective (Molina & Neef 2016; Razafindrabe et al. 2015; 

Ton et al. 2017; Zalameda 2015). Notably, this ineffectiveness adversely reflects the 

earlier pronouncement of the World Bank that ‘despite the potential synergies between 

disaster risk mitigation and climate change adaptation, so far there is inadequate 

convergence in policy, planning, and coordination across national government agencies 

…’ (Ancheta et al. 2010: 12). 

Such inadequate convergence has impacted the local level, particularly through 

disjointed CCA policies, plans, and frameworks between national and local government 

and local community levels (COA 2014; La Viña 2014; World Bank 2013). For example, 

a vague and opaque national climate change policy has resulted in weak climate change 

policy mainstreaming across government departments, agencies, and local governments 

(La Viña 2014; Zalameda 2015). Technical capacity and expertise to transform and 

integrate national CCA and DRRM policies—as is now happening increasingly 

internationally—into local policies is also lacking (COA 2014; La Viña 2014). 

In addition, activities to support and sustain the convergence between CCA and 

DRRM policies at the local level have been difficult. This is because local governments 

primarily focus on disaster recovery and rehabilitation instead of prevention and 

preparedness (e.g. World Bank 2013). Romanticising narratives of ‘Filipino resilience’ 

or the ‘Filipino spirit’ during times of weather-related disasters and calamities has not 

helped, but instead has revealed the lack of government capacity to provide concrete and 

long-term solutions towards disaster preparedness and response (see Lasco 2018; 

Manglinong 2018).5 

Divergences in CCA at national and local levels are further exacerbated by lack 

of political will and strained relationships between local communities and government 

(Zalameda 2015). For example, several local governments have weak compliance with 

mandatory CCA policy provisions (COA 2014; Molina & Neef 2016; Razafindrabe et al. 

2015). In addition, ‘feelings of corruption, mixed-interests, and political agendas … make 

                                                
5 Filipinos are known to smile, move on, and rebuild their lives in the midst of hardship, including weather-
related disasters and calamities, as evident after Typhoon Haiyan in 2013 (see Quismundo 2013). 
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topics like adaptation difficult to adopt and willingly engage in’ by local communities 

(Zalameda 2015: 52). As a consequence, adaptation efforts have failed to achieve real 

impact at the local community level. 

A fragmented CCA and DRRM at national and local levels can also be attributed 

to issues of existing social power relations and their dynamics, especially as top-down 

power structures in government have largely excluded public dialogue and deliberation, 

preventing communities and civil society organisations from being meaningfully 

involved in environmental governance decision-making processes (Gera 2016; La Viña 

2014; Molina & Neef 2016). Consequently, local and community leaders are not only less 

motivated to lead on CCA but feel powerless due to the lack of support from capable and 

interested government personnel (La Viña 2014). Another source of powerlessness is the 

preference of policy makers for scientific knowledge over local and indigenous 

knowledge on DRRM (La Viña 2014; Molina & Neef 2016). Indigenous peoples have 

been subject to discrimination, marginalisation, and oppression as their indigenous 

knowledge has been disregarded in DRRM decision-making processes, alongside the 

failure of government to address their economic, social, political vulnerabilities (Molina 

& Neef 2016). Moreover, patronage politics during times of disasters and calamities have 

been a manifestation of unequal social power relations and their dynamics in general, as 

politicians utilise aid and other resources as a way of buying support from families and 

communities (Franta et al. 2016). Hence, strong supporters (or patrons) receive more aid 

than weaker supporters, and some families and communities are excluded entirely. 

Reflecting on the emphasis towards a ‘country-driven, gender-responsive, 

participatory and fully transparent’ approach towards CCA by the Paris Agreement 

(2015b: 9), the current adaption approaches of the Philippines are then problematic. This 

is because the Philippine approaches, again, are primarily top-down, reactive, and overall, 

ineffective, as decision-making in policies, plans, and actions reflect minimal community 

engagement and multi-stakeholder involvement. In contrast, the Paris Agreement 

statement reflects what is known as active and inclusive, participatory, and proactive 

approaches, especially in relation to engaging local communities in CCA decision-

making as a more robust or effective community engagement approach. 

Hence, the key focus of this study is to contribute to the existing body of literature 

regarding CCA and community engagement in the Philippines (which is relevant 

internationally) on identifying what community engagement approach/es might best 

develop effective CCA for the Philippine context. Here, ‘effective’ is meant as the process 

of achieving results through a set of clear objectives by implementing appropriate and 
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timely decisions and actions, as well as evaluating outcomes, past experiences and future 

impacts (CEC 2001; Hedger et al. 2008; Petts & Brooks 2006; Scherhaufer 2014). 

Similarly, ‘effective’ is referred to as government and community policies, plans, and 

actions that are participatory, proactive, appropriate, and jurisdictionally coherent 

(Yoseph-Paulus & Hindmarsh 2016; also, Pulhin et al. 2010). Therefore, building 

effective community adaptive capacity and resilience for CCA through community 

engagement appears crucial for disaster-prone countries such as the Philippines, 

especially in coastal zones where climate change impacts are most severe (Murphy & 

Tembo 2014). 

 

Research problem, aims, and questions 

 

The central problem of a significant theoretical and practical knowledge gap that this 

study addresses is that with today’s scale of climate change impacts, the Philippines lacks 

adequate and effective coastal community adaptation approaches and policies that 

incorporate robust community engagement. The primary aim of this study is then to 

identify the considered best option for effective community engagement approach/es to 

appropriately better increase adaptive capacity to climate change in the Philippines based 

on knowledge building and practice. As such, the probing investigative focus was on two 

case study sites on the eastern seaboard highly subject to extreme weather events, and 

other related environmental issues, typically experienced by Philippine coastal 

communities; also with contrasting weak and strong community engagement styles for 

climate change adaptation: Sorsogon City and the Municipality of Lavezares (as 

discussed in detail in Chapter 5, pp. 165 and 167). In turn, the secondary aims are: 

 

1. To review the international literature on effective community engagement 

approaches for CCA in both developed and developing countries. 

2. To investigate the effectiveness of existing local community engagement 

approaches for CCA with local experts and communities in the Philippine 

coastal zone, also regarding CCA-related policies and actions, most 

specifically in Sorsogon City and the Municipality of Lavezares, against the 

background of international and Philippine literatures. 

3. To develop appropriate suggestions for policy development regarding more 

effective community engagement for CCA in the Philippines at the local 

level. 
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Informing these aims are the following research questions: 

 

1. How do local experts and community representatives from Sorsogon City and 

the Municipality of Lavezares interpret community engagement, and by 

association, community participation? 

2. What are the existing community engagement mechanisms and/or practices 

for CCA identified by local experts and community representatives from 

Sorsogon City and the Municipality of Lavezares, and how do these compare 

with the international and Philippine literatures? 

3. What are the barriers to, and enablers of, community engagement 

mechanisms and/or practices to CCA as perceived by local experts and 

community representatives from Sorsogon City and the Municipality of 

Lavezares? And, by association, how are these perceptions tempered by 

location? 

4. What are the key suggestions for policy development regarding more 

effective community engagement for CCA as perceived by local experts and 

community representatives from Sorsogon City and the Municipality of 

Lavezares? And, by association, how are these perceptions tempered by 

location? 

 

Significance of the study 

 

Proactive approaches are highly relevant to the overarching Philippine policies and plans 

for CCA. First is the Climate Change Act of 2009, the Disaster Risk Reduction and 

Management Act of 2010, and the People’s Survival Fund of 2011, which all mention 

community engagement as necessary (Republic of the Philippines 2009, 2010, 2011). The 

second is the 2011–2028 National Climate Change Action Plan and the 2011–2028 

Philippine National Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Plan, both of which aim 

to enhance CCA and DRRM capacities at national, provincial, local, and community 

levels through the implementation of good governance principles and multi-stakeholder 

participation (CCC 2011; NDRRMC 2011b; also, CEC 2001). These principles of open 

communication, enhanced participation, government-society accountability, and policy 

coherence are very relevant to contemporary community engagement. Simply put, policy 

weaknesses in current community engagement in CCA reflecting fragmented, 

uncoordinated planning, and inadequate capacity for meaningful community engagement 
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can be addressed through policy formulation that adheres or refers to the principles of 

good governance at the least (Ancheta et al. 2010; de Leon & Pittock 2016; World Bank 

2013). 

The study, as well as potentially contributing to theory and practice on CCA 

policy development regarding more effective community engagement, also promises to 

contribute to the growing body of knowledge on participatory and inclusive 

environmental management approaches that aims to better guide governments and local 

communities in the Philippines, and internationally, in building effective adaptation 

actions. Notably, to reiterate, this research thrust aligns with important international 

agreements, including the 2010 Cancun Adaptation Framework and the 2015 Paris 

Agreement, and in theory, with the international literature on CCA.6,7 

 

Research design 

 

The research design of this study comprised the analysis of relevant literatures, and 

fieldwork empirical data, as informed by the qualitative research methodology (detailed 

in Chapter 5). The design well suited the study as it was located primarily at the place-

based experiential community level—with many social settings, considerations, and 

qualifications of ‘place’ (e.g. Cheng et al. 2003; Hindmarsh 2012; Spink et al. 2010). The 

interpretivist paradigm of qualitative research methodology aimed to study and 

understand the subjective meanings of human action based on the everyday experiences 

of people and their surrounding environments (Bryman 2008; Denzin & Lincoln 2011). 

The purview included ‘local-studied systems of knowledge, practices, and experiences in 

the context of those (local) traditions and ways of living in which they are embedded’ 

(Flick 2006: 29). Such inquiry thus involved going into the ‘natural’ human setting to 

meaningfully understand and interpret the context and perspectives of the participants 

(Bryman 2016). 

In the first research stage, the literature review, also known as the theoretical 

framework, consisted of theories, ideas, insights, and suggestions most relevant to address 

the research aims and questions (Anfara & Mertz 2006). The literature review then 

informed the conceptual framework, which situated and contextualised the study in the 

                                                
6 Stakeholder engagement is one of the five clusters in the Cancun Adaptation Framework (UNFCCC 
2010b). 
7 Two key aspects of the Paris Agreement are adaptation and public participation to climate change 
(UNFCCC 2015b). 
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relevant theories, empirical research, and concepts drawn from the theoretical framework, 

as the foundation for further investigation (Anfara & Mertz 2006; Rocco & Plakhotnik 

2009). As such, the conceptual framework also informed data collection techniques, 

fieldwork data analysis and interpretation, discussion, and finally, the conclusions 

(Maxwell 2013; Rallis 2018; Ravitch & Riggan 2012). 

Through preliminary research, the most appropriate literature focused on 

community engagement, community participation, and local knowledge; specifically, 

regarding the umbrella discipline context of environmental management for CCA, and 

then CCA itself, internationally, and in the Philippines. The literature review, assisted by 

thematic analysis (Owen 1984), then confirmed the meta-themes, and helped identify the 

relevant themes and sub-themes within them, to form the conceptual framework.8 Owen’s 

(1984) thematic approach adopted to undertake this task involved the use of recurrence, 

repetition, and forcefulness criteria of identifying important ideas, key words or phrases, 

statements, and sentences to detect the relevant themes and subthemes, including 

detecting similarities and differences (Ryan & Bernard 2003; also, Bryman 2016). As a 

result, the three meta-themes identified in the preliminary literature review were 

confirmed as: (1) community engagement and CCA in international contexts; (2) local 

knowledge and CCA; and (3) community engagement and CCA in the Philippine context, 

which comprised Chapters 2 to 4. 

The conceptual framework also informed the development of the interview and 

focus group discussion (FGD) guides. These were structured in two general sections (as 

meta-themes): (1) existing community engagement practices, mechanisms, and 

approaches related to environmental issues, including responding to climate change 

impacts and/or weather-related disasters; and, (2) suggestions for policy development on 

better community engagement to effectively respond to climate change impacts and/or 

weather-related disasters. 

In addition, the interview and FGD guides informed the second stage/technique 

of the research design. Interviews were conducted with 24 local experts (from 

government units, people’s organisations, and non-government organisations or NGOs). 

Twelve FGDs were conducted with community representatives (from barangay councils, 

barangay workers, community CCA and DRRM responders/volunteers, NGO members, 

                                                
8 Meta-themes are the overarching or key themes derived from the literature review, otherwise known as 
the ‘binding themes’, which guide the research. However, meta-themes are not fixed; these can be further 
refined and combined, as new ones can also emerge as the researcher continually reflects on the research 
process and findings, which is both a significant and recursive process in qualitative research (Ely et al. 
1997; Patton 2002; Ryan & Bernard 2003). 
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and people’s organisation members).9 The fieldwork in Sorsogon City and the 

Municipality of Lavezares was crucial to gather insights and suggestions for policy 

development on effective community engagement for CCA based on existing and 

relevant CCA community engagement policies and actions in the Philippines. 

In turn, the conceptual framework also informed the data analysis process by 

identifying recurring analytical themes and patterns that emerged from the interviews and 

FGDs. The themes, sub-themes, and sub sub-themes derived from the thematic analysis 

are discussed in Chapters 6 and 7. Finally, insights from Filipino local experts and 

community representatives were discussed and compared with suggestions and insights 

from the international and Philippine literatures in Chapter 8, to produce suggestions for 

policy development regarding more effective community engagement for CCA in the 

Philippines. However, in the conduct of such research, the positionality of the researcher 

is important to reflect upon. 

 

Research positionality 

 

One of the key characteristics of qualitative research is the inclusion of the researcher’s 

position in a study (Creswell 2013). Also known as ‘positionality’, the researcher is 

tasked to share their background—e.g. cultural experiences, work experiences, and 

personal identity—in relation to the socio-cultural and political contexts of the study 

(Bryman 2016; Creswell 2013; Rowe 2014). Moreover, the reasons for pursuing a topic 

to investigate and what the researcher seeks to gain from the study are part of the research 

positionality reflection process (Creswell 2013). Positionality thus involves self-scrutiny 

and self-reflection by the researcher, specifically, on how their socio-cultural and political 

framings inform the interpretation and sense-making of the researcher’s experiences 

during the entire research process (Bourke 2014; Rowe 2014). In this process, an 

important consideration seen by most researchers is the retaining of objectivity in the 

research and in not introducing bias. However, Bourke (2014: 3) argued that achieving 

objectivism is also a ‘naïve quest [as] we can never truly divorce ourselves of 

subjectivity’. I acknowledged the matter of my positionality by being conscious of my 

biases and by constantly reflecting on my positionality throughout the research process, 

so that my process best justified the research aims and questions objectively. 

                                                
9 As further explained in Chapter 5, barangay is the smallest political unit in the Philippines (Alip 1975). 
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As such, I approached the study in two contexts. First as a researcher in the field 

of environmental social science, studying human-environment relationships, as informed 

by my undergraduate, Masters, and doctoral education. Second, following my 

undergraduate degree, and alongside my Masters’ work, my prior work as a full-time 

local community development facilitator in Manila with eight years’ experience in 

participatory contexts of working with local people. These two contexts helped me enable 

an in-depth critical perspective on, and analysis into, community contexts and dynamics 

in addressing environmental issues. 

That said, these fieldwork research experiences of studying both Filipino 

individuals and communities through phenomenological and ethnographic approaches 

led to my observations on communities as distinct, unique, and greatly influenced by their 

local socio-cultural, economic, and political contexts. For example, one key observation 

was that each person in a community had their own story to tell. This is important to 

acknowledge as a community is made up of the voices of its people, which then informs 

community dynamics on any issue or topic under discussion. In contrast, there were 

similarities across the communities I interacted with. For example, a central aspect of 

Filipino communities is the concept of kapitbahayan (‘neighbourhoodness’). It is 

fundamental to Filipino social life (Jocano 2001).10 Residents, composed of relatives and 

non-relatives, establish bonds of common interests and can depend on each other in times 

of crises (e.g. natural disasters, financial hardships, and death). 

Subsequently, ethnographic fieldwork for my Masters’ thesis informed the focus 

of my doctoral thesis as a well-proven, appropriate, and productive method. This is 

because in my Masters, I sought to understand an urban creek-side poor community’s 

way of life, and how their attitudes, beliefs, perceptions, and values influenced the past, 

present, and future state of the creek, and their practices and decisions about the creek’s 

well-being. Informing their reasonings were social, economic, political, and 

environmental issues including poverty, forced evictions, demolitions, and associated 

housing rights alongside floods, fires, and earthquakes. In addressing the common ground 

between rehabilitating waterways and providing safe and secure housing for these poor 

communities, I found the everyday role of these communities often ignored. Instead, 

institutional plans and policies mostly occurred without any community consultation, 

which then also fuelled intense social conflict and produced ineffective policy outcomes. 

                                                
10 According to Jocano (2001: 52), kapitbahay is the neighbourhood in the community, which is the ‘source 
of social and moral views that influence decision-making and the patterning of values into specific 
orientations’. Aside from the family, the neigbourhood structures relationships, interactions, and everyday 
lives of the community. 
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As such, my thesis provided suggestions to local governments and communities 

on how community local knowledge was valuable in formulating more locally effective 

environmental management plans and policies, particularly regarding sustainable 

development and by association, disaster risk management and preparedness. Later, this 

experience, the learned outcomes, and contribution to both communities and government 

morphed in my PhD to produce a key reason supporting my shift in focus to CCA and 

coastal communities, as also associated with disaster risk management and preparedness. 

Aside from my research experiences, working with urban poor communities for 

almost a decade also led me to see closely the struggles and challenges that its members 

faced daily, with a key struggle being to uplift themselves from entrenched poverty, 

which disempowered them to do much else than try and survive. Furthermore, key 

everyday influences I observed that more impeded their community development 

included patronage politics, fatalism, dependency on others, lack of cooperation and 

unity, and crab mentality.11 Such insightful exposure to the dynamics of Philippine 

communities obviously came to inform my positionality in this research, in regard to poor 

coastal communities experiencing climate change and disasters. In other words, I became 

more open to what the participants shared with me, and actively conscious of addressing 

and engaging with the underlying issues prevalent in these communities. Subsequently, 

as a necessary and valuable part of addressing my research aims and questions, as also 

well supported by the literature. 

As such, I regarded studying the concept of community engagement 

(alternatively, community participation) in the context of vulnerable coastal communities 

as valuable and necessary for effective CCA and DRRM to contribute to a better and 

fairer society that would provide more opportunities for resilient development and 

sustainability outcomes for all involved.12 The latter point was a key outcome that 

dropped out of my Masters experience. It well supported a rationale that was 

collaborative, productive, and engaging with the vulnerable communities as well as 

policy makers for the better development of society. Such rationale then matched the goal 

of effective community engagement, as again well supported in the literature, to address 

socio-environmental problems that directly affect such communities, including climate 

                                                
11 Crab mentality is a common characteristic in the Philippines to denote Filipinos who pull down those 
who ‘try to get ahead of them’ or who are more successful than them (Tan 1997: 562). The term also 
signifies to crabs in a bucket, wherein one crab tries to climb up and escape, but is eventually dragged down 
by other crabs and none manages to get out (Lasquety-Reyes 2016). 
12 Vulnerable communities, or communities vulnerable to climate change impacts are frequently mentioned 
in the literature. These communities include urban and rural poor, farmers, fisherfolk, women and children, 
elderly, indigenous peoples, and persons with disabilities (CCC 2012). As of 2016, 74 percent of the 
Philippine population is vulnerable to impacts of climate change and natural disasters (GFDRR 2016). 
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change impacts, natural disasters and calamities, displacement, pollution, and 

deforestation. Therefore, I framed my research aims and questions according to such well 

supported premises. 

 

Structure of the thesis 

 

This thesis consists of nine chapters. While this chapter introduces the study, the 

theoretical framework for the study is discussed in Chapters 2 to 4. 

Chapter 2 informs the first meta-theme: ‘community engagement and CCA in 

international contexts. As such, it first provides the primary theoretical context of the 

study in discussing the nature, substance, and definitions (and interchangeable terms) of 

community engagement. Second, community engagement in the history and context of 

development are discussed, before introducing community engagement and social power 

relations. Against this background, the definitions, substance, emergence, and 

qualifications of the two most common community engagement approaches of ‘strong’ 

and ‘weak’ are investigated. A comprehensive literature review and comparative analysis 

is then conducted on the key aspects of strong and weak community engagement in CCA 

in developed and developing countries to identify international trends emerging in the 

CCA literature. 

Chapter 3 informs the second meta-theme: ‘local knowledge and CCA’. It thus 

investigates the contribution of local knowledge to CCA and by association, to 

community engagement. Definitions and categories of knowledge relevant to 

environmental management and CCA are first reviewed, before discussing knowledge 

integration in CCA and contributions of local knowledge to CCA through community 

engagement. A literature review is then conducted to investigate the key barriers to, and 

enablers of, local knowledge in CCA. 

Chapter 4 informs the third meta-theme of this study: ‘community engagement, 

CCA, and DRRM in the Philippine context’. As such, it investigates the nature and status 

of community engagement in the Philippines in three stages. First, the history and nature 

of community engagement is discussed to provide background and context on the 

different forms of community engagement that emerged from the pre-colonial period until 

the contemporary period. Second, community engagement approaches in environmental 

management, including past and contemporary national and environmental legislations 

are examined. Third, the two main policies for CCA and DRRM are reviewed, before 

conducting a literature review on key aspects of strong and weak community engagement 
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in CCA and by association, DRRM in the Philippines. This literature review adds to the 

literature review suggestions in Chapter 2 on key aspects of strong and weak community 

engagement in the international literature. 

Chapter 5 then outlines the fieldwork approaches and techniques utilised in the 

study. Data were collected through semi-structured interviews with local experts and 

FGDs with community representatives in Sorsogon City and the Municipality of 

Lavezares. Data was then analysed through thematic analysis. 

Chapter 6 presents the first set of data analysis results from interviews and FGDs, 

which investigated existing community engagement practices, mechanisms, and 

approaches related to environmental issues, including responding to climate change 

impacts and/or weather-related disasters of coastal communities in Sorsogon City and the 

Municipality of Lavezares. 

Chapter 7 presents the second set of data analysis results from interviews and 

FGD regarding participant suggestions for policy development on better community 

engagement to effectively respond to climate change impacts and/or weather-related 

disasters. 

Chapter 8 discusses and compares the main fieldwork results from Chapters 6 

and 7, with the international and Philippine literatures with reference to the research 

questions, to highlight positive and negative aspects, patterns, convergences and 

divergences, and contradictions. Second, the key findings are presented, which then leads 

to answering the primary research aim. 

Chapter 9 presents the overall conclusions of this study through a summary of 

the key findings, including its implications and final suggestions. The chapter also reflects 

the study’s contribution to knowledge, the benefits and limitations of the research method, 

and opportunities for future research. 
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2. Community Engagement and Climate Change Adaptation in 

International Contexts 
 

 

Introduction 

 

The literature on climate change adaptation (CCA) and the associated fields of 

environmental planning, policy and management all considered community engagement 

critical to effective CCA. This was particularly the case regarding the tight linkage 

evident between community-based approaches and building adaptive capacity and 

resilience (Archer et al. 2014; Ayers & Huq 2013; Ensor et al. 2018; Sherman & Ford 

2014). This chapter thus provides the study’s key theoretical framework regarding 

community engagement, including its key aspects, concepts, and ideas, which then 

informed the first of three meta-themes: ‘community engagement and CCA in 

international contexts’. The two remaining meta-themes are discussed in Chapters 3 and 

4, respectively. These three meta-themes, as a key part of the theoretical framework, 

inform the conceptual framework, as presented at the end of Chapter 4. The conceptual 

framework provides a ‘tentative theory of the phenomena’ under investigation (Maxwell 

2013: 39), which in this study, to reiterate, addresses the primary aim of identifying the 

considered best option for effective community engagement approach/es to better 

increase adaptive capacity to climate change in the Philippines based on knowledge 

building and practice, as well as Research Question 2.13 

As such, in this chapter, community engagement and CCA in international 

contexts is first discussed in six sections. Section 1 reviews the nature and substance of 

‘community’ before turning to ‘engagement’, and then the interchangeable terms and 

definitions of community engagement. In turn, Section 2 discusses participation in 

development and environmental decision-making contexts in four distinct and flow-on 

chronological periods. Thereafter, Section 3 discusses participation and social power 

relations. Following on, Section 4 explores the definitions, substance, emergence, and 

qualifications of ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ forms of community engagement, which typify the 

contemporary status of the field in Section 2. Once completed, a ‘deep’ literature review 

                                                
13 Research Question 2: What are the existing community engagement mechanisms and/or practices for 
CCA identified by local experts and community representatives from Sorsogon City and the Municipality 
of Lavezares, and how do these compare with the international and Philippine literatures? 



 

 22 
 

and comparative analysis features in Section 5, on the expression of strong and weak 

forms in CCA in developed and developing countries as the backdrop for contemporary 

international trends. Finally, Section 6 the suggestions from Sections 1–5 are compared 

to arrive at what might best inform effective community engagement approach/es for 

CCA in the Philippine context. 

 

Section 1: Community engagement 

 

The term ‘community’ 

To understand the nature of community engagement, it is necessary to first define 

‘community’ and ‘engagement’. Understandings of ‘community’ can be universal and 

ambiguous, individually or at the same time (Chaskin 2013). ‘Community’ is a 

universalistic concept. It is invoked by people of different cultural backgrounds and from 

social and economic strata across various sectors of society. As an ambiguous and 

changeable concept, it has multiple meanings and connections that variously promote 

cooperation and solidarity, and conflict and division (Buggy & McNamara 2015; Cavaye 

2004; Head 2007; Meikle & Jones 2013; Velasquez et al. 2005). 

A basic understanding of community, often referred to, is as a ‘geographically 

bounded area within which there is assumed to be a clearly defined group of people with 

shared interests, needs, and aspirations’ (Anyidoho 2010: 320). These people are seen to 

possess characteristics of mutual trust, reciprocity, collective action, and interactive 

personal engagement (Eversole 2015; Warbuton & Yoshimura 2005). The common 

boundaries of communities are (i) jurisdictional, typically a local government one, 

administered by law; and/or (ii) geographical or spatial boundaries such as mountains or 

islands. Residents (as community members) then interact within such boundaries that 

they are part of or wish to be recognised within (Cohen 1985). In addition, ‘functional 

communities’ can be regarded as ‘groups that share a special concern or identity’ (Weil 

2005: 10). 

In this study, the communities under investigation are jurisdictional, geographic, 

and functional. These communities are first referred to as barangays, which is the 

smallest political unit in the Philippines and originated before the Spanish colonisation in 

1521 (Alip 1975; Jocano 1975). Second, they are also regarded as coastal communities 

(or coastal barangays), as they reside along the coast and greatly depend on the coastal 

and marine environments for their survival. Third, these communities share a common 
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identity of being at ‘very high risk’ and ‘high risk’ to climate and weather-related hazards 

(World Bank 2013: 11). Within these jurisdictional, geographic, and functional 

boundaries, coastal communities share values and norms linked to social, economic, 

political, cultural, and environmental conditions (Luna 2009). However, social and 

economic differences also exist regarding wealth, networks, mobility, and access to 

resources between individuals and groups (Buggy & McNamara 2015; Luna 2009). 

‘Place’ is often mentioned as an important aspect of community at the local level. 

Low and Altman (1992: 5) considered place as ‘environmental settings to which people 

are emotionally and culturally attached’. Alternatively, place is conceptualised as 

localities where communities create and maintain emotional, symbolic, and spiritual 

values of the environment (Brandenburg & Carroll 1995; Hess et al. 2008). A community, 

therefore, is a product of how its people frame their rationalities (beliefs, values, and 

attitudes) and interactions to socially and culturally constructed boundaries (Cantrill & 

Senecah 2001; Hindmarsh 2012). Such rationalities are also influenced by their shared 

experiences of local environmental issues, such as climate change impacts, which can 

provide traction for community action to address these issues (Warbuton & Yoshimura 

2005). 

Concomitantly, although a community expresses interconnectedness and social 

cohesion, its existence does not necessarily depend on strong relationship ties or a high 

level of commitment defined within distinct boundaries (Colclough & Sitaraman 2005), 

which some refer to as ‘strong’ social capital (Adger 2003; Lewicka 2005; McNamara 

2013). Rather, while community people can participate in various local institutions and 

foster multiple community attachments and memberships, they can also be willing to 

leave their community if current local conditions do not meet their immediate and future 

needs and aspirations (Chaskin 2013). 

In such contexts, community engagement within communities, and/or with 

outside influences, is an important part of the community regarding its overall well-being 

in its daily matters. So, what is the nature of community engagement regarding outside 

influences, especially those concerning the environmental and social well-being of a 

community, such as those of development, government policy, and natural disturbances 

like climate change and adapting to it? In addition, what then comprises ‘community 

engagement’ for communities in these external contexts of development, government 

policy, and natural disturbances that feature climate change? I first look at the term 

‘engagement’, and then the background and history of community engagement in 
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development to achieve a comprehensive understanding of its substance, and relationship 

to these contexts. 

 

The term ‘engagement’ 

‘Engagement’, according to Head (2007), is an active or on-going relationship between 

two or more parties. In governance and policy contexts, Holmes (2011: 13) explained 

engagement as the ‘relatively sustained and systematic interaction between parties [that] 

involves the sharing of information, the offering of accounts, the giving and receiving of 

reasons, and the articulation of values’. At the community level, Cavaye (2004: 86) 

clarified engagement by, for example, government or developers that occurs ‘with a 

community of people, rather than an individual citizen’. In addition, there can be different 

levels of engagement from one-way information dissemination to progressively different 

two-way forms of consultation with partnership approaches the more inclusive and 

meaningful for communities (Cavaye 2004; Quick & Feldman 2011). As such, Cavaye 

(2004: 86) defined the latter as the ‘mutual communication and deliberation that occurs 

between government and citizens’. Similarly, Warburton and Yoshimura (2005) 

advanced this progressive type of community engagement as a form of participation in 

decision-making processes through the sharing of community knowledge, insights, and 

creativity. 

 

‘Engagement’ and its interchangeable terms 

Community engagement and its components and key descriptors such as ‘engagement’, 

‘participation’, and ‘inclusion’ have experienced multiple and interchangeable terms 

(Day 1997; Holmes 2011; Meikle & Jones 2013; Quick & Feldman 2011). In 1997, 

regarding the early popularity of participation, Day (1997: 42) referred to ‘citizen 

participation’ as ‘a cornerstone of democracy … to strengthen the active role of citizens 

in community and governmental concerns’, but also stressed that no consensus existed 

on how citizen participation was defined and practiced, including its aims. 

This lack of consensus continued over time despite the public participation 

spectrum of the International Association for Public Participation (IAP2) emerging in the 

1990s. A notable definition occurred in 2011 when Quick and Feldman (2011) succinctly 

differentiated ‘participation’ from ‘inclusion’ as two key aspects of public engagement. 

Participation was ‘oriented to increasing input for decisions’, while inclusion was 

‘oriented to making connections among people, across issues, and over time’ (Quick & 
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Feldman 2011: 274, authors’ emphasis). This understanding then authoritatively 

positioned inclusion as a community of ‘engaged’ people through taking action in 

addressing issues and concerns, while participation was a ‘governmental practice’ of 

gaining community input for decision-making processes. In such context, Mulligan and 

Nadarajah (2008: 87) had also defined community engagement as: 

 

The process of working collaboratively with groups of people affiliated by geographical 

proximity, special interest and/or similar situations to address issues affecting the well-

being of those groups of people … [for] the “empowerment” of individuals and 

community-based organisations. 

 

These evolving definitions of community engagement over time and the 

arguments of Quick and Feldman among others (IAP2 2007; Nkoana et al. 2017; Serrao-

Neumann et al. 2015), signified a marked change of community participation representing 

‘strong’ and ‘weak’ forms. From this evolving western understanding of community 

engagement, it was thus also considered pertinent to attain a good understanding on how 

community engagement had been evolving in development contexts. 

 

Section 2: Community engagement in development 

 

Community engagement as a form of ‘public participation’, ‘citizen participation’, or 

‘civic participation’, along with other variable terms (as discussed below) is considered 

an important aspect of contemporary democratic theory (e.g. Head 2007), as also 

applicable to developing countries, here, the Philippines. Specifically, in the participation 

of citizens in political decision-making, more so at the local level where ‘the individual 

“learns democracy”’ (Pateman 1970: 31). 

Two methods of community engagement informed the context of development: 

(i) community development, and (ii) decentralisation of authority and resources to local 

governments (Mansuri & Rao 2013).14 Broadly, community development can refer to 

both a process and an outcome aiming to develop and strengthen collective action and 

advancement of a community through socio-cultural, economic, political, environmental 

and physical outcomes (Phillips & Pittman 2015). Moreover, community development 

encourages community engagement by bringing together household clusters, 

                                                
14 Note that community development and decentralisation are mentioned again in Chapter 4 in the 
discussion of the history of community engagement in the Philippines. 
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neighbourhoods, or villages to design and manage their development resources without 

overly depending on government (Mansuri & Rao 2013). For example, community 

development projects often involve strengthening community engagement through 

decision-making, planning, implementation, and evaluation aspects of public service 

programs (Green & Zapalà 2000). 

Alternatively, decentralisation involves the devolution of top-down decision-

making power and centralised control to the sub-national or local levels (Bardhan 2002; 

Faguet 2011). The aim of decentralisation is to promote community engagement through 

involving citizens in local government. For example, by way of regular elections, 

strengthening access to, and, dissemination of information, and promoting deliberative 

decision-making processes (Mansuri & Rao 2013). Overall, these two methods of 

community development and decentralisation promote engagement through boosting 

community efforts in the management of development resources without depending on 

formally established local governments. They strengthen citizen engagement in local 

government activities and increase provision of local government services (Mansuri & 

Rao 2013). 

That said, community engagement in development, or ‘participation in 

development’, is also referred to as ‘participatory development’ (Cornwall 2000, 2006; 

Hickey & Mohan 2004; Mikkelsen 2005; Rahman 1995). For example, Rahman (1995: 

25) referred to ‘popular participation in development or participatory development’. 

Overall, participation in development aims to strengthen the meaningful and active 

engagement of individuals and groups in the planning, implementation, and monitoring 

of development programs and policies (Cornwall 2000; Piovesan 2013). Particular 

emphasis is given to enhancing the participation of engaging marginalised groups in 

development processes through mechanisms of community consultation, dialogue, 

consensus-building, and involvement in community projects and governance (Gaventa 

2004a; Piovesan 2013). So how has the concept community engagement in development 

evolved over time? Four historical periods mark its evolution. 

 

From ancient history to late modern period 

The roots of civic participation are traced back to ancient societies and cultures, as Elster 

(1998: 1) advanced, the notion of civic participation is ‘as old as democracy itself’. For 

example, policy decisions in ancient Athens (the often referred to origin of participatory 

democracy) were made through deliberation in public settings. In turn, public debates, 

mutual consultation, and deliberation also reflected common discourse in community 
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affairs and public policy in African, Far Eastern, and South Asian societies (Mansuri & 

Rao 2013). Nevertheless, it was much later, in the 18th century, that the modern theory 

of participation became clearly articulated by Jean-Jacques Rousseau. Rousseau’s version 

advanced democracy as equal citizens deliberating on decisions in which everyone 

equally shared its benefits and burdens (Pateman 1970). Rousseau argued that 

participation thus went beyond being a decision-making tool to a process whereby 

individuals developed concern and understanding for other people’s perspectives, and 

also paid attention to the public interest to achieve such cooperation (Mansuri & Rao 

2013). As such, participation educated people to become public citizens, whereby a ‘sense 

of belonging’ or ‘sense of community’ was developed (Mansuri & Rao 2013: 21). 

 

1940s to 1960s 

Following the Second World War, colonialism slowly disintegrated, which was supported 

strongly by the United Nations. Colonising countries began implementing development 

assistance programs and projects to equip former territories with the necessary knowledge 

and skills for the eventual ‘long-distant prospect of self-rule’ (Cornwall 2006: 67; also, 

Mansuri & Rao 2013). Subsequently, Asian, African, and Latin American territories 

carried out extensive education, adult literacy, leadership training, institution building, 

and rural development programs and projects (Hickey & Mohan 2004). In addition, 

popular participation became encouraged in colonial territories. In Africa, for example, 

the British encouraged African citizens to participate in government affairs to plan for 

their economic and social development (Cornwall 2006). 

Such developments also highlighted US public participation, as a way to advance 

public interests in relation to the then top-down traditional managerial approach of 

government policy and administration (Beierle & Cayford 2002). Consequently, the US 

1946 Administrative Procedure Act (APA) provided the initial opportunity for citizens to 

participate and comment on rule-making in administrative law (Beierle & Cayford 2002; 

Daley 2013). Subsequently, by the 1950s, community development had become 

promoted as a form of public participation. The discourse around public participation 

(also referred to as ‘citizen participation’) then began emerging in other developed 

countries. Eventually, the United Nations Economic and Social Council defined 

community development as being: 

 
made up of two essential elements: the participation of the people themselves in efforts 

to improve their level of living with as much reliance as possible on their own initiative, 
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and the provision of technical and other services in ways which encourage initiative, self-

help and mutual help, and make these more effective. (UN Economic and Social Council, 

1956, cited in Cornwall 2006: 68) 

 

The beginnings of participatory development also saw western countries dispense 

much funding to prior colonised countries to encourage such development. For example, 

the US contributed more than USD50 million for community development projects in 

over 30 countries in Africa, Asia, and Latin America (Mansuri & Rao 2013). The projects 

focused on building cooperative institutions, promoting community-based development, 

and embarking on decentralisation. However, such efforts to promote popular 

participation in community development were also regarded as a manipulative way of 

diverting people from their opposition to prior colonial policies or struggles for local 

socio-political change, urbanisation, and citizenship rights (Cornwall 2000, 2006; Hickey 

& Mohan 2004). 

Back in western countries, by the 1960s, public participation had become an 

increasingly important aspect of governance and public policy (Quick & Bryson 2016). 

For example, in the US, the term ‘citizen participation’ arose in relation to anti-poverty 

and city redevelopment programs (André 2012). Likewise, in France and Germany, 

participation was stressed as a key theme of several social movements, with civil rights 

movements playing an important role in promoting participation (Inglehart 1977). 

Consequently, in environmental decision-making, public participation emerged as a 

policy response to public pressure for increased democratic governance tied to stronger 

environmental protection (Richardson & Razzaque 2006). While most developed 

countries implemented public participation mechanisms through environmental 

legislation, public involvement was, however, not uniform and well-integrated in the 

environmental plans of different agencies (Daley 2013; Richardson & Razzaque 2006). 

Nonetheless, western funding for overseas participatory development programs 

began to wane by the 1960s with community development programs considered failures 

by donors (Mansuri & Rao 2013). At the same time, donors were criticised for inabilities 

to address issues of poverty and incorporate meaningful social and economic partnerships 

with developing countries (Penderis 2012; White 1999). Overall, such failed development 

initiatives featured ‘top-down, technocratic, and economistic’ approaches, which only 

involved limited community participation in the development process (Cornwall 2000: 

17; also, Cornwall 2006; Holland et al. 2015; Mansuri & Rao 2013). Consequently, to 

create social transformation and more effective democratic participation, a shift from 
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economic growth towards the social dimensions of development began. Notably, in these 

challenging times around participation, Sherry Arnstein’s (1969) seminal ‘ladder of 

participation’ emerged. It reflected increasing political criticism of existing weak forms 

of public participation as tokenistic and manipulative, to embracing stronger more 

meaningful forms involving collaborative consultation and higher citizen empowerment 

in decision-making (Arnstein 1969; Quick & Bryson 2016). 

 

1970s to 1990s 

In reaction to the criticisms of participatory development over the previous decade, the 

1970s saw alternative perspectives on participation, with a renewed focus on local 

contexts through sharing community members’ experiences and voices (Cornwall 2000, 

2006; Eversole 2015; Holland et al. 2015; Mansuri & Rao 2013; Penderis 2012). In sum, 

promoted were active community involvement in projects and policies, community 

interaction with government agencies, officials, and experts, equitable distribution of 

resources, and recognition of external resources and development workers as key agents 

in facilitating development processes (Cornwall 2000; Penderis 2012). 

Another overall key development saw public involvement movements in Canada, 

similar to those of the US, set the foundation for significant opportunities for, and direct 

means of, participation in Canada’s decision-making and planning fields (Smith 1984). 

Likewise, the US strengthened legislation to provide the public with more access to 

government information and decision-making power (André 2012; Beierle & Cayford 

2002). Similarly, in other western countries, public participation was put more firmly on 

the policy agenda (Timmins 2017). 

The interest on locally-focused participatory development was also revived 

among so-called ‘radical’ thinkers in the 1970s (Mansuri & Rao 2013). For example, 

Paolo Freire’s ‘Pedagogy of the Oppressed’ argued for a focus on local knowledge and 

community context to gain in-depth understanding, critical consciousness, and exposure 

to the social and political realities of the poor and marginalised (Freire 1970). 

Subsequently, methods that involved community participation such as participatory 

action research and dialogue, which emerged in the next decade, became strongly 

influenced by Freire’s work (MacDonald 2012). 

Nevertheless, in the 1970s, Mansuri and Rao (2013) argued that participatory 

development remained weak in involving the poor and marginalised in democratic 

processes. Instead of aiming for deliberation and civic empowerment, ‘elite’ 

representative democracy was preferred over participatory democracy. In addition, failed 



 

 30 
 

community cooperatives and unsustainable government reform were replaced with 

widespread investment on agricultural and industrial growth (Mansuri & Rao 2013). 

Nonetheless, in the 1980s, popular participation became more actualised in 

development initiatives, particularly in re-emphasising the value of local knowledge and 

community participation in all stages in the development process as ‘necessary and 

desirable to ensure their efficiency, effectiveness and sustainability’ (Cornwall 2000: 12; 

also, Eversole 2015; Hickey & Mohan 2004; Penderis 2012). Communities were regarded 

as ‘beneficiaries’, more so active participants in the implementation and sharing of costs 

of development programs and projects (Cornwall 2000: 11). For example, participation 

was elicited through community people contributing to the co-construction of facilities, 

contribution of raw materials, and unpaid volunteer work (Cornwall 2000). 

Moreover, participatory action research became popular. It placed emphasis on 

researchers living with communities to provide more in-depth critical analysis, which 

aimed to empower the articulation of identities and concerns of community people, 

including their mobilisation towards collective action (Mansuri & Rao 2013). The 1980s 

also saw a growth of non-government organisations (NGOs) due to increased western 

donor funding for social services for the poor and marginalised (Cornwall 2000, 2006). 

Likewise, new institutional forms including small-scale organisations, village 

development committees, and sectoral user groups, such as community groups, were 

formed and eventually recognised as better positioned to implement community or 

people’s participation (Cornwall 2000, 2006). As a result, increased community social 

capital began emerging more, which contributed to enhancing community capability, 

organisation, and empowerment (Hickey & Mohan 2004; Mansuri & Rao 2013). 

Nevertheless, issues of community disempowerment, equity, bias against the poor 

and marginalised, ineffective large-scale, centralised, government-initiated development 

programs, and the absence of local decision-making and management of resources 

remained in the mid-1980s (Cornwall 2000; Mansuri & Rao 2013). Attempts to address 

such problems was made by the World Bank and other donors by way of implementing 

strategies to empower local people and build their capabilities (Mansuri & Rao 2013). 

Many academics also pushed for a ‘more bottom-up and deliberative vision of 

development’ that prioritised community knowledge and social capital in decision-

making for programs and projects (Mansuri & Rao 2013: 3; also, Chambers 1997; 

Eversole 2015). As a result, a renewed and stronger focus emerged on community-based 

development, decentralisation, and government and donor participation (Mansuri & Rao 

2013). 
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Environmental groups in the 1980s also increasingly advocated public 

participation to push for better involvement in natural resource management, regulation, 

and policy-making (Lombard 1999; Richardson & Razzaque 2006). In addition, conflicts 

around resource extraction, environmental degradation, and indigenous rights movements 

became precursors for increased public participation in environmental decision-making, 

particularly in Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and the US (Richardson & Razzaque 

2006). ‘Bottom-up’, ‘grassroots’, ‘small-scale’, and ‘people-centred’ approaches for 

decision-making became promoted for economic development and environmental 

management (Richardson & Razzaque 2006). However, decision-making retained its key 

role for policy makers in large, authoritative, and hierarchical bureaucracies (Head 2011). 

Meaningful public participation was resisted regarding production, development, and 

environmental and social impacts. 

Nevertheless, participation in the 1970s to 1980s was regarded as the ‘sine qua 

non’ of community development, with terms such as ‘people-centred development’, 

‘grassroots development’, ‘participatory democracy’, and ‘state-society synergies’ 

greatly promoted (Chambers 1997; Penderis 2012). In turn, notions of capacity building, 

empowerment, equality, and self-reliance also became emphasised as key benefits of 

public participation (Penderis 2012). Participation was subsequently redefined by these 

developments as a ‘more humane, less hierarchical social order in which decisions would 

be reached on the basis of warm, personal face-to-face interaction’; in contrast to ‘cold’ 

and ‘distant’ authoritative, hierarchical, and managerial approaches in bureaucratic 

governments and large organisations (Inglehart 1977: 276). 

However, a somewhat departure from such notions was where participatory 

development in the 1980s saw the ‘convergence of mainstream neo-liberalism with 

participatory development’, which continued into the 1990s (Cornwall 2000: 11), and 

particularly involved the ‘new public management’ approach (e.g. Hood 1991; Kettl 

1997). For example, by the International Monetary Fund and World Bank (Cornwall 

2000, 2006; Holland et al. 2015; Leal 2007). As such, to address huge financial deficits 

besetting many countries, the marketisation of public services in the European Union and 

the US saw a shift of institutional responsibility for social services delivery from national 

to local levels, often private ones, with an accompanying financial and cost-effectiveness 

justification for decreasing public services by government (Hood 1991; Warner & Clifton 

2014). 

Development programs and projects were similarly evaluated in terms of cost-

effectiveness (Cornwall 2006). Communities were then framed as having an instrumental 
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role and responsibility in improving and sustaining development outcomes by strongly 

encouraging community members to help meet the costs of development through cash or 

in-kind contributions (Cornwall 2006). Community participation in economic 

liberalisation and their increased involvement in development programs and projects 

meant communities were encouraged to claim ‘ownership’ to development programs and 

projects, thereby attaining a sense of ‘empowerment’ (Cornwall 2000: 26; Leal 2007). In 

turn, community participation would supposedly enhance the sustainability of such 

programs and projects, especially in going beyond external funding (Holland et al. 2015). 

However, many local elites took advantage of this situation and empowered themselves 

at the expense of the people, which undermined many of the benefits promoted (e.g. 

Hindmarsh & Akilli 2018). 

Such varied developments, many highly criticised, saw the 1990s witness a 

consequent rapid increase of new and more genuine alternative participatory approaches. 

For example, participatory rural appraisal, which aimed to better operationalise 

community participation as more people-centred participatory development, featured a 

reversal of social power relations from the powerful to the powerless (Cornwall 2000; 

Eversole 2015; Mikkelsen 2005). In addition, Arnstein’s ladder of participation was 

revived by Pretty (1995) and White (1996), in aiming to contribute to community 

empowerment (Holland et al. 2015).15 

Aside from NGOs, people’s organisations and civil society organisations also 

became mechanisms for enhancing community participation. Governments and donors 

became more interested in NGOs as the ‘burdens’ associated with implementing social 

services under government responsibility shifted towards them (Cornwall 2006: 73; also, 

Leal 2007). Concomitantly, such organisations gave assurance to everyday people that 

they were considered part of the management of social services and resources for their 

community. Hence, the ‘voices of the poor’ became a popular topic in the mainstream 

participatory development literature (Cornwall 2006). 

At the same time, with social movements, NGOs, academics, researchers, and 

concerned citizens continually applying strong political pressure for more participatory 

change, western governments began paying more attention to public participation. 

Significant changes were seen from about the mid-1990s, when policy trends began to 

                                                
15 Pretty’s (1995) typology on participation focused on how participation progresses from tokenism to 
independent action (e.g. manipulative participation, passive participation, participation by consultation, 
participation for material incentives, functional participation, interactive participation, and self-
mobilisation). White (1996) introduced four forms and functions of participation: nominal, instrumental, 
representative and transformative, which reveal the various perceptions and interests of actors (e.g. more 
powerful and the less powerful). 
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shift slowly and variably from top-down bureaucratic/technocratic decision-making 

approaches to two-way ‘civic engagement’ approaches (Brown 2005; Ewing et al. 2000; 

Holmes 2011), although remaining highly variable and emergent to date. 

In addition, and aside from participatory development, developed countries and 

other major donors recognised decentralisation in broader geopolitical contexts as a key 

mechanism to strengthen democracy, participation, and government accountability in 

developing countries, though not necessarily in all developed countries (Mansuri & Rao 

2013). Overall, civil societies were recognised as strengthening democracy and upholding 

decentralisation by providing checks and balances on government actions (Cornwall 

2000; Mansuri & Rao 2013). 

Citizen participation was thus considered by its advocates as the ‘new language 

of community consultation, stakeholder participation and responsiveness’ reflecting 

democratic processes of legitimacy and fairness (Head 2011: 103; also, Webler & Tuler 

2000). In addition, Fischer (2000) considered citizen participation as providing ‘meaning’ 

to democracy, legitimising policy development and implementation, and enhancing 

participatory inquiry to broaden one’s knowledge. Characterised by a more participatory 

approach than before, the new civic policy styles shared responsibilities between ‘partner’ 

stakeholders in various mixes of civil society, government, and industry as governments 

began to facilitate collaborative participatory approaches to supplement top-down 

approaches. More traction was evidenced for win-win-policy outcomes from community 

to national levels, particularly in areas of social welfare and environmental management 

(Head 2011; Holmes 2011; Meikle & Jones 2013). 

Moreover, international environmental declarations and policy statements that 

called for increased citizen/public participation in environmental decision-making had 

more emerged. These were evident, for example, in the 1987 Brundtland Report, the 1992 

Rio Declaration, the 1992 Dublin Principles for water management (ICWE 1992), and 

the 1998 Aarhus Convention (Handl 2012; Richardson & Razzaque 2006).16,17,18 

Eventually, ‘successful’ environmental decision-making meant that public consultation 

and participation were occurring, although still in widely different and inconsistent weak 

and stronger forms, in also reflecting broader discussions on ‘environmental citizenship’, 

‘environmental justice’, and ‘good governance’ (Richardson & Razzaque 2006: 168). 

 

                                                
16 See <http://www.un-documents.net/our-common-future.pdf> 
17 <http://www.unesco.org/education/pdf/RIO_E.PDF> 
18 <http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/env/pp/documents/cep43e.pdf> 
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2000s to present period 

In the 2000s, the impetus continued to grow for public participation to occur more 

frequently in government policymaking (Quick & Bryson 2016), boosted by the 

emergence of the International Association for Public Participation (IAP2). The IAP2, 

with members from 26 countries, was established in 1990 as the International Association 

of Public Participation Practitioners (IAP3) as a response to the increased attention in 

public participation internationally.19 It quickly produced a public participation spectrum, 

as mentioned previously, which Hindmarsh (2010) argued mimicked Arnstein’s ladder 

of participation, but in more neutral language for planners and practitioners of community 

engagement to adopt more readily and less politically. Through its strong international 

practitioner membership, the IAP2 defined community engagement through a variety of 

levels and types from ‘weaker’ (or less inclusive or inactive) to ‘stronger’ (more inclusive 

or active) approaches (Hindmarsh 2012; IAP2 2007; Nkoana et al. 2017; Serrao-

Neumann et al. 2015). 

Concomitantly, participatory development discourse and policy began to more 

promote concepts of good governance, ‘empowerment’, ‘accountability’, ‘social justice’, 

and ‘partnership’ to characterise citizen participation and participatory governance 

(Hickey & Mohan 2004; Holland et al. 2015; Mikkelsen 2005). The concepts of 

participation and empowerment were also included in the 2015 Millennium Development 

Goals (MDGs) and the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, alongside equality, 

democracy, and sustainability (Leal 2007; United Nations 2015). The MDGs were, 

however, criticised for insufficient emphasis on community participation and 

empowerment (Deneulin & Shahani 2009), and lack of acknowledgement about the 

causes and persistence of poverty (Leal 2007). 

In sum, the notion of stronger public participation over time has grown noticeably 

on both international and national environmental policy agendas (Challies et al. 2017; 

Handl 2012; Smith 2004). For example, in relation to this study, recent natural disasters 

around the world have increasingly called for public participation in disaster risk 

reduction and climate change policy and planning (Ayers & Huq 2013; Huq & Bracken 

2015; IPCC 2018a; Serrao-Neumann et al. 2015; Tanwattana 2018), with the IPCC 

strongly pushing it. From the evolution of community engagement in development, I now 

turn to social power relation as another key topic of community engagement. 

 

                                                
19 See <https://www.iap2.org/?page=A3> 
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Section 3: Community engagement and social power relations 

 

Throughout the history of community engagement in development, the issue of power 

has been prevalent, primarily because community participation is fundamentally about 

power and politics (Eyben et al. 2006; Gaventa & Valderrama 1999; Leal 2007; White 

1996). While meaningful community engagement is about people being empowered to 

influence decisions that affect their lives (Desai 2002), power is not always shared 

equitably or equally among actors and engagement does not automatically correspond to 

meaningful influence by any means (Gaventa 1980; White 1996). Instead, power is 

always inherent as diverse social actors interact with one another. 

For example, participatory structures and processes that involve government in 

some way—i.e. who participates, how, and on whose terms—are typically facilitated by 

government actors and often inhibit meaningful engagement of citizens and communities 

(e.g. Gaventa & Valderrama 1999). Hence, citizen and community engagement can also 

represent the ‘means through which existing social power relations are entrenched and 

reproduced’ (White 1996: 6). In addition, concerns are expressed about how community 

engagement approaches can also be shaped by the knowledge and values of social actors 

involved in the attendant decision-making processes (Eyben et al. 2006; Hindmarsh & 

Akilli 2018). 

Such contexts and concerns lead to questions that pertain to how social and 

political processes are influenced by power to determine the inclusion and exclusion of 

social actions, or what connections are there between power and social change, and then 

who has most influence in decision-making. But first, what exactly is ‘power’? In 

addressing this area, I first focus on the definitions of the term power and how it is 

expressed in terms of its various dimensions, approaches, and types. I then discuss how 

social power relations influence community engagement practices in the literature. 

Finally, I turn to the concept of participatory empowerment and social power relations. 

 

On the term ‘power’ 

In order to understand social power relations, it is first necessary to define the term 

‘power’. The term is considered a contentious term in any sense but especially here in 

regard to development, with many meanings shaped by power itself (Eyben et al. 2006). 

For example, power as a concept is commonly associated with the use of terms that are 

binary opposites, such as powerful and powerless, inclusion and exclusion, coercive and 



 

 36 
 

non-coercive, visible and hidden, and hegemony and resistance (Gaventa 2004b; 

Moncrieffe 2004b). 

A basic understanding of power or social power is the ‘degree of control over 

material, human, intellectual and financial resources exercised by different sections of 

society’ (VeneKlasen & Miller 2002: 41). Such control, for example, enables individuals 

and groups to accomplish things in a way preferred, and/or inhibit other things from being 

accomplished. As Eversole (2015: 78) put it, to ‘more subtly … define the terms of what 

should or shouldn’t be done’, often without other people’s consent. As such, power works 

to ‘develop and maintain the quiescence of the powerless’ in order to manage or prevent 

the emergence of issues, grievances, and concerns (Gaventa 1980: vii). Such workings of 

power reflect conflictual power (Bachrach & Baratz 1962; Lukes 2005; Moncrieffe 

2004b). 

However, there is also consensual power, which reflects the will and capacity of 

individuals and groups (Moncrieffe 2004a; Weber 1978), and elites to also check the 

power of the governing elite (Etzioni-Halevy 1990). Therefore, social power in 

democratic countries can both uphold the status quo and, at the same time, facilitate social 

change (especially change due to political pressure and that which is non-violent) 

(Etzioni-Halevy 1990; Eyben et al. 2006; Parsons 1963). The opposition between 

conflicting and consensual views of power has always been at the very core of debates in 

the literature. As such, the more common understanding of power in a democratic country 

is that power can manipulate knowledge and truth (Moncrieffe 2004a). In other words, in 

contrast to strategies for the ‘repression of protest’, the context of consensual power can 

also enable strategies for the ‘absorption of protest’ (Etzioni-Halevy 1990: 215). 

Concomitantly, predominant understandings of power in the development world 

has been criticised by Leal (2007: 545), as being ‘unable to accept or assume the original 

connotations of power and empowerment’, as advocated by participatory development 

through increased citizen decision-making capacity and action. Instead, in reflecting 

strategies of the absorption of protest, the argument of ‘something which can be “given” 

by the powerful to the powerless’ is followed to manage dissent. For Leal (2007), genuine 

and meaningful power and empowerment are thus not handed down willingly by the 

powerful to the less powerful. Rather, political pressure and counter-tactics by the less 

powerful can attain change as the story of the evolution of community engagement 

illustrated above to some degree, but which also suggest manipulation in less allowing 

genuine citizen empowerment. We now turn to expressions and strategies of power that 
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best inform the understandings of the strategic exercise of consensual power in 

democratic societies. 

 

Expressions of power 

Apart from the many understandings of power, the literature has also conveyed the 

contexts and exercise of power in different ways: from categories, dimensions, forms, 

and spaces of power. The most common expressions of power often referred to by 

scholars are summatively explained below.20 

 

Dimensions of power 

According to noted US scholar Steven Lukes (2005), three dimensions of power exist. 

The one-dimensional view of power is described as having ‘power over’, which involves 

the ability of the powerful to dominate, take control, and penalise the thoughts and actions 

of the less powerful (Dahl 1957; Chambers 2006; Connelly et al. 2012; Eyben et al. 2006). 

Power over is the visible exercise of power, as it occurs in public spaces or in ‘observable 

overt conflicts between actors over key issues’ (Connelly et al. 2012: 156; also, Gaventa 

2004b, 2006). Moreover, power over represents a win-lose kind of relationship, with 

political power negotiated through formal rules, structures, and institutions of decision-

making, which are often biased, closed, and unrepresentative of the poor and marginalised 

(Barnes 1986; Luttrell & Quiroz 2007; VeneKlasen & Miller 2002). In addition, power 

over is also described by Chambers (2006) in terms of ‘uppers’ and ‘lowers’ to pertain to 

situations that one has power over another, while emphasising that in one situation, a 

person may be an ‘upper’ but a ‘lower’ in another. 

In turn, the two-dimensional view of power refers to ‘observable overt or covert 

conflicts between actors over issues or potential issues’ (Connelly et al. 2012: 156). Aside 

from social actors involved in decision-making processes, power is generally exercised 

to exclude, or diminish the power of, certain social actors and issues (Bachrach & Baratz 

1962). Such deliberate exclusion of people, issues, and perspectives in decision-making 

processes to favour certain actors and interests is also known as the ‘mobilisation of bias’ 

(Bachrach & Baratz 1962: 949; also, Gaventa 2004b). Hence, predominant values, 

beliefs, practices, and institutional procedures are utilised for the benefit of certain 

individuals and groups, which give them power to advance and preserve their vested 

                                                
20 ‘Expressions’ of power, vis-a-vis, the exercise of power, or strategies of power, is a term now being used 
by contemporary authors in the social power relations field (e.g. Gaventa 2006; Moncrieffe 2004a; 
VeneKlasen & Miller 2002). 
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preferences and interests and place boundaries on political engagement (Bachrach & 

Baratz 1962; Gaventa 2004b). 

Furthermore, the mobilisation of bias is sustained through so-called ‘non-decision 

making’, where voices or demands for change by the less powerful are suppressed or 

silenced by powerful individuals and groups through coercion, influence, authority, force, 

or manipulation, which is measured by actual observable conflict. In other words, non-

decision-making only exists where grievances are denied entry into the political process 

in the form of issues (see Bachrach & Baratz 1970: 43–44; also, Connelly et al. 2012). 

As a result, conflicts and controversial issues are avoided or sidelined, or concealed or 

eliminated to prevent them from gaining access to the decision-making process (Connelly 

et al. 2012). According to Lukes (2005: 27), these actions reveal that the ‘most effective 

and insidious use of power is to prevent such conflict from arising in the first place’. 

Turning to the three-dimensional view of power, it is considered by Gaventa 

(1980) to be the least developed and understood among the three dimensions, due to its 

subtler exercise of power. Lukes (2005: 27), who first introduced the third dimension, 

pointed out that power is exercised over individuals and groups by ‘influencing, shaping, 

or determining [their] very wants’. Issues are prevented from being raised as the powerful 

can manipulate how people interpret issues, which can even lead to accepting often 

covertly biased decisions without question (Gaventa 1980). Visible conflict is hidden as 

behaviour, values, and prevalent ideologies are internalised, more subtly through one’s 

identity, beliefs, and acceptance of their own inferiority so that voices in visible places 

reinforce the interests of the powerful (Gaventa 2004b). In turn, a socialised consent takes 

place, where people are prevented from challenging or foreseeing any possibilities of 

resolving inequalities (VeneKlasen & Miller 2002). 

Apart from observable (overt and covert) conflict, the third dimension is also 

characterised by ‘latent conflict, which consists of a contradiction between the interests 

of those exercising power and the real interests of those they exclude’ (Lukes 2005: 28, 

author’s emphasis). Latent conflict occurs in a conflict of interests between the powerful 

and the less powerful if the latter become vocal or conscious of their interests in the first 

place (Connelly et al. 2012). This awareness of one’s interests is apparent in the first two 

dimensions, but not necessarily obvious in the third dimension. Lukes (2005) used the 

term ‘real interests’ to argue that power may still be exercised despite the lack of 

awareness from those affected by it. In short, gaining consensus does not always equate 

to power not being exercised, nor does the lack of genuine grievance correspond to 

genuine consensus (Connelly et al. 2012; Lukes 2005). 
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Political processes then are not only shaped by the struggle between visible 

interests that occur in observable or public spaces, but also by the hidden (and invisible) 

structures of relations that often are resorted to to try and set the ‘rules of the game’ by 

the powerful to most influence decisions and outcomes (Gaventa 2006; Rogers-Hayden 

& Hindmarsh 2002). As a result, barriers of engagement are created for the less powerful, 

which leads in the end to their inevitable (and other reluctant) acceptance or continued 

contestation of a biased and unequal status quo (Gaventa 1980; ; Hindmarsh & Alidoust 

2019). Furthermore, maintaining a sense of powerlessness within the poor and 

marginalised can lead to apathy, withdrawal, and self-deprecation, which increases their 

vulnerability to the internalisation and acceptance of values, beliefs, and governing 

principles of the powerful (Gaventa 1980). In turn, the less powerful can respond either 

through continued contestation or through non-engagement and a ‘culture of silence’ as 

the formation of a critical consciousness is often prevented, which works into contributing 

to the ‘dominant order an air of legitimacy’ (Gaventa 1980: 18). 

 

An alternative approach to understanding power 

According to Gaventa (2006), other spaces for participation and levels of power must be 

considered and understood apart from the three dimensions of power, although their 

influence is clearly apparent in the author’s concept of a ‘power cube’. A power cube is 

a different and useful way to highlight how power is exercised, especially in relation to 

policymaking or decision-making, of how various social actors and interests can be 

included/excluded, and actions to increase inclusion (Gaventa 2006; also Luttrell et al. 

2007; Luttrell & Quiroz 2007). According to the power cube, power is exercised by the 

powerful across the three continuums of spaces, places, and power. 

First, spaces pertain to the different arenas where decision-making occurs, power 

is exercised, and spaces are constructed (Gaventa 2006). Spaces are venues for 

discussions and interactions (e.g. government consultation meetings, and online fora). 

There are three types of spaces (Gaventa 2006; Luttrell & Quiroz 2007; Luttrell et al. 

2007). First, ‘closed’ or ‘provided’ spaces that elite groups control. Second, ‘invited’ 

spaces created by policymakers for outsiders to voice their opinions, but which are often 

constructed in response to external pressure to increase citizen legitimacy to be involved 

in decision-making. Third, ‘claimed’ spaces, which are created autonomously by the less 

powerful through social movements, popular mobilisations, or community organisations. 

In addition, describing space as a ‘continuum’ suggests a movement from closed to open 

spaces, which may create new spaces, but also may maintain old ones (Gaventa 2004b; 
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Luttrell & Quiroz 2007). In addition, the increase in capacity building and experience of 

the less powerful can also lead to more access from one space to another (Luttrell & 

Quiroz 2007). In other words, the continuum of spaces is regarded as a starting point for 

citizen action and community engagement through providing opportunities for 

individuals and groups to potentially influence discussions, decisions, and policies 

(Gaventa 2006). 

Second, another aspect of power refers to its extent of visibility and how it is 

manifested in various forms of visible, hidden, and invisible (internalised) (Gaventa 2006; 

VeneKlasen & Miller 2002). Visible power is the most common understanding of power 

that is seen and negotiated through formal rules, structures, institutions, and procedures 

of decision-making. Hidden power is when certain powerful individuals and groups in 

control of decision-making maintain their influence in the process by setting their own 

agenda to exclude or minimalise inclusion and thus devalue the representation of the 

marginalised interests. Invisible or internalised power occurs when critical problems and 

issues are not only concealed from the decision-making process, but also from the 

awareness and consciousness of the social actors involved, including those directly 

affected by such issues. The power cube thus looks at the differences between dimensions 

of power and examines how institutions and policies may be using these strategies and to 

what extent to maintain their internal social norms, beliefs, values, and practices (Luttrell 

et al. 2007). 

Third, places are considered as the ‘levels and places of engagement’ (Luttrell & 

Quiroz 2007: 7). The levels of power pertain to the local, national, and global 

(international) levels or places (Gaventa 2006). The local level comprises local 

government, community organisations, local courts, local media, and even families or 

households. The national level includes national government, networked organisations 

(e.g. professional associations, national voluntary organisations, and religious 

organisations), national judicial courts, and national media. The interaction between local 

and national places is evident in discussions on decentralisation and power sharing with 

the local level (Luttrell et al. 2007). In turn, the global level includes intergovernmental 

organisations (e.g. the United Nations and World Bank), international television channels 

(e.g. CNN International, BBC World News, and Fox News), the world wide web, and the 

international criminal court. 

To a certain extent, in applying the power cube, Luttrell et al. (2007) analysed that 

power was shifting to more globalised places. Subsequently, local actors—for example, 

working on controversial environmental projects such as uranium mining, coal mining, 
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and nuclear power—might then more effectively utilise global forums as venues of policy 

influence than national and/or local institutions. Another key example already apparent 

is the global climate movement already gaining access to the United Nations and so forth. 

The importance of recognising the interplay between these levels, spaces, and places of 

power that continuously changes the synergies of power is thus highlighted by the power 

cube. 

 

Collaborative and progressive types of power 

Apart from the three dimensions of power and the associated power cube, there are also 

interpretations of power that focus on more collaborative and progressive approaches in 

the exercise and use of power. In contrast to the concept of power over, they include 

‘power with’, ‘power to’, and ‘power within’ (VeneKlasen & Miller 2002). 

First, ‘power with’ refers to the building of common ground between various 

interests through developing shared values and approaches (Rowlands 1997). Power with 

is shared power that looks at the collaboration, cooperation, and synergies of knowledge 

and capacities that emerge from partnerships with others, including collective action and 

coalition building (Eyben et al. 2006; VeneKlasen & Miller 2002). This type of power is 

seen in social movements, people’s mobilisations, and informal alliances across age 

differences, gender, social class, and ethnic groups (Mathie et al. 2017). 

As the ‘highest level of power’, power with thus emphasises building collective 

power where individuals and groups, typically the less powerful, exercise power together 

through mutual support, organisation, solidarity, and engagement (Penderis 2012: 15; 

also, Chambers 2006; VeneKlasen & Miller 2002). Such engagement creates self-

confidence and awareness among the less powerful, which provides opportunities for 

their meaningful engagement in decision-making (Penderis 2012). However, achieving 

power with also necessitates processes of ‘self-interrogation’ and consciousness-raising 

among individuals and groups (Eyben et al. 2006). Overall, power with helps establish 

linkages across various interests to strengthen or diminish social conflict and encourage 

equitable relations (VeneKlasen & Miller 2002). 

Second, ‘power to’ is defined as the ‘productive or generative potential of power 

and the new possibilities or actions that can be created without using relationships of 

domination’ (Mathie et al. 2017: 57). It is the capacity and capability to act, exercise 

agency, and understand the potentials of citizenship, rights, and voice, especially among 

the poor and marginalised (Eyben et al. 2006; Gaventa 2006). Power to is also based on 
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mutual support and initiatives for collaborative action, alongside providing a unique 

opportunity for individuals to shape their lives (VeneKlasen & Miller 2002). 

Third, ‘power within’ involves achieving a sense of self-awareness, self-

confidence, self-identity, self-knowledge, and self-worth which are considered as 

prerequisites for collective action (Chambers 2006; Eyben et al. 2006; Mathie et al. 2017). 

With power within, everyone has the ability to acknowledge and understand differences 

among people while being considerate and respectful of others. Both power to, and power 

within, are referred to as ‘agency’, or having the capacity to act, which can contribute 

towards social change and development (Mathie et al. 2017; VeneKlasen & Miller 2002). 

Once individuals have the strength and ability to create more hope within themselves and 

for others, power within then becomes a way to assert the ‘common human search for 

dignity and fulfillment’ (VeneKlasen & Miller 2002: 45). Given these various 

expressions of power, how does social power relations influence community engagement 

practices? 

 

The influence of social power relations in community engagement practices 

Regarding developing countries, which, of course, this thesis addresses, the literature 

highlights unequal/unfair social power dynamics (or the application of social power 

relations) in community engagement practices in development projects (e.g. Botchway 

2001; Cornwall & Shankland 2013; Hindmarsh & Akilli 2018; Moncrieffe 2004a; White 

1996). According to Hildyard et al. (2001), there is a common but debatable assumption 

in participatory development projects that just the mere presence of all stakeholders and 

representatives will lead to consensus in decision-making that is fair to all. However, and 

reflecting special power relation theory, citizen and community engagement is used by 

various stakeholders to assert their own agenda, while those that have the most bargaining 

power are the most capable of strengthening their own position. The most notable aspects 

of such power dynamics are now discussed below, with the relevant focus on participatory 

development projects in general. Specific examples of social power dynamics in 

community engagement in CCA in developing country contexts are then discussed in 

Section 5. 

 

Inclusion, exercise of voice, and fairness 

Social power dynamics also influence the presence, or lack thereof, of inclusion, exercise 

of voice, and fairness among stakeholders, which can lead to apathy and the acceptance 
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of the less powerful to the demands of the powerful. Cases in Africa, Brazil, Turkey, and 

the US identified that the poor and marginalised were often excluded in decision-making 

due to the influence and control tactics of more powerful groups (Cornwall & Shankland 

2013; Hindmarsh & Akilli 2018; Moncrieffe 2004a). Gender, social class, and caste were 

some of the key reasons regarding the deliberate exclusion of certain individuals and 

groups, which, in turn, lessened community engagement in participatory development 

projects in Africa and Turkey (Hindmarsh & Akilli 2018; Moncrieffe 2004a). 

The creation and management of structures and processes (e.g. defining actors, 

agenda, spaces, and knowledge production) for engagement for development projects is 

generally done and facilitated by government institutions, which can inhibit meaningful 

engagement of communities and have implications for decisions over policies and 

processes (Eyben et al. 2006; also Quick & Feldman 2011). A common practice is the 

exclusion of local knowledge or communities, which ‘reinforce[s] existing structures of 

power that privilege scientific knowledge over other ways of knowing’ (Turnhout et al. 

2020: 18; also, Kothari 2001). For example, top-down and technical approaches by a 

Brazilian municipal government prevented local traditional healers from participating in 

the health district council, as traditional knowledge on healing was considered 

inappropriate or irrelevant (Cornwall & Shankland 2013). The power of scientific and 

expert knowledge and practice thus remained unchallenged with local traditional healing 

knowledge and practice excluded. 

In another example, a US cooperative fishing research utilised a top-down 

scientific approach instead of utilising the fishermen’s local knowledge, with issues on 

lack of transparency in project objectives, pre-defined research problem and objectives, 

and non-consultation (Ebel et al. 2018). In turn, ‘reciprocal mistrust’ between scientists 

and fishermen further reinforced unequal social power dynamics, which became a 

primary barrier in achieving meaningful participatory cooperative fishing research (Ebel 

et al. 2018: 53). Overall, the lack of engagement in decision-making processes then results 

in a fragmented political consciousness, a sense of powerlessness for citizens, which then 

most often leads to ineffective development projects at the local and community levels 

(Connelly et al. 2012; Ebel et al. 2018). 

 

Construction of interests and transfer of power 

With power commonly understood as part of the negotiation of interests, power is also 

evident in the actual construction of interests (White 1996). Implementing agencies of 

development projects have manipulated participation and engagement processes in a way 
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that maintained their own interests, based on their organisational culture and practices 

(Mosse 2001). For example, British project implementers imposed external planning 

knowledge and chose which information to use and which questions to ask, and 

disregarded the local knowledge of Indian villages (Mosse 2001). In other instances, some 

development projects operated according to a free-market ideology whereby 

implementing agencies could readily take away the funds of communities that did not 

cooperate (White 1996). 

Moreover, achieving actual community empowerment can also be an issue for 

implementing agencies, particularly when there is unwillingness to transfer power, which 

reflects a lack of desire for communities to become empowered. For example, community 

engagement in environmental impact assessments aims in general to achieve ‘more 

equitable distribution of political power and change existing decision structures’ 

(O’Faircheallaigh 2010: 23). However, it can become tokenistic and problematic when 

powerful decision-makers and implementing agencies pursue their own interests instead 

of yielding power to communities pressuring for change (O’Faircheallaigh 2010: 23). In 

the Philippines, national NGOs that served as implementers of community-based 

projects, sponsored by funders, prohibited several people’s organisations from directly 

communicating and coordinating with the funders as the NGOs were unwilling to 

relinquish their direct connection to the funders, and thus power over other stakeholders 

(White 1996). 

Hence, participation then also becomes about the powerful fighting to retrain their 

privileges as there is a reluctance to relinquish control among implementing agencies that 

are supposedly pro-participatory development (Chambers 1997; Cobbinah 2011; Mansuri 

& Rao 2013; Mohan 2002). As a result, scholars have questioned the notion that citizen 

and community engagement brings empowerment to the poor and marginalised, given 

that issues on transfer of power from implementing agencies to communities remain 

(Cleaver 2001; Gaventa & Valderrama 1999). 

 

Myths of ‘community’ 

A common misconception in participatory development projects, particularly among 

implementing agencies, governments, and donors is the presumption of a community as 

variously homogeneous, or harmonious, with a capacity to do everything (Botchway 

2001; Wallerstein et al. 2019; Williams 2004). But in reality, a community is constrained 

in material and structural resources (Cleaver 2001), and the inclusion (and/or exclusion) 

of community members in projects usually depends on the terms set by implementing 
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agencies, sometimes with the influence of powerful people in the community (Williams 

2004). 

There have also been cases where the primary focus of implementing agencies 

has been to achieve community participation and empowerment, while remaining 

indifferent to the divergences, inherent social power dynamics, and repressive social 

structures within communities that contributed to the need for development in the first 

place (Botchway 2001). Overall, uncritically perceiving communities as areas for genuine 

action, implementing agencies often fail to realise that a community is a place with 

multiple and overlapping boundaries where alliances and relationships shift due to social 

structures, different agendas and interests, and underlying power relations (Botchway 

2001; Cleaver 2001; Colclough & Sitaraman 2005; Wallerstein et al. 2019; Williams 

2004). Given these issues of social power dynamics within community engagement, how 

can empowerment be achieved among the less powerful? 

 

Power and empowerment 

A popular term in the field of participatory development is, ‘empowerment’, which refers 

to ‘enhancing an individual’s or group’s capacity to make choices and transform those 

choices into desired actions and outcomes’ (Alsop and Heinsohn 2005: 5). Cornwall 

(2000) added that empowerment cannot be done for people as it is something that people 

should do, for and by themselves. Yet, empowerment is also considered a political 

concept as it entails a collective social struggle against unequal/inequitable power and 

social relations (Luttrell & Quiroz 2007). Therefore, enabling empowerment calls for 

addressing the root causes of disempowerment, including understanding how power has 

shaped decisions, opportunities, and well-being (Luttrell & Quiroz 2007). In turn, 

building trust and cooperation (also known as social capital), and strengthening 

community engagement, are also key elements of enabling empowerment (Cobbinah 

2011; Eyben et al. 2006; Luttrell & Quiroz 2007). 

Aside from promoting cooperation instead of competition, strategies for 

broadening power to the less powerful include providing information and fostering 

critical reflection (Eyben et al. 2006; O’Faircheallaigh 2010). Such aspects, in turn, 

enable the establishment of horizontal alliances and partnerships across civil society 

organisations to connect to, and more empower, various participatory spaces for change 

(Gaventa 2006; Mathie et al. 2017). Another strategy is for key stakeholders such as 

government agencies, researchers, and NGOs to work with the ‘lowers’ or less powerful 

to help them re-create their own power positions and to co-produce, or work together to 
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build, their capacity to ‘develop power within and power with’ (Eyben et al. 2006: 9; also, 

Chambers 2006). Collaboration with the ‘uppers’ to provide support in transferring and 

sharing power to the less powerful is another challenge posed by Chambers (2006: 104), 

especially when trying to facilitate ‘win-win situations through uppers using their power 

over to empower’. As such, the phrase ‘pedagogy of the powerful’ is used to transform 

power over as an opportunity to empower the uppers to reflect and change themselves 

and empower the less powerful (Chambers 2006: 107; also, Eyben et al. 2006). 

Implementing strategies for empowerment also concerns building and sustaining 

effective change, through social actors or social movements working together effectively 

(Gaventa 2006). As such, strengthening citizen and community engagement necessitates 

the transformation of participatory structures, institutions, promoting the growth of social 

capital, and building social and political awareness (Penderis 2012). Therefore, 

strengthening community engagement to emphasise expanding active and engaged 

citizenship through dialogue and deliberative approaches would more empower citizens 

and communities to engage meaningfully in decision-making and thus influence policy 

outcomes (Gaventa & Valderrama 1999). With achieving empowerment linked to 

community engagement, the next section discusses the concepts of ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ 

community engagement regarding such context. 

 

Section 4: On strong and weak community engagement 

 

Strong community engagement 

Strong community engagement is defined as active/interactive, inclusive, and/or 

participatory (IAP2 2007; Nkoana et al. 2017). The argument of such definition is that 

strong community engagement should primarily focus on the strengths and capacities of 

communities to participate meaningfully in decision-making processes that might affect, 

or have consequences for, them, especially adverse ones. Strong forms of community 

engagement enable open or transparent communication, continuous dialogue and 

deliberation between involved groups, by which to detect, include, and encourage a 

diversity of perspectives, knowledge, and techniques, both expert and non-expert, to 

improve the efficiency and effectiveness of decision-making and policy outcomes (e.g. 

Du Plessis et al. 2010; also, Hoppe et al. 2007; Quick & Feldman 2011; Smith et al. 2016; 

Warburton & Yoshimura 2005). 
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Likewise, strong community engagement also highlights the interactions and 

relationships of communities and governments towards achieving effective planning and 

policy outcomes that involve increased inclusive participation and community 

empowerment (Eversole 2011; Hindmarsh 2012; Serrao-Neumann et al. 2015; Smiley et 

al. 2010; Smith et al. 2016; Spink et al. 2010). For example, strong community 

engagement can ‘better inform the substance, purpose, and acceptance or non-acceptance 

of transformational proposals or plans in local place context, and thus, again, their 

legitimacy and effectiveness’ (Hindmarsh 2012: 1125). 

At the same time, strong community engagement addresses broader policy issues 

of structural political dynamics, social power dynamics, and fragmented stakeholder 

values and interests (Cavaye 2004; Hindmarsh 2010; Meikle & Jones 2013; Nkoana et al. 

2017; Quick & Feldman 2011). For example, strong community engagement approaches 

have been nominated as ‘“bottom-up empowered participation” leading to real—rather 

than symbolic—citizen power’ (Hoppe et al. 2007: 78). That power reflects the notion 

that communities are best included in relevant decision-making processes willingly and 

perceptively, rather than just an ‘add-on’ requirement of legislation (Cavaye 2004). Such 

inclusion enables local trust-building and reciprocity and shared sense of ownership, 

which, when employed, lay the groundwork for meaningful local partnerships with key 

stakeholders (e.g. government, business, and NGOs) (Cavaye 2004; Nkoana et al. 2017; 

Quick & Feldman 2011; Spink et al. 2010). In other words, strong community 

engagement comprises collaborative, inclusive processes that emphasise knowledge 

building, shared learning, and multiple stakeholder empowerment, especially for 

communities, as power inequalities with developer and government agendas have more 

chance of being minimised (c.f. Hindmarsh 2014; also, Eversole 2011; Quick & Feldman 

2011; Smith et al. 2016; van Tol Smit et al. 2015). 

In the environmental context, the use and development of knowledge, skills, and 

capacities in science, economics, politics, society, and culture that represent scientific and 

technical and local knowledge are necessary to address complex and uncertain 

environmental problems (Du Plessis et al. 2010; Velasquez et al. 2005). As such, 

Velasquez et al. (2005: 2), argued for ‘drastic change to existing environmental 

management structures’, in implementing such approaches, which featured inclusive 

community engagement approaches were included. The latter feature was also supported 

by Smiley et al. (2010: 1046), who asserted that ‘complex environmental planning 

problems typically demand a high degree of public involvement so that an acceptable 

decision can be made’ (also, Du Plessis et al. 2010). 
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Over the last two decades, strong community engagement has, here and there, 

begun to play a significant role in environmental policy, planning, and management (e.g. 

CEC 2010; Connell & Grafton 2011; Legacy 2010; Llano-Arias 2015; Reed 2008; 

Shandas & Messer 2008). In tackling complexity, the strong approach promotes a 

necessary application of diverse knowledge and the rationalities (values, beliefs, and 

attitudes) of local people, to generate useful insights (Eversole 2011; Reed 2008). As 

such, it is now both established and emergent in areas of environmental policy, planning, 

and management in various places internationally. These areas include, but are not limited 

to: (i) water management and planning; (ii) forest management and planning; (iii) coastal 

resources management and planning; (iv); natural resources management and planning; 

(v) soil management and planning; and (vi) renewable energy (see Dare et al. 2011; 

Dawoe et al. 2012; Giordano et al. 2010; Hindmarsh 2010, 2014; Llano-Arias 2015; 

Measham 2007; Nelson & Pettit 2004; Rasul et al. 2011; Robinson et al. 2015; Ross et 

al. 2002; Smiley et al. 2010; Spink et al. 2010; Wilson & Wiber 2009).21 

Overall, action- and input-oriented citizens communicating and collaborating to 

effect change through influencing decision-making now appear essential for effective 

community engagement. However, although strong community engagement is 

considered the most effective community-based approach, it may also be dependent on 

those facilitating it. As a result, ‘weak’ community engagement can instead emerge, 

which can undermine effective policy outcomes. 

 

Weak community engagement 

Weak community engagement represents passive or less active approaches that tend to 

emphasise top-down information dissemination to the public and/or through consultation 

and gathering feedback on government proposals and/or issues (Arnstein 1969; Cavaye 

2004; Hindmarsh 2012; IAP2 2007; Nkoana et al. 2017; Warburton & Yoshimura 2005). 

Examples of these activities revolve around limited consultation and planning sessions 

(such as community ‘town hall’ meetings, and surveys), inquiry submissions, and public 

information sessions, where the flow of information is mostly one-way: typically from 

experts and decision-makers to community people. As such, there is little or no assurance 

that this limited inclusion of civic knowledge and perspectives will be considered by those 

                                                
21 Strong community engagement is also supported in the fields of (i) public health and environment (e.g. 
Madrigal et al. 2014; Miller et al. 2015; WHO 2012; Whittakerr & Smith 2015); (ii) public administration 
and governance (e.g. Jarvie & Stewart 2011); (iii) education (e.g. Tschannen-Moran et al. 2006); (iv) 
tourism (e.g. Tudor 2015); (v) communications and communications technology (e.g. Armour 2010; 
Kapuire et al. 2017); and (vi) renewable energy (e.g. Hindmarsh 2010, 2014). 
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in power; which leads to community people lacking decisional influence (Arnstein 1969; 

Hindmarsh 2012). 

However, if information and consultation are an initial part of strong community 

engagement processes, then different levels of engagement (or stronger forms) can result 

according to the situation at hand according to the sequence and strength of the 

engagement process (Cavaye 2004; Warburton & Yoshimura 2005). That is, community 

engagement can be considered weak if government only informs and consults with the 

community in a limited way (such as information dissemination, e.g. Hindmarsh 2010), 

which is then labelled as ‘community engagement’, with the impression given that it was 

meaningful or ‘strong’ for all concerned. 

In the latter situation, which is quite common, overall, weak community 

engagement approaches also reflect more emphasis on government power and regulation 

(Quick & Feldman 2011). It yields the public little opportunity of realising meaningful 

influence in decision-making processes (Connelly & Richardson 2004; Spink et al. 2010). 

A top-down approach also places little regard on community contexts past the information 

and consultation stages. According to Meikle and Jones (2013: 3), government still 

controls the decision-making process until its end while the community is ‘rarely … the 

driving force behind the outcomes of the engagement process’. In the end, these scenarios 

can lead to creating communities of ‘exclusion’ (Quick & Feldman 2011), which then 

produces sub-optimal local level policy outcomes. 

The splitting of community engagement into strong and weak forms is now 

informing the main preoccupation of scholars regarding community engagement. On one 

hand, strong and weak forms can be seen as separate; with clear distinctions of what is 

considered strong and weak community engagement. On the other hand, weaker forms of 

community engagement can be seen as precursors for stronger community engagement. 

This phenomenon can occur where communities are seen to need to be informed, 

consulted, and attend meetings before moving on to engage in dialogue and deliberation 

and share their local knowledge, skills, and resources in decision-making processes with 

other key stakeholders, which would eventually contribute towards more community 

empowerment. In addition, inclusive processes can remedy weaker forms of community 

engagement and better ensure local decisional influence (Bäckstrand 2004; Hindmarsh 

2010). 

Hence, the dichotomy of strong and weak community engagement is now also 

challenging the earlier multiple meanings of community engagement into a taxonomy of, 

or arguably a paradigm shift into, two broad approaches: strong and weak. To attain a 
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clearer picture of this shift and deepen the understanding of what community engagement 

approach might best develop effective climate change adaptation (CCA), Section 5 

reviews the international literature to explore the key aspects of strong and weak 

community engagement in CCA through both the experiences of developed and 

developing countries. Both are appropriate to explore, as contemporary international 

styles have emerged mostly from developed countries while the experience and culture 

of developing countries brings local variables into play. Overall then, whatever is 

suggested for the Philippines must fit existing Philippine cultural systems and policy 

approaches to be most effective. 

 

Section 5: A literature review on key aspects of strong and weak community 

engagement in CCA in both developed and developing countries 

 

In exploring the international literature on community engagement to find the best 

approach for the Philippine context, the aim of this review was to investigate how 

community engagement in CCA in developed countries compared with developing 

countries. This is compared to the Philippine literature in Chapter 4. As mentioned in the 

chapter’s introduction, this literature review also contributed to addressing Research 

Question 2.22 As such, in the following section, the suggestions from developed countries 

are first discussed, then those of developing countries. 

 

Developed countries 

Strong community engagement approaches in developed countries played an important 

role to best effect CCA approaches. With the adverse impacts of climate change 

increasing (e.g. IPCC 2018a), developed countries are now more encouraging an 

‘inclusive process of policy development [that] can help deliver better policies, as well as 

building awareness and knowledge of adaptation’ (Mullan et al. 2013: 64). As a result, 

groups and institutions that have not worked closely before, now understand the need for 

strong engagement. But before elaborating more, we first look at key aspects of weak 

community engagement. 

 

                                                
22 Research Question 2: What are the existing community engagement mechanisms and/or practices for 
CCA identified by local experts and community representatives from Sorsogon City and the Municipality 
of Lavezares, and how do these compare with the international and Philippine literatures? 
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Key aspects of weak community engagement 

The international literature identified the following key aspects of weak community 

engagement, as addressed in 28 studies: (i) top-down approaches; (ii) social, economic, 

and cultural community contexts; and (iii) weak government capacity and support. 

 

Top-down approaches 

Several studies identified that approaches to climate change and other environmental 

issues predominantly remained under governmental top-down control and regulation, 

with little regard to collaboration, coordination, and integration with other key 

stakeholders (Carvalho et al. 2014; Jabareen 2013; Lin et al. 2017; Smith & Lawrence 

2018). For example, in Australia, community engagement was regarded as ‘centralized 

and politicized’ with limited collaboration with communities (Zafrin et al. 2014: 343; 

also, Alston et al. 2018; Burton & Nalau 2016; Schlosberg et al. 2017). Technocratic 

solutions were adopted in land use planning and flood water management decisions 

(McMartin et al. 2018; Serrao-Neumann et al. 2015); with local knowledge and cultural 

protocols were ignored in emergency management procedures in Aboriginal communities 

(Morley et al. 2018). 

In Portugal, Schmidt et al. (2013: 323) noted how the ‘concept of participation 

had no place in the national political culture of the coastline’, due to the prevalence of 

scientific and technical knowledge and weak community engagement mechanisms. The 

top-down approach was also evident in weak sectoral coordination with other government 

agencies in implementing adaptation policies and responses, for example, in Oregon (US) 

(Lipiec et al. 2018). In Canada, municipal climate change plans were primarily developed 

by government departments and agencies, without engaging other stakeholders, such as 

communities, in the decision-making process (Guyadeen et al. 2019). 

A key consequence of top-down approaches in decision-making was the lack of 

open communication mechanisms between governments and communities. In Australia, 

the disconnect between government and communities (local and indigenous) created 

communication conflicts and limited participation in decision-making concerning CCA 

and disaster risk reduction (DRR) (Forino et al. 2019; McMartin et al. 2018; Morley et 

al. 2018). Likewise, information was rarely even disseminated to the public in Portugal 

and the US (Schmidt et al. 2014; Siders 2019). The deliberate lack of information 

dissemination by government to the public, or the withholding of, or control of 

information, can be considered an example of both the two-dimensional (Bachrach & 

Baratz 1962) and the third-dimensional view of power (Lukes 2005). In Minnesota (US), 
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the African American community was frustrated as they had no access to climate change 

information, which hindered their awareness towards effective climate change actions 

(Phadke et al. 2015). Such one-way decision-making processes failed to recognise the 

potential contribution of community knowledge and expertise as a key component of 

building effective local adaptive capacity (Alston et al. 2018). 

In such contexts, top-down approaches reflect the exercise of social power 

relations, as evidenced by the unwillingness of government to share responsibilities with 

non-government actors (Haverkamp 2017). These contexts not only illustrate the 

government’s power over non-government actors, where the goal is to influence, shape 

or determine their views and wants, but also reflect an example of closed spaces that elite 

groups control. As such, local experts in Austria feared the loss of authoritative decision-

making power once community people became more involved in natural hazard 

management activities (Thaler & Seebauer 2019). In Baltimore City (US), government 

decisions on climate action were typically made by the ‘executive leadership and senior 

agency staff, who used their existing authority to act when and how they could’ 

(Sarzynski 2018: 114). In these cases, the failure to devolve power by government to its 

citizens and municipalities undermined the potential contribution of communities, 

thereby inhibiting community engagement in decision-making processes on 

environmental issues most experienced at the local level. 

 

Social, economic, and cultural community contexts 

Social, economic, and cultural contexts also emerged as barriers toward community 

engagement in developed countries. Differing community attitudes and perspectives 

regarding climate change action have made it difficult to implement community 

engagement in CCA. For example, communities in Australia, Portugal, and the US have 

come to regard government with distrust especially in matters regarding CCA fund 

management, planning processes, and policy implementation (Lipiec et al. 2018; Morley 

et al. 2018; Schmidt et al. 2014). 

Indeed, some community-based groups in Australia declined to comment on 

coastal plans in Southeast Queensland as they ‘felt that it would not have made any 

difference to the final policy outcomes’ (Zafrin et al. 2014: 344), which reflects how such 

interactions are structured. Likewise, African American communities in Georgia (US) 

regarded climate change as a global and scientific problem and therefore nothing could 

be done (Hardy et al. 2017). These two scenarios can indicate a sense of powerlessness 

among communities and can lead to apathy and disengagement. In Michigan (US), 
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community meetings on climate change action planning were sometimes disrupted by 

several community members who had different views on climate change and refused to 

cooperate (Crawford et al. 2018). 

Other social and economic barriers in developed countries were also apparent. 

Daily survival and provision of basic needs was considered more important compared to 

participation among communities in Australia and Portugal (Carvalho et al. 2014; Morley 

et al. 2018; Schlosberg et al. 2017). Similarly, communities affected by Superstorm 

Sandy in New York (US) prioritised addressing their social and economic concerns over 

participating in community resilience initiatives (Graham et al. 2016). 

 

Weak government capacity and support 

Lack of governmental capacity and support also contributed to weak community 

engagement, as reflected in the following institutional barriers: (i) weak political will and 

commitment; (ii) limited resources and funding; and (iii) indifference to climate change 

impacts (e.g. Fagan-Watson & Burchell 2016; Thaler & Seebauer 2019). For example, 

state government support for implementing stronger forms of community engagement at 

the local government level was weak in several Australian states (Serrao-Neumann et al. 

2015). Similarly, Howes et al. (2017: 11) observed that Australian governments ‘did not 

have the capacity and/or the political will to implement effective sustainability policies’. 

Some city councils were also rendered powerless to influence mining project 

developments and address corresponding climate change issues (Forino et al. 2019). 

Government also lacked commitment to initiate climate change actions in many 

instances. In Great Plains (US), government was unconcerned about climate change 

impacts and thus had a low priority on climate change action planning (Romsdahl et al. 

2015). In addition, in Australia, communities expressed poor government leadership and 

commitment towards CCA and DRR (van Kasteren 2014), with some city councils 

abolishing their environment departments in which climate change and CCA were 

situated (Forino et al. 2019). Such evidences clearly reflected poor community 

engagement because local and city governments did not develop effective community 

engagement mechanisms despite the willingness of many communities to be involved in 

collaborative and participatory adaptation activities (Forino et al. 2019; Thaler & 

Seebauer 2019). 
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Key aspects of strong community engagement 

Three key aspects of strong community engagement in CCA in developed countries were 

identified in 26 studies. Most frequently mentioned were: (i) participatory and knowledge 

integration approaches; (ii) community contexts; and (iii) government capacity and 

support. 

 

Participatory and knowledge integration approaches 

The integration of local, scientific and technical knowledge was particularly highlighted 

in facilitating more participatory activities for multi-stakeholders as a key aspect of strong 

community engagement. Such activities included but were not limited to place-based 

scenario planning, shared visioning workshops and discussions, early warning 

management systems, and other adaptation planning exercises (Beaulieu et al. 2016; 

Flynn et al. 2018; Henriksen et al. 2018; Petheram et al. 2015; Phadke et al. 2015). They 

brought key stakeholders including government, university researchers, scientists, NGOs, 

civil society organisations, and local community and indigenous groups together to share 

knowledge, experiences, and expertise on CCA and DRR. This example highlights the 

‘power with’ approach of sharing power with key stakeholders through collaboration, 

cooperation, and knowledge integration. These participatory activities also facilitated 

meetings, dialogue, and knowledge exchange between stakeholders, particularly on 

identifying priorities for climate change action (Cohen et al. 2013; Crawford et al. 2018; 

Creed et al. 2018). 

Integration of knowledge between community people and scientists was also 

apparent in participatory activities related to flood modelling and environmental 

monitoring, which placed primary importance on the knowledge and experiences of 

communities. For example, coastal flood modelling in the United Kingdom (UK) 

integrated community knowledge and observational experience on flooding through 

participatory visualisation, which then raised the community awareness and concern 

through climate change scenarios (Wadey et al. 2015). Similarly, a successful river 

monitoring program in Canada merged scientific methods with Inuit (indigenous) culture 

and tradition, through the involvement of local communities, government agencies, 

researchers, and NGOs (Gérin-Lajoie et al. 2018). At the community level, participatory 

activities in Australia and Canada also provided opportunities for local knowledge 

sharing, which helped generate community interest and build social networks for climate 

change planning and action (Cloutier et al. 2015; Cohen et al. 2013; Ross et al. 2015; 

Smith et al. 2016). 
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The sharing of knowledge and expertise among stakeholders also provided 

opportunities to better understand each other’s actions to discover points of convergence 

or divergence to discuss and address. In such engagement, communities also increased 

their appreciation of science and technology for better awareness on climate change 

impacts. Overall, these participatory activities became a venue for collaboration and 

network-building for implementing CCA and DRR plans and projects that took into 

consideration the needs, concerns, and input of all key stakeholders, which stimulated 

community engagement (Cohen et al. 2013; Flynn et al. 2018; Gérin-Lajoie et al. 2018). 

 

Socio-cultural community contexts 

Social capital, through strong community support, networks, and organised 

neighbourhoods emerged as a key aspect of strong community engagement and adaptive 

capacity. Strong social support within communities in New Jersey (US) led to increased 

flood resilience and confidence in engaging in community adaptation measures (Wong-

Parodi et al. 2017). In Austria, strong social support also motivated community people in 

participating in bottom-up initiatives on natural hazard management (Thaler & Seebauer 

2019). Similarly, high social capital through established networks of community-based 

organisations and volunteers of organised neighbourhoods in New York (US), enabled 

community engagement in DRR planning, preparedness, and response (Graham et al. 

2016; Schmeltz et al. 2013). In these examples, social capital was considered a ‘viable 

resource’ for community adaptive capacity (van Kasteren 2014: 345), which aligns to the 

concept of ‘power to’ as evidenced by the capacity and capability of communities to be 

engaged in CCA and DRR activities through mutual support and initiatives. 

Place-based experiences and community attitudes also contributed to strong 

community engagement in developed countries. Place attachment, or the formation of 

socio-cultural bonds between communities and place (Low & Altman 1992), was a key 

factor in encouraging community awareness and engagement in climate change issues. 

For example, German communities were willing to engage in adaptation and mitigation 

measures such as supporting community wind farms, solar panels, and biogas plants, due 

to their ‘need to protect the place for future generations’ (Süsser 2018: 180). In the United 

Kingdom, communities were engaged in marine climate change issues because of their 

direct knowledge and experience of marine environmental change in their coastal areas 

(Chilvers et al. 2014). In these examples, community engagement in CCA was also 

considered as a ‘process permeated by place-based emotions, memories and experiences’ 

(Süsser 2018: 181). 
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Past experiences in storms and climate-related hazards also strongly influenced 

communities in Australia and Sweden to be more engaged in CCA and DRR activities 

(Brink & Wamsler 2019; Forino et al. 2019). In addition, demand for environmental and 

social justice from environmental and human health impacts of the intensive coal industry 

in the Hunter Valley (NSW, Australia) strengthened community-based initiatives on CCA 

and DRR (Fiorino et al. 2019). This case well illustrates that the strong influence of past 

experiences in climate-related hazards, alongside deeply-rooted environmental values, 

can also contribute to harness the power within individuals to be more engaged in CCA 

and DRR activities. 

Furthermore, positive community attitudes were motivations for strong 

community engagement. For example, community people in Austria and Australia were 

open-minded and highly willing to actively participate in CCA and DRR activities as 

‘they had something to contribute and were willing to be part of the solutions’ (van 

Kasteren 2014: 346; also, Thaler & Seebauer 2019). 

 

Government capacity and support 

The international literature also identified that increased government capacity and support 

for climate change actions at the community level contributed to strengthening 

community engagement. For example, community capacity building activities, funding, 

and equipment to implement ecosystem-based CCA and DRR at the community level 

were provided by city councils of several local governments in Australia, New Zealand, 

and US, which helped strengthen community ties and increase sustainability actions 

(Forino et al. 2019; Smith et al. 2016). In Canada, a local government provided logistical 

oversight (i.e. volunteer recruitment) of their river monitoring program and maintained 

open communication and coordination with communities (Gérin-Lajoie et al. 2018). In 

addition, community capacity building on sustainable forest management and supporting 

farming communities were some of the initiatives of Croatian and Serbian governments 

to give power to their communities to engage in increasing resilience of forest and 

agricultural systems (Pietrapertosa et al. 2018). 

Strong political will, through the implementation of policies and mechanisms that 

encouraged participation in climate change actions was also crucial. For example, the 

success of California’s (US) coastal management was attributed to policies and 

mechanisms that encouraged more community participation, as well as ensuring 

transparency and trust in decision-making processes (Obraczka et al. 2017). Community 

support on government-initiated flood governance regulations and policies was also in 
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flood-prone areas in Australia, Canada, Italy, Sweden, and the Netherlands (Plummer et 

al. 2018). Similarly, in Baltimore City (US), government-initiated activities for citizen 

input and consultation as a climate policy-making strategy helped expand community 

engagement, alongside establishing community volunteers for outreach and public 

information activities (Sarzynski 2018). Activities for citizen input and consultation can 

also be considered as examples of governments creating invited spaces for communities. 

Overall, strong political will appeared necessary in implementing strong and sustainable 

forms of engagement in CCA and DRR at the community level. 

 

Developing countries 

The broad international literature emphasised that developing countries are the most 

vulnerable to the adverse impacts of climate change, given their lack of social, financial, 

institutional, and technological resources to adapt (Adger et al. 2003; IPCC 2014a; IPCC 

2018a; Shaw et al. 2010; UNFCCC 2007). Conversely, many studies demonstrated that 

communities from developing countries are not usually passive victims to climate change, 

weather-related disasters, and other associated development issues. This is because over 

many centuries, many communities have become historically resilient to droughts, floods, 

intense typhoons, and other weather-related disasters, such as in Indonesia (Yoseph-

Paulus & Hindmarsh 2016) and the Philippines (Bankoff 2007, 2012; Hilhorst et al. 

2015). However, with the increasing frequency of extreme weather events, building on 

natural disasters, and worsening them, countries like the Philippines that are in natural 

disaster zones, see their vulnerability to adverse climate change events steadily mounting 

(Cruz et al. 2016; David et al. 2017; IPCC 2014a; IPCC 2018a). 

The slow progress of developing countries successfully adapting to climate 

change impacts can be partly attributed to the design and implementation of community-

based CCA approaches (McNamara 2013; Quick & Feldman 2011; Sovacool 2018). 

Given international trends to community engagement and local pressure to utilise the 

social capacities of communities in collaboration with local government and other 

stakeholders, community-based CCA approaches are now well-positioned for broader 

adoption as well as strengthening. Overall, building effective CCA community 

engagement in developing countries necessitates the active inclusion of multiple 

stakeholders (IIED 2014; IPCC 2014b; ISET-I 2016; Kernaghan & da Silva 2014; Quick 

& Feldman 2011). Such inclusion intimately involves empowering marginalised groups, 

as well as long-existing community groups, through the engagement practices of national 

and local governments. Suggestions from the literature review have clearly spelt out key 
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aspects of strong and weak CCA community engagement approaches in developing 

countries, as detailed below. 

 

Key aspects of weak community engagement 

In the international literature, 45 studies identified the following key aspects of weak 

community engagement in developing countries: (i) social, economic, and cultural 

community contexts; (ii) weak government capacity; (iii) social power dynamics; and (iv) 

top-down approaches. 

 

Social, economic, and cultural community contexts 

At the community level, underlying social, economic, and cultural barriers contribute to 

weak community engagement. Poverty has typically restricted communities from 

participating in adaptation actions, as daily survival and access to basic needs remain 

more important to poorer community members, as identified in many countries including 

Bangladesh, Brazil, Ethiopia, Indonesia, and Malawi (Adego et al. 2018; Jordan 2015; 

Lange et al. 2016; Wood et al. 2018; Yoseph-Paulus 2014). 

Differences in backgrounds of education, social networks, and cultural 

rationalities and perspectives were also noted as key aspects of weak community 

engagement (Arnall & Kothari 2015; Nagoda & Nightingale 2017; Ombogoh et al. 2016; 

Piggott-McKellar et al. 2019; Travers et al. 2015). In Jamaica, for example, some 

community people equated climate change impacts with religion and fatalism and did not 

engage in community adaptation initiatives in farming (Tomlinson & Rhiney 2018). 

Moreover, equitable engagement for women in adaptation plans and actions is difficult, 

especially in male-dominated societies including highly vulnerable climate change 

Bangladesh, India, Nepal, Solomon Islands, and Timor Leste (Ensor et al. 2018; Karim 

& Thiel 2017; Regmi et al. 2016; Singh 2018; Sovacool 2018). Women also had low 

levels of education compared to men, which contributed to their lack of awareness in 

climate change and limited involvement in decision-making processes and CCA activities 

(Owusu et al. 2019). 

Negative community attitudes such as apathy, indifference, and disunity have also 

inhibited community engagement in CCA and DRR in developing countries (Buggy & 

McNamara 2015; Butler et al. 2014; Tanwattana 2018). Community-based CCA projects 

in Ghana, for example, became unsuccessful because of the lack of commitment of 

community people in their roles and responsibilities in the project implementation 

(Samaddar et al. 2019). Similarly, communities in Brazil did not regard themselves as 
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responsible for implementing DRR measures, stating that government should take the 

lead (Lange et al. 2016). 

In other cases, the unwillingness and lack of sense of responsibility of 

communities can be attributed to their lack of knowledge, capacity, and resources to 

engage in CCA projects (Archer et al. 2014; Arnall & Kothari 2015; Kita 2017; Lange et 

al. 2016; Piggott-McKellar et al. 2019; Yanda et al. 2019). For example, communities in 

India, Indonesia, and Vietnam had limited awareness about CCA and DRR to the extent 

they felt they could not participate in decision-making processes (Archer et al. 2014; 

Huynh & Stringer 2018; Yoseph-Paulus & Hindmarsh 2016). Community distrust was 

also prevalent, when communities in India and Southern Mexico displayed distrust in 

government authorities due to the latter’s institutional lack of inclusive and participatory 

processes with communities. Such exercise of power again reflects structural power as 

‘the basis of power, the nature of the capacity to enforce something upon others’ (Barnes 

1986: 182). Consequently, poorly implemented CCA projects resulted (Calliari et al. 

2019; Singh 2018). However, some community people also regarded other members of 

the community with distrust and suspicion for various reasons, such as having stronger 

bonding ties to family compared to neighbours, or the failure of community groups to 

deliver their required outputs in community-based activities (Brown & Sonwa 2017; 

Calliari et al. 2019). Such distrust and suspicion were prevalent among community groups 

and adaptation projects, which led to the exclusion of others. Overall, ineffective 

community engagement resulted in enhancing the ineffectiveness of the CCA projects. 

 

Weak government capacity and support 

The literature also identified that weak government capacity and support in developing 

countries contributed to weak community engagement, alongside problems of integrating 

climate change issues into national and local policies. A major problem has been absence 

of institutional structures for community engagement in government plans (Archer et al. 

2014; Benites-Lazaro & Mello-Théry 2019; Nagoda & Nightingale 2017). In the 

Northern Mariana Islands, for example, there was inadequate knowledge of stakeholder 

engagement and collaborative processes, alongside weak and inconsistent government 

support and representation in initial adaptation planning (Okano et al. 2015). 

According to Panditharatne (2016: 73), the lack of community engagement 

mechanisms in government can be attributed to ‘governance regimes that are rigid and 

inflexible, and … are not serious about community empowerment in the governance 

process’. This structured closed space is evidenced by government’s unwillingness to 
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share power, and the inadequacy of support mechanisms and policies to effectively 

address adaptation concerns, as well as weak coordination among government agencies 

across all sectors (Travers et al. 2015; Yoseph-Paulus & Hindmarsh 2016). For example, 

government officials in Ghana were indifferent to environmental issues and did not 

participate in developing their country’s national climate change action plans and policies 

(Owusu & Nursey-Bray 2018). In addition, the National Adaptation Programs of Action 

of Bangladesh, Bhutan, and Cambodia did not have meaningful community engagement 

due to weak government capacity (Sherman & Ford 2014). 

As such, most governments have been unable to facilitate a conducive 

environment for inclusive governance for adaptation for communities. This has led to 

ineffective governance, with low prioritisation of climate change and DRR issues, 

incoherent policy frameworks, weak policy implementation, and poor political 

commitment to adaptation planning and implementation, for example, in Cape Town, 

Malawi, Northern Ghana, and the Pacific Islands (Cvitanovic et al. 2016; Kita 2017; 

Mahlanza et al. 2016; Samaddar et al. 2019). 

 

Social power dynamics 

Overall, the existing status and exercise of social power relations within and between 

government, communities, and other key stakeholders have impeded community 

engagement as evidenced by intention to exercise power over, corruption, elite capture, 

politics, and exclusion (Archer et al. 2014; Buggy & McNamara 2015; Butler et al. 2014; 

Regmi et al. 2016). In other words, top-down controlled participatory processes have 

most often discouraged communities from engaging, which has resulted in divisions 

among stakeholders, unclear decision-making processes, and increasingly questionable 

governance issues by those wanting to be included (Mahlanza et al. 2016; Samaddar et 

al. 2019; Sherman & Ford 2014; Wood et al. 2018). In Honduras and Mexico, proponents 

of clean development mechanism projects intentionally chose participants (e.g. 

government officials) who favoured the projects to occur in mandated stakeholder 

consultation, thereby excluding affected local and indigenous communities (Benites-

Lazaro & Mello-Théry 2019). More specifically, such structural power to control reflects 

quite strongly the mobilisation of bias, wherein local and indigenous communities have 

been deliberately excluded from decision-making processes, to favour elite actors and 

interests, and their associates. Likewise, climate change policies in Bangladesh have not 

only been ‘elitist and exclusionary’, but have allowed government officials, military, and 

even local gangs to have power over local communities, to openly pursue land grabbing 
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and resource exploitation activities (Sovacool 2018: 188; also Hindmarsh and Akilli 

2018). 

In Nepal, so-called inclusive village committee meetings were dominated by 

community elites and high-caste households who preferred technological adaptation 

measures, thereby limiting the opportunities of vulnerable households to influence the 

decision-making process (Nagoda & Nightingale 2017). Such meetings can thus be 

considered as closed spaces due to the control exerted by community elites and high-caste 

households. Similarly, low community engagement was identified in decision-making 

aspects of co-managing a biosphere reserve in Bolivia because of community elites 

gaining opportunistic incentives from the conservation regulations (Ruiz-Mallén et al. 

2017). In these examples, local elites were considered as ‘gate-keepers to participation’, 

in gaining power over marginalised communities, which involved controlling and 

limiting the latter’s access to local government and NGOs (Nagoda & Nightingale 2017: 

91). 

Overall, such examples well confirm the contribution of the existing social power 

dynamics to disunity and exclusion within local communities, which hinders community 

engagement and in the case of climate change or disasters, can then exacerbate 

vulnerability. As such, Buggy and McNamara (2015: 6) argued, social power dynamics 

have allowed ‘particular groups and individuals to dominate projects and as a result, 

restrict the voice and participation of other community members’. This exclusion problem 

can not only lead to non-engagement and a ‘culture of silence’ (Gaventa 1980: 18), but 

often also leads to creating adaptation strategies that uphold existing social hierarchies 

and inequalities, which then continue to undermine effective community engagement in 

CCA. 

 

Top-down approaches 

The prevalence of top-down approaches to decision-making in CCA among developed 

countries has also contributed to weak community engagement (Samaddar et al. 2019; 

Yanda et al. 2019; Yoseph-Paulus & Hindmarsh 2016). Most plans, policies, programs, 

and frameworks related to CCA and DRR have been conceptualised by government 

officials and allied technical experts, with minimal participation and involvement of 

communities (Adego et al. 2018; Ashley et al. 2015; Chu et al. 2016; Haque et al. 2017; 

Obraczka et al. 2017; Sharma et al. 2014). In some cases, there was no community 

involvement at all in developing projects. Instead, communities were merely informed of 

the outcomes and were expected to comply (Huynh & Stringer 2018; Zikargae 2018). 
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Moreover, structured top-down approaches to decision-making reproduce government 

officials and technical experts having power over communities, with closed spaces for 

participation. 

In Malawi, for example, resettlement plans were prepared by local officials 

without the participation of displaced flood-prone communities (Kita 2017). Similarly, 

flood management frameworks in Bangladesh were conceptualised by flood experts and 

technical consultants without the involvement of flood-affected communities (Huq & 

Bracken 2015). Consequently, some communities trusted their governments less (Islam 

& Nursey-Bray 2017), or refused to engage in community activities (Mahlanza et al. 

2016), thereby potentially weakening their adaptive capacity (Singh 2018; also, Ashley 

et al. 2015; Buggy & McNamara 2015; Cvitanovic et al. 2016). In these examples, 

communities were positioned as passive participants, or mere recipients of information 

(Sherman & Ford 2014), which again undermined their potential contribution towards 

enhancing CCA (Samaddar et al. 2019). 

 

Key aspects of strong community engagement 

The emphasis on community engagement in CCA was identified in 38 studies in the 

international literature. The key aspects of strong community engagement were: (i) 

community capacity building; (ii) participatory and knowledge integration approaches; 

(iii) government capacity and support; and (iv) multi-stakeholder partnerships, networks, 

and linkages. 

 

Community capacity building 

The provision of activities that focused on building the knowledge, skills, and capacities 

of communities also strengthened community engagement in CCA. One of the main 

precursors for community engagement was the implementation of community-based 

programs and activities through increasing the awareness of community people with CCA 

and DRR (Leon et al. 2015; Ramesh et al. 2014). For example, community-based farmer 

field schools in Jamaica not only improved the skills of the farmers, but also increased 

their willingness to participate in other CCA activities (Tomlinson & Rhiney 2018). 

Likewise, community-initiated environmental activities to advance CCA and DRR 

strengthened engagement, unity, and support among community people in Ghana and 

Thailand, and revived the spirit of community cooperation in Indonesia (Rasmussen et al. 

2018; Tanwattana 2018; Yoseph-Paulus 2014). These examples confirm that community 

capacity and capability building leads to the exercise of power to communities. 
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Livelihood projects such as a community-based agroforestry project in Western 

Kenya also contributed to increased community engagement in adaptive capacity 

strategies through livelihood diversification among households (Fuchs et al. 2019). In 

other cases, being involved in the planning and implementation of CCA projects did not 

only contribute to community engagement, but to community empowerment as well 

(Sánchez & Izzo 2017; Sherman & Ford 2014). For example, the construction and 

maintenance of a traditional water management system in India was done through 

collective community action, regardless of social class and economic status (Padigala 

2016), which is a clear example of a claimed space created by the community. 

Social capital was also regarded as a key contributor to strong community 

engagement and, in synergy, increased community adaptive capacity (Hagedoorn et al. 

2019; Karim & Thiel 2017; Owusu et al. 2019; Tomlinson & Rhiney 2018; Yanda et al. 

2019). Social capital is thus a form of power to through the mutual support present or 

cultivated within communities (VeneKlasen & Miller 2002). In this context, social capital 

is seen as a set of extended networks and interactive social relations among individuals, 

organisations, and institutions that well informs collective action (Adger 2003; Lewicka 

2005; Buggy & McNamara 2015). 

Through collective action, fisherfolk in Ghana prepared for strong storms and 

waves by helping one another carry their boats and fishing equipment to safer areas 

(Freduah et al. 2018). The presence of civil society organisations in Dhaka, India, and 

Vietnam also increased community awareness and engagement on urban adaptation to 

climate change (Soltesova et al. 2014). Overall, communities were more motivated to 

participate in CCA because of strong social networks, increased social capacity, and 

mutual relations of trust and reciprocity within communities and with other stakeholders 

(Lo et al. 2015). 

 

Participatory and knowledge integration approaches 

Participatory approaches and activities that integrated knowledge from various 

stakeholders was also highly acknowledged in the literature as contributing to strong 

community engagement in developing countries, thereby building power with or shared 

power between communities, scientists, and experts. For example, the merging of 

scientific and technical knowledge with community knowledge resulted in more 

integrated climate change plans and projects that promoted two-way learning and 

understandings among scientists, experts, and communities to their advantage (Amaru & 
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Chhetri 2013; Gaillard et al. 2013; Gustafson et al. 2018).23 In another example, the 

success of community-based climate-smart agriculture projects in Senegal was attributed 

to the sharing of knowledge and expertise of the community, local government officials, 

scientists, and experts, which eventually strengthened community participation (Sanogo 

et al. 2017).24 As such, communities were given a greater role and priority in decision-

making in the implementation of adaptation plans and activities. 

These activities also became the platform for key stakeholders to share 

knowledge, and lessons from the past, address conflict issues, and strengthen partnerships 

in participatory governance, which, in turn, influenced policy decisions for adaptation. 

For example, Southwestern Amazon (Peru, Brazil, and Bolivia) implemented knowledge 

exchange train workshops, where stakeholders from communities, government, and 

technical experts came together and openly discussed climate change and vulnerability 

issues (Mendoza et al. 2014). Communities in Solomon Islands and Timor Leste also 

integrated indigenous, local, and scientific and technical knowledge to plan and visualise 

adaptation and natural resource protection strategies and actions, which assisted strong 

community engagement (Ensor et al. 2018; Leon et al. 2015; Weeks et al. 2014). Other 

participatory knowledge integration activities included shared visioning workshops 

(Rasmussen et al. 2018; Webb et al. 2015), and shared learning dialogues and discussion 

exchanges (Ouma et al. 2018; Soltesova et al. 2014). Similarly, local knowledge was 

integrated into CCA and DRR plans and policies in Ecuador and Thailand (Chu et al. 

2016; Tanwattana 2018). 

Another notable aspect of these participatory and knowledge integration activities 

was the strengthening of open communication mechanisms. The articulation of clear 

project objectives and outcomes by all stakeholders, including giving prior consent and 

legitimacy by community leaders (political, traditional, and informal) facilitated strong 

community engagement in Northern Ghana and India (Ramesh et al. 2014; Samaddar et 

al. 2019). Harmonising information and conducting productive dialogue among 

communities, government, NGOs, and other stakeholders also strengthened linkages and 

united stakeholders in implementing and strengthening community-based adaptation 

                                                
23 Scientific knowledge most often provides reliable inputs and observational data that are significantly 
used in forecasting, modelling, among others, of a certain phenomenon (Bauer et al. 2012; Moser 2011; 
Vogel et al. 2007; Weiss et al. 2013). Expert knowledge, which is closely related to scientific knowledge, 
is the extensive knowledge and experience experts gained through formal education, training, research, and 
technical practices (McBride & Burgman 2012; Moran & Rau 2014; van Tol Smit et al. 2015). This is 
explained more in Chapter 3. 
24 Climate-smart agriculture refers to the integration of climate information, community context-based 
farming practices and technologies to improve food security and increase adaptivity and mitigation (Bayala 
et al. 2016). 
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activities in the Dominican Republic, Ghana, and Kenya (Ouma et al. 2018; Rasmussen 

et al. 2018; Sánchez & Izzo 2017). In these examples, clearly, empowered communities 

were able to better utilise their knowledge and capacities to work together and push for 

appropriate development goals (Sherman & Ford 2014), which then assisted their 

transition to resilient communities. 

 

Government capacity and support 

Established government structures that facilitated the implementation of collective action 

and inclusive participation across government and civil society sectors in addressing CCA 

and DRR has also contributed to strong community engagement in developing countries. 

These structures included: (i) multi-level linkages between government and civil society; 

(ii) policies on inclusive and participatory processes; (iii) articulation of stakeholder roles 

and responsibilities; (iv) capacity building; (v) resource mobilisation and management; 

and (vi) information and knowledge sharing structures (Adego et al. 2018; Chu et al. 

2016; Ombogoh et al. 2016; Ramesh et al. 2014). 

In turn, such empowering structures see communities exercising collaborative and 

progressive types of power (power to and power with). For example, in Kenya and 

Uganda, forest and water resource management policies facilitated the implementation of 

water and soil conservation projects that included farmer participation (Ombogoh et al. 

2016). Priority climate change action plans were institutionalised in Ecuador through the 

leadership and support of local mayors who had strong environmental sustainability 

commitments (Chu et al. 2016). Similarly, government-initiated capacity building 

activities in Fiji helped increase the knowledge and skills regarding good governance, 

CCA and DRR, action planning, and community development practices, as well as about 

alternative and sustainable livelihoods, and other articulated community needs (Remling 

& Veitayaki 2016). Strong government support in Indonesia and Solomon Islands also 

enhanced community engagement in CCA and DRR (Rampengan et al. 2014; Weeks et 

al. 2014). Overall, in these cases, government had a crucial role in establishing structures 

and mechanisms for more inclusive and participatory processes across government and 

civil society sectors to strengthen participation at the community level (Yoseph-Paulus & 

Hindmarsh 2016). 

 

Multi-stakeholder partnerships, networks, and linkages 

Existing partnerships with governments, NGOs, international agencies, the private sector, 

and civil society organisations was another key aspect contributing to stronger and more 
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informed community engagement (Chu et al. 2016; Reed et al. 2015; Sherman & Ford 

2014; Soltesova et al. 2014). For example, coordinated action, communication, and 

participation evident among key stakeholders in developing adaptation plans, policies, 

and activities at the community level had tangible outcomes (Musah-Surugu et al. 2018; 

Freduah et al. 2018). In this process, the needs and concerns of communities were 

articulated through enabling mutual trust in identifying appropriate local responses for 

adaptation. 

As such, these stakeholders collaborated to formulate priority plans and actions 

that encompassed local knowledge, expertise, and capacities. Such actions highlight the 

building of common ground and shared power between stakeholders through 

collaboration and cooperation. Another example was where the conceptualisation and 

implementation of flood early warning systems in Indonesia was facilitated through a 

multi-stakeholder approach, with city government, local agencies, communities, 

community-based groups, NGOs, and academe (Sari & Prayoga 2018). Each stakeholder 

made their own contribution in disaster management, from overseeing early warning 

system tools, disseminating information, or conducting capacity building activities for 

community DRR groups. 

Another key contribution was that of local and international NGOs as potential 

‘levels and places of engagement’ (Luttrell & Quiroz 2007: 7; also, Gaventa 2006), 

particularly among communities in developing countries. This was because NGOs 

networking with communities played a key role in providing increased awareness about, 

capacity building for addressing, and improved participation in, environmental 

protection. As such these NGOs were considered as ‘leading crusaders on climate change 

awareness creation’ at the community level (Musah-Surugu et al. 2018: 7; also, Haque et 

al. 2017; Soltesova et al. 2014; Webb et al. 2015; Yoseph-Paulus 2014). 

Another key task of the NGOs was to connect local governments and 

communities, particularly when communities had poor networks and capacities, as in the 

case, for example, of Vietnam (Archer et al. 2014). Increasing numbers of NGOs in 

Indonesia also helped strengthen community engagement in planning and decision-

making regarding development interventions, which was otherwise lacking (Butler et al. 

2014). In turn, the involvement of local NGOs increased the motivation and capacity of 

communities to support and engage in adaptation-related practices. In sum, multiple 

stakeholder collaboration facilitated by NGOs in CCA and DRR plans, policies, and 

activities has helped forge community adaptive capacity and facilitate stronger 

community engagement. 
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Section 6: Discussion 

 

In the following discussion on community engagement regarding its background and 

definitions, history and evolution, social power relations, and strong and weak forms 

concerning both developed and developing countries, several suggestions are advanced 

on what might inform a more effective community engagement approach in the 

Philippines for CCA and by association, DRRM. As such, several convergences, and 

divergences in the literature were also apparent to inform this discussion. 

First, weak community engagement in CCA in both developed and developing 

countries highlighted institutional and community challenges. At the institutional level, 

top-down approaches to decision-making and weak government capacity and support 

have largely disregarded the potential contribution of communities—through their local 

knowledge and capacities—in climate change plans and actions at all government levels. 

Specifically, weak political will; prevalence of social and political hierarchies; preference 

on technical solutions; lack of priority on climate change issues; and the absence of open 

communication and dialogue mechanisms between governments, communities, and other 

stakeholder have contributed to the marginalisation of vulnerable groups, low adaptive 

capacity, and increased community vulnerability and disempowerment (Ashley et al. 

2015; Samaddar et al. 2019). 

Such institutional challenges highlight recurring criticisms of participatory 

development programs from the 1960s to the 1980s (Cornwall 2000, 2006; Holland et al. 

2015; Mansuri & Rao 2013). Accordingly, they also reveal expressions of social power 

including structural power or power over, the mobilisation of bias, and all too often, 

closed spaces of participation (Bachrach & Baratz 1962; Barnes 1986; Gaventa 1980, 

2004b; 2006; Lukes 2005). Moreover, they reflect earlier suggestions about weak 

community engagement (Cavaye 2004; Hindmarsh 2012; IAP2 2007; Nkoana et al. 2017; 

Warburton & Yoshimura 2005). In sum, these inadequate participatory mechanisms in 

existing decision-making structures and processes reflected the low priority that 

governments so far have placed on active/interactive, inclusive, and meaningful 

community participation and empowerment (Panditharatne 2016; Schmidt et al. 2013). 

Furthering weak community engagement were the consequent effects of such 

developments expressed at the community level as social, economic, and cultural barriers. 

These included negative community attitudes, distrust in government, poverty 

constraints, and prioritising basic needs and daily survival, which hindered communities 

from actively participating in CCA activities. While these barriers were more prevalent 
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in developing countries, such constraints were also quite present in developed countries, 

which highlighted similarities regarding the adverse effects of top-down approaches for 

collaborative community engagement. Yet, there was also a divergence regarding weak 

community engagement, as issues of gender inequality, lack of education, and religious 

and cultural beliefs as barriers to effective participation were conspicuous in developing 

countries, but largely absent in the analysis of community engagement in developed 

countries. 

Second, regarding strong community engagement, three key convergences were 

identified between developed and developing countries: (i) participatory and knowledge 

integration approaches; (ii) government capacity and support; and (iii) community social 

capital. These key aspects emphasised the crucial role of institutions and community 

networks in implementing effective participation across society. Specifically, scientific 

and local knowledge integration among multi-stakeholders, knowledge sharing, and 

mechanisms for collective actions reinforced the view that effective community 

engagement approaches intimately involve inclusive processes (e.g. McNamara & Buggy 

2017; also, Smith et al. 2015). In addition, knowledge integration, shared learning, 

community empowerment and ownership, ongoing deliberations, transparency, and 

meaningful relationships between key stakeholders that began emerging from the 1970s, 

with advocacy for them strengthened ever since worldwide, based on numerous 

applications and research. Notably, concerning social power relations, these suggestions 

identified the presence of collaborative and progressive expressions of power (i.e. power 

to and power with) (VeneKlasen & Miller 2002; also, Eversole 2011; Hindmarsh 2012; 

Serrao-Neumann et al. 2015; Smiley et al. 2010; Spink et al. 2010). 

Third, also regarding strong community engagement, two key divergences were 

identified between developed and developing countries. Among developed countries, the 

influence of place attachment (or sense of place) more contributed to strong community 

engagement in developed countries (Nicolosi & Corbett 2018). In contrast, community 

capacity building through poverty alleviation and revival of community cooperation, as 

well as multi-stakeholder partnerships, networks, and linkages that facilitated open 

communication and dialogue were considered important for strong community 

engagement in developing countries. These two key divergences confirmed that power is 

exercised in various spaces, levels, and places of engagement (e.g. claimed spaces and 

local and international levels) (Gaventa 2006), which also highlighted the application 

collaborative and progressive types of power (e.g. power to and power within) to 

communities (VeneKlasen & Miller 2002). 
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So what are the implications for policy suggestions regarding these suggestions 

from the literature? First, suggestions from key aspects of weak community engagement 

emphasised the need to understand and address issues of structural power and control 

over participation, social and economic inequities, and community behaviour to build 

effective community adaptive capacity to climate change (e.g. Huynh & Stringer 2018; 

Piggott-McKellar et al. 2019; Regmi et al. 2016). Hence, in striving for effective 

community engagement in CCA, issues of power and governance, social class and ethic 

hierarchies, gender, and cultural beliefs need to be more understood and addressed as well 

(Buggy & McNamara 2015; Dodman & Mitlin 2013; Piggott-McKellar et al. 2019; Ruiz-

Mallén et al. 2017). 

Second, the divergences between developed and developing countries could be 

most attributed to a developing country’s priorities on first addressing social and 

economic barriers to increase adaptive capacity (Ayers & Huq 2013). Also, in enhancing 

local government capacities in implementing adaptation strategies through multi-

stakeholder participation and resource sharing (e.g. Amaru & Chhetri 2013; Owusu & 

Nursey-Bray 2018). 

Therefore, the literature suggested that weak community engagement could be 

effectively addressed, or replaced, by key strong community engagement mechanisms 

and practices as the best approach for CCA. This summative suggestion from the 

literature appeared to be consistent with previous studies that identified strong community 

engagement, by way of inclusive and empowered decision-making could effectively 

redress and/or supersede weak community engagement (Bäckstrand 2004; Hindmarsh 

2010). However, in investigating effective community engagement approaches for CCA 

in the Philippines, with a different culture and politics to western countries, the 

international literature review suggestions are compared with existing community 

engagement approaches for CCA in the Philippine literature (Chapter 4), and the 

empirical data from the Philippine fieldwork results (Chapters 6 and 7). 

 

Conclusion 

 

The aim of this chapter was to provide a better understanding of community engagement 

as the primary theoretical concept and context of this study. To achieve this, the first 

meta-theme ‘community engagement and CCA in international contexts’ was discussed 

in three stages. In the first stage, the history, nature, and substance of community 

engagement in relation to development and environmental decision-making was explored 
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as the foundation for examining different forms of community engagement. That saw a 

dichotomy of ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ forms emerging in contemporary understandings of 

community engagement, although there was still room to combine them in informing the 

strong form. 

In the second stage, the definitions, substance, emergence, and qualifications of 

‘strong’ and ‘weak’ forms of community engagement were discussed. Clearly, strong 

community engagement informed the conceptual framework as the preferred option in 

the literature of developing effective community engagement approach/es in the 

Philippines vis-à-vis weak community engagement. 

In the third stage, strong and weak forms were then then explored regarding 

developed and developing countries, and, again, strong community engagement was 

considered more applicable in the Philippines. Lessons from weak community 

engagement again emerged to help develop stronger forms of community engagement. 

More succinctly, six suggestions were distilled from the literature. 

First, the conceptualisation of communities as jurisdictional and geographical 

boundaries is tied to the concept of place, which transforms communities into something 

with meaning for its members. Going beyond the boundaries of place, community 

members are entwined with their social, economic, political, cultural, and environmental 

experiences, knowledge, and rationalities. In turn, these experiences, knowledge, and 

rationalities have enabled more effective policy framing of environmental problems and 

solutions in sustainability contexts. This arguably provides much traction for adaptation 

policy development for enhancing community engagement in communities vulnerable to 

transformational or adverse disruptive change, such as from climate change impacts. 

Second, key periods in community engagement in development highlighted how 

community participation (and engagement) were constantly reinvented and revived 

through progressive-sounding words such as ‘empowerment’, ‘democratic governance’, 

and ‘people-centred development’. However, the underlying causes and issues of poverty, 

social power dynamics, and top-down bureaucratic and traditional decision-making 

structures in government failed to be addressed. Despite these criticisms, non-government 

actors (NGOs, academics, researchers, people’s organisations, and active citizens), 

alongside international environmental declarations and policies, have shifted community 

engagement in development towards more meaningful involvement, partnership, 

cooperation, and collaboration among stakeholders in decision-making processes. 

Third, the concept of social power relations was a key issue in the history and 

evolution community engagement in development. The various expressions of power 
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indicated that power is composed of conflictual, consensual, collaborative, and 

transformative aspects that either strengthen or weaken community engagement. Despite 

the challenges, future opportunities for achieving empowerment for the more vulnerable, 

expressed as sharing power between the now powerful and less powerful, remain 

promising. 

Fourth, in the discussion of strong and weak community engagement approaches, 

strong forms of community engagement have been well-advanced, more so in developed 

countries, as being critical for effective adaptation policy and planning. Strong 

community engagement emphasises collaboration and inclusion of communities with 

government and other stakeholders in tackling the complexities of climate change impacts 

and vulnerabilities, particularly at the local level. Moreover, strong community 

engagement approaches seek to remedy weak community engagement and the criticisms 

of community engagement in terms of equitable participation or legitimacy of civic 

representation in decision-making, social power dynamics, lack of knowledge, and 

limited resources. 

Fifth, the critical role that community engagement approaches play for effective 

adaptation policy and planning was highlighted. Specifically, strong community 

engagement has clearly helped to integrate scientific and technical and local knowledge 

in policy and planning. This has led to devolving top-down ‘silo’ approaches to promote 

and improve multi-stakeholder collaboration through sharing of knowledge and expertise. 

In turn, it has enhanced government support and institutional capacity through locally 

focused adaptation policies. 

Sixth, the experiences of developed and developing countries were explored with 

regards to various community engagement approaches in CCA in the international 

literature. Specifically, key aspects that strengthened community engagement included: 

participatory knowledge and integration approaches; government capacity and support; 

multi-stakeholder partnerships, networks, and linkages; community capacity building; 

and, socio-cultural community contexts. In contrast, key aspects that weakened 

community engagement comprised top-down approaches; social power dynamics; weak 

government capacity and support; and social, economic, and cultural contexts. 

In sum, this chapter explored the argument of strong community engagement, 

specifically regarding communities, which was certainly considered an important, if not 

vital, aspect of building effective local adaptive responses and the resilience of 

communities highly vulnerable to climate change, typically those in the coastal zone. The 

literature review clearly suggested that for communities to achieve effective adaptive 



 

 72 
 

capacity, institutional and community capacities needed to be well-strengthened, 

alongside developing and institutionalising strong forms of community engagement to 

embrace an inclusive policy style for CCA. Overall, the literature, albeit largely western 

in argument, made a considered case that strong community engagement regarding its 

key aspects and applications in the environmental policy, planning, and management 

fields, was the best approach for CCA. This case continues to be investigated in Chapter 

3, which discusses the second meta-theme, ‘local knowledge and CCA’. 
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3. Local Knowledge and Climate Change Adaptation 
 

 

Introduction 

 

Following on from the previous chapter, local knowledge was suggested to contribute to 

a key aspect of strong community engagement in climate change adaptation (CCA), 

especially by way of ‘participatory and knowledge integration approaches’. As such, this 

chapter discusses ‘local knowledge and CCA’ as the second meta-theme of this study. 

The aim is to investigate the contribution of local knowledge to CCA, and by association, 

to community engagement. In addition, this chapter addresses Secondary Research Aim 

1.25 

Accordingly, local knowledge and CCA is discussed in five sections. Section 1 

reviews the definitions and categories of knowledge relevant to environmental 

management and CCA: (i) scientific and technical knowledge; (ii) local knowledge; and 

(iii) expert knowledge. It ends up by arguing for an integration of these categories as the 

best approach to develop effective community engagement approach/es for CCA. 

Section 2 follows this argument up by discussing knowledge integration regarding 

CCA through participatory approaches. Section 3 then discusses two key aspects of local 

knowledge considered vital to the success of knowledge integrated participatory CCA 

approaches: (i) the rootedness of local knowledge in socio-cultural community contexts; 

and (ii) sense of place. In strengthening the validity of the argument regarding the 

inclusion of local knowledge in integrated participatory CCA approaches, Section 4 

conducts a literature review on the key barriers to, and enablers of, local knowledge in 

CCA, internationally.26 Finally, Section 5 compares the suggestions from Sections 1 to 4 

to arrive at overall suggestions on how local knowledge might best inform effective 

community engagement approach/es for CCA in the Philippine context. 

 

 

                                                
25 Secondary Research Aim 1: To review the international literature on effective community engagement 
approaches for CCA in both developed and developing countries. 
26 ‘Enabler’ refers to factors (someone or something) that help make it possible for something to happen 
(Cambridge Dictionary 2019). 
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Section 1: Definitions and categories of knowledge 

 

To understand what local knowledge is, it is necessary to first define what ‘knowledge’ 

means or is conceptualised as, in this study, regarding the field of environmental 

management in which CCA is embedded. With various definitions of knowledge 

informing this field, according to Aune (2009: 1), knowledge is ‘significantly 

ambiguous’, and provides with three key understandings of knowledge. First, knowledge 

comprises various skills and abilities achieved through learning (Aune 2009). Second, it 

is understanding derived from one’s acquaintances, experiences, familiarities, and 

recognitions (Aune 2009; also, Fazey et al. 2006; Nonaka et al. 1996). Third, it comprises 

information that when combined with observations, theory, and investigations uncovers 

unknown aspects of reality (Aune 2009; also, van Stigt et al. 2015). For example, 

regarding the fuller impacts of climate change on coastal communities. Alternatively, 

Hess and Ostrom (2006: 8) provided a more comprehensive definition of knowledge, 

which referred to ‘all types of understanding gained through experience or study, whether 

indigenous, scientific, scholarly, or otherwise nonacademic’. Overall, ‘knowledge’, as a 

concept, is also a largely invisible and intangible resource, often observable only through 

its effects on individuals, society, and the environment (Hess & Ostrom 2006; Hunt 

2003). 

In addition, Spiegler (2003) identified knowledge as a combination and process 

of creating and gathering new information that leads to action. As such, this author saw 

this process ‘a reflexive process that takes data, information, in a social context … to 

generate new data, information, and/or knowledge’ to build the ‘capacity for effective 

action in a domain of human actions’ (Spiegler 2003: 535–536). Alternatively, Jeong et 

al. (2008) saw knowledge as a ‘fluid mix’ of ideas and information that is evaluated and 

processed through one’s experiences, insights, perceptions, and rationalities (beliefs, 

values, and attitudes) (on the latter concept of rationalities see Hindmarsh 2012). Hence, 

knowledge enables individuals to act, for example, to make decisions greatly influenced 

by their experiences, rationalities, and social contexts in fields they are a part of, such as 

environmental governance and management (Kanter 1999; Taylor & de Loë 2012). 

Such understandings highlight that knowledge is socially constructed, as the 

information created, gathered, and interpreted is based on experiences and perspectives. 

In turn, these experiences and perspectives are influenced by social context and the 

rationalities that inform an individual. Hence, knowledge can easily be interpreted 

differently by individuals and/or as a product of social interaction through collaboration 
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by way of sharing experiences and perspectives (Raymond et al. 2010; Scardamalia & 

Bereiter 2003). 

 

Categories of knowledge in environmental management 

Supporting the definition of the substance of knowledge by Hess and Ostrom (2006) is 

that many categories (or forms) of knowledge are located in environmental management 

(with some overlapping). These include aboriginal/indigenous knowledge, traditional 

knowledge, local or lay knowledge, expert knowledge, scientific and technical 

knowledge, and hybrid knowledge (Berkes 2008, 2015; Eversole 2015; Fazey et al. 2006; 

Fischer 2000; Harrison et al. 2018; McBride & Burgman 2012; O’Faircheallaigh & 

Corbett 2005; Raymond et al. 2010; Spink et al. 2010; Taylor & de Loë 2012; van Tol 

Smit et al. 2015; Wiseman & Bardsley 2013; Xu & Grumbine 2014). 

However, Petheram et al. (2015: 345) argued that knowledge categories, such as 

indigenous knowledge and scientific and technical knowledge, should not be polarised, 

as ‘people live in blended worlds’ (see also, Raymond et al. 2010). This argument is 

evident regarding how expert knowledge is defined, both in terms of local knowledge and 

scientific and technical knowledge, as discussed below. 

While there are multiple ways of categorising knowledge (e.g. Fazey et al. 2006; 

Raymond et al. 2010), three knowledge categories are applied in this study: (i) local 

knowledge; (ii) scientific and technical knowledge; and (iii) expert knowledge, which are 

all commonly and widely referred to in the environmental management literature, 

including CCA and disaster risk reduction (e.g. Gaillard & Mercer 2012; Kniveton et al. 

2014; Leon et al. 2015; van Tol Smit et al. 2015; Weiss et al. 2013). 

Nevertheless, for the purpose of this study, in mainly investigating communities, 

the research focus lies primarily on local knowledge. That said, scientific and technical 

knowledge were also relevant to discuss, particularly in relation to the local government 

experts within these communities, as well as their contributions to the understanding of 

climate change in relation to CCA measures. 

 

Scientific and technical knowledge 

Making significant contribution to understanding climate change to inform adaptation 

measures, scientific and technical knowledge has provided input into future climate 

projections, multiple ecosystem services modelling, water governance, early warning 

systems for natural hazards, and more broadly, in helping produce vulnerability 
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assessments relating to technical criteria (Carvalho et al. 2017; Guidi et al. 2018; Hobbs 

et al. 2016; Lemos 2015; Newberry et al. 2016; Sättele et al. 2016; Veraart et al. 2018). 

Scientific and technical knowledge is also widely considered as objective and reliable in 

informing decision-making, thus generating public trust (Weiss et al. 2013). 

However, with scientific and technical knowledge considered objective they 

become more abstract, generalised, and also seen as ‘removed’ from socio-cultural 

contexts and place-based local knowledge, and thus become much less informed for 

understanding the socio-cultural (e.g. Spink et al. 2010). Accordingly, scientific and 

technical knowledge often attracts distrust or scepticism from local people (Kniveton et 

al. 2014; Spink et al. 2010; Weiss et al. 2013). 

In addition, western scientific and technical knowledge is often given precedence 

and importance over local knowledge, internationally (Rhoads et al. 1999; Weber et al. 

2014). For example, in South Africa, science-based climate forecasting is considered 

‘superior to that of farmers currently enjoys a dominant position as privileged knowledge’ 

(Jiri et al. 2016: 166). Consequently, valuable local knowledge can become side-tracked 

or disregarded, as apparently is often the case (Finkbeiner 2015; Ludwig 2016). 

 

Local knowledge 

Local knowledge is broadly defined as a unique body of knowledge possessed by a group 

of people or a community rooted in a specific place, who continuously interact and adapt 

to their natural and social environments (Giordano et al. 2010; van Tol Smit et al. 2015).27 

Such knowledge consists of know-how, skills, practices that are developed and sustained 

over time (Beckford & Barker 2007; Naess 2013), which reflect shared rationalities, 

meanings, understandings, and perspectives of the community (Bell et al. 2008; Lebel 

2013; Moran & Rau 2014; Taylor & de Loë 2012). 

The ‘localness’ of local knowledge is a common characteristic across many types 

of communities. It is shared knowledge, despite local knowledge systems expressing 

differences in epistemology, methodology, logic, cognitive structure, or social and 

economic contexts (Watson-Verran & Turnbull 1995: 116). Localness is thus attributed 

to a diversity of community and individual knowledge and practices mostly grounded in 

community life, as subjective, context-specific, and place-based. Much local knowledge 

is articulated and informed by stories, anecdotes, and opinions based on people’s 

                                                
27 Local knowledge is also known as ‘lay, vernacular or stakeholder knowledge … typically characterised 
as informal and personal knowledge’ (van Tol Smit et al. 2015: 426). 
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experiences with the surrounding natural environment, which are bounded to cultural, 

social, and individual understandings of such experiences. 

As such, communities possess knowledge and practices unique from other 

localities, as people-place relationships create a sense of continuity. This ongoing and 

dynamic relationship with the environment has a ‘powerful role in forging identity linked 

to attachment to place and the knowledge of nature’ (Bell et al. 2008: 287). For CCA, 

local knowledge derived from communities significantly contributed to an improved 

assessment of climate risk factors and decisions at the local level (e.g. Kniveton et al. 

2014; McNamara & Westoby 2011; Wiid & Ziervogel 2012). For example, community 

adaptation strategies reflecting community values, environmental values, and cultural 

heritage fostered a sense of belonging and community empowerment (e.g. Gagné 2016; 

Graham et al. 2018; Leon et al. 2015; Leonard 2014; McNamara & Westoby 2011). 

Notably, local knowledge requires no formal training. It is obtained, as mentioned 

above, through the direct living experience and interaction of people with the natural 

environment. Often, through making their livelihood from the surrounding environment, 

for example, as farmers, fisherfolk, and hunters (e.g. Berkes et al. 2007; Dawoe et al. 

2012; Gamble et al. 2010; Wiid & Ziervogel 2012). The skills and expertise obtained 

directly contributes towards solving environmental problems, such as utilising traditional 

weather forecasting methods and early warning systems among farmers, fisherfolk, and 

local people (McNamara & Westoby 2011; Roncoli et al. 2002). 

As such, local knowledge built over time improves the skills of individuals 

through experience, trial-and-error, and collaboration with other community members, to 

suggest and create solutions to ongoing and new risk environments. A wide range of 

literature in the field of environmental management acknowledges that local people and 

communities possess vast and detailed knowledge of the conditions of their local 

environment (Amare 2018; Berkes 2015; Smith et al. 2015; Syafwina 2014; Wiid & 

Ziervogel 2012). 

Nevertheless, with local knowledge as context-specific and place-based, it has 

also been criticised as lacking in broadness and thus credibility, reliability, and validity 

(Giordano et al. 2010; Beckford & Barker 2007; Kniveton et al. 2014), as opposed to 

scientific and technical knowledge. The argument here is that if local knowledge is too 

specific to place, then it might not be able to find traction with other (broader) categories 

of knowledge. For example, it could be argued in the case of understanding broad weather 

patterns across a region, which is not specifically place-based. But when CCA is being 

considered at the community place-based level, local knowledge is then invaluable 
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concerning the adaptation experiences of weather and disaster, for example. Also if local 

knowledge on adaption to disaster across a regional level is brought together, the local 

and scientific and technical knowledge together can then reflect a more holistic or 

integrated understanding of such phenomenon in relation to the CCA and regional and 

place context. 

For example, several countries in Southeast Asia implemented a project that 

integrated selected local and indigenous knowledge with scientific knowledge for CCA 

and disaster risk reduction (DRR) through a community-led participatory process 

(Hiwasaki et al. 2014).28 The integrated knowledge output was utilised among 

communities, scientists, experts and policy-makers through information, education, and 

communication materials, further research, and DRR plans (Hiwasaki et al. 2014). 

It should also be noted that in qualifying local knowledge based on a community’s 

or individual’s experience and relationship with their local environment longitudinally, 

scholars variously describe local knowledge as local knowledge, indigenous knowledge, 

and/or traditional knowledge in the fields of environmental management, CCA, and 

disaster risk reduction literature dependent on country (Hiwasaki et al. 2014; Leon et al. 

2015; Naess 2013; Petheram et al. 2015; Rahman & Alam 2016; Wiseman & Bardsley 

2013). Hence, while examples of indigenous and/or traditional knowledge are frequently 

mentioned in the literature in association with the broader, geographical definition of 

local knowledge as place-based (and as local expert knowledge, see below), it should be 

noted that the research focus is on the local knowledge of selected coastal communities 

in the Philippines, which are not indigenous. 

 

Expert knowledge 

Expert knowledge, in contrast to local knowledge, and like scientific and technical 

knowledge, is the extensive and structured knowledge that individuals develop as a result 

of their formal education, technical training, and professional practice (McBride & 

Burgman 2012; Moran & Rau 2014; van Tol Smit et al. 2015). Often associated with 

scientific and technical knowledge, expert knowledge is typically technocratic and 

objective (Du Plessis et al. 2010; van Tol Smit et al. 2015). It is and comprised of recalled 

                                                
28 This process first involved the observation, documentation, and validation of local and indigenous 
knowledge by communities. Second, the outcomes of the community validation process were presented to 
the scientists and practitioners in a workshop to (i) assess which local and indigenous knowledge can or 
cannot be scientifically explained or validated; and (ii) provide insights and suggestions on how to integrate 
scientific knowledge with local and indigenous knowledge. Third, the scientific workshop outcomes were 
then brought back to the communities to gain a better understanding of the scientific explanations. Fourth, 
local and indigenous knowledge were categorised for CCA use (Hiwasaki et al. 2014). 
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and learned evidence, facts, observations, inferences, practice, and predictions to solve 

specific problems and situations. Expert knowledge is widely used in CCA, for example, 

regarding biodiversity extinction risks, ecosystem services, landscape management and 

mapping, and species distribution modelling, extreme weather events, among others (e.g. 

Colloff et al. 2016; Holland et al. 2017; Javeline et al. 2015; Rastandeh et al. 2018; Reside 

et al. 2019). 

Broader definitions of expert knowledge include an individual’s ‘practical 

experience in a specific area, with a certain community, or in a particular occupation’ 

(Drescher et al. 2018: 437). For example, Oliver et al. (2012) explained how farmers in 

Devon, the United Kingdom, were considered as local experts in the construction of 

agricultural decision support systems to help identify impacts of farming practices to 

water quality. Likewise, watershed communities in New Brunswick, Canada, regarded 

their ‘community champions’ as ‘local experts’ on water governance, given their 

prolonged experience and interaction with the watershed and active involvement in local 

initiatives (van Tol Smit et al. 2015: 434). Indigenous knowledge has also been 

considered as expert knowledge, which can be integrated and applied in environmental 

impact assessment and environmental management (O’Faircheallaigh 2007). 

Hence, typical definitions of expert knowledge usually refer to knowledge from 

scientists and technical experts but can also involve local people in certain situations 

through local knowledge expertise (long-term and/or short-term) on a topic or 

understanding. Similarly, developers, government officials, and policy-makers are also 

considered as experts (e.g. Knapp 2013; Moran & Rau 2014; Scheba & Mustalahti 2015). 

Expert knowledge then typically consists of knowledge built by scientists, technical 

experts, and local and/or community actors, which is also known as cross-boundary 

collaboration involving the ‘crossing’ of expert/non-expert boundaries (Du Plessis et al. 

2010; Eden et al. 2006), also as transdisciplinary and perhaps interdisciplinary if very 

well integrated (Daniels et al. 2007). 

Focusing on the commonalities and strengths of various knowledge categories 

was also suggested by Moran and Lau (2014), as a way to resolve disputes between 

knowledge and expertise among policy-makers, scientists, technical experts, and local 

communities (also, Hindmarsh 2012, 2014). That said, in this study, it is difficult to define 

the boundary between scientists, technical experts, and local community experts. These 

boundaries are often blurred in collaborative and participatory processes as an integrated 

approach (van Tol Smit et al. 2015). 
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For the purpose of this study regarding the fieldwork approach (see Chapter 5), 

two categories of knowledge were applicable. First, expert knowledge from government 

officials (e.g. provincial, city, municipal, and barangay levels), policy-makers, 

development practitioners, and civil society organisation leaders, regarding CCA and 

disaster risk reduction and management (DRRM). Second, local knowledge from 

community representatives, based on their observations, knowledge, and experiences of 

CCA and DRRM. 

Significantly, these two knowledge categories of expert and local knowledge were 

not exclusive. First, because there were community representatives knowledgeable in the 

scientific literature (e.g. rural healthcare and scientific weather forecasting), as well as 

local expert knowledge. Second, because several government officials practice local 

knowledge as well as expert knowledge. Such overlapping of knowledge categories then 

further suggests the value of integrating knowledge for CCA and community 

engagement, which I now turn to in Section 2. 

 

Section 2: Towards knowledge integration in CCA through participatory 

approaches 

 

To effectively develop adaptation strategies and ‘advance the climate change agenda’, 

many scholars are now calling for the collaboration, integration, and active engagement 

of local knowledge with other knowledge categories (Beckford 2018: 42; also, Beckford 

& Barker 2007; IPCC 2018a; Kniveton et al. 2014; Mercer et al. 2010; Wiid & Ziervogel 

2012; Wiseman & Bardsley 2013). This is because communities might not have sufficient 

and immediate capacity to map the extent of the rapid climatic changes as they transition 

from a locally specific to a global transformation (Beckford & Barker 2007; Ford et al. 

2015; Gamble et al. 2010). Therefore, Lebel (2013) argued that local knowledge 

construction should be a flexible, innovative, and an on-going process to be able to deal 

with the complexities of climate change. Hence, local knowledge needs to be open to 

other knowledge such as scientific and technical ones, while remaining the integrity of its 

own local knowledge; with deliberative (dialogic) forms of community engagement the 

best way to achieve knowledge exchange. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, local knowledge began to be recognised and utilised 

in participatory approaches during the 1970s and 1980s (Freire 1970), and ever since have 

increased in such recognition. So much so that today’s proposed methods and approaches 

all basically advocate the participation of the local community, and the comparison of 
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local knowledge to other knowledge and data sources so as to integrate the local-specific 

focus to the regional, national, and global foci of climate change (Kniveton et al. 2014; 

Mercer et al. 2010; Oliver et al. 2010; Wiseman & Bardsley 2013). In addition, 

knowledge integration also helps address any limitations on local knowledge, as 

discussed in Section 1. Local community experts have thus been encouraged to participate 

in the entire knowledge/research process of a project: from project conceptualisation, data 

collection, data analysis, to presentation of results; as mediated by a local community 

playing a significant role during discussions and consensus building to integrate local 

knowledge validly with other knowledge categories (Beckford & Barker 2007; Giordano 

et al. 2010; Kniveton et al. 2014; Oliver et al. 2012). Such processes involve open 

communication, dialogue, and opportunities for collaborative decision-making. 

Collaboration can occur between local communities and government agencies, for 

example, through triangulation and validation of local community climate observations 

with national and regional forecasts (Kniveton et al. 2014; Mercer et al. 2010). 

Moreover, communities can provide valuable feedback on the relevance of 

research outputs to current community practices and programs (Beckford & Barker 2007; 

Oliver et al. 2012). Long-term partnerships built on open communication, trust, and 

reciprocity between community experts, researchers, and other stakeholders strengthened 

knowledge integration and collaboration (Kniveton et al. 2014; Mercer et al. 2010; Weiss 

et al. 2013). Another benefit is that providing opportunities for members of the local 

community to be involved in the validating local knowledge promotes active community 

engagement and knowledge integration, as well as community ownership of the project 

(Giordano et al. 2010; Kniveton et al. 2014). 

Local knowledge can also be validated through developing detailed guidelines, 

methodologies, and tools for data collection and transcription of local information and 

perspectives (which again, are often orally transmitted within communities). These 

techniques increase the credibility and reliability of local knowledge data collected by 

communities. Such documentation, which also assist cross-knowledge validation thus 

increases the credibility and legitimacy of local knowledge and communities in 

adaptation planning (Lebel 2013). For example, comparative assessments of summations 

of local knowledge across similar ecological regions further increased the validity and 

contribution of local knowledge (German 2010). 

In further addressing issues of credibility, reliability, and validity of local 

knowledge, Weiss et al. (2013: 288) considered that the ‘assumptions, limitations, and 

constrains of all knowledge should be considered equally’. This consideration reflected a 
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response to addressing unequal social power dynamics between local knowledge, and for 

example, scientific knowledge. German (2010) also cautioned using scientific concepts 

and experimental methods as bases for assessing the validity of local knowledge, given 

the biases, limitations, and positive value judgements of scientific knowledge. Hence, and 

arguably, other knowledge categories should, in turn, also be validated and assessed to 

determine their relevance and potential asset to local socio-cultural community contexts. 

As such, Lebel (2013) suggested adopting a deliberative (dialogic) process to better 

understand knowledge categories among stakeholders to help inform decisions on 

adaptation. 

Overall and clearly, there is a strong argument for the validation of local 

knowledge, but also other knowledge for its validation at the community level, through 

the integration of knowledge categories, participation from the local community and 

science and technical interests or stakeholders, and the implementation of detailed local 

knowledge data collection approaches (Beckford 2018; Mercer et al. 2010; Wiid & 

Ziervogel 2012). Bringing together various stakeholders in this way not only builds trust 

and reciprocity but strengthens equality through the sharing of knowledge and resources 

necessary in tackling complex environmental problems, as a multi-stakeholder endeavour 

of common interest (Mercer et al. 2010; van Tol Smit et al. 2015). This argument also 

extends towards making local knowledge flexible and updated with constant social, 

economic, and environmental changes (Wiseman & Bardsley 2013). Finally, Lebel 

(2013) also suggested bridging generational knowledge gaps, re-evaluating long-standing 

norms and practices, and restructuring local management institutions to integrated 

approaches. Section 3 now discusses two key aspects of local knowledge considered vital 

to the success of knowledge integrated participatory CCA approaches. 

 

Section 3: Contributions of local knowledge to CCA through community 

engagement 

 

As mentioned in Chapter 2, local knowledge is considered a key aspect of strong 

community engagement, particularly in addressing complex and uncertain environmental 

problems such as climate change. The process of harnessing community expertise and 

local knowledge is considered a process of community engagement and empowerment 

(de la Poterie & Baudoin 2015; Klenk et al. 2017). This is because once local knowledge 

is considered an effective adaptation strategy, community engagement deepens in 

legitimate representativeness, diversity, and relevance. In turn, this strengthens decision-
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making power in environmental issues that directly affect communities, such as climate 

change impacts (Beckford 2018; McNamara & Westoby 2011). In returning to the 

question of why local knowledge informs this study as a key aspect of community 

engagement as a more effective approach to adaptation, I look at two key aspects of local 

knowledge: (i) rootedness in socio-cultural community contexts; and (ii) sense of place. 

 

Rootedness in socio-cultural community contexts 

Local knowledge is the knowledge basis of how local communities create and assess 

understandings of CCA rooted in their everyday lived experiences and interactions with 

the local environment (Lebel 2013; McNamara & Westoby 2011). For example, 

communities with a strong connection to their local environment possess comprehensive 

knowledge and understanding on natural and social features and processes, including 

rapid environmental changes and degradation (Benham 2017; Eversole 2015; Gamble et 

al. 2010; Lebel 2013; Leonard 2014). 

In turn, communities, with their unique local knowledge, skills, cultural belief 

systems, and cooperative practices, have the flexibility to respond and adapt to changes 

in climate and increase their resilience (Beckford & Barker 2007; McNamara & Westoby 

2011). Such socio-cultural and community understandings of adaptive capacity, including 

adaptive lessons learnt over time ‘come from people who live and work in the human-

natural system that needs to adapt’ to inform present and future actions (Webler et al. 

2016: 168). In short, local knowledge is considered a community ‘asset … and forms a 

legitimate base for response to climate change hazards through a range of appropriate 

adaptation strategies’ (Ngwenya et al. 2017: 40). 

Accordingly, as mentioned above, the integration of local knowledge in CCA 

practices can inform community engagement to develop locally appropriate policies and 

practices that reflect community preferences (Amare 2018; Jahan et al. 2017; Webler et 

al. 2016). Likewise, local knowledge, as found in education, information and awareness, 

and community-based approaches, is considered a key adaptation option to ‘reduce risks 

to natural and managed ecosystems’ and help limit global warming to 1.5°C (IPCC 

2018a: 12). 

According to O’Neill and Graham (2016: 1), successful integration of local 

knowledge into adaptation decisions is necessary for ‘adaptation is to be effective, 

legitimate and equitable’. In turn, decision-making processes backed up by community 

knowledge and perspectives can ‘strengthen and democratise the governance of complex 

social-ecological systems’, such as that of climate change (Benham 2017: 22). Overall, 
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effective CCA necessitates greater engagement, representation, and political power 

among communities to develop and implement locally appropriate and responsive 

solutions, thereby increasing decision-making influence (Ford et al. 2015). I now turn to 

sense of place in which local knowledge is typically embedded. 

 

Sense of place 

The understanding of sense of place is first informed by the concept of ‘place’, which 

was defined in Chapter 2 as environmental and local settings where communities create 

and maintain emotional attachments and cultural, symbolic, and spiritual values 

(Brandenburg & Carroll 1995; Hess et al. 2008; Low & Altman 1992). Place 

understandings thus illustrate human-environment interactions and relationships as 

‘multi-faceted, complex, and saturated with meaning’, as distinct from and as 

continuously redefined through economic, political, and socio-cultural processes (Cheng 

et al. 2002: 90; Smaldone et al. 2005). In other words, no two individuals have the same 

definition of their local environment as place. This is because distinct place-based 

experiences and meaning constructions can change as human-environment relationships 

evolve over time, also conditioned by how place was they considered in the beginning. 

However, place is seen to also hold many common definitions or understandings as 

developed through the history and social capital of a place (e.g. Spink et al. 2010). 

Therefore, spaces of residence, location, and livelihood are made sense of and 

transformed into socially constructed, defined, negotiated, and/or bounded places through 

place-change qualifications (Hindmarsh 2012). Place definitions and understandings thus 

continue to evolve as people and communities attach emotions, meaning, rationalities, 

and action through their experiences and interactions with their social and natural 

environments (Cheng et al. 2002; Pretty et al. 2003; Smaldone et al. 2005; Stedman 2002). 

The significance of place for environmental change thus lies in its definitions and 

understandings of distinct, complex, and multi-dimensional human-environment 

relationships coupled to notions of community spanning rationalities, location and 

geography, identity, action, economy, politics, and social organisation (Davenport & 

Anderson 2005; Easthope 2004). In this way, place provides a local foundation for 

meanings and experiences that tie individuals, communities, cultures, and societies to the 

interactive social and natural landscapes they inhabit. Distinct thoughts, experiences, and 

identities are thus then conceptualised as ‘sense of place’ (Easthope 2004; Malpas 1999). 

Such place ‘grounding’, or foundation then, in turn, influences human behaviour and 

action over time (Vorkinn & Riese 2001). 



 

 85 

Sense of place is thus another key aspect of strengthening the argument of local 

knowledge for CCA. There are many definitional variations of sense of place in the 

literature (e.g. Cantrill & Senecah 2001; Hummon 1992; Williams et al. 1992), due to the 

overlapping of conceptual boundaries apparent in the ongoing unclear operational 

definitions of sense of place dimensions (Pretty et al. 2003). But for this study, the 

following definition of sense of place is apt as an umbrella concept, in being a 

‘multidimensional summary evaluation comprising emotions and feelings (place 

attachment), place-specific beliefs and perceptions (place identity), and behavioural 

meanings and commitments (place dependence)’ (Jorgensen & Stedman 2001: 317). Each 

concept is now defined before turning to sense of place and CCA. 

 

Place attachment 

Place attachment is the emotional bond that people have with each other and their local 

environment (Low & Altman 1992; Pretty et al. 2003; Trentelman 2009). It highlights the 

critical role of bonds and emotions created in place, emphasising the ‘deeper meaning of 

experiencing close, local relationships with people and, by extension, to places of 

relational interaction’ (Pretty et al. 2003: 275; also, Stedman 2002). These emotional 

bonds that people experience and develop with places have been defined typically as 

positive, in linking the cognitive, affective, and conative aspects of people-place 

relationships and becoming the foundation of individual and community identities of 

place (Brown & Perkins 1992; Devine-Wright 2011). 

In other words, the construction of meanings of place represents the connection 

and significance of the local environment to the individual as informed by, and revealing, 

local knowledge and rationalities, which is incorporated in one’s ‘sense of self’ regarding 

sense of place (Scannell & Gifford 2010: 2; also, Stedman 2002). As such, some people 

may have more local knowledge or experience of certain places valuable to them, 

compared to others, revealing different levels and scopes of attachment to place. 

 

Place identity 

As individuals interact with landscapes and the local environment, they create ideas, 

feelings, experiences, meanings, memories, and place rationalities that form a cognitive 

structure to make sense of and locate oneself within the natural environment (Hummon 

1992; Vorkinn & Riese 2001). In other words, place identity is the distinctiveness that 

people create in relation to the everyday natural environment that they interact with and 
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function in, which becomes part of one’s self-identity (Low & Altman 1992). That is, 

places, such as houses, local communities, and the surrounding landscapes—which are 

significant and meaningful to individuals through their experiences—become a ‘symbolic 

extension of the self’ (Pretty et al. 2003: 275). 

People thus experience a sense of belonging with place, which significantly 

influences attachment to place (Fresque-Baxter & Armitage 2012; Smaldone et al. 2005). 

Fisherfolk, for example, in their constant interaction with coastal and marine 

environments for their livelihood, experience their personal and professional identities as 

strongly influenced by the socio-cultural and natural aspects of the local environment 

(Garavito-Bermúdez & Lundholm 2016). In short, place identity describes the relations 

people create and maintain with place, which also relates to how individuals and 

communities define themselves and their lives. Place identity is thus socially constructed 

and constantly redefined and reproduced through people’s ongoing interaction with 

places and other people. 

 

Place dependence 

Typically, place dependence is considered a utilitarian aspect of sense of place, as it 

focuses on the natural aspects of place to fulfil the needs and goals of resident individuals 

and communities (Scannell & Gifford 2010; Smaldone et al. 2005; Williams et al. 1992). 

Place is thus defined according to how much it contributes to the needs and goals of 

individuals and communities. As such, place dependence is comprised of personal and 

community goal-oriented behaviours, as supported by natural, economic, and social 

resources of place; and the quality and style of life of the chosen community (Smaldone 

et al. 2005). In sum, place becomes meaningful when it satisfies the physical and 

psychological needs of people through its resources and being. If that is the case, people 

may be less inclined to go to other places and utilise their resources as they have already 

invested in a place that meets their needs. 

Individuals and communities dependent on place view place changes and 

disruptions differently. On one hand, individuals and communities dependent on place 

may be more tolerant of changes in social and environmental conditions as long as their 

needs are still fulfilled (e.g. Barrett & Bosak 2018; Boon 2014; Vasconcelos et al. 2013). 

On the other hand, if livelihoods, identities, and social capital are threatened, changes 

might not be easily accepted (e.g. Boon 2014; Marshall et al. 2012). Hence, adapting to 

climate change impacts through relocation, forced migration, or change in livelihoods 

might easily be met with resistance by individuals and communities who strongly depend 
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on their local natural environment and are unwilling to change. As such, place 

dependence is an important aspect of sense of place that needs to be considered in 

adaptation plans and policies, especially for resource-dependent communities such as 

coastal communities. 

Clearly, these three key aspects—attachment, identity, and dependence—

contribute significantly to the overall definition of sense of place. In short, sense of place 

is considered a collection of meanings and symbols articulated through the emotions, 

place rationalities, and actions of place-based individuals or communities regarding their 

relationship with the landscape. In turn, these place-based meanings and symbols 

significantly shape identity, attachment, and commitment to, and protection of, local 

place (Smaldone et al. 2005; Stedman 2002) and reflect local knowledge and experience 

(Adams et al. 2017; Garavito-Bermúdez & Lundholm 2016). Moreover, sense of place 

has the potential to contribute to locally focused environmental management solutions 

and adaptation actions by actively including the local knowledge and perspectives of 

people-place relationships rich with social and cultural meanings. 

 

Sense of place and CCA decision-making 

Sense of place plays an important role in CCA because it shapes how individuals and 

communities understand and rationalise their place. In turn, place rationalities influence 

how they respond to climate change impacts and decide on appropriate adaptation plans 

and policies (Fresque-Baxter & Armitage 2012). Self-defining place-based rationalities 

and practices both shapes how climate change impacts are perceived and how adaptation 

options are made. 

In general, Hess et al. (2008) argued that a strong sense of place is a key aspect of 

environmental concern and community engagement. Therefore, place-based rationalities 

are clearly associated with concern for local environmental issues such as climate change 

as well as community adaptive capacity, resiliency, and sustainability (e.g. Hindmarsh 

2012). Strong sense of place then encourages community engagement. Hence, collective 

action through strong community engagement approaches is unlikely if adaptation 

options are not congruent enough with the collective place rationalities and practices of a 

community and threaten its overall sense of place constructs (Devine-Wright 2009; 

Fresque-Baxter & Armitage 2012). 

Government institutions are then challenged to create suitable engagement 

mechanisms that seek to understand and include diverse people-place meanings into CCA 

policy and planning. But, as Hess et al. (2008: 477) argued, ‘a focus on place promotes 
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resilience’, because sense of place poses as an important aspect of community resilience 

towards creating effective adaptation responses. Hence, it is critical to acknowledge and 

integrate sense of place perspectives from place-based communities by way of 

deliberative dialogue and decision-making, particularly where issues of transformational 

change are involved. 

Such suggestions then not only confirm the role of community engagement but 

create trust and more appropriate policy options especially for those affected by decisions 

in planning and policy (Fresque-Baxter & Armitage 2012; Hindmarsh 2012). Clearly, 

sense of place constructs promotes better planning and policy that is appropriate to 

context-specific and place-based communities and can thus become entirely relevant and 

crucial for creating strong community engagement approaches for adaptation in 

environmental governance. 

To strengthen the validity of the argument on the inclusion of local knowledge in 

integrated participatory CCA approaches, Section 4 then conducts a literature review on 

the key barriers to, and enablers of, local knowledge in CCA, internationally. 

 

Section 4: A literature review on the key barriers to, and enablers of, local 

knowledge in CCA 

 

In exploring the international literature on local knowledge in CCA and its contribution 

to finding the best community engagement approach/es for the Philippine context, the 

objective of this literature review was to examine the key barriers to, and enablers of, 

local knowledge in its application to CCA. In addition, as the focus of this research is on 

community engagement approaches, no comparison was made on local knowledge 

experiences between developed and developing countries. Instead, each key barrier and 

key enabler included suggestions from both developed and developing countries. Hence, 

in the following section, the key barriers to local knowledge in CCA are first discussed, 

followed by the key enablers of local knowledge in CCA. 

 

Key barriers to local knowledge in CCA 

The international literature, as addressed in 29 studies, suggested several challenges in 

the utilisation of local knowledge in CCA: (i) vulnerability to climatic, socio-cultural, and 

environmental changes; (ii) prevalence of top-down approaches; and (iii) social power 

dynamics. 
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Vulnerability to climatic, socio-cultural, and environmental changes 

Several studies suggested that local knowledge was vulnerable to rapid climatic, 

environmental, and socio-cultural changes, which inhibited the ability of communities to 

effectively adapt to climate change (Adger et al. 2013; Fernández-Llamazares et al. 

2015). As local knowledge is based on the experiences and practices that communities 

have built with their environment over time, some communities are now finding it 

difficult to apply their existing local knowledge to address non-linear ecosystem changes 

attributed to climate change (Adger et al. 2013). For example, farmers in Sub-Saharan 

Africa have considered it challenging to apply their existing knowledge on planting 

seasons with the sudden changes in rainfall patterns (Derbile et al. 2016). Traditional 

weather representations were considered less effective as Northeastern Bangladeshi 

communities attempted to reinterpret weather representations (Bremer 2017). Similarly, 

traditional forecasting methods in Southern African communities were considered 

inconsistent and unreliable due to changes in phenological events and rainfall patterns 

(Jiri et al. 2016). 

In Nepal, some communities have also started to question their own worldviews 

and cultural beliefs as traditional weather forecasting practices are now incompatible with 

the emerging reality of climate change (Becken et al. 2013). Also problematic is the 

Warruwi people of Australia, whose identity is linked with nature and the management 

of its resources, is now threatened by future environmental changes that could eventually 

contribute to their inability to manage such changes and lead to community 

disempowerment (Petheram et al. 2015). Concomitantly, many farmers are unaware, 

unprepared, or unwilling to adapt to such rapid changes (Biggs et al. 2013). As such, 

scholars have argued that local knowledge has its limitations and alone cannot resolve 

complex environmental problems such as climate change nor enhance environmental 

sustainability (Derbile et al. 2016; Lebel 2013); therefore, it has to work with other 

relevant stakeholder knowledge. 

Local knowledge is also vulnerable to socio-cultural changes within communities 

(Ford et al. 2015). For example, local knowledge on CCA and DRR in rural communities 

in Vietnam is considered ‘not so much local’ due to the heavy influence of government-

led community-based adaptation programs (Bruun & Olwig 2015: 818). In Bolivian 

Amazonia, the local knowledge sharing between generations has decreased due to 

differences in age and perceptions on ecosystem changes; whereby younger generations 

have somewhat poorer and less accurate perceptions of ecosystem changes compared to 

older generations (Fernández-Llamazares et al. 2015). 
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Prevalence of top-down approaches 

The literature also suggested the limited role of local knowledge towards CCA and DRR 

governance, policy, and planning due to the prevalence of top-down approaches in 

governments (AKP 2013; van Tol Smit et al. 2015). Local knowledge, in its rootedness 

to local context and place was also considered by researchers to be ‘problematic’ or less 

applicable to adaptation planning standards and frameworks set by scientific, technical, 

and expert knowledge (Klenk et al. 2017: 6). The deliberate exclusion of local knowledge 

by scientists and technical experts can be considered a form of the mobilisation of bias, 

as maintaining adaptation planning standards and frameworks set by scientific, technical, 

and expert knowledge (Bachrach & Baratz 1962; Gaventa 2004b). Community members 

can thus be depicted as the least credible among stakeholders if other stakeholders have 

a more coherent perspective (Butler et al. 2015). In other words, community voices are 

‘silenced’ through the expression of ‘non-decision making’ (Bachrach & Baratz 1970; 

Connelly et al. 2012).29 Such manipulative power dynamics can also lead to communities 

believing and/or accepting their own lack of credibility, which, of course, reinforces the 

interests of the experts, a form of observable but covert form of conflict (Gaventa 1980, 

2004b). 

The Sendai Disaster Risk Reduction Framework, for example, has been criticised 

as devaluing community knowledge, expertise, and capacities on DRR and has instead 

emphasised ‘providing support to the most vulnerable (most exposed, poorest 

communities) in the form of information or other kinds of external, often technology-

based, expertise’ (de la Poterie & Baudoin 2015: 135). Similarly, scientific-based 

information on hurricane risks in Mexico were communicated to the communities in a 

top-down approach, instead of considering the contribution of community knowledge in 

DRR activities (Audefroy & Sánchez 2017). In 10 OECD countries, communicating CCA 

relied heavily on scientific and technical knowledge, which failed to connect with local 

knowledge (Wirth et al. 2014).30 

Another example occurred in Churchill (Canada). Local knowledge was 

‘undervalued’ and not adequately considered in decisions regarding the town’s changing 

landscapes as evidenced by changes in sea ice formation and polar bear migration patterns 

(Groulx 2017: 1386). Local knowledge from communities in Malawi were also 

                                                
29 Bachrach and Baratz (1970) refer to non-decision making as preventing any challenge to the values and 
interests of the status quo. New ideas, voices, and concerns are silenced and suppressed before making to 
the decision-making agenda. 
30 The 10 OECD countries in the study were as follows: Australia, Austria, Denmark, France, Germany, 
the Netherlands, Spain, Switzerland, United Kingdom, and the United States of America (Wirth et al. 2014). 
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disregarded in decision-making processes regarding policies for agricultural flood 

resilience (Kosamu 2013). A similar case occurred in Pakistan, where government 

responses to DRR focused on relief and rehabilitation, without integrating local 

knowledge into climate change and development planning (Xu & Grumbine 2014). Also, 

in India, even though local knowledge was ‘acknowledged as important to promoting 

robust adaptation activities around flood prevention’, it was not integrated into flood 

prevention action plans (Wilk et al. 2018: 640). 

As such, the persistence of top-down approaches also reflects a government’s 

inability to integrate local knowledge into CCA and DRR governance, policy, and 

planning. In Nepal and India, for example, governments have rarely supported 

community engagement initiatives in local CCA due to their lack of knowledge and 

capacity (Xu & Grumbine 2014). 

 

Social power dynamics 

Manipulative social power dynamics strongly linked to the prevalence of top-down 

approaches, as Bahadur et al. (2013: 59) maintained, have ‘prevented the stewardship of 

natural resources by communities, the inclusion of local knowledge and community 

ownership/co-management of natural resources’. Likewise, social power dynamics may 

come into play if a sufficiently community empowered deliberative (dialogic) approach 

is not used in community engagement. Certain knowledge categories can thus be 

preferred over others by a facilitating agency, usually government. Consequently, the 

potential contribution of local knowledge to policy and planning can be undermined to 

the detriment of community perspectives (Naess 2013; Sherman & Ford 2014; Stott & 

Huq 2014). 

For example, in Bhutan’s National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPA), 

only technical experts and institutions were consulted given ‘sufficient’ knowledge on 

climate risks. Local community knowledge was considered ‘irrelevant’ (Sherman & Ford 

2014). This was also the case regarding local and indigenous knowledge of Arctic 

communities (and apparently most places worldwide), thereby eroding local community 

engagement and empowerment in local and regional decision-making processes (Ford et 

al. 2015). Unequal social power dynamics were also prevalent among policy-makers in 

Ireland when they chose categories of knowledge over others—whether scientific, local, 

or expert—to align most with western professional concepts and practices of 

environmental management and sustainability (Moran & Rau 2014). In Zimbabwe, local 

knowledge and practices on weather and climate forecasting were perceived as 
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‘impediments to the success of externally funded projects related to agriculture and 

imposed on the poor communities’ (Jiri et al. 2016: 166). 

In these examples, the three dimensions of power (as outlined in Chapter 2) were 

present. First, scientists, technical experts, and policy-makers exerted power over 

communities in choosing scientific and technical knowledge over local knowledge. 

Second, the mobilisation of bias and non-decision making occurred as communities were 

deliberately and structurally excluded in decision-making processes, as local knowledge 

conflicted with the vested interests of policy-makers, including maintaining externally 

funded projects. In addition, such exclusion reflected a closed space for decision-making 

where elites such as scientists and technical experts, and policymakers could have made 

decisions behind closed doors without the inclusion or involvement of the broader 

community (Gaventa 2006). Third, framing local knowledge as ‘traditional’ or 

‘secondary’ to scientific and technical knowledge (as more authoritative, for example, 

Beder 1991) also represented power exercised by experts and policy-makers through 

manipulation. That is, local knowledge was positioned as inferior, which can lead to 

(often unwilling) acceptance by communities of outsider knowledge, and which also 

prevents them from challenging such inequality and knowledge. 

Such observable (but covert) conflict (Gaventa 1980, 2004b) then represented a 

form of disempowerment for local communities by invalidating and devaluing the 

potential of local knowledge to meaningfully contribute to local environmental solutions 

that fit their values, being, and knowledge (Ford et al. 2015; Hindmarsh 2012). Obviously 

then, processes of community engagement need to closely follow a deliberative (dialogic) 

style if meaningful multi-stakeholder community engagement approaches are to work 

effectively, if at all. 

In sum, manipulative social power dynamics among stakeholders can indicate 

whether local knowledge is used, and if used, can determine whether local knowledge is 

accepted as it is, or, and apparently more common at the moment, which is preferred or 

utilised; with the possibility of some groups (e.g. richer ones) being privileged at the 

expense of others (Bachrach & Baratz 1962; Gaventa 1980, 2004b; Hindmarsh & Akilli 

2018; Klenk et al. 2017; Lukes 2005). Reflecting on the use of such agenda control over 

the substance of local knowledge, Naess (2013: 104) notably summed up, ‘the use of local 

knowledge is negotiated’, and thus can be diluted to reflect more the interests of those in 

a dominant power position (Stott & Huq 2014). 
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Key enablers of local knowledge in CCA 

In designing mechanisms for adaptation planning, many successful adaptation practices 

have been based on local knowledge. A primary reason for such success is that vulnerable 

communities have long relied on local knowledge and community resources to cope with 

disaster hazards and risks (Klenk et al. 2017; Padigala 2015). The international literature 

suggested three key enablers of local knowledge in CCA, drawn from 36 studies: (i) local 

knowledge as a primary tool for CCA; (ii) knowledge integration and sharing through 

participatory approaches; and (iii) socio-cultural community contexts. 

 

Local knowledge as a primary tool for CCA 

The literature suggested that local knowledge has greatly contributed to building the 

adaptive capacities and resilience of communities (Arku 2013; McNamara & Buggy 

2017; Ngwenya et al. 2017; Rahman & Alam 2016). This is because local knowledge is 

considered the ‘platform for experimentation and adaptation to production at local levels’ 

in better understanding climate risks and strengthening CCA (Derbile et al. 2016: 97; 

also, Becken et al. 2013; Padigala 2015). A key suggestion was the role of local 

knowledge in the observation of environmental and climatic changes by local 

communities due to their prolonged and strong connections with their local environments 

(Aswani et al. 2015; Groulx 2017). 

For example, community forest groups in Nepal utilised their local knowledge 

and observations on forest structure and composition changes to establish the effects of 

climate change towards community forests (Alamgir et al. 2014). Deforestation, soil 

erosion, and food sustainability issues in Zambia were also addressed successfully 

through local knowledge (Makondo & Thomas 2018). Similarly, farming communities in 

Northwestern Botswana and Ghana used livelihood diversification based on historical 

and local knowledge as adaptation strategies to extreme drought and floods (Arku 2013; 

Ngwenya et al. 2017). Farming communities in Southern Brazil also produced drought-

tolerant seed varieties through preserved local agricultural practices as a key strategy to 

address CCA (Vasconcelos et al. 2013). 

Local knowledge was also suggested as crucial in increasing disaster 

preparedness. Early warning systems through local and traditional weather knowledge 

are still used by communities in Egypt, India, Mexico, and Southern Africa (Ahmed et al. 

2014; Audefroy & Sánchez 2017; Jiri et al. 2016; Padigala 2015). In Egypt, local 

knowledge, through changes in animal behaviour and cloud colours, shapes, and 

movements, was considered important in the prediction of flash floods (Ahmed et al. 
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2014). In addition, in Vanuatu, post-tropical cyclone rehabilitation actions included 

rebuilding temporary houses composed of natural materials and utilised designed and 

techniques that reflected local and traditional knowledge (Le Dé et al. 2018). 

In these examples, the utilisation of local knowledge can be considered as a form 

of collaborative and progressive type of power, wherein communities exercised their 

power to build their capacities and actions towards local CCA and disaster preparedness. 

Moreover, these types of exercised power reflect so-called claimed spaces created by 

communities to encourage community engagement in CCA. 

 

Knowledge integration and sharing through participatory approaches 

Participatory approaches that facilitate knowledge integration and sharing have been 

widely suggested to increase the role of local knowledge in CCA through knowledge co-

production and collaborative decision-making processes. This has resulted in increased 

CCA and environmental governance and sustainability in communities (Aswani et al. 

2015; Galappaththi et al. 2019; Hiwasaki et al. 2014a; IIED 2014; Kettle et al. 2014; 

Klenk et al. 2017; Nkoana et al. 2018). Notably, knowledge integration represents a 

collaborative and progressive type of power through communities exercising power with 

other stakeholders in strengthening CCA in communities. Communities can then 

participate more effectively with scientists, technical experts, and policy-makers in such 

invited spaces for knowledge co-production. Also, knowledge co-production between 

stakeholders has ‘helped to avoid the creation of artificial barriers between holders of 

different types of knowledge’, which, in turn, led to community empowerment (Klenk et 

al. 2017; Ngwenya et al. 2017). Moreover, participatory tools and approaches helped in 

understanding context-specific knowledge to make it more relevant to stakeholders 

(Wongbusarakum et al. 2015). 

For example, in the Solomon Islands, a community village participated in a 

mapping project that combined scientific knowledge with local knowledge; enhanced 

community awareness on climate change impacts; re-affirmed community narratives; and 

facilitated community collaboration and empowerment (Leon et al. 2015). Similarly, 

rapid vulnerability assessments in fishing communities in South Africa, Namibia, and 

Angola utilised local knowledge and scientific knowledge to strengthen collaboration, 

increase knowledge and understanding for decision-making, build adaptive capacity, and 

empower communities to identify appropriate adaptation strategies (Sowman & 

Raemaekers 2018). In Nepal, perception-based analysis was utilised to rank effective 
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flood and drought adaptation strategies in Nepal, based on the integration of scientific 

knowledge and community knowledge and experiences (Devkota et al. 2017). 

Openness to scientific and technical knowledge was also present among 

indigenous communities in Australia, Indonesia, Nepal, Tanzania, and Timor Leste 

(Biggs et al. 2013; Galappaththi et al. 2019; Hiwasaki et al. 2014a; Ojoyi & Kahinda 

2015; Petheram et al. 2015). For example, integration of indigenous (e.g. traditional 

ecological management) and scientific (e.g. renewable energy) knowledge for climate 

change mitigation and adaptation were encouraged by the Warruwi people in Australia. 

Both indigenous and scientific knowledge were considered important in increasing 

communication on climate change awareness in communities (Petheram et al. 2015). In 

Tanzania, the integration of modern technologies with indigenous and local knowledge 

on managing agricultural and water resources was considered necessary to achieve 

effective adaptation practices and strategies at the community level (Ojoyi & Kahinda 

2015). 

Knowledge collaboration not only complemented the contribution of science, 

technology, and communities to climate change but promoted shared learning and 

commitment with other stakeholders as well. Among Canadian Arctic coastal 

communities, knowledge sharing with government, academe, and NGOs through learning 

and feedback mechanisms has helped influence long-term CCA actions (Galappaththi et 

al. 2019). In France and Taiwan, information sharing on flood risks between government, 

scientists, technical experts, and local communities increased stakeholder engagement 

and collaborative decision-making and planning processes (Fan 2015; Weichselgartner 

& Pigeon 2015). Likewise, expert knowledge and support from government and NGOs, 

including local and indigenous knowledge helped implement successful CCA initiatives 

in Nepalese communities (Biggs et al. 2013). 

 

Socio-cultural community contexts 

A community’s deep connection with their local environment, through sense of place, 

contributed to strengthening the role of local knowledge in CCA, thereby increasing 

community adaptive capacity (Barrett & Bosak 2018; Blennow et al. 2019; Kettle et al. 

2014).31 This was because communities knowledgeable and intuitive of their local 

surroundings and the environmental changes that occur, also developed concern and 

                                                
31 Place identity is when places, such as houses, local communities, and the surrounding landscapes—which 
are significant and meaningful to individuals through their experiences—become a ‘symbolic extension of 
the self’ (Pretty et al. 2003: 275). 
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willingness to address climate change impacts (Petheram et al. 2015). For example, rural 

communities in Ladakh (Western Himalayas), in preserving their traditional way of life, 

exhibited strong social cohesion and sense of place, which enhanced social resilience and 

adaptive capacity towards climate change impacts (Barrett & Bosak 2018). 

Moreover, communities repeatedly exposed to natural disasters facilitated 

increased resilience and social connectedness, which enhanced sense of place among their 

peoples (Boon 2014). In Sommières (France), a community that ‘lives with floods’ 

created a cultural identity of ‘living with risk’, with strong community preparedness and 

response on flood warnings based on accumulated local knowledge on river floods (Quinn 

et al. 2019: 574). In Ingham (Australia), the community’s refusal to relocate was 

attributed to their knowledge and experience of floods and tropical cyclones, which 

contributed to community resilience and connectedness to place (Boon 2014). These 

examples thus exhibited the power within communities through their self-awareness, self-

confidence, self-identity, and self-knowledge to actively engage in CCA and DRR 

initiatives informed by their local knowledge, social capital, and sense of place. 

Social capital and collective action were also suggested to contribute to increasing 

the role of local knowledge in CCA. For example, farming communities in Southern 

Brazil maintained their local agricultural knowledge and practices through strong 

neighbourhood ties and social networks, thereby exhibiting community cohesion and 

reciprocity (Vasconcelos et al. 2013). In Zambia, collective responsibility, respect, and 

unconditional support were integrated into the everyday knowledge and practices of 

communities and considered important strategies for CCA (Makondo & Thomas 2018). 

Similarly, natural disaster coping strategies of communities in Vanuatu were based on 

local knowledge, intra- and inter-community cooperation systems, and livelihood 

diversification (Le Dé et al. 2018). In Bangladesh, water supply conflict between farming 

communities was addressed though their local knowledge on lost springs; farmers 

cooperated in maintaining and protecting the springs (Sultana & Thompson 2017). In 

these examples, social capital and collective action are forms of giving power to 

communities through their cooperation and preservation of local knowledge and 

practices, as representing important CCA and DRR strategies. 

 

Section 5: Discussion 

 

The purpose of this discussion was to compare the categories of knowledge in 

environmental management, specifically focusing on local knowledge, and the suggested 
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contribution to local knowledge to CCA through community engagement (Sections 1 to 

3), with regard to the experiences of developed and developing countries (Section 4) to 

arrive at some suggestions on how local knowledge might inform effective community 

engagement approach/es in the Philippines. Accordingly, several suggestions on local 

knowledge and CCA informed this discussion. 

First, the differences between knowledge categories identified how knowledge 

was generated and interpreted, which was greatly influenced by rationalities and 

ideologies that an individual or group of people were embedded in (Raymond et al. 2010). 

These factors then influence how knowledge was utilised and which knowledge 

categories could be preferred over others (Arnall & Kothari 2015; Ford et al. 2015). Yet 

while each knowledge category has an important contribution to environmental 

management and CCA, local knowledge was often marginalised and undervalued 

(Finkbeiner 2015; Ludwig 2016; Sultana & Thompson 2017). Overall, knowledge 

integration was suggested to be most preferable to effectively address CCA. 

As such, and second, strengthening the role of local knowledge to CCA thus 

necessitated the validation of local knowledge (and other knowledge categories) and 

knowledge integration through participatory approaches (Aswani et al. 2015; Beckford 

2018; Klenk et al. 2017; Nkoana et al. 2018; Sowman & Raemaekers 2018). The 

collaboration and engagement of multi-stakeholders (e.g. communities, scientists, 

technical experts, etc.) facilitated the sharing of knowledge and resources to address 

complex environmental problems such as climate change (Wongbusarakum et al. 2015). 

Third, to bring local knowledge back to the forefront of local CCA and increase 

community adaptive capacity, two key aspects of local knowledge were emphasised, 

which, in turn, facilitated community engagement and locally appropriate policies and 

practices (Amare 2018; Ford et al. 2015; Jahan et al. 2017; Ngwenya et al. 2017; Webler 

et al. 2016). The first key aspect, rootedness in socio-cultural community contexts, 

stressed the comprehensive knowledge and understanding gained by communities 

through their strong connections with their local environment (Alamgir et al. 2014; 

Audefroy & Sánchez 2017; Barrett & Bosak 2018; Benham 2017; Eversole 2015; Lebel 

2013; Leonard 2014; Petheram et al. 2015). When combined with their skills, cultural 

belief systems, and cooperative community practices, such integration could lead to 

flexible, responsive, and resilient communities (Barrett & Bosak 2018; Klenk et al. 2017; 

Petheram et al. 2015). 

The second key aspect, sense of place, reflected community local knowledge and 

experience of the environment, which shaped how climate change impacts was perceived 
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and responded to, and how locally-appropriate and context-specific adaptation planning 

and policy options were made (Fresque-Baxter & Armitage 2012; Hindmarsh 2012). In 

turn, a strong sense of place reflected strong environmental concern, which also 

encouraged strong community engagement. 

Fourth, key barriers to local knowledge in CCA in developed and developing 

countries highlighted institutional challenges and effects of rapid change towards local 

knowledge, which also reflected key aspects of weak community engagement, as 

discussed in Chapter 2. At the institutional level, top-down approaches and social power 

relations and their related dynamics were considered major barriers in the integration of 

local knowledge to adaptation planning and policy standards, frameworks, and activities, 

which were mostly imposed by unchallenged bureaucratic systems. 

These barriers thus represented various expressions of power such as having 

power over, the mobilisation of bias, and non-decision making. The social power 

dynamics thus saw decision-making made in closed spaces that favoured the interests of 

scientists, technical experts, and policy-makers, much to the concern of communities. 

Specifically, scientific and technical, and expert knowledge were considered more 

authoritative and preferred over local knowledge, the latter of which, was perceived as a 

hindrance to progress and development (Sherman & Ford 2014). Such agenda control 

through framing of scientific and technical, and expert knowledge as more superior than 

local knowledge undermined the potential and valuable contribution of communities to 

engage in CCA and DRR decision-making processes (Hiwasaki et al. 2014; Hindmarsh 

& Akilli 2018; Klenk et al. 2017). 

Likewise, the inability for local knowledge to sometimes adjust to rapid 

ecological, environmental, and socio-cultural changes further strengthened the argument 

of other knowledge categories being preferred more in responding to climate change 

impacts. Local knowledge systems that were built with experience and over time were 

considered to have limited use for new or extreme changes in climate (Adger et al. 2013). 

Together with eroding community traditions and practices, local knowledge, by itself, 

could not sufficiently resolve complex environmental problems. 

Yet such suggestions also reflected how unequal social power dynamics again 

determined and framed which knowledge categories were preferred and utilised over 

others, and overlooked what weaknesses scientific and technical approaches possessed in 

local place-based situations, to the advantage of adopting integrated and deliberative 

(dialogic) processes (i.e. knowledge sharing and integration) through stronger community 

engagement approaches (Lebel 2013; Hiwasaki et al. 2014). These suggestions reflected 
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power in observable (but covert) conflicts between communities and scientists, technical 

experts, and policy-makers. In such dynamics, communities were often disempowered 

and had little opportunity to challenge and thus had no choice but to accept the devalued 

value of using local knowledge for CCA (Gaventa 1980, 2004b; Lukes 2005). 

Fifth, key enablers of local knowledge in CCA emphasised integrating local 

knowledge with other knowledge categories through participatory approaches and 

pointed out the primary use of local knowledge in CCA through socio-cultural 

community contexts and sense of place. These suggestions further reinforced the 

contributions of local knowledge in CCA regarding rootedness in socio-cultural 

community contexts and sense of place mentioned in Section 3 (e.g. Alamgir et al. 2014; 

Audefroy & Sánchez 2017; Barrett & Bosak 2018; Benham 2017; Eversole 2015; 

Fresque-Baxter & Armitage 2012; Hindmarsh 2012; Lebel 2013; Leonard 2014; 

Petheram et al. 2015). Such suggestions also reflected the collaborative and progressive 

type of social power (power to), to open claimed spaces for participation among 

communities. Likewise, these key enablers of local knowledge in CCA identified 

knowledge integration (and sharing) through participatory approaches, and socio-cultural 

community contexts, which are key aspects of strong community engagement for 

developed and developing countries, as suggested in Chapter 2. 

Finally, and clearly, it appears that local knowledge and knowledge integration in 

socio-cultural community and place-based contexts, through participatory approaches, 

could effectively address issues of top-down approaches, social power dynamics, and the 

vulnerability of local knowledge to rapid ecological, environmental, and socio-cultural 

changes. In such processes, communities are enabled or empowered to harness the 

collaborative and progressive types of power (e.g. power to, power with, and power 

within) in invited participatory spaces with other stakeholders. Hence, local knowledge 

is a real strength for CCA through its ability to (i) provide place-based and context-

specific solutions; (ii) integrate with other knowledge categories; (iii) expand the 

discourse in and practice of enhancing CCA approaches; and (iv) empower communities 

to contribute to the CCA discussion. 

 

Conclusion 

 

The aim of this chapter was to investigate the contribution of local knowledge to CCA. 

To achieve this, the second meta-theme ‘local knowledge and CCA’ was discussed in 

three stages. First, knowledge was defined and contextualised before discussing the three 
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knowledge categories in environmental management relevant to this study: (i) scientific 

and technical knowledge; (ii) local knowledge; and (iii) expert knowledge. The 

suggestions of the chapter identified that each knowledge category was greatly influenced 

by the rationalities and ideologies of those who produced such knowledge types, which, 

in turn, impacted on how knowledge was perceived and utilised, or blocked. The latter 

situation reflected the ‘divide’ between scientific and technical knowledge and local 

knowledge, with local knowledge most often becoming marginalised in the local and 

regional development landscape. 

Second, the overlapping of knowledge categories concerning the inclusion of 

local knowledge and community expertise in expert knowledge suggests value in 

integrating knowledge from these categories for CCA and community engagement. In 

exploring this further, a strong argument was suggested that to more effectively develop 

adaptation strategies, the integration of knowledge categories through long-term 

partnerships between stakeholders. In addition, was their participation in the 

implementation of local knowledge validation and data collection approaches considered 

best for the collaborative and active engagement of local knowledge and other knowledge 

categories for mutual benefit. 

Third, the contribution of local knowledge to CCA was explored by discussing 

two key aspects of local knowledge: (i) rootedness in socio-cultural community contexts; 

and (ii) sense of place. Suggestions from the literature identified that communities with a 

strong connection to their local environment possessed comprehensive knowledge and 

distinct place-based experiences that gave them the flexibility to respond and adapt to 

environmental changes, including changes in climate. The integration of local knowledge 

in CCA practices thus not only informed the development of enhanced locally appropriate 

policies, practices, and solutions, but promoted stronger engagement, social power, 

environmental social concern, and community resilience. Participatory approaches then 

strengthened the validation and contribution of local knowledge to CCA, alongside 

utilising collaborative multi-stakeholder engagement and collaborative decision-making 

and planning processes to reduce vulnerability and build resilient communities. 

Fourth, the experiences of developed and developing countries were explored in 

terms of the barriers to, and enablers of, local knowledge in CCA. Specifically, key 

barriers to local knowledge included vulnerability to climatic, socio-cultural, and 

environmental changes; prevalence of top-down approaches; and social power relations 

and their dynamics of manipulation and disempowerment of communities to the 

detriment of effective community engagement for CCA. In contrast, key enablers of local 
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knowledge comprised local knowledge as a primary tool for CCA; knowledge integration 

and sharing through participatory approaches; and socio-cultural community contexts. 

Key barriers to, and enablers of, local knowledge in CCA reflected conflictual, 

consensual, collaborative, and transformative expressions of power respectively. 

In sum, this chapter explored the arguments and perspectives about the 

contribution of local knowledge to CCA through community engagement approaches. 

Local knowledge was suggested in the literature to be an important component of local 

community engagement and in the processes of building effective context-specific and 

place-based adaptive responses. The literature has clearly indicated that to achieve strong 

community engagement and effective adaptive capacity, institutional challenges and 

unequal social power relations and dynamics needed to be addressed through effective 

participatory community engagement approaches, which brought in knowledge 

integration and sharing, to espouse an inclusive and effective policy style for CCA. 

Overall, the literature stressed that local knowledge, regarding its key enablers, 

strengthens the contribution of local knowledge to CCA through knowledge integration 

and sharing, participatory approaches, and rootedness in socio-cultural community and 

place-based contexts. The literature then suggesed that local knowledge, together with 

strong community engagement informs the best community engagement approach for 

CCA. Moreover, this suggestion added to the overall suggestions in Chapter 2 that strong 

community engagement—regarding its key aspects and applications in environmental 

policy, planning, and management fields—was the best approach for CCA. 

Returning to the primary aim of identifying the considered best option for 

effective community engagement approach/es to better increase adaptive capacity to 

climate change in the Philippines based on knowledge building and practice, the next 

stage examines community engagement and CCA and DRRM in the Philippine context. 

After which, suggestions on community engagement and local knowledge in CCA in 

international contexts are compared with existing community engagement approaches—

in the Philippine literature (Chapter 4) and fieldwork results (Chapters 6 and 7)—to help 

identify effective community engagement approach/es for CCA that would work best in 

the Philippines. I now turn to the discussion of Chapter 4 on the the third meta-theme, 

‘community engagement, CCA, and DRRM in the Philippine context’, to further develop 

the investigation on effective community engagement approach/es for CCA. 
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4. Community Engagement, Climate Change Adaptation, and Disaster 

Risk Reduction and Management in the Philippine Context 
 

 

Introduction 

 

This chapter builds on the suggestions made about key aspects of strong and weak 

community engagement in Chapter 2, and the contribution of local knowledge in Chapter 

3, to compare these international literature suggestions with the Philippine case. To 

achieve this, Chapter 4 investigates the nature and status of community engagement 

approaches in the Philippines to determine effective ones for climate change adaptation 

(CCA), and by association, disaster risk reduction and management (DRRM). The 

purpose was to identify community engagement approach/es in environmental 

management, CCA, and DRRM areas that work best in the Philippines regarding culture 

and practice. As such, the chapter addressed the third meta theme—‘community 

engagement, CCA, and DRRM in the Philippine context’—that informed the conceptual 

framework. In addition, this chapter addressed Secondary Research Aim 1.32 

This chapter is divided into three sections. Section 1 discusses the history and 

nature of community engagement in the Philippines to provide background and context 

on the forms of community engagement from the pre-colonial period until the 

contemporary period. From there, Section 2 examines the forms of community 

engagement in environmental management and in coastal resource management, 

specifically looking at past and contemporary national and environmental legislations, 

and community-based approaches. Section 3 explores existing community engagement 

approaches for CCA and DRRM in two stages: first by reviewing the two main policies 

for CCA and DRRM, and second by investigating strong and weak key aspects of 

community engagement in CCA in the Philippine literature. The second stage adds to the 

literature review suggestions in Chapter 2 on key aspects of strong and weak community 

engagement in CCA in developed and developing countries. In addition, suggestions and 

insights from both international and Philippine literatures are then compared with the 

                                                
32 Secondary Research Aim 1: To review the international literature on effective community engagement 
approaches for CCA in both developed and developing countries. 
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fieldwork results in Chapters 6 and 7 to address Research Question 2 in Chapter 8.33 After 

discussing these sections, a brief summary reviews the insights on community 

engagement, CCA, and DRRM surmised from the literature, before presenting the overall 

conceptual framework. 

 

Section 1: Nature of community engagement in the Philippines 

 

The objective of this section was to describe the history and nature of community 

engagement in the Philippines, in several critical historical periods: (i) pre-colonial; (ii) 

foreign colonisation; (iii) Philippine independence; (iv) martial law and People Power; 

(v) democracy and Aquino; and (vi) post-Aquino. During these periods, different forms 

of community engagement took place, which depended greatly on the socio-cultural 

context. In addition, some of these forms and practices of community engagement are 

still relevant today. While Philippine history can be considered as a collective struggle 

towards achieving freedom and a better life (Constantino 1975), it is filled with numerous 

events which cannot be all mentioned in this study for reasons of time and space. As such, 

only the key events that pertain to community engagement and its forms were discussed 

below. 

 

Pre-colonial (pre-1521) 

Local and indigenous communities in the Philippines were typically small and linked 

through blood ties, marriage, kinship, and economic and ritual activities. Indigenous 

ethnic communities were prevalent all over the country, described by Jocano (1998: 58) 

as ‘socially cohesive’ as each person felt they were an ‘organic part of the whole system’. 

Communities were cohesive as they were built on kinship, collective hunting and 

gathering, food sharing, and engagement in social rituals and religious ceremonies 

(Jocano 1998). As such, community engagement had practices of cooperation, sharing, 

and helping one another. 

The social units of pre-colonial Filipino communities were organised through the 

barangay system, which is considered as the smallest and ‘oldest surviving political 

institution’ in the Philippines (Alip 1975: 1; also, Jocano 1975; Scott 1994). Barangay 

was defined in three ways: first, it referred to a boat (balangay), which was what Filipinos 

                                                
33 Research Question 2: What are the existing community engagement mechanisms and/or practices for 
CCA identified by local experts and community representatives from Sorsogon City and the Municipality 
of Lavezares, and how do these compare with the international and Philippine literatures? 
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then used to move from one place to another, especially as communities mainly lived 

along rivers, lakes, streams, and coastal waterways (Jocano 1975; Scott 1994). Second, 

the barangay was attributed to the group who travelled by boat to settle in a place (Jocano 

1975). The barangay was named after the leader of the group, for example, barangay 

(name of leader). Third, barangay was defined by the group of people who then settled 

to that place and was bound by kinship (Jocano 1975); although Scott (1994) argued that 

barangay meant belonging to a group of people and not their place of residence. 

In this sense, barangay, as derived from its original term balangay, denoted the 

people and/or the process of how a group of people travelling by boat settled into a place, 

and eventually formed a community founded on close ties and relationships. According 

to Jocano (1975: 175), the barangay political unit was based on the family system, which 

meant that the ‘rights, obligations, and authority [were] reciprocally vested upon the 

leader and those whom he led’. It was led by a chief, with personal allegiance of less than 

30 to 100 houses (Scott 1994). Such intertwined cultural and political meanings then had 

implications on forms of community engagement and their effectiveness. 

One of the most common forms of community engagement was the practice of 

bayanihan, which literally meant ‘togetherness in common effort’ (Enriquez 1977: 4). 

Bayanihan originated as a Filipino tradition of community members helping relocate a 

family’s house by literally carrying the house on their backs (Labonne & Chase 2011). 

Bayanihan posed as a voluntary or collective effort of a community to achieve a goal, 

whether it be engaging in communal labour in agricultural practices or public 

infrastructure improvements (Bankoff 2007; Labonne & Chase 2011). For example, Fox 

(1979) described Filipino families who helped clear fields, planted and harvested crops, 

built houses, and hunted alongside neighbours and kinsmen. In return, everyone who 

participated would partake in food sharing, feasts, and drinking after these tasks were 

completed (Constantino 1975). 

Bayanihan also placed primary importance on maintaining the welfare of the 

community (Jimenez-Tan 2009: 83). This meant that community members were expected 

to participate and help during community activities (Jocano 2001). Such practices 

signalled an underlying expectation that volunteering, or aiding would be reciprocated in 

the future. This reciprocation (or exchange) might be in the form of food, labour, and 

other services. It seems that bayanihan, along with cooperative and collective actions, 

could thus also impose ‘subtle coercion’ on those who sought help as they were obligated, 

through an informal social contract, to return favours provided to them (Jocano 2001: 60). 
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Hence, while people ‘volunteered’ to help, there was an expectation they would receive 

something in return for their time and effort. 

As such, Bankoff (2007: 332) argued that bayanihan went beyond ‘collective 

action’ or ‘togetherness’, as it signified ‘shared identity and common association’. 

Moreover, bayanihan appears very similar to two other core cultural values of the 

Filipino: pakikipagkapwa (how one relates to and regards others) and pakikisama (how 

one gets along with others) (Bankoff 2007; Enriquez 1977; Jocano 2001). These two core 

values expressed a ‘sense of shared community’, which provided support to community 

members in times of personal obstacles or community problems (Bankoff 2007: 28). 

Originating in the pre-colonial period, bayanihan is a Filipino value and practice that 

remains today, especially as applied during times of disasters and calamities (Bankoff 

2007, 2015; Benson 2009; Hilhorst et al. 2015), and in community-based environmental 

activities (Calva 2018; Chaigneau & Daw 2015; Loebach & Stewart 2015). 

 

Foreign colonisation (1521–1946) 

When the Spanish colonised the Philippines in 1521, community living through the 

bayanihan practice rapidly deteriorated. A key reason was because the ‘natural economy’ 

based on self-sufficiency and food security of indigenous communities was replaced with 

foreign economic, political, and socio-cultural systems (Jimenez-Tan 2009: 64). While 

the barangay was retained as a ‘a convenient means of collecting tribute to barangay 

heads’ (Scott 1994: 6), a colonial and feudal society was established by the Spaniards in 

gaining control over communities. 

Filipinos experienced oppression from the Spaniards by way of unbearable social 

and economic conditions, which prompted revolts and uprisings that marked the 

beginnings of the Philippine Revolution (Arcilla 1998; Constantino 1975; Jimenez-Tan 

2009). The engagement of Filipinos in these armed struggles to achieve political, 

economic, and social freedom contributed to their ‘political awakening’ and the eventual 

rise of a ‘national consciousness’ or Filipino nationalism (Constantino 1975: 112; also, 

Jimenez-Tan 2009). Yet, the traditional forms of community engagement were still 

evident in Filipinos volunteering to fight against the colonisers and visiting imprisoned 

Filipino friars and giving them food and clothes (Arcilla 1998). 

American (US) colonisation of the Philippines took place after the Spanish-

American and Philippine-American wars in 1889–1902. Community engagement shifted 

towards political engagement as Filipinos took up government leadership positions in 

elected assemblies and legislatures and formed national organisations to engage and 
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lobby with civil institutions (Arcilla 1998; Constantino 1975; Jimenez-Tan 2009; Ocay 

2010; Vos 2005). The Philippine Commonwealth, created in 1935, granted Philippine 

self-government and political independence was promised by the Americans in 1946 

(Constantino & Constantino 1978). 

From 1941–1945, during World War II, the Philippines as a US colony, was 

occupied by the Japanese (Jimenez-Tan 2009). The Philippines was declared an 

independent republic mostly headed by the Philippine elite, but the country was 

essentially under Japanese martial law; community engagement was practically non-

existent (Arcilla 1998; Constantino & Constantino 1978; Vos 2005). The Americans 

eventually returned to liberate the Philippines and the Japanese eventually surrendered in 

1945. 

 

Philippine Independence (1946–1965) 

In 1946, the Philippines gained independence from the Americans and established a 

constitutional government, the Second Republic of the Philippines.34 However, the 

Americans still maintained economic, political, socio-cultural, and military control 

(Jimenez-Tan 2009).35 Economic impositions were, however, met with disapproval by 

the Filipino masses and political instability was prevalent when armed rebel groups 

demanded land reform from the Philippine government (Jimenez-Tan 2009; Vos 2005). 

To counteract such issues, the US provided military assistance and sponsorship of rural 

development projects (Clarke 1998; Vos 2005). 

The 1950s–1960s also saw the rise of a community development approach in the 

Philippines, which also saw community engagement re-emerge (Jimenez-Tan 2009; Vos 

2005). In the history of community engagement in development (see Chapter 2), 

community development encouraged and strengthened community engagement (Mansuri 

& Rao 2013). Community development encompassed the ‘growth and sustenance, 

conflict resolution, rehabilitation and transformation of marginalized communities 

through people’s participation and collective actions to ensure the holistic and corporate 

well-being of the people’ (Luna 1999: 327). Aligning to this approach, government and 

private development agencies implemented community projects to improve social 

services and encourage community participation (Clarke 1998; Jimenez-Tan 2009; Vos 

                                                
34 The First Republic of the Philippines was established in 1899 (Constantino 1975). 
35 For example, Americans had access to unrestricted and free trade, ownership rights to companies and 
private properties; the Philippines was also dependent on American investments and loans (Jimenez-Tan 
2009). 
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2005). For example, the barrio development program was established to consolidate 

efforts of local governments in organising and developing barrio councils for the 

communities to become more engaged in the existing political processes (Jimenez-Tan 

2009; Vos 2005).36 

In some contrast, Filipino community organisers and social development workers 

sought to organise and raise the consciousness of communities and sectors—consisting 

of farmers, fisherfolk, workers, women, and youth—to expose the (political) realities of 

the poverty of the Filipino masses (Clarke 1998; Jimenez-Tan 2009). With the aim of 

increasing and strengthening people’s movements that demanded genuine social change 

and development, large demonstrations and rallies by workers’ unions and student 

organisations in the 1960s enhanced further nationalist and progressive people’s 

movements who demanded, among other things, more say in matters through increased 

public participation and community engagement (Jimenez-Tan 2009), in also following 

international participatory trends. 

 

Dictatorship and People Power (1965–1986) 

Such participatory trends, in the Philippines and other countries, appeared optimistic at 

the start of Ferdinand Marcos’ presidency in 1965, as opportunities for citizens to freely 

express their opinions on important national issues were emphasised (Alip 1975). For 

example, Presidential Decree No. 86 of 1972 helped create citizen assemblies in each 

barrio or barangay (hereafter, barangay) in the country as a mechanism for engaging on 

matters of local or national importance (Alip 1975; Turner 1990).37 A new barangay 

system was also established wherein barangays, through committees, took charge in 

implementing government programs and activities at the community level to bring about 

development and progress. 

This new system was positioned by the government as beneficial to both the 

community and national government as most community development projects were 

implemented through community engagement, or the Barangay bayanihan way (Alip 

1975: 106; also, Clarke 1998; Turner 1990). This meant that free labour, locally-made 

materials, and monetary donations from the barangay were used to construct community 

                                                
36 A Spanish translation of neighbourhood, the barrio is the smallest political unit in the Philippines, a term 
used during the periods of Spanish and American colonisation and post–World War II (Alip 1975). 
However, the 1973 Constitution uses both barrio and barangay (Alip 1975). It was renamed back to 
‘barangay’ or ‘balangay’, in the 1987 Philippine Constitution (Alip 1975; Scott 1994). The term barangay 
or balangay dates to pre-Spanish colonisation (Alip 1975; Arcilla 1998; Constantino 1975; Jimenez-Tan 
2009; Jocano 1975; Scott 1994). 
37 Presidential Decree No. 86 – Creating Citizen Assemblies (Republic of the Philippines 1972). 
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infrastructures without aid from the government. People also actively joined in barangay 

associations, small businesses, and cooperatives, which were formed and managed by 

small producers and consumers in the community (Alip 1975). 

However, according to Turner (1990: 357), President Marcos’ objective of 

mobilising community engagement in the barangays was also a way to gain the people’s 

allegiance to ‘build a national political machine owing allegiance to [Marcos]’. Soon 

thereafter, the relief and welfare civic organisations were diverted to strengthen the role 

of government military forces in community and social development (Clarke 1998). 

Hence, the new barangay system suggested a patronage network system that directly 

linked communities to the government, which, according to Clarke (1998), was used by 

Marcos in the attempt to disempower and gain control of non-government organisations 

and weaken communist threats (Clarke 1998). 

In 1972, Marcos declared martial law to (i) suppress the violence by communists 

and insurgents; (ii) use authoritarianism to impose reforms to Philippine society; (iii) 

extend his presidential powers beyond two terms; and (iv) promote rapid national 

development (Brillantes 1987; Overholt 1986; Turner 1990). Yet massive corruption, 

accumulation of debt, cronyism, state-run monopolies, and human rights violations were 

prevalent (Overholt 1986). Community engagement became less important as citizen 

engagement through mass mobilisations and protests to achieve a democratic government 

was regarded as more necessary. This was because cries for genuine economic recovery, 

restoration of democracy, including the assassination of Marcos’ main opposition leader, 

sparked ‘significant coalition building and protest’ from civil society organisations 

(CSOs), alongside faith-based organisations (Vos 2005: 43; also, Jimenez-Tan 2009; 

Overholt 1986). 

Civil society organisations in the Philippines are composed of individuals, groups, 

and non-profit organisations that seek to address issues in human welfare, environment, 

and development, especially among marginalised groups (ADB 2007, 2013). In turn, non-

government organisations (NGOs) and people’s organisations (POs) are regarded as two 

key types of CSOs in the Philippines (ADB 2013), to which this study frequently refers.38 

Many CSOs emerged during the Marcos dictatorship as a result of their strong solidarity 

with the poor (ADB 2007, 2013). The rise of CSOs also coincided with the emergence of 

alternative forms of development in the international literature in the 1970s and 1980s, as 

small-scale organisations, village development committees, community groups, and 

                                                
38 Peoples’ organisations (POs) are also referred to as community-based organisations in other countries 
(ADB 2007). 
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NGOs were formed and recognised as better positioned to implement community 

engagement (Cornwall 2000, 2006). 

The Marcos dictatorship ended through the 1986 ‘People Power Revolution’, 

which resulted from ‘organising and consciousness raising, coupled with spontaneous 

expressions of the Filipinos desire to protect its civil liberties’ (Jimenez-Tan 2009: 70). 

It was considered as the pinnacle of mass political participation in the Philippines, in a 

dramatic struggle for freedom, democracy, and nationalism by Filipinos (Jimenez-Tan 

2009; Vos 2005). 

 

Democracy and Aquino (1986–1992) 

The new Corazon Aquino administration recognised ‘people empowerment’ as a driving 

force towards gaining support and participation of the people. Thus, a key thrust of the 

new government was to restore participatory democracy (Luna 1999; Vos 2005). 

Progressive terms and practices—such as ‘community organising’, ‘people power’, and 

‘participation’, along with the collaboration of CSOs (NGOs and POs) and academe to 

successfully advocate key socio-cultural, economic, and political issues—were highly 

supported (Bautista 1999; Clarke 1998; Luna 1999; Vos 2005). Moreover, citizens and 

organised groups won the right to be aware of, and participate in, decision-making in 

political processes and outcomes (Canieso-Doronila 1997). 

At the government level, participatory democracy was mainstreamed through 

constitutional provisions, cabinet programs, and national development plans and policies 

(Luna 1999). Greater citizen and CSO participation became emphasised in the 1987 

Philippine Constitution and the Local Government Code of 1991 (Canieso-Doronila 

1997; Gera 2016; Luna 1999; Vos 2005).39,40 Focusing on the Local Government Code, 

in returning to community engagement, the Code entails the decentralisation of national 

government functions, authority, and power, which provided significant participation in 

local governance planning and implementation from various stakeholders (Vos 2005). In 

short, the Local Government Code played a crucial role in community engagement 

regarding the emergence of community-based programs and projects and several 

environmental policies. In the history of community engagement in development, 

decentralisation was also mentioned as a method to promote community engagement 

(Mansuri & Rao 2013). 

                                                
39 PHILIPPINE CONSTITUTION art. XIII, § 16 (Republic of the Philippines 1987). 
40 Republic Act No. 7160 – Local Government Code of 1991 (Republic of the Philippines 1991). 
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For example, local government agencies began to integrate participatory 

approaches, community development, and organising principles and practices into their 

programs (Luna 1999). Meanwhile, international funding agencies that provided 

development aid also emphasised community engagement, NGO involvement, and 

people-centred development as key aspects in the successful implementation of their 

funded programs (Clarke 1998; Korten 1987; Luna 1999). 

 

Post-Aquino and the fate of community engagement (1992–present) 

Following the Aquino administration, several presidents have taken office and influenced 

how community engagement is advocated. Fidel Ramos, who succeeded Corazon Aquino 

in 1992, implemented community engagement through the Social Reform Agenda as an 

attempt to address poverty in the Philippines through the participation of government 

agencies and CSOs of sectoral groups (e.g. farmers, fisherfolk, workers, etc.) (Kusaka 

2017: 9; also, Hutchison 2007; Vos 2005). National policy summits were also held to 

initiate ‘integrated sectoral participation in the formulation of national policies’ 

(Hutchison 2007: 861). Despite these initiatives, Ramos placed more priority on the 

economic growth of the country. 

When Joseph Estrada took office in 1998, he promised to continue economic 

reforms and address poverty issues, but his involvement with corruption and plunder led 

to his ousting as President (Kusaka 2017; Vos 2005). Estrada was replaced by then vice-

president Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo, who promoted good governance through support 

and alliances with CSOs, including citizen engagement to fight corruption (Bhargav & 

Bolongaita 2004; Curato 2017).41 

In 2010, Benigno Aquino III, son of former president Corazon Aquino, won the 

presidential elections. The Aquino administration actively sought to increase citizen 

participation in governance by being one of the founding countries of the Open 

Government Partnership (OGP), which is a ‘voluntary international initiative that aims to 

secure commitments from governments to their citizenry to promote transparency, 

empower citizens, fight corruption, and harness new technologies to strengthen 

governance’ (Mangahas 2013: 3). In the international literature, ‘good governance’ and 

                                                
41 The Asian Development Bank (1999: 3) broadly defined governance as the ‘institutional environment in 
which citizens interact among themselves and with government agencies/officials’. Good governance 
focuses on elements of accountability, participation, predictability, and transparency (ADB 1999). While 
good governance reforms have been in the Philippines as the 1950s through reorganising bureaucracy, 
sustained delivery of programs, projects, and basic social services, governance decentralisation, and 
development of integrated reform action plans, the problem still remains on the implementation of policy 
and policy reform initiatives (ADB 2005). 
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‘partnership’ were two of several concepts promoted to characterise citizen participation 

and participatory governance in the 2000s (Hickey & Mohan 2004; Holland et al. 2015; 

Mikkelsen 2005). 

Citizen participation is one of the thematic areas of OGP, which the Philippines 

sought to substantially accomplish through the following: (i) develop local poverty 

reduction action plans through collaboration with local governments and community 

organisations; (ii) support legislation on access to information and whistle-blower 

protection; (iii) engage citizens in participatory audits of government projects; (iv) 

strengthen grassroots participatory budgeting or CSOs’ participation in local planning 

and budgeting; and (v) implement community-driven development programs (IRM 2015; 

Magno 2015; Mangahas 2013). With the help of the Good Governance and Anti-

Corruption Cluster of the President’s Cabinet, and with other government agencies, the 

aim was to strengthen the constituency for reform, which was comprised of citizens, 

communities, and organisations who were key stakeholders achieving good governance 

(Abad 2013).42 

Finally, in the 2016 administration of Rodrigo Duterte, citizen participation 

continues to be strongly supported, as evident in several executive orders issued by the 

president at the beginning of his administration.43 For example, government structures 

and offices, such as the Office of Participatory Governance, were created to promote and 

enhance ‘active citizenship, inclusiveness, transparency, and accountability in 

governance by engaging different stakeholders to participate in governance and nation-

building efforts’ (OGP 2017: 7). It remains to be seen whether these initiatives will be 

effectively implemented and sustained throughout his term. 

 

Section 2: Community engagement approaches in environmental management in 

the Philippines 

 

What did this entire context of community engagement thus mean for environmental 

management and downstream, climate change adaptation (CCA)? This section aimed to 

provide a historical account of community engagement in environmental management in 

the Philippines as the umbrella field to community engagement in CCA. First, the early 

                                                
42 The Philippine Development Plan 2011–2016 included an entire chapter on ‘good governance and the 
rule of law’ as an attempt to ‘promote and practice effective and honest governance’ (NEDA 2011: 214). 
43 Despite such strong support for citizen participation, Duterte was characterised as a ‘strongman’, 
‘executioner’, authoritarian, and ‘populist’ under a ‘bloodied’ democracy and blatant disregard for human 
rights (Curato 2017; Thompson 2016). 
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efforts of integrating community engagement into early community resource 

management processes and environmental legislations are discussed. Second, 

contemporary community engagement in environmental management was turned to, 

particularly in relation to fisheries, coastal, and marine resources legislations, 

community-based and co-management approaches, and the challenges in implementing 

community engagement in fisheries, coastal, and marine resource management. Section 

3 then investigated the nature and status of community engagement in CCA in the 

Philippines. 

 

Brief history of community engagement in environmental management 

The engagement of communities in environmental management in the Philippines was 

first implemented through the management of natural resources. In the pre-colonial 

period, natural resource management systems were established by each barangay or 

locality (Pomeroy & Carlos 1997; Sajise et al. 2003). However, from the Spanish, 

American (US), and Japanese colonisations until the mid-twentieth century (ca. 1946), 

natural resource management in the Philippines was characterised as ‘strongly centrally-

determined, top-down and non-participatory’ (Sajise 1995: 2). The Philippine 

government (and colonisers) primarily controlled, managed, and utilised natural 

resources with a focus on excessive resource production and exploitation to build the 

Philippine economy according to western viewpoints (Pomeroy & Carlos 1997; Sajise 

1995). 

Consequently, over the years of colonial occupation, fisheries, forestry, irrigation, 

and mining resources deteriorated to such a degree that the Philippine government began 

exploring alternative methods towards resource management. A subsequent shift towards 

‘forward-looking policies and strategies that advocated community-based initiatives to 

rehabilitate, conserve and protect the resources based on enhancement of local knowledge 

and skills responsibility and accountability’ (Sajise 1995: 4; also, Alcala 1998; Pomeroy 

& Carlos 1997) occurred from the 1950s–1980s. This included ‘mobilizing the active 

participation of water users’ in the irrigation sector, utilising community development 

approaches in the agriculture sector, and implementing ‘people-oriented programs’ in the 

forestry and forest conservation sectors (Pomeroy & Carlos 1997: 448; also, Alcala 1998; 

Cagalanan 2015), supported by legislation, the earliest of which dated back to 1977. In 

the international literature, participation in environmental issues around resource 

extraction and environmental degradation began to occur in the 1980s (Lombard 1999; 

Richardson & Razzaque 2006). 
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National legislations on the environment 

Two framework laws in Philippine environmental legislation are the Philippine 

Environmental Policy and the Philippine Environment Code. The Philippine 

Environmental Policy aims to safeguard the rights of Filipinos to a healthy environment 

while enhancing economic, industrial, and technological growth without over-using 

natural resources. A first step was to introduce western style expert environmental impact 

assessment and statement mechanisms for development projects that might significantly 

impact the environment.44 Complementary, the Philippine Environmental Code, includes 

citizen participation in natural resource management and conservation (Lin-Heng 

2002).45,46 

Environmental protection was also linked to the 1987 Philippine Constitution, 

which declares that the state had a duty to ‘protect and advance the right of the people to 

a balanced and healthful ecology in accord with the rhythm and harmony of nature’.47 

Strengthening participation in environmental management was also linked to the Local 

Government Code of 1991 (Pomeroy & Carlos 1997). The Local Government Code seeks 

to address what Brillantes (1998: 44) described as the ‘decades-old problem of an 

overcentralized politico-administrative system’. This was done by recognising the 

autonomy of local governments, which was also a provision of the 1987 Philippine 

Constitution. Autonomy and decentralisation meant the transfer of responsibilities and 

regulatory powers in the delivery of basic services from national government to local 

governments (Brillantes 1998; Legaspi 2001). 

The key aspects of the Local Government Code include: (i) implementation of 

basic social services in health, agriculture, environment, public works, housing, 

education, tourism, and telecommunication projects and services; (ii) enforcement of 

laws and other regulatory powers; (iii) provision of institutional and legal infrastructure 

for people participation in governance through CSOs (NGOs and POs); and (iv) increase 

in financial resources and arrangements for local governments (Brillantes 1998; Legaspi 

2001). Through cooperative and collaborative mechanisms to address these measures, the 

Local Government Code encourages the direct involvement of communities, CSOs 

(NGOs and POs), and the private sector in decision-making plans and processes of the 

local government (Ishii et al. 2007). These mechanisms were considered a ‘significant 

                                                
44 Presidential Decree No. 1151 – Philippine Environmental Policy (Republic of the Philippines 1977a). 
45 Presidential Decree No. 1152 – Philippine Environment Code (Republic of the Philippines 1977b). 
46 Id. 
47 PHILIPPINE CONSTITUTION art. II, § 16 (Republic of the Philippines 1987). 
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structural change in the governance of communities’ (Legaspi 2001: 135; also, Katon et 

al. 1999; Pomeroy & Carlos 1997). 

However, distrust among government and non-government sectors, conflict 

between political alliances, elite-dominated politics, and lack of substantial plans, 

activities, and accreditation processes for NGOs and other organisations hindered the 

influential engagement of CSOs (NGOs and POs) in local governance (Brillantes 1998; 

Ishii et al. 2007; Legaspi 2001). Consequently, Brillantes (1998: 51) suggested that 

‘participation by all sectors, including civil society, must be supported’. Nevertheless, by 

the early 2000s, the Philippines was considered to have the ‘most progressive 

environmental legislation’ in Southeast Asia (Lin-Heng 2002: 673). The Philippines was 

still regarded in 2012 as ‘progressive leaders in the development of environmental 

jurisprudence’ through innovative accomplishments such as designating 117 

environmental courts and adopting specific rules for addressing procedural concerns in 

environmental cases (ADB 2012: 2).48 

Apart from the Philippine Environment Code and Local Government Code, 

participation in environmental decision-making has been implemented through 

legislations regarding clean air, solid waste management, land use development and 

planning, water quality, fisheries, wildlife resources, protected areas, caves, mining, 

indigenous peoples, environmental impact assessment, sustainable development, and 

disaster risk reduction and management and climate change (DBM & CCC 2013; DBM 

et al. 2015; Gera 2016; NDRRMC 2011a). Included in much of the legislation is public 

participation in decision-making processes through formulating, planning, implementing, 

and monitoring of environmental plans, frameworks, policies, and programs. Public 

participation examples included public consultation, hearings, meetings, and multi-

stakeholder partnerships with communities, CSOs (NGOs and POs), and indigenous 

communities. 

However, again, there are problems around implementation, which remains 

inconsistent (Gera 2016; La Viña 2014). For example, mining projects have proceeded 

without effective community engagement and consent from indigenous peoples (Holden 

& Ingelson 2007; La Viña 2014). Fisherfolk have been marginalised and displaced when 

fishing rights were disregarded in favour of commercial fishing companies and tourism 

                                                
48 Reliable data is only available up to 2012. There is 2015 data on the Environmental Democracy Index; 
however, it only covers 70 countries (including Southeast Asian countries, and the Philippines). It was not 
seen as reliable as it did not include marine, coastal, fisheries, or energy production and distribution laws 
in its assessment. See for interest <https://environmentaldemocracyindex.org/> 
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development, which, of course, negatively impacted on local livelihoods and increased 

vulnerability (La Viña 2014). Moreover, the devolution of powers and responsibilities 

based on the Local Government Code resulted in a low quality of local governance with 

weak community engagement (Capuno 2005; Legaspi 2001; Sealza & Ha 2013).49 

Despite these issues around policy formulation and implementation, community-based 

approaches in environmental management have quietly gained traction in some areas. A 

popular form is community-based resource management (CBRM). 

 

Community-based resource management 

Community-based resource management (CBRM) provides people and communities 

with the opportunity and/or responsibility to utilise and manage their own resources, 

articulate and define their needs, goals, and aspirations, and make decisions that work 

into local goals, knowledge, and values (Sajise 1995; Sajise et al. 2003). As such, CBRM 

emphasises the knowledge, expertise, capability, and technology of a community to 

effectively manage resources through planning, implementation, supervision and/or 

monitoring, and evaluation of local programs/projects (Ferrer 2009; Sajise 1995; Sajise 

et al. 2003). Community-based resource management is thus participatory, evolutionary, 

place-specific, and considers the socio-cultural, environmental, economic, political, and 

technical contexts of the community (Sajise 1995; Sajise et al. 2003). Overall, CBRM 

encourages communities to become empowered and self-reliant in achieving 

sustainability, effective resource use, and equity (Sajise 1995; Sajise et al. 2003). 

Various environmental sectors in the Philippines have experienced CBRM, 

including coastal and marine, disaster management, fisheries, forestry, and natural 

resources management. As early as the 1970s, community-based coastal resource 

management (CBCRM) emerged, which was followed by the immediate acceptance of 

community-based approaches especially from government, CSOs (NGOs and POs), and 

academic institutions in other areas of environmental management with the help of the 

Local Government Code (Alcala 1998; Katon et al. 1999; Pomeroy & Carlos 1997; Rivera 

& Newkirk 1997). 

Benefits of CBRM included strengthened community participation in the 

equitable and sustainable management of resources, broadened knowledge exchange and 

community capacity building, heightened environmental awareness, and empowered 

                                                
49 A low quality of local governance is due to the imbalances in local development through the lack of 
efficient and equitable access and delivery of basic social services. Poor compliance and adoption of 
governance features in the Local Government Code such as the establishment of local consultative bodies 
were also attributed to low quality of local governance (Capuno 2005). 
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communities in the planning, implementation, management, and monitoring of programs 

and projects (Yang & Pomeroy 2017; Cadag et al. 2018; Twichell et al. 2018). 

Conversely, lack of community capacity building, insufficient funding, unsustainable 

community-based programs and projects, unequal social power dynamics, inadequate 

coordination across local government agencies, and weak policy implementation were 

common criticisms of CBRM, which also impeded community engagement (Baynes et 

al. 2016; Cagalanan 2015; Pomeroy et al. 2015). 

 

Summarising current policies and practices of community engagement in 

environmental management 

In the environmental management field, as signalled above, community engagement 

policy and practices exist in agriculture, fisheries, coastal, marine, and forestry sectors in 

the Philippines. The next headings are most relevant to the research regarding 

communities and the coastal zone of fisheries, coastal, and marine resources. I examine 

at legislations, strong community engagement opportunities such as community-based 

and co-management approaches, and finally, socio-cultural, political, and institutional 

challenges, with a focus on existing weak community engagement. 

 

Legislations in fisheries, coastal, and marine resources 

Three pieces of legislation emphasise and operationalise community engagement in 

fisheries, coastal, and marine resources: (i) the Local Government Code 1991; (ii) the 

National Integrated Protected Areas System Act 1992; and (iii) the Philippine Fisheries 

Code of 1998.50 First I describe each of these pieces of legislation and their posited 

beneficial aspects, then I turn to the critique and challenges they raise. 

 

The Local Government Code of 1991 

As previously mentioned, one of the features of the Local Government Code is to create 

institutional and legal mechanisms for increasing community participation in local 

governance. For example, the Local Government Code grants jurisdiction to local 

government units (LGUs) and its coastal communities to manage coastal and marine 

resources within its city/municipal waters (Republic of the Philippines 1991). Before the 

                                                
50 Another key policy is the Integrated Coastal Management (ICM), an Executive Order No. 533, s. 2006, 
which was a national strategy for the sustainable development and management of coastal and marine 
resources through the implementation of ICM programs, supporting mechanisms, activities, and funding 
(Aquino & Correa 2014). 
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Local Government Code was adopted, coastal and marine resources were poorly managed 

by the national government due to the lack of coordination among government agencies 

in policy implementation, alongside poor government support, capacity, and resources 

(Pomeroy & Carlos 1997; White et al. 2002). To establish marine protected areas (MPAs), 

LGUs also had to seek approval from the national government and be subjected to long 

bureaucratic processes and practices (Balgos 2005; White et al. 2002). 

Hence, the devolution of management of resources through the Local Government 

Code involved planning and policy formulation, implementation, monitoring, and 

assessment, regulation and other legislative measures, and revenue generation functions 

within LGUs and their communities (Balgos 2005; White et al. 2002). This meant that 

LGUs could establish marine protected areas within city/municipal waters solely through 

LGU ordinances and in coordination and participation with local government agencies 

and CSOs (NGOs and POs) (Balgos 2005). 

As a result, successful MPAs in cities and municipalities increased over time, 

which White et al. (2002: 5) attributed to the ‘strong involvement of communities and the 

local government in the planning and enforcement process’. Moreover, other experts 

claimed that through the Local Government Code, innovative and creative community-

based practices in mangrove reforestation, environmental protection, and coastal resource 

management increased community engagement and empowerment of local fisherfolk and 

CSOs (Balgos 2005; Brillantes 1998; White et al. 2006). 

Increasing community participation in coastal and marine resources management 

also met challenges. At the LGU level, the weak political will of city/municipal officials 

to strictly implement, regulate, and comply with fishery regulations was prevalent (Aldon 

et al. 2011; Horigue et al. 2012; Pomeroy & Courtney 2018). In adopting the Local 

Government Code, LGUs were unprepared to handle new roles and responsibilities, 

alongside their limited resources and weak coordination with government agencies 

(Horigue et al. 2012; Pomeroy & Courtney 2018; Tupper et al. 2015). Likewise, some 

LGUs still lacked knowledge and capacity for community organising, coastal resources 

management, and corresponding policies (Aldon et al. 2011; Mendoza & Porquis 2016). 

Top-down approaches to planning were also prevalent in LGUs. The lack of consultation 

and dialogue by LGU officials impeded community engagement in the conceptualisation 

of projects and activities (Mendoza & Porquis 2016). 

At the community level, weak community capacity for coastal and marine 

resources management, alongside the lack of information on MPA projects and activities, 

hindered the participation of communities (Aldon et al. 2011). Inadequate financial and 
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technological support from LGUs to sustain MPA and coastal resources management 

activities were also common concerns (Calva 2018; Horigue et al. 2012). The 

participation of people’s organisations as co-implementers of projects and activities were 

weakened by their poor commitment, economic interests, organisational conflict, and 

political motivations (Aldon et al. 2011; Calva 2018). 

 

National Integrated Protected Areas System (NIPAS) Act of 1992 

The National Integrated Protection Areas System (NIPAS) Act, declared by the Congress 

of the Philippines in 1992, provides the primary legal framework for national biodiversity 

conservation and management of protected areas (Balgos 2005; White et al. 2002). In the 

coastal zone, marine and wetlands could be declared as protected areas. Provisions on the 

establishment and management of protected areas included public hearings involving the 

participation of local and/or indigenous communities.51 In every protected area, a 

Protected Area Management Board (PAMB) was formed to lead decision-making about 

plans, management strategies, and funding. The PAMB comprises key stakeholders 

including representatives from communities, indigenous communities, and CSOs (NGOs 

and POs). 

Recently, the NIPAS Act has been amended by the Expanded NIPAS Act of 2018 

to increase the number of protected areas, create Protected Area Management Offices, 

and include women and academic institutions in the PAMB (Republic of the Philippines 

2018). The Expanded NIPAS Act attempts to address problems of poor representation 

and participation of communities and indigenous groups in decision-making processes on 

the co-management of protected areas (Hind et al. 2010; Major et al. 2018; Minter et al. 

2014). For example, the conduct of public hearings with concerned communities now has 

a more inclusive and participative approach by way of revising public hearings to public 

consultations. The comments and views of key stakeholders such as affected LGUs, 

concerned national agencies, POs, and NGOs are included in the recommendations 

submitted to the President of the Philippines (Republic of the Philippines 2018). Yet a 

current unresolved issue in the NIPAS Act is the lack of knowledge and capacity of 

communities—especially indigenous groups—on existing policies and co-managing 

protected areas due to inadequate government support and consideration of indigenous 

contexts, which impedes community participation (Major et al. 2018). 

 

                                                
51 Republic Act No. 7586 – National Integrated Protected Areas System Act of 1992 (Republic of the 
Philippines 1992). 
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The Philippine Fisheries Code of 1998 

The Fisheries Code emphasises the role of public participation to promote sustainable 

development of coastal and municipal waters (Christie & White 2007; Courtney et al. 

2002).52 This legislation provides mechanisms for participation for all stakeholders, 

including fisherfolk, in decision-making of fisheries management plans and policy 

implementation (Fernandez 2009; Pomeroy & Courtney 2018). For example, the 

Fisheries Code mandates each coastal municipality to establish a Fisheries and Aquatic 

Resource Management Council (FARMC) to strengthen participatory governance and 

legislation in coastal resources management and planning and to ‘counterbalance the 

usual “top-down” mode of government planning’ (Pomeroy and Courtney 2018: 288; 

also, Courtney et al. 2002; Fernandez 2009). The Council is a formal body for planning 

and policy-making comprising a multi-sectoral group composed of fisherfolk, CSOs 

(NGOs and POs), and government agencies that manages and regulates fisheries resource 

use for all stakeholders crucial to good management (Fernandez 2009). FARMC provided 

community engagement opportunities for fisherfolk and POs through working closely 

with local government by way of ‘general assemblies, discussions, and consensus 

building to arrive at solutions to the community’ (Baticados & Agbayani 2000: 348). In 

turn, fisherfolk and POs became motivated and empowered to participate in coastal 

resource management activities (Pomeroy & Carlos 1997; Rivera & Newkirk 1997). 

However, FARMCs were also criticised as not ‘truly representative of the small-

scale fishers’ interests and are minimally effective’ (Pomeroy & Courtney 2018: 291). 

Alliances with politicians and business elites have resulted in hand-picked council 

members (Pomeroy & Courtney 2018) and disregarding protection of coastal resources 

for economic gains (Fernandez 2009; Larsen et al. 2011; Masagca et al. 2018). Instead of 

empowering fisherfolk, FARMCs were only regarded as advisory or recommendatory 

councils (Fernandez 2009; Larsen et al. 2011) under the control of mayors (Aldon et al. 

2011). Hence, poor government support, alongside insufficient budget and weak policy 

implementation have weakened the FARMC and impeded community participation in 

meetings (Calva 2018; Fernandez 2009; Larsen et al. 2011). 

 

Coastal resource management approaches 

Coastal resources management (CRM) is the engagement of stakeholders, including 

fisherfolk, in the planning and implementation process of managing coastal resources 

                                                
52 Republic Act No. 8550 – The Philippine Fisheries Code of 1998 (Republic of the Philippines 1998). 
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(Ferrer 2013). Previous studies in the Philippines demonstrate how devolved and 

decentralised CRM programs became more successful with the involvement of 

communities through the inclusion of local knowledge, perspectives, and suggestions in 

decision-making and planning processes (Aldon et al. 2011; Andalecio 2011; Garces et 

al., 2013; Mudge 2018). 

The marine protected area (MPA) is a key example of a CRM approach (Pomeroy 

& Courtney 2018), which the Philippines has a long history of (Horigue et al. 2012). As 

of 2011, the National Coral Triangle Initiative reported 1620 established and locally-

managed MPAs in the Philippines (ADB 2014). Albeit a long process, MPAs raised the 

compliance and participation of communities through strong government leadership, 

multi-stakeholder involvement, social capital (community trust and leadership), inclusive 

decision-making processes, two-way information dissemination, effective policy 

implementation, and provision of alternative sustainable livelihoods (Diedrich et al. 2016; 

Horigue et al. 2016; Knight et al. 2015; Tupper et al. 2015). There are two key types of 

devolution and decentralisation: community-based coastal resource management and co-

management. 

 

Community-based coastal resource management 

Community-based coastal resource management (CBCRM) is the participation and 

empowerment of coastal communities (as local resource users) to conserve and manage 

coastal resources and address environmental degradation (Baquiano 2016; Maliao et al. 

2009). The management approach is considered as ‘people-centred and community 

focused’ as it is built on and further develops the knowledge and capacities of the 

community to become highly involved in the formulation and implementation of CRM 

measures (Fernandez 2013a: 63; also, Maliao et al. 2009). 

Research in the Philippines has identified that the involvement of communities in 

all stages of the CRM process has encouraged strong engagement, collaboration, 

commitment, empowerment, ownership among partner communities and municipalities, 

including support from local government, CSOs (NGOs and POs), and other stakeholders 

(Calva 2018; Horigue et al. 2012; Mungcal 2013). Furthermore, a successful and 

sustainable CBCRM activity is one that has established: (i) community organisation/s; 

(ii) community-based marine protected area/s; (iii) sustainable livelihood/s; (iv) networks 

with national and international agencies and NGOs; and (v) capacity-building activities 

(Calva 2018; Day et al. 2014; Mungcal 2013; Pomeroy et al. 2017; Twichell et al. 2018). 

Gender inclusion is also mentioned by several experts in strengthening CBCRM through 
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community engagement (Mudge 2018; Pomeroy et al. 2017; Thompson et al. 2017); for 

example, women played a crucial role in CRM (Day et al. 2014; Pomeroy & Courtney 

2018). 

CBCRM has also looked at community needs and contexts to foster engagement. 

For example, knowledge, awareness, and concern over local resource problems prompted 

a need for community engagement and collaboration towards sustainable resource 

management (Aldon et al. 2011; Baticados & Agbayani 2000; Katon et al. 1999). 

Integration of local knowledge with scientific and technical knowledge (Baticados & 

Agbayani 2000; Mudge 2018) and strong socio-cultural norms in fishing traditions and 

sharing practices that linked communities together were considered to contribute strongly 

to community engagement in CRM and CBCRM (Aldon et al. 2011). 

 

Co-management 

Co-management is another CRM approach. It involves partnerships between community, 

local government, and other stakeholders in sharing the power and responsibility for 

decision-making (Horigue et al. 2012; Fernandez 2013b). The co-management approach 

recognises the role of local governments in providing support to communities in the 

knowledge and implementation of CRM-related policies (Pomeroy & Courtney 2018). 

This approach is seen as a balance between top-down and bottom-up approaches: 

communities are empowered with the provision of their rights and priorities, while 

allowing government to appropriately guide and direct the achievement of conservation 

objectives (Jones 2014; Maliao et al. 2009). For example, CSOs have been enabled to 

actively participate in co-designing and co-implementing fisheries regulations with local 

governments and other resource stakeholders (Aldon et al. 2011). 

Community engagement towards co-management increased through high 

awareness of environmental problems, increased local capacity and leadership, organised 

fisherfolk, and strong implementation of CRM policies in cooperation with local 

government (Andalecio 2011; Pomeroy & Courtney 2018; Prieto-Carolino et al. 2018). 

Together with working with other stakeholders, a sense of ownership and commitment 

towards CRM were fostered through collective action and power sharing (Baticados & 

Agbayani 2000; Prieto-Carolino et al. 2018). Despite being very promising, and in some 

areas very effective in community engagement, there are socio-cultural and political and 

institutional challenges of CRM that also need to be addressed. 
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Socio-cultural, political, institutional challenges 

From the 16 studies that discussed the challenges of community engagement in CRM, 

three key recurring challenges emerged. They were (i) top-down government control; (ii) 

weak government capacity and structures; and (iii) conflicting community attitudes and 

priorities. 

 

Top-down government control 

Despite the many benefits to CRM, the enduring policy tradition of centralised and 

authoritative governance in the Philippines continued to persist and resist change. For 

example, several CRM programs and activities were implemented without the 

participation of communities in the conceptualisation and planning stages (Horigue et al. 

2016; Mendoza & Porquis 2016; Pomeroy et al. 2015, 2017), despite the willingness of 

communities to be involved (Mudge 2018). Likewise, communities were rarely informed 

(or educated) of CRM activities and had poor knowledge of CRM policies, which 

contributed to hindering their engagement (Aldon et al. 2011; Knight et al. 2015). These 

scenarios reflected closed spaces of participation as communities were excluded in 

decision-making processes (Gaventa 2006), with government agencies exercising 

structural power over the communities (Barnes 1986; Lukes 2005). 

Policy fragmentation also caused problems in community-based or co-

management approaches to CRM. Pomeroy et al. (2015) critiqued how national 

regulatory controls and legislations on CRM were not integrated with the Local 

Government Code or the Fisheries Code. As a result, overlapping and confusion in 

legislation led to weak compliance and enforcement of CRM regulations at the local 

government and community levels (Pomeroy et al. 2015). 

Communities also felt that gender inclusion was not considered in the 

implementation of CRM and livelihood activities (Mudge 2018; Pomeroy et al. 2017). 

For instance, women’s participation was equated to ‘attending in place of their male 

fisherfolk family members’ instead of being encouraged to actively participate in CRM 

decision-making processes (Mudge 2018: 312). It was not surprising then to have 

communities who felt no sense of ownership of CRM programs and activities (Baquiano 

2016). 

 

Weak government capacity and structures 

Community engagement has weakened due to poor capacity and structures within local 

government. First, communities could not get sufficient support for CRM programs and 
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activities due to other priorities of local government officials, especially the mayor 

(Horigue et al. 2016; Larsen et al. 2011; Pomeroy & Courtney 2018; Prieto-Carolino et 

al. 2018). Economic gains and preferential treatment towards commercial fishing 

operators were prioritised over protecting marine sanctuaries and capacitating 

communities for CRM (Baquiano 2016). Government funding and budget for community 

CRM was also lacking (Calva 2018; Mudge 2018). 

Second, policy implementation was weak, as local governments did not 

apprehend illegal fishing violators (Aldon et al. 2011; Baquiano 2016; Mudge 2018; 

Tupper et al. 2015). Illegal fishing activities were often protected by influential political 

and business elites, which impeded compliance and enforcement of community-

supported regulations despite community-initiated monitoring and patrolling of coastal 

waters (Pomeroy et al. 2015). These influential elites can be considered exerting power 

over the local government and coastal communities in order to preserve the former’s own 

interests, which in this case, would be making a profit from fishing in protected coastal 

areas (Gaventa 2004b, 2006; Lukes 2005). 

Finally, poor coordination and cooperation among local government agencies in 

the implementation of CRM activities in communities have resulted in poorly executed 

plans, inefficient staffing, delayed funding, and unsustainable livelihood activities 

(Pomeroy et al. 2017). Similarly, weak participatory approaches to CRM led to 

conflicting perspectives and approaches among stakeholders (Pomeroy et al. 2015). Local 

government officials, who were politically divided among themselves and had conflicting 

views on CRM, resulted in poor community participation and support for CRM policies, 

programs, and activities (Knight et al. 2015). 

 

Diverse community contexts and capacities 

Communities themselves also inhibited engagement in CRM programs and activities. 

According to experts, communities had weak knowledge, information, and capacity on 

CRM and its related policies (Aldon et al. 2011; Baquiano 2016), which led to less 

community support and participation in sustaining marine protected areas (Knight et al. 

2015) and livelihood programs (Prieto-Carolino et al. 2018). Similarly, several peoples’ 

organisations (POs) within the communities had low motivation and commitment (Calva 

2018; Knight et al. 2015) in implementing CRM initiatives. 

In some instances, POs also protected the interests of politicians and community 

elites (Aldon et al. 2011; Knight et al. 2015). For example, community elites, who had 

alliances with foreign companies and local politicians, prioritised the control of natural 
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resources and tourism development instead of engaging in CRM initiatives with the 

community (Larsen et al. 2011). Hence, predominant values on economic gain by the 

community elites were prioritised over environmental protection, CRM, and community 

engagement, which gave the community elites power to advance and preserve their vested 

interests, much to the dismay of the community. 

In other cases, poverty contributed to weak community engagement, as fisherfolk 

resorted to illegal fishing practices and did not comply with CRM regulations (Aldon et 

al. 2011; Mudge 2018; Prieto-Carolino et al. 2018). Overfishing, using destructive fishing 

gear, and illegally fishing in other municipal waters, were some examples of how daily 

survival was prioritised over resource conservation and policy implementation. Existing 

Filipino community attitudes, such as complacency for rule breaking and ningas cogon 

(or the failure to sustain people’s enthusiasm to participate in an activity) also appeared 

as a problem in sustaining CRM activities, especially for those who do not see 

conservation and protection of natural resources as priorities (Aldon et al. 2011). 

Similarly, distrust and uncertainty were prevalent in communities, which 

contributed to less support and participation in CRM programs and activities. Community 

members perceived that their barangay officials were getting the most benefits from the 

income generated from their marine protected areas due to tourism (Diedrich et al. 2017). 

In this scenario, barangay officials were exerting power over the community members. 

Others were doubtful on the effectiveness of marine protected areas in sustaining both 

resource conservation and the livelihoods of community members (Baquiano 2016; 

Tupper et al. 2015). 

While community engagement was an important aspect in the successful 

implementation of CRM projects, community engagement also called for greater 

attention to the socio-cultural, political, and institutional challenges that inhibited 

engagement and how these might be addressed. Differences and complexities in 

approaches, government capacities, and community contexts highlighted the various 

perspectives, meanings, and consequences CRM had for various stakeholders. Insights in 

the literature to address these problems included strengthening co-management 

approaches, building local capacity on CRM, knowledge integration, implementing 

sustainable alternative livelihood programs, and building institutional reforms to address 

social inequality, discrimination and disempowerment (Aldon et al. 2011; Andalecio 

2011; Garces et al. 2013; Horigue et al. 2016; Knight et al. 2015; Mudge 2018; Pomeroy 

et al. 2017; Tupper et al. 2015). From the context of community engagement in 
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environmental management, how does this translate to the current status of community 

engagement regarding climate change adaptation? 

 

Section 3: Community engagement approaches in climate change adaptation in the 

Philippines 

 

The purpose of this section is to explore the nature and status of community engagement 

in climate change adaptation (CCA), and by association, disaster risk reduction and 

management (DRRM) in the Philippine literature in perusing current related policies and 

practices. Although the primary focus of this study is CCA, DRRM is worth mentioning 

due to recent international trends towards integrating CCA and DRRM (e.g. Forino et al. 

2019; Seidler et al. 2018; Serrao-Neumann et al. 2015) (as also mentioned in Chapter 1). 

In the international literature, there are studies that consider climate change and disasters 

as more synonymous (e.g. Mitchell & van Aalst 2008), or synonymous altogether (e.g. 

Miller et al. 2013; Office of the Auditor General – Republic of Fiji 2013). Conversely, in 

the Philippines, CCA and DRRM are closely linked in its policies and practices, as 

explained below. An overview of climate change-related policies in the Philippines is 

first discussed, specifically focusing on two key policies for CCA and DRRM. 

Afterwards, drawing on Chapter 2, key aspects of strong and weak community 

engagement in CCA and DRRM are investigated in contemporary Philippine literature. 

 

Overview of Philippine climate change-related policies and actions 

In 1990, by way of the Mini Hydroelectric Power Incentives Act and its emphasis on 

renewable energy, the Philippines was beginning to recognise the urgent need to address 

anthropogenic climate change (Nachmany et al. 2014). As such, in 1991, the Inter-

Agency Committee on Climate Change was created to coordinate and propose climate 

change-related programs and policies (Ancheta et al. 2010; Nachmany et al. 2014). This 

committee also played a key role in preparing the country’s climate change position in 

international negotiations and agreements, including the United Framework Convention 

on Climate Change, the Kyoto Protocol, and the Clean Development Mechanism (Lasco 

et al. 2008; Nachmany et al. 2014). The Philippines also made commitments to the 1992 

Rio Summit, with climate change a key issue (Lasco et al. 2008). National institutional 

structures were created to ensure that these commitments were implemented. 
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Since then, 50 climate-related government policies, plans, frameworks, strategies, 

international agreements, and working groups have been implemented. They vary from 

disaster risk reduction, environmental management (e.g. air quality, fisheries, solid waste, 

and water quality), land use planning, sustainable development, to sustainable energy 

(e.g. energy efficiency, low carbon development, and renewable energy). These climate 

change-related initiatives helped push the Climate Change Act of 2009 to the forefront of 

Philippine policy (Pulhin et al. 2010). Further recognition of climate change by 

government took place in 2017 through the ratification of the Paris Agreement (UNTC 

2018b) occurred, as well as a parallel reorganisation of the government cabinet cluster on 

adaptation and mitigation.53 Recently, in 2020, House Bill 5989, at the time of writing, 

was being deliberated. The Bill aimed to establish the Disaster Resilience Act to lead the 

planning, coordination, monitoring, implementation, and evaluation of policies, 

programs, and projects related to disaster risk and vulnerability reduction, emergency 

management, and CCA (House of Representatives 2020).54,55 In addition, the House Bill 

was attempting to replace the current DRRM Act. This action was based on President 

Duterte’s call for a stronger disaster resiliency and quick disaster response as relevant to 

today’s scale of disasters and climate change impacts (Patajo-Kapunan 2019). The key 

milestones related to Philippine governance to address climate change is shown in 

Appendix A. 

However, critics have argued that an ineffective and fragmented approach has 

resulted to addressing climate change that relies on stand-alone laws to individually 

address different sectors of the economy (World Bank 2013). Other issues raised include 

poor compliance, budget constraints, inadequate political will, and lack of social 

acceptability (Castillo & Otoma 2013; Dar 2017; Gamboa 2009; Laycock & Mitchell 

2019; Olchondra 2014; Peñarroyo 2015; Philippine Star 2011; WorldFish Center 2007). 

Also, some scholars are critical that DRRM as a point of entry for climate change 

programs and resources has remained more focused on DRRM rather than adaptation and 

mitigation (Ancheta et al. 2010; World Bank 2013). 

As a result, policy coherency, as a hallmark of effectiveness in good governance 

(DESA 2016), has not been that evident ‘in policy, planning, and coordination across 

national government agencies’ in the integration of climate change policy with DRRM 

                                                
53 Executive Order No. 24, s. 2017 – Reorganizing the Cabinet Clusters System by Integrating Good 
Governance and Anti-Corruption in the Policy Frameworks of All the Clusters and Creating the 
Infrastructure Cluster and Participatory Governance Cluster (Office of the President 2017). 
54 H.B. 5989, 18th Cong., 1st Reg. Sess. (January 22, 2020). 
55 A bill is a law in the making, which needs to be approved by both the President of the Philippines and 
the House of Representatives before becoming a law or a Republic Act (Republic of the Philippines 1987). 
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policy (Ancheta et al. 2010: 12), where community engagement has also suffered. In 

addition, CCA and DRRM have typically been dealt with separately in Philippine policy 

(Cuevas 2018; Domingo 2017). With climate change impacts increasing the vulnerability 

of the country, especially among marginalised communities, critics have called for the 

integration and mainstreaming of CCA and disaster risk reduction (de Leon & Pittock 

2017; Florano 2015; Pulhin et al. 2010; Santos et al. 2016; Tanhueco 2014; Uy et al. 

2010; Yonson 2017), along with a more proactive approach to community engagement 

in CCA and DRRM (Baybay & Hindmarsh 2019; Domingo 2017; Gaillard 2011; Jamero 

et al. 2018). 

 

Climate Change Act and Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act 

An attempt at a more proactive approach to address climate change and disaster risks has 

been through the development and implementation of two main policies: the Climate 

Change Act of 2009 and the Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act of 2010, both 

of which quote community engagement as necessary and crucial (Republic of the 

Philippines 2009, 2010). These two policies demonstrate a ‘conceptual convergence’ in 

their approach to climate change-related risks and disasters (World Bank 2013: 48). 

Moreover, in 2012, these two policies were considered the ‘best in the world’, according 

to United Nations special envoy Margareta Wahlström and representative of United 

Nations Secretary General Ban Ki-moon.56 

 

Climate Change Act of 2009 

To increase the resilience and adaptive capacity of the vulnerable and marginalised, the 

Climate Change Act of 2009 aims for the ‘systematic integration of climate change in 

policy formulation, development plans, and other development tools and approaches’, 

including poverty reduction programs (World Bank 2013: xxviii; also, Pulhin et al. 2010). 

The Act also highlights common but differentiated responsibilities, the precautionary 

principle, the United Nations Framework Convention for Climate Change objectives in 

mitigation and adaptation, and the Hyogo Framework for Action in addressing disaster 

risk reduction (Republic of the Philippines 2009; UNFCCC 1992, 2006; UNISDR 2007a). 

Moreover, the Act adopts a multi-stakeholder approach whereby government agencies, 

academe, business, and CSOs (NGOs and POs) are involved in the formulation and 

                                                
56 Ubac, M 2012, ‘UN lauds Philippines’ climate change laws “world’s best”’, Philippine Daily Inquirer, 
4 May 2012, viewed 5 March 2019, <https://bit.ly/2CiXaQP> 
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implementation of plans, policies, and other decision-making processes related to climate 

change mitigation and adaptation and development. 

A key part of the Climate Change Act is to create the Climate Change Commission 

(CCC). Attached to the Office of the President, the CCC is an independent and 

autonomous policy-making body that oversees, coordinates, monitors, and evaluates 

government climate change programs, policies, and plans (Republic of the Philippines 

2009). The Commission is composed of the President of the Philippines, and three 

Commissioners. It also has a multi-sectoral advisory board composed of officials from 

government agencies, ministries, and organisations, and representatives from academe, 

business sector, and CSOs (Republic of the Philippines 2009). 

An essential component of the CCC is the creation of the several plans and 

actions. First, the National Framework Strategy on Climate Change 2010–2022 provided 

the foundation for the creation, implementation, and monitoring of plans, programs, and 

projects at all government levels, aimed to reduce climate change vulnerabilities and 

increase climate resilience across society (DENR 2010). Second, in the National Climate 

Change Action Plan 2011–2028 and Local Climate Change Action Plan guidelines local 

government units were responsible in crafting CCA plans in their locality. The action 

plans provide an assessment of climate change impacts at national, provincial, and local 

levels, specifically identifying the most vulnerable communities and ecosystems, 

including providing options and priorities for relevant adaptation and mitigation measures 

with national and local government partnerships (CCC 2012; LGA-DILG 2014). 

Similarly, the CCC is tasked to lead the mainstreaming of climate change and 

disaster risk reduction into national, sectoral, and local development plans and programs, 

including coordinating climate change programs across government agencies (World 

Bank 2013). Regarding community engagement, CCC is mandated to encourage multi-

stakeholder participation and capacity building for planning, implementation, monitoring, 

and evaluation of local CCA actions, especially with vulnerable communities and areas 

(Republic of the Philippines 2009). 

In the Act, the close linkage between CCA and DRRM is mentioned in two ways. 

First, in acknowledging that ‘effective disaster risk reduction will enhance climate change 

adaptive capacity, the State shall integrate disaster risk reduction into climate change 

programs and initiatives’.57 Second, as part of the powers and functions of the CCC in 

making sure the ‘mainstreaming of climate change, in synergy with disaster risk 

                                                
57 Republic Act No. 9729 – Climate Change Act of 2009, § 2 (Republic of the Philippines 2009). 
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reduction, into the national, sectoral and local development plans and programs’.58 As 

such, government and non-government-based CCA plans, programs, and projects often 

included DRRM (e.g. Claudio 2012; CCC 2012; LGA-DILG 2014; Hiwasaki et al. 2014; 

Molina 2016; Pulhin et al. 2010; Villaluz 2012). 

 

Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act of 2010 

Institutional disaster management in the Philippines started in the 1970s with a focus on 

disaster preparedness, response, and emergency operations through the passage of 

Presidential Decree No. 1566 of 1978.59 A reactive approach to disaster management was 

implemented through immediate disaster response, involving relief, rehabilitation, and 

recovery (Bankoff 2012; Carcellar et al. 2011; Fernandez et al. 2012). 

The transition to a more proactive and preventive approach took place through the 

passage of the Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act of 2010. The latter Act 

(hereafter, DRRM Act) seeks to mainstream DRRM and climate change in all sectors of 

society through the creation and implementation of sustainable development and poverty 

reduction plans, strategies, policies, and budgets at national, regional, and local levels 

(Carcellar et al. 2011; Republic of the Philippines 2010). A shift towards a proactive, 

coherent, comprehensive, efficient, integrated, and responsive approach to DRRM was 

envisaged by promoting principles of good governance and developing the capacities of 

individuals, organisations, and institutions in disaster management (Fernandez et al. 

2012; Republic of the Philippines 2010). 

Immediately after the passage of the DRRM Act, the Executive Order No. 888 – 

Adopting the Strategic National Action Plan on Disaster Risk Reduction (2009–2019) 

was signed. With 18 priority programs and projects, the ten-year plan aims to build the 

capacities and resilience of communities and enhance cooperation and coordination 

among stakeholders and sectors in society to sustain DRRM efforts (NDCC 2009). These 

priority programs and projects included multi-stakeholder dialogues and sectoral 

approach, capacity building and development, mainstreaming and institutionalising 

DRRM, public-private partnerships, resource mobilisation, effective disaster response 

and preparedness, knowledge generation and management, and information, education, 

and communication campaigns.60 

                                                
58 Republic Act No. 9729 – Climate Change Act of 2009, § 9 (A) (Republic of the Philippines 2009). 
59 Presidential Decree No. 1566 – Strengthening the Philippine Disaster Control, Capability and 
Establishing the National Program on Community Disaster Preparedness (Republic of the Philippines 
1978). 
60 See Executive Order No. 888, s. 2010 – Adopting the Strategic National Action Plan (SNAP) on Disaster 
Risk Reduction (DRR), 2009–2019 and Institutionalizing DRR, § 1 (Office of the President 2010). 
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Community engagement is emphasised in the DRRM Act as important through 

the decentralisation of national government responsibilities and resources to local levels 

to encourage partnerships and participation of private sector, CSOs, and community-

based organisations in DRRM (Republic of the Philippines 2010). Moreover, good 

governance principles, which involve transparency, participation, and accountability 

within poverty alleviation and environmental protection contexts are acknowledged for 

the effective delivery of DRRM programs, resource sharing, and basic social services 

(Republic of the Philippines 2010). 

Further, the National Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Council 

(NDRRMC) was established to lead policy-making, including coordinating disaster risk 

management (Fernandez et al. 2012).61 The Council is composed of representatives from 

various government agencies, private sector, and CSOs (NGOs and POs). The 

organisational network of the NDRRMC is quite comprehensive as it covers national, 

regional, provincial, city, municipal, and barangay levels. The role of local government 

units is highly emphasised in DRRM as they are the first institutional responders in 

disasters (Blanco 2015). Hence, the DRRM Act mandates the establishment of a Disaster 

Risk Reduction Management Office in every province, city and municipality, as well as 

a Barangay Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Committee in every barangay to 

plan, implement, develop, and coordinate DRRM programs at the local level (Republic 

of the Philippines 2010). 

One of the key responsibilities of the NDRRMC is to continuously develop and 

upgrade DRRM frameworks and plans. Hence, the National Disaster Risk Reduction and 

Management Framework and the National Disaster Risk Reduction and Management 

Plan 2011–2028 were endorsed (NDRRMC 2011a, 2011b). The NDRRM Framework 

and Plan placed emphasis on comprehensive, all-hazards preparedness, inter-agency, 

multi-stakeholder, multi-sectoral, and community-based to create Filipino communities 

with high adaptive capacity and resilience (NDRRMC 2011a, 2011b). 

Both the framework and the plan exhibited strong community engagement by 

highlighting the participation of civil society and basic sectors—especially the poor and 

marginalised—in governance and decision-making related to local development, poverty 

alleviation, environmental protection, and good governance.62 Underscored in the 

                                                
61 The NDRRMC was then called the National Disaster Coordinating Council that was enacted through 
Presidential Decree No. 1566 in 1978 (Fernandez et al. 2012). 
62 While the Philippine Medium Term Development Plan of 2004–2010 focused more on the country’s 
economic development, it briefly mentioned the institutionalisation of community-based mechanisms for 
disaster management as one of the strategies for disaster preparedness and management (NEDA 2004). 
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framework and plan was institutionalising inclusive and participatory processes that 

utilised multi-stakeholder, multi-sectoral partnerships, coordination, consultation, and 

dialogue. 

The interrelationship between DRRM and CCA is strongly emphasised in the 

DRRM Act compared to the Climate Change Act. First, CCA is mentioned in 

strengthening the institutional capacity for DRRM, while recognising the need for a 

proactive approach in decreasing social, economic and environmental impacts of disasters 

and climate change.63,64 Second, the Act aims to ‘mainstream disaster risk reduction and 

climate change in development processes such as policy formulation, social and 

economic development planning, budgeting, and governance’.65 Third, coordination 

among government agencies, such as between the NDRRMC and CCC are articulated, as 

both agencies are tasked to ‘formulate and implement a framework for climate change 

adaptation and disaster risk reduction and management from which all policies, programs, 

and projects shall be based’.66 Fourth, at the local government level, the ‘the integration 

of disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation into local development plans, 

programs and budgets’ is stated clearly.67 Given the significance of CCA in DRRM, it is 

not surprising that many government and non-government-based DRRM plans, 

programs, and projects often integrated CCA (e.g. LGA-DILG 2014; NDRRMC 2011b). 

Yet, in some cases, CCA and DRRM plans, programs, and projects are implemented 

separately as informed by current top-down approaches to decision-making in CCA and 

DRRM, and the lack of knowledge about operationalising the integration of both (de Leon 

& Pittock 2017; Pulhin et al. 2010). 

 

Criticisms 

Despite the strengths of these legislations in being proactive, participatory, multi-

stakeholder and multi-sectoral in approach and process, notable policy gaps remain. First, 

financial constraints presented an enduring key problem for (i) policy implementation 

(Kehew et al. 2013; La Viña 2014); (ii) fragmented coordination of climate change 

                                                
63 Republic Act No. 10121 – Philippine Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act of 2010, § 2 (A) 
(Republic of the Philippines 2010). 
64 Republic Act No. 10121 – Philippine Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act of 2010, § 2 (D) 
(Republic of the Philippines 2010). 
65 Republic Act No. 10121 – Philippine Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act of 2010, § 2 (G) 
(Republic of the Philippines 2010). 
66 Republic Act No. 10121 – Philippine Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act of 2010, § 6 (N) 
(Republic of the Philippines 2010). 
67 Republic Act No. 10121 – Philippine Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act of 2010, § 11 (B) 
(2) (Republic of the Philippines 2010). 
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finances in national, sectoral, and local levels (World Bank 2013); (iii) ineffective 

budgeting (La Viña 2014); and (iv) reliance on foreign investment and debt servicing on 

climate change programs (Boongaling n.d.). 

Second, inadequate institutional capacity at national and local levels involving 

poor coordination and communication in policy implementation and cooperation between 

government agencies, departments, and LGUs (COA 2014; La Viña 2014; World Bank 

2013) was a common problem in other developing countries such as Indonesia (e.g. 

Yoseph-Paulus & Hindmarsh 2018). Such problems encouraged LGUs to continue 

implementing what they knew best in planning, which was a reactive approach to disaster 

rehabilitation and recovery (Espia & Salvador 2018; Laycock & Mitchell 2019; Ton et 

al. 2017; World Bank 2013). For example, there was inadequate technical expertise at 

national and local levels in managing disaster risks, identifying DRRM mechanisms, and 

producing capable and engaged local staff and local leaders (COA 2014; La Viña 2014). 

Potential corruption in adaptation and mitigation projects for cash flows and investments 

was also raised, as the Climate Change Act does not have a mechanism to safeguard such 

funds (Boongaling n.d.). 

Third, the Climate Change Act lacks a clear mandate for climate change (La Viña 

2014), in addition to inadequate regulations (Boongaling n.d.). While climate change 

mainstreaming was emphasised, a unified and coherent mainstreaming process, 

especially at local levels was lacking (La Viña 2014; World Bank 2013). Likewise, 

fragmented policy priorities were apparent, with notable inconsistencies about programs 

to strengthen and implement adaptation plans and actions (Boongaling n.d.; La Viña 

2014). 

In addition, concerning mitigation measures, there was no articulation of legally 

binding targets on greenhouse gas emissions or renewable energy (Smith 2012), even 

though Boongaling (n.d.) raised the preference of national government to focus on the 

carbon trading market rather than urgent adaptation programs. The Climate Change Act 

also contradicted other environmental policies in its support for resource extraction and 

investments on commercial production of natural resources, which had a counter effect 

of increasing vulnerability of communities and environmental degradation (Boongaling 

n.d.). 

Fourth, the Climate Change Commission (CCC) was criticised for having limited 

decision-making powers, yet possessing many responsibilities, which hampered its ability 

to effectively operationalise and implement the National Climate Change Action Plan (La 

Viña 2014). The Commission’s presence also was not notably felt at the local level (La 
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Viña 2014), with a compounding reason being that its composition lacked enough 

representation from the community and grassroots levels (Boongaling n.d.). 

Finally, the implementation of the DRRM Act at the local level was influenced 

by politicking and patronage politics (Mercado 2016). For example, post-typhoon Washi 

in 2011, electoral considerations were prioritised over DRRM infrastructure projects and 

local level programs, with most donated funds not being utilised a year after the typhoon. 

Thus, depriving immediate assistance to affected LGUs and communities (COA 2014). 

Moreover, after Super Typhoon Haiyan in 2013, disaster management programs in 

severely damaged Leyte province were delayed due to a clashing of political opponents 

(Blanco 2015). 

Overall, lack of awareness of the DRRM Act at the community level affects public 

knowledge and understanding of disasters, risks, and hazards due to insufficient 

information, education, and communication actions (COA 2014). Local government units 

did not comply with the DRRM Act as they failed to prepare, submit, and implement the 

required plans, projects, activities, and reports (COA 2014). Likewise, the issue of 

receiving inadequate DRRM budget and funding by LGUs more vulnerable to disasters 

was raised. An LGU’s DRRM budget is based on the Internal Revenue Allotment (IRA), 

as determined through its population, land area, and equal sharing (Republic of the 

Philippines 1991). Hence, more urbanised and developed cities have higher IRA 

compared to municipalities. Yet, Mercado (2016: 503) argued that ‘local government 

units who belong to the lower classification of towns and municipalities with lower 

revenues are the ones with higher vulnerabilities’. 

In sum, policy criticisms focused on (i) inadequate financial, institutional, and 

technical capacities; (ii) fragmented and unclear policy structures, mechanisms, and 

processes; and (iii) weak policy implementation. While the DRRM Act went under 

mandatory review in 2015, no similar review has occurred with the Climate Change Act.68 

Moreover, in the attempt to replace the current DRRM Act, previous versions of the 

House Bill 5989 initially included a comprehensive implementation of integrating and 

mainstreaming CCA and DRRM policies into frameworks, policies, plans, and programs. 

Yet in the current version, CCA integration was less mentioned.69 Nevertheless, 

community engagement approaches, along with recognising the crucial role of 

                                                
68 Rey, A 2015, ‘RA 10121: the PH's disaster management law is up for review’, Rappler, 30 May 2015, 
viewed 17 August 2018, <https://www.rappler.com/move-ph/issues/disasters/knowledge-base/93941-
drrm-act-2010-review> 
69 For example, see House Bill 30, House Bill 0164, House Bill 398, House Bill 563, and House Bill 2451 
at <http://www.congress.gov.ph/ legisdocs/?v=billsresults#18> 
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communities in policy development, have remained in their role in being seen by all 

parties as essential to CCA and DRRM processes. 

As such, the next section addresses the Philippine literature on key aspects of 

strong and weak community engagement in CCA, and by association, DRRM. This 

section is different from, but added to, the literature review suggestions in Chapter 2, 

which did not include the Philippines. The Philippine literature review also assisted in 

addressing Research Question 2 in investigating existing community engagement 

approaches in CCA (and by association, DRRM) in the Philippines, and also compared 

the insights from the literature to the international literature suggestions (Chapter 2), and 

fieldwork results (Chapters 6 and 7). 

 

Key aspects of weak community engagement 

Many challenges remain that need to be addressed to further strengthen community 

engagement in CCA (and by association, DRRM). In the Philippine literature, 18 studies 

identified the following four key aspects of weak community engagement: (i) inadequate 

institutional capacity and support; (ii) top-down approaches; (iii) social power dynamics; 

and (iv) social, economic, and cultural contexts of communities. 

 

Inadequate institutional capacity and support 

The capacity of national and local governments, including their capability to continue and 

sustain CCA- and DRRM-related plans, programs, projects, and activities significantly 

contributed to weakening community engagement (Dalisay & De Guzman 2016; Molina 

& Neef 2016; Razafindrabe et al. 2015; Ton et al. 2017; Zalameda 2015). At the local 

level, despite official policy mandates, the priorities, and constraints of local government 

unit (LGU) officials impeded capacity building activities for CCA and DRRM (Espia & 

Salvador 2018). Low compliance with CCA and DRRM awareness raising and capacity 

building (Molina & Neef 2016; Razafindrabe et al. 2015) have resulted in the failure to 

mobilise local action for CCA, with uninformed and unprepared LGU officials and 

communities. 

For example, LGU officials in Labo, Camarines Norte had limited capacity to 

provide training to farmers in integrating meteorological forecasts in farming with DRRM 

(Ton et al. 2017). Similarly, communities in Tacloban who were ‘used to’ the impacts of 

typhoons did their usual preparations ‘to weather the storm’, but had no prior knowledge 

and training of storm surge response, which they did not anticipate happening during 
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Super Typhoon Haiyan (Dalisay & De Guzman 2016: 706). The provision of appropriate 

and safe evacuation centres designated by LGUs was another issue. Evacuation centres 

in a barangay in Labo, Camarines Norte were inaccessible and could not accommodate 

farm animals; and indigenous people were discriminated in these shelters as well (Ton et 

al. 2017). 

At the national level, the lack of institutional support and political will resulted in 

poor implementation of national policies and unaccomplished policy obligations 

(Zalameda 2015). Consequently, tense government and community relationships, 

heightened by feelings of corruption, distrust, indifference, and hidden political interests 

perceived by communities emerged (Molina & Neef 2016; Ton et al. 2017; Zalameda 

2015). For example, vulnerable informal settler communities in Metro Manila and Davao 

City refused to participate in community mapping activities with fear of being evicted by 

government (Ayson 2018). In turn, communities have engaged less in adaptation efforts, 

particularly government-initiated ones (Molina & Neef 2016; Zalameda 2015). 

 

Top-down approaches 

The literature also identified that top-down approaches to CCA (and by association, 

DRRM) contributed to weak community engagement. Strategic actions, commitments, 

and responsibilities for CCA conceptualised at the national level were ineffectively 

communicated and cascaded to local governments and communities (Zalameda 2015). 

For example, initiatives in sharing meteorological forecasting with farmers and fisherfolk 

in relation to DRRM has only happened at the national government level (Ton et al. 

2017). 

Moreover, several government-led research, projects, and programs implemented 

in communities lacked dialogue, information validation, knowledge integration, and 

involvement in planning with community members (Espia & Salvador 2018; Molina & 

Neef 2016). Communities and peoples’ organisations (POs) had minimal inputs to 

development plans DRRM-related planning, workshops, livelihood, and housing 

reconstruction at barangay and municipal levels (Espia & Salvador 2018; Jamero et al. 

2018; Tagdell et al. 2017; Ton et al. 2017). 

In San Jose de Buenavista, Antique, despite conducting DRRM and livelihood 

planning workshops with the barangays, the latter had to conform to the plans prepared 

by the local government as a ‘necessary influence for aligning the barangay and the 

municipality’s DRRM thrust and priorities’ (Espia & Salvador 2018: 95). Similarly, 

island communities in Tubigon, Bohol, were prevented from participating in a national 
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government-funded on-site housing reconstruction program. Instead, they were advised 

to relocate to the mainland; but the relocation was delayed due to lack of municipal 

funding (Jamero et al. 2018). In Metro Manila, informal settler families in flood-prone 

areas had limited input with their relocation because decisions were already made by 

government (Tagdell et al. 2017). 

Conversely, several community councils have limited collaboration and linkages 

with other stakeholder such as government agencies and CSOs, which restricted their 

engagement in CCA and DRRM initiatives (Razafindrabe et al. 2015; Ton et al. 2017). 

In Labo, Camarines Norte, the lack of mechanisms for community engagement, 

mobilisation of local resources, and dialogue between communities and national 

government agencies limited DRRM responses at the household level (Ton et al. 2017). 

Engagement of indigenous peoples to CCA and DRRM was also considered 

problematic. For example, indigenous peoples’ participation in local government-

initiated meetings and capacity building activities were restricted to those who worked in 

the local government (De los Santos et al. 2017). While representation of indigenous 

peoples was mandatory in meetings and planning at the local government level to ensure 

participation, local government and community council officials seldom visited or 

engaged in dialogue with the indigenous peoples to identify and understand their needs 

and concerns (Molina and Neef 2016). With limited engagement with the local 

government, indigenous peoples were unable to actively contribute to development 

interventions, especially those related to increasing their adaptive capacity and resilience. 

This led to their distrust in the government, preferring to engage and partner with non-

government organisations instead (Molina & Neef 2016). 

In these examples, the lack of community input can indicate the government 

exerting structural power over the communities, wherein the government expects 

communities to just accept these research, projects, and programs without question, 

which typically happens in closed spaces for participation (Gaventa 2004). Moreover, 

local governments excluding communities in decision-making processes not only 

recognise the exercise of structural power by government, but also ensure that 

government procedures and interests are advanced and preserved. 

 

Social power dynamics 

Differences in social power dynamics, politics, and discrimination between government 

and communities and within communities themselves have contributed to inhibiting 

community engagement (AKP 2013; Laycock & Mitchell 2019; Molina & Neef 2016). 
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In Manila, for example, informal settlement community officials refused to participate in 

a community mapping activity as they ‘did not want to change the status quo that 

protected their political and/or business interests’ (Ayson 2018: 514). Likewise, factions 

and politics within a community organisation in Cagayan de Oro impeded its participation 

towards community post-disaster recovery (Santiago et al. 2018). Marginalised 

indigenous peoples were also discriminated by local governments, who perceived the 

former as ‘lazy, dependent, spoiled and alcoholic individuals’ who were then hindered 

from being involved in DRRM, sustainable development, and other social, economic, and 

environment-related plans and programs (Molina & Neef 2016: 257). 

The purok system, as the smallest geographic political subdivision of the 

barangay (Jocano 2001), has recently been regarded as a successful community initiative 

towards DRRM through volunteerism (Bernados et al. 2018; Curato & Calamba 2018; 

Matthies 2017). Yet others have argued that this system is also ingrained with unequal 

social power dynamics that restrict community engagement (Curato & Calamba 2018; 

Matthies 2017). Matthies (2017: 106) claimed that volunteerism in the purok system was 

‘embedded in power relations and restricted’ and that ‘voluntary participation was bound 

to law’. For example, in Cebu City, non-participants in voluntary activities such as the 

pintakasi—as a practice of mutual aid such as in community clean-ups—were required 

to pay a penalty. People considered by purok leaders and barangay officials as inactive 

in community activities did not receive relief goods after Super Typhoon Haiyan (Curato 

& Calamba 2018). 

The purok system also prevented meaningful engagement between the community 

and local government. Community members would rather remain silent because 

discussions during purok meetings would be reported to the local government, who held 

power and control over decisions and resources; communities also claimed that the LGU 

did not listen to their concerns (Curato & Calamba 2018). 

As a result, community members and local government officials who have 

connections, political affiliations, and resources were more influential than others, and 

often controlled decisions on plans, programs, and projects, thus silencing the voices of 

the community. Overall, such examples not only weakened community engagement, but 

can eventually lead to community disempowerment and disengagement. These examples 

pointed out the power that local government and community leaders (and elites) have 

over poor and marginalised community members and indigenous peoples. Closed spaces 

for participation were created to maintain the former’s status quo, preserve their interests, 

control people’s actions and access to resources (Gaventa 2006). Overall, these barriers 
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of engagement brought about by unequal power dynamics can also lead to communities 

having a sense of powerlessness, choosing a culture of silence, and accepting a biased 

and unequal status quo. 

 

Social, economic, and cultural contexts of communities 

Diverse community contexts, income, livelihood, family, and geographic location also 

contributed to weak community engagement (AKP 2013; Molina & Neef 2016; 

Razafindrabe et al. 2015). Likewise, engagement within communities that lacked 

organisation, mechanisms for cooperation, consensus-building, and participation in 

groups and organisations proved to be difficult (Razafindrabe et al. 2015). For example, 

in Labo, Camarines Norte, information on meetings among farmers was poorly 

disseminated that resulted in poor attendance and participation (Ton et al. 2017). In 

addition, the notion of bayanihan after Super Typhoon Haiyan in 2013 was considered 

‘overstated’ due to the unequal distribution of aid, individualistic people, and poor 

community cohesion in Tacloban City (Eadie & Su 2018: 342). 

Economic poverty is another key barrier to community engagement. Economic 

and livelihood opportunities and daily survival are most often considered by communities 

as more important and necessary than engagement in environmental activities (Matthies 

2017). For example, mangrove reforestation programs in Bohol and Leyte were not 

sustained as communities prioritised their livelihood of catching crabs, shrimps, and fish 

in the same area where the mangroves were planted (Pulhin et al. 2017). In other 

instances, people risked their safety from disasters by refusing to relocate or evacuate 

(Dalisay & De Guzman 2016; Jamero et al. 2017; Tagdell et al. 2017). 

Moreover, fisherfolk and indigenous peoples deemed time and effort spent on 

participation as costly, compared to having a household income (Molina & Neef 2016; 

Razafindrabe et al. 2015). Moreover, for indigenous peoples who were typically isolated 

due to their geographical location, it was impractical to travel and participate in meetings 

held in the city or municipality, given their priority on daily survival (Molina & Neef 

2016). 

Prioritising livelihood and daily survival have also led to passive communities 

who greatly depend on local government and other stakeholders to help them. Instead of 

actively participating, several communities in Cagayan de Oro, for example, were 

considered as ‘passive’ resettlement communities as they opted to depend on local 

government agencies to take the lead in their post-disaster recovery process (Santiago et 

al. 2018: 486). 
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Provision of incentives to participate was also linked to economic poverty (Curato 

& Calamba 2018). Local government officials in Labo, Camarines Norte claimed that 

there was poor attendance in meetings as community members expected ‘immediate 

rewards’ in exchange for their participation (Ton et al. 2017: 483). In Bohol and Leyte, 

coastal communities that participated in the mangrove reforestation program also had the 

agenda of possibly strengthening their claims over the mangrove planting area where their 

livelihood was also located (Pulhin et al. 2017). 

Existing community rationalities also hindered community engagement. In 

Kiangan, Mountain Province, indigenous farmers were sceptical of using modern 

technology in highland agricultural production as an adaptation strategy (Soriano et al. 

2017). In Cebu City, several community members did not participate in purok activities 

due to their lack of belief in the purok system and discouraged others as well (Matthies 

2017). 

 

Key aspects of strong community engagement 

The focus on community engagement in addressing climate change risks and disasters 

and increased adaptive capacity has been emphasised in the Philippine literature. In 20 

studies detected on this topic, key aspects of strong community engagement were on: (i) 

social, cultural, and environmental contexts; (ii) participatory research tools and 

approaches; (iii) community capacity building; and (iv) knowledge integration. 

 

Social, cultural, and environmental contexts 

In the Philippine literature, community practices contributed to strong community 

engagement in CCA (and by association, DRRM). The practice of bayanihan, despite its 

earlier criticism, also emerged in several contemporary studies that strengthened 

community capacity, cooperation, and mutual aid (Curato & Calamba 2018). For 

example, bayanihan was present in San Jose de Buenavista, Antique, when community 

members contributed to implementing pre- and post-disaster recovery actions through 

evacuation, clean-ups, and housing reconstruction (Espia & Salvador 2018). Bayanihan 

was also referred to as pintakasi in other dialects, which translated to practicing 

community activities such as clean-ups (Bautista et al. 2017). Community members in 

Cebu City voluntarily participated in pintakasi, thereby strengthening their engagement 

in community activities (Bernados et al. 2018). Other community activities that promoted 

cultural heritage also helped increase community engagement. Island communities in 
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Carles, Iloilo, for example, implemented island pride campaign activities that helped 

increase their sense of community identity and participation towards island resilience and 

risk reduction (Molina 2019). 

Aside from community practices, social capital, through the formation of 

community groups and structures, has contributed to strengthening community 

engagement (Bernados et al. 2018; Cadag et al. 2018; Loebach & Stewart 2015). A 

closely-knit homeowners association in a post-disaster resettlement area in Cagayan de 

Oro was more involved in their community rebuilding process compared to other 

resettlement communities who instead relied on the local government for aid (Santiago 

et al. 2018). Likewise, the purok system as a structure within a community also 

‘promote[d] a process of resilience and empowerment’ within communities in Cebu City 

through the involvement of vulnerable people in the planning, implementation, and 

evaluation of pre- and post-disaster actions (Matthies 2017: 106; also, Bernados et al. 

2018; Curato & Calamba 2018). 

Other distinct community contexts such as poverty, gender, and location have also 

contributed towards strong community engagement. Island communities in Bohol, 

despite their poverty, lack of education, and limited livelihood opportunities were still 

able to implement adaptation strategies through building reconstruction and purchasing 

of DRRM equipment through their own initiatives (Jamero et al. 2018). Urban poor 

communities in Rizal, due to their increased susceptibility to floods, contributed to 

increasing their participation in CCA and DRRM initiatives through tree planting and 

flood protection activities (Bankoff 2015). In Nueva Ecija, the increase of women 

participating in farming activities has also resulted in their empowerment towards 

contributing gendered adaptation strategies for their livelihood (Tatlonghari & Paris 

2013). 

In these examples, claimed spaces for participation were prevalent through the 

strong formation and presence of community groups. Communities, through their sense 

of community, volunteerism, and social capital were reflections of a collaborative and 

progressive type of power, specifically, communities having the power to act, exercise 

agency, and implement community-based CCA and DRRM activities. Notably, distinct 

community contexts, which should otherwise have increased the vulnerabilities of 

communities with climate change impacts and natural hazards (e.g. poverty, gender, and 

location), did not prevent communities from harnessing the power within themselves to 

implement adaptation strategies and increase their engagement in CCA and DRRM 
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initiatives. Their awareness, confidence, identity, knowledge, and self-worth may be 

contributing factors towards community action. 

 

Participatory research tools and approaches 

The implementation of participatory research tools and approaches for CCA (and by 

association, DRRM) at the community level strengthened community engagement, as the 

community became involved in the entire process (Molina 2019). Eliciting the 

participation of community members in conducting community needs assessments, risk 

assessments, hazard mapping, land-use planning, and identifying CCA and DRRM 

preparedness measures increased community awareness and capacity, which paved the 

way towards community engagement (Gaillard et al. 2016; Molina & Neef 2016). In turn, 

ownership of these activities was enhanced as communities became more empowered 

when they were able to conduct these activities themselves. For example, the involvement 

of Bulusan communities, especially the marginalised groups in risk assessments, DRRM 

contingency planning, and knowledge exchange activities led to a successful community-

led evacuation (Cadag et al. 2018). 

In other instances, participatory activities created beneficial opportunities to bring 

communities together to discuss their issues and concerns and develop solutions. Informal 

settlement communities in several cities in the Philippines that participated in community 

mapping activities have enabled them to ‘connect with other members and other 

communities, bringing them together to talk about their concerns, develop solidarity and 

act on their situation’ (Ayson 2018: 517). The knowledge and skills flood-prone 

communities gained from the community mapping activity could be utilised to lobby their 

inclusion in city planning and decision-making. 

Through these participatory research tools and approaches, claimed spaces for 

participation were created, including collaborative and progressive types of power. First, 

power with was exercised through the inclusion of communities in decision-making 

processes for CCA and DRRM. By building the capacity of communities to implement 

CCA and DRRM activities, shared power was created between communities and experts, 

through collaboration, cooperation, and knowledge sharing. Second, power to was carried 

out when communities through building mutual support, solidarity, and initiatives for 

collaborative action were able to lobby their issues and concerns and propose solutions. 

Finally, power within was achieved when communities, having gained awareness, 

confidence, and knowledge through capacity building from participatory research 

approaches, were able to conduct CCA and DRRM activities themselves. 
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Community capacity building 

The provision of capacity building and organising activities through community-based 

projects and livelihoods related to CCA (and by association, DRRM) contributed to 

strengthening community engagement (Molina 2019). This is because increasing a 

community’s capacity through knowledge, skills, and resources allowed them to have the 

power to be more capable in engaging in CCA- and DRRM-related actions. 

For example, organising potential local leaders and volunteers among informal 

settlement communities in Iloilo City helped implement collective visioning, planning, 

and actions for community-led post-disaster rehabilitation measures (Carcellar et al. 

2014), which is an example of a claimed space for participation. Likewise, the 

implementation of community-initiated adaptation measures such as a mangrove 

reforestation program in Bohol (Pulhin et al. 2017), and planting of seedlings along 

eroded riverbanks in Rizal (Bankoff 2015), took place through the inclusive participation 

of the communities. Livelihood programs based on identified community needs and 

perspectives also increased community engagement (Zalameda 2015). In Carles, Iloilo, 

provision of sustainable livelihoods among coastal communities was also part of a 

successful strategy implemented by government and CSOs towards increasing 

community engagement and resilience (Molina 2019). This collaboration among coastal 

communities, government, and CSOs is not only an example of giving power to the 

communities, but also harnessing their power within by uplifting their self-confidence 

and self-worth through sustainable livelihoods. 

 

Knowledge integration 

The Philippine literature also identified that the integration of local and indigenous 

knowledge with scientific and technical knowledge for CCA (and by association, DRRM) 

contributed to strong community engagement. Local and indigenous knowledge helped 

to increase community awareness on disaster risks associated with climate change and 

natural hazards, which typically translated to increased community preparedness and 

engagement in CCA and DRRM (Hiwasaki et al. 2014). Knowledge integration often 

occurred in invited spaces for participation is a form of power with, as shared power is 

produced through collaboration, cooperation, and partnerships with other stakeholders 

(Eyben et al. 2006; Gaventa 2006; VeneKlasen & Miller 2002). Communities were able 

to participate and exert their influence in decision-making processes by sharing their 

knowledge and perspectives on CCA and DRRM. 
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Knowledge integration required a participatory approach involving multi-

stakeholders—including communities—in the observation, documentation, analysis, 

validation, categorisation, and selection of local and indigenous knowledge, which were 

then integrated with scientific and technical knowledge (Gaillard et al. 2016; Hiwasaki et 

al. 2014; Molina 2016; Molina & Neef 2016). Categorising and selecting local and 

indigenous knowledge involved communities in three Philippine municipalities and 

empowered them to further participate in developing and utilising information, education, 

and communication materials on CCA and DRRM that integrated local, indigenous, and 

expert knowledge (Hiwasaki et al. 2014). 

Likewise, the integration of farmer knowledge on organic rice systems in Negros 

Occidental built human and social capital, which included increased community 

participation and power to conceptualise and implement community support mechanisms 

for more climate resilient agricultural practices (Heckelman et al. 2018). Finally, 

‘collaborative engagement and dialogues’ with the Agta [indigenous group] by an NGO 

at all stages in a shelter assistance program in Casiguran resulted in increased community 

participation (Molina & Neef 2016: 258). The inclusive approach empowered 

participation of indigenous communities through their indigenous knowledge in the 

utilisation of appropriate construction materials that were locally available and part of 

their indigenous practices (Molina & Neef 2016). The empowerment of indigenous 

communities thus appears important, particularly because they possess power to and 

power within to have the capacity to participate and contribute towards social change and 

their development as a marginalised group. 

 

Other key aspects of strong community engagement 

The literature also identified two other equally important aspects of strong community 

engagement: (i) multi-stakeholder and sectoral networks, partnerships, and linkages; and 

(ii) local government leadership and support. First, establishing and maintaining networks 

and partnerships across stakeholders and sectors increased community engagement in 

CCA (and by association, DRRM). An active collaborative approach across and between 

key stakeholders and sectors of society forged unity and created alliances/partnerships to 

manage climate change and disaster risks, share resources, and enhance community 

efforts for CCA and DRRM (Carcellar et al. 2014; Molina 2019). For example, a 

successfully implemented community-led DRRM program in Bulusan resulted from the 

leadership of the community and supportive local government officials, NGOs, and local 

scientists (Cadag et al. 2018). Such collaboration paved the way for increased community 
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engagement in their DRRM program and to build trust among stakeholders (Cadag et al. 

2018). 

Second, government support and leadership mechanisms were equally important 

in strengthening community engagement. In Leyte, the leadership and support of local 

government agencies through implementing community capacity building, provision of 

funds, and strict implementation of no cutting policy were considered crucial in gaining 

the participation of the communities in mangrove rehabilitation projects (Pulhin et al. 

2017). Likewise, aside from the provision of materials and funding, the local 

government’s presence in the community mapping activity was important in encouraging 

the participation of communities in the mapping activity in three cities in the Philippines 

(Ayson 2018). Government support and presence not only provided traction to the 

community mapping activity results, but also integrated the perspectives of informal 

settlement communities in city planning processes (Ayson 2018). These two key aspects 

thus reflected invited spaces for participation and collaborative and progressive types of 

power; specifically through communities having the power to lead CCA and DRRM 

programs, and exercising their power with local government, scientific experts, and 

NGOs through active and mutual collaboration, partnership, and support. 

 

Summary 

 

This chapter reviewed the nature and status of community engagement approaches in the 

Philippines, specifically in relation to environmental management, CCA, and DRRM 

policies and practices to provide further context in identifying effective community 

engagement approach/es for CCA. Several insights on community engagement, CCA, 

and DRRM were surmised from the literature. 

First, notions of participatory democracy and good governance, including 

indigenous Filipino characteristics such as barangay and bayanihan persisted throughout 

Philippine history, especially at the community level. These then became precursors 

towards, and of, strong community engagement in environmental management, CCA, and 

DRRM. The role of local governance in strengthening community engagement also 

appeared equally important. With community engagement becoming more integrated in 

government structures, processes, policies, and programs, communities, citizens, and 

organisations were then considered as key stakeholders in practicing good governance 

and nation-building. 
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Second, the transition to strengthening citizen participation in environmental 

management gained traction through the passage of several national legislations, which 

included and important role for citizen participation in environmental management. These 

legislations thus mandated multi-stakeholder and sectoral coordination and representation 

in environmental decision-making, planning, and implementation, with the inclusion of 

communities and CSOs. 

Third, key aspects of strong community engagement in CCA (and by association, 

DRRM) predominantly emphasised integrating socio-cultural and environmental 

community contexts and local knowledge. In addition, in providing capacity building 

activities, community-based projects, and sustainable livelihoods. Furthermore, multi-

stakeholder and sectoral networks, partnerships, and linkages, including government 

leadership and support were considered necessary for strengthening community 

engagement. These key aspects also reflected invited and claimed spaces for 

participation, including collaborative and progressive types of power (e.g. power with, 

power to, and power within). Therefore, these aspects suggested strong community 

engagement offered the most effective approach for a disaster-prone country such as the 

Philippines. 

Fourth, the persistence of weak community engagement in environmental 

management, CCA, and by association, DRRM was also prominent in the Philippine 

literature. The question of effective implementation of CCA and DRRM policies and 

actions thus remained, specifically in terms of the immediacy of addressing increasing 

climate change and disaster risks, as reflecting the criticisms in the Climate Change Act 

and DRRM Act, and emphasised in the Special Report of the IPCC 2018. 

Key aspects of weak community engagement in CCA (and by association, 

DRRM) highlighted both institutional and community challenges. At the institutional 

level, inadequate capacity and support, top-down policy approaches, and conflicting 

social power dynamics have disregarded or ignored the need to build self-reliant and 

empowered communities with strong climate change adaptive capacity. At the 

community level, diverse social, economic, political, and cultural contexts were also seen 

as barriers to strong community engagement. These key aspects thus indicated closed 

spaces for participation, which were apparent from national and local governments and 

community officials (and elite) exerting their power over marginalised communities. 

Therefore, challenges at the institutional and community levels were seen to need 

to be addressed to achieve effective community engagement. Such concerns therefore 

relate back to the research problem that this study addressed (see Chapter 1), which, in 
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brief, was the lack of effective community engagement approaches in Philippine CCA 

policies and actions for coastal communities. In the next section, I present the conceptual 

framework of my study, and then conclude the chapter. 

 

Conceptual framework 

 

The conceptual framework is a key element of the research. It is informed by the 

theoretical framework, which ‘consists of theories or issues in which [a] study is 

embedded’, while the conceptual framework describes ‘the aspects selected from the 

theoretical framework to become the basis’ of a study (Anfara & Mertz 2006: 32). 

Alternatively, this basis amounts to the ‘organizing structure or scaffold that integrates 

related ideas, mental images, other research, and theories to provide focus and direction 

to the inquiry’ (Rallis 2018: 355). In this study, the conceptual framework directly 

informs method, fieldwork, data analysis and interpretation, discussion, and conclusions 

(Maxwell 2013; Rallis 2018; Ravitch & Riggan 2012). In addition, if necessary, to revisit 

any redefinition of research aims and questions as the research progresses (Ravitch & 

Riggan 2012), to more accurately inform the primary aim of the study. To reiterate, the 

primary aim of this study was to identify the considered best option for effective 

community engagement approach/es to better increase adaptive capacity to climate 

change in the Philippines based on knowledge building and practice. 

In addressing the primary aim, preliminary research informed the research aims 

and questions, and the theoretical framework. Three theoretical meta-themes, which 

informed the conceptual framework, were identified: (1) community engagement and 

CCA in international contexts; (2) local knowledge and CCA; and (3) community 

engagement, CCA, and DRRM in the Philippine context. While these meta-themes are 

explained separately, I also examine at them in combination in the data analysis and 

interpretation. 

The first meta-theme, ‘community engagement and CCA in international 

contexts’, investigated the history, nature, and substance of community engagement to 

examine the different forms of community engagement. Social power relations, which is 

a recurring issue in community engagement, was also examined. More specifically, it 

focused on the dichotomy between ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ forms of community engagement, 

including the possibility of integrating both forms as a precursor towards strong 

community engagement. Exploring definitions, substance, emergence, and qualifications 

of both strong and weak forms, identified that strong community engagement offers the 
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best approach to develop effective community engagement approach/es and enhance 

adaptive capacity in the Philippines. This insight was further supported by the 

international literature. Experiences from developed and developing countries regarding 

strong and weak forms of community engagement in CCA supported the strong approach 

through key aspects that emphasised institutional and community contributions. Lessons 

from weak community engagement experiences also informed the concept of strong 

community engagement. 

The second meta-theme, ‘local knowledge and CCA’, investigated how local 

knowledge contributed to CCA. Local knowledge—in its rootedness to socio-cultural 

community contexts and sense of place—contributed to utilising the comprehensive 

knowledge and understanding of communities in decision-making. In addition, the strong 

connections of communities with their local environments helped develop locally-

appropriate and context-specific CCA planning and policy options. Coupled with 

knowledge integration and sharing through multi-stakeholder collaboration and 

engagement, the role of local knowledge for CCA was validated as highly contributing to 

facilitating strong community engagement and empowerment. Furthermore, the 

international literature identified the key barriers to, and enablers of, local knowledge in 

CCA decision-making. The key enablers of local knowledge in CCA decision-making 

reflected earlier suggestions regarding socio-cultural and community contexts, sense of 

place, and knowledge integration and sharing. At the same time, lessons about the key 

barriers to local knowledge in CCA decision-making, which predominantly reflected 

institutional challenges, could also be addressed through these enablers. 

The third meta-theme, ‘community engagement, CCA, and DRRM in the 

Philippine context’, reviewed the nature and status of community engagement in the 

Philippines, in the relevant fields of environmental management, CCA, and DRRM. 

Participatory democracy, good governance, and indigenous Filipino characteristics such 

as barangay and bayanihan that persevered throughout history became precursors for 

community engagement in environmental management. These features became 

evidenced in national legislations, multi-stakeholder and sectoral coordination and 

representation, and community-based approaches. 

To further probe the proposition of strong community engagement as the best 

approach for CCA in the Philippines, strong and weak key aspects of community 

engagement in CCA (and by association, DRRM) were investigated in the Philippine 

literature. This deeper literature review identified both institutional and community 

strengths and challenges. Institutional and community challenges such as inadequate 
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institutional capacity and support, top-down approaches, social power dynamics, and 

social, economic, and cultural community contexts would need to be addressed to achieve 

effective community engagement. 

These three interrelated meta-themes, including the themes and sub-themes that 

informed these, are shown in Table 4.1. The conceptual analysis then informed the 

fieldwork investigation of this study, which resulted in data collected through interviews 

and focus group discussions (FGDs). The conceptual framework also guided the data 

analysis process in two ways. First, it assisted in conceptualising the interview and FGD 

guides. Second, it guided the data analysis to identify recurring analytical themes and 

patterns within the interviews and FGDs. 

 

Table 4.1 Conceptual framework 

Meta-themes Themes Sub-themes 
1. Community 

engagement 
and CCA in 
international 
contexts 

1. Community 
engagement 

1. ‘Community’ and ‘engagement’ 
2. Community engagement and social power 

relations 
3. ‘Strong’ and ‘weak’ community 

engagement 
2. Key aspects of 

weak community 
engagement 

1. Top-down approaches and social power 
dynamics 

2. Social, economic, and cultural community 
contexts 

3. Government capacity and support 
 3. Key aspects of 

strong community 
engagement 

1. Participatory and knowledge integration 
approaches 

2. Socio-cultural community contexts and 
capacity building 

3. Government capacity and support 
4. Multi-stakeholder partnerships, networks, 

and linkages 
2. Local 

knowledge 
and CCA 

1. Local knowledge 1. Place-based and context-specific 
2. As community expert knowledge 

2. Knowledge 
integration 

 

3. Contributions of 
local knowledge to 
CCA 

1. Rootedness in socio-cultural community 
contexts 

2. Sense of place  
 4. Key barriers to 

local knowledge 
1. Vulnerability to climatic, socio-cultural, and 

environmental changes 
2. Top-down approaches and social power 

dynamics 
 5. Key enablers of 

local knowledge 
1. Local knowledge as a primary tool for CCA 
2. Knowledge integration and sharing through 

participatory approaches 
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3. Socio-cultural community contexts 
3. Community 

engagement, 
CCA, and 
DRRM in 
the 
Philippine 
context 

1. History and nature 
of community 
engagement 

1. Barangay and bayanihan 
2. Participatory democracy and good 

governance 
2. Community 

engagement 
approaches in 
environmental 
management 

1. National legislations 
2. Multi-stakeholder and sectoral coordination 

and representation 
3. Community-based 

 3. Key aspects of 
weak community 
engagement 

1. Government capacity and support 
2. Top-down approaches and social power 

dynamics 
3. Social, economic, and cultural contexts of 

communities 
 4. Key aspects of 

strong community 
engagement 

1. Socio-cultural and environmental contexts 
and community capacity building 

2. Knowledge integration and participatory 
research tools and approaches 

 

Conclusion 

 

The aim of this chapter was to identify existing community engagement approaches for 

CCA in the Philippine literature. To achieve this, the history of community engagement 

in the Philippines was first discussed as a foundation for examining the forms of 

community engagement used in environmental management through past and 

contemporary national and environmental legislations and community-based approaches. 

As such, the literature identified that Filipino culture and tradition, as well as local 

governance and multi-stakeholder and sectoral involvement appeared as key foundations 

for effective community engagement in the Philippines. 

Second, existing community engagement approaches for CCA (and by 

association, DRRM) were explored by reviewing current CCA and DRRM policies, 

which are closely linked, and investigating key aspects of strong and weak community 

engagement in CCA (and by association, DRRM) in the Philippine literature. Both strong 

and weak key aspects of community engagement were identified in institutional and 

community levels. Specifically, strong key aspects included social, cultural, and 

environmental contexts; participatory research tools and approaches; community capacity 

building; knowledge integration; multi-stakeholder and sectoral networks, partnerships, 

and linkages; and local government leadership and support. In contrast, weak key aspects 

of community engagement comprised inadequate institutional capacity and support; top-

down approaches; social power dynamics; and social, economic, and cultural contexts of 
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communities. Present in key aspects of strong and weak community engagement were 

conflictual, consensual, collaborative, and transformative expressions of power. 

Finally, the conceptual framework guiding this research, particularly the 

fieldwork, was presented. Returning to the research aim of identifying the considered best 

option for effective community engagement approach/es to better increase adaptive 

capacity to climate change in the Philippines based on knowledge building and practice, 

the next research stage was to compare the international and Philippine literatures with 

the fieldwork results. Before proceeding to this stage, Chapter 5 outlines the research 

approach for the fieldwork component of this study to investigate and address the 

‘effectiveness’ of existing community engagement approaches for CCA with local 

experts and communities in selected coastal communities in the Philippines. 
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5. Research Design and Fieldwork Approaches 

 

 

Introduction 

 

This chapter discusses the research design and fieldwork approaches employed in the 

study, as contextualised, and informed by the research design introduced in Chapter 1. 

There are four sections in this chapter. Section 1 presents the qualitative research 

methodology. The key features and philosophical assumptions of qualitative research are 

first outlined, before discussing the interpretivist paradigm adopted. Then, comparison to 

the quantitative research methodology is presented, leading to the final justification for 

the qualitative approach. Section 2 presents the fieldwork data techniques. Semi-

structured interviews and focus group discussions, as the two primary data collection 

methods, are discussed with the participant recruitment and selection strategies, before 

moving on to the actual interview and focus group discussion processes. Section 3 

discusses the data analysis techniques and process. Finally, Section 4 explains the 

fieldwork ethical considerations of the study. 

 

Section 1: The qualitative research methodology adopted 

 

This research utilised a qualitative research methodology to explore, understand, and 

interpret the social, economic, political, cultural, and environmental place-based contexts, 

and policy interactions, among local experts and community representatives regarding 

the topic of effective community engagement for CCA in the Philippines. Qualitative 

research is typically defined as a ‘situated activity that locates the observer in the world. 

It consists of a set of interpretive, material practices that makes the world visible’ (Denzin 

and Lincoln 2011: 3). That said, the research method is primarily shaped by its research 

problem, aims, and questions (Creswell 2013; Willis 2007). This means that for 

qualitative research, the problems and questions are usually based on the premise that it 

is necessary to explore and ‘understand the contexts or settings in which participants in a 

study address a problem or issue’ (Creswell 2013: 48, author’s emphasis), as supported 

by philosophical positioning. 
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Philosophical assumptions of qualitative research 

Three key philosophical assumptions of qualitative research differentiate it from the other 

key research approaches of quantitative research (as detailed below). First, the ontological 

position of qualitative research is based on a relativistic and social constructivist ontology 

that views the absence of an objective reality (Bryman 2016; Crotty 1998; Krauss 2005). 

A key reason for this position is that multiple and sometimes conflicting social realities 

are continuously being created by social actors (Becker & Bryman 2004; Bryman 2016; 

Creswell 2013; Guba & Lincoln 2004). Multiple realities exist because each human 

individual experiences a distinct form of reality from others, which can be primarily 

attributed to their unique perspectives, interests, motivations, and values (Krauss 2005). 

This ontological position is also based on the premise that social reality is viewed as a 

‘constantly shifting emergent property of individuals’ creation’ (Bryman 2016: 33). 

Therefore, qualitative researchers investigate the relationships between social actors and 

society, as well as how social actors constantly interpret and re-interpret the social world 

based on their perspectives, interests, motivations, and values (Barron 2006; Slevitch 

2011). 

Second, the epistemological assumption of qualitative research supports an 

interpretivist perspective (Bryman 2016; Crotty 1998; Denzin & Lincoln 2011; Willis 

2007), wherein knowledge is gathered from the subjective experiences of individuals 

(Creswell 2013; Guba & Lincoln 2004; Slevitch 2011). This means that researchers seek 

an ‘emphatic understanding’ (or verstehen) or the everyday lived experience of people in 

specific historically-situated context, circumstances, or phenomena (Neuman 2013: 103; 

also, Willis 2007).70 Such emphatic understanding is achieved through an in-depth study 

of the everyday life experiences and interaction of people, which Neuman (2013: 104) 

described as ‘socially meaningful action’. A key approach for such understanding is for 

researchers to go into ‘the field’ and immerse themselves in the lives of the individuals 

being studied (Creswell 2013). In the process, the distance between the researcher and 

those being researched is thus seen to be minimised (Creswell 2013). 

Regarding the latter, as in the case in this study, as qualitative research places a 

strong emphasis on learning and understanding the phenomenon being studied from the 

participants’ perspectives, researchers are then encouraged to ‘engage in the best practices 

                                                
70 Verstehen is associated with German philosopher Wilhelm Dilthey, who was influential in the 
advancement of interpretive research (Crotty 1998; Neuman 2013; Willis 2007). Dilthey argued that there 
were two types of knowledge: understanding (verstehen) and abstract explanation (erklärung). Verstehen 
is also often associated with German sociologist Max Weber, who has influenced by Dilthey’s work (Crotty 
1998; Neuman 2013). 
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to obtain that information’ (Creswell 2013: 47). Key qualitative practices or methods 

include interviews, direct observational research, focus groups, and documents (for 

example, archives and the literature) and material culture research (Bryman 2016; Denzin 

& Lincoln 2003; Hesse-Biber & Leavy 2004; Slevitch 2011; Willis 2007). Such variety 

in method emphasises that the qualitative research process can constantly shift and 

change, which can then see emerging and changing research questions, multiple data 

collection techniques, and changed, extended, or new data selection and number and 

scope of participants if one is in the field (Creswell 2013; Denzin & Lincoln 2003; Krauss 

2005; Slevitch 2011). 

Third, the methodology of qualitative research adopts an inductive approach and 

utilises an emergent design (Creswell 2013). The research process follows an inductive 

approach between theory and research, wherein theory is generated by organising data 

into patterns, categories, and themes from the ‘bottom up’ to produce generalisable 

inferences (Creswell 2013: 45; also, Bryman 2016; Neuman 2013; Willis 2007). 

Conversely, qualitative research also entails a degree of deductive thinking through an 

iterative process of going back and forth between data and theory to strengthen (or 

disprove) a theory or detect or establish other or new themes (or theories and concepts) 

that emerge from the data (Bryman 2016; Creswell 2013). 

Concomitantly, there are several paradigms in the qualitative research 

methodology, where I adopt the interpretivist paradigm. So, given that, what is the 

interpretivist paradigm and why do I adopt it to inform the research in this thesis? 

 

The interpretivist paradigm 

According to Hesse-Biber and Leavy (2004: 3), qualitative data is ‘subjective, 

interpretative, process oriented, and holistic’ and is structured and organised in several 

research paradigms.71 Influential ones include positivism, post positivism, interpretivism, 

critical theory, participatory, and postmodernism (Creswell 2013; Crotty 1998; Denzin & 

Lincoln 2011; Guba & Lincoln 2004; Willis 2007). This study is informed by the 

interpretivist paradigm. While Denzin and Lincoln (2011) argued that all qualitative 

research is largely interpretive by nature, ‘interpretivism’ is also regarded as a research 

approach of its own accord (Morehouse 2011; Neuman 2013; Smith 2008; Willis 2007). 

Indeed, qualitative research methodology emerged alongside interpretivism to question 

                                                
71 A paradigm is a set of ‘basic beliefs (or metaphysics) that deals with ultimates or first principles (Guba 
and Lincoln 2004: 21, emphasis in original). Such beliefs include ontology, epistemology, methodology, 
and methods, which become the interpretive or organising frameworks used in theory and research 
(Creswell 2013; Neuman 2013; see also, Thomas Kuhn’s The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962). 
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the suitability of the scientific method for the study of the social sciences (Hesse-Biber & 

Leavy 2004). As Bryman (2016: 26) highlighted, studying social reality necessitated a 

‘different logic of research procedure’ from the natural sciences, which takes into account 

the ‘distinctiveness of humans as against the natural order’. 

 

Associated philosophical assumptions 

The interpretivist paradigm is also informed by ontological relativism, which is similar 

to the ontological position of qualitative research that multiple social realities exist 

alongside shifting socio-cultural contexts (Creswell 2013; Denzin & Lincoln 2011; 

Neuman 2013; Willis).72 In Chapter 2, the existence of multiple realities was apparent in 

the discussion of the term ‘community’, as it had multiple definitions and meanings 

dependent on the socio-cultural and economic backgrounds of people who invoked it (e.g. 

Buggy & McNamara 2015; Cavaye 2004; Head 2007; Meikle & Jones 2013; Velasquez 

et al. 2005). As a result, multiple and subjective interpretations of what constituted 

‘community’ and ‘community engagement’ occurred, which was reflective of Research 

Question 1.73 

The epistemology of the interpretivist paradigm thus adopts a social constructivist 

position (Bryman 2016; Neuman 2013). More recently, social constructivism has also 

included the idea of interpretivist researchers as also having their own constructions of 

the social world, thus presenting a version of reality that is not absolute (Bryman 2016). 

In this view, social reality is seen to be ‘co-constructed between the researcher and the 

researched’ and influenced by individual experiences and contexts (Creswell 2013: 36). 

This active co-construction of knowledge is usually seen to emerge during the fieldwork 

stage of a research process. 

Regarding methodology, the interpretivist paradigm utilises qualitative 

approaches such as case studies, ethnographies, and phenomenology (Creswell 2009; 

Scotland 2012; Willis 2007). In turn, data collection techniques of in-depth interviews, 

focus groups, observations, and textual analysis are employed to gain more knowledge 

and understanding of how people interpret the world around them (Creswell 2013; Denzin 

& Lincoln 2011; Slevitch 2011). 

 

                                                
72 Relativism is described as having ‘no single point of view or value proposition as better than others, and 
all are equally valid for those who hold them’ (Neuman 2013: 109). Such ‘claims’ to knowledge, truths, 
and morality are also dependent on time, place, and social context (Smith 2008: 460; also, Maree 2012). 
73 Research Question 1: How do local experts and community representatives from Sorsogon City and the 
Municipality of Lavezares interpret community engagement, and by association, community participation? 
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In comparison with positivism and critical theory 

The interpretivist paradigm is thus considered most appropriate for this study, compared 

to influential positivist and critical theory paradigms. Positivism claims that social 

phenomena can be observed empirically and explained with organised and logical 

scientific analysis (Crotty 1998; Kaboub 2008; Neuman 2013). The aim is to discover 

and confirm causal laws to predict and control general patterns of human behaviour 

(Neuman 2013). In turn, critical theory asserts that there is a need to critique and 

transcend existing social structures to empower people and bring about change in society 

(Lincoln & Guba 2004; Neuman 2013; Willis 2007).74 

The philosophical assumptions of these two paradigms differ from the 

interpretivist paradigm and do not appear to be appropriate paradigms to guide the 

conceptual framework of this study. For example, relativism contrasts with the realist 

ontological position of positivism, which perceives a single identifiable reality or ‘truth’ 

that can be objectively studied and quantified (Denzin & Lincoln 2011; Guba & Lincoln 

2004). Meanings that study participants attach to their everyday lived experiences in 

relation to being part of a community cannot be identified through measurement and 

observation techniques within positivism. Likewise, realism differs with the ontological 

stance of critical theory, which emphasises historical realism, or multiple layers of reality 

that are shaped by socio-cultural, economic, political, ethnic, and gender backgrounds 

and structures (Crotty 1998; Denzin & Lincoln 2011; Neuman 2013). 

Turning more to critical theory, while the social constructivist perspective differs 

with the belief in ‘value-free’ reality by positivism (Neuman 2013: 102), critical theory 

shares similar epistemological and methodological assumptions with interpretivism 

(Willis 2007). Epistemologically, critical theory also assumes a subjectivist position, but 

socially constructed knowledge is utilised to achieve empowerment through 

overthrowing oppression (Crotty 1998; Denzin & Lincoln 2011; Willis 2007). 

Specifically, knowledge in critical theory is ‘both socially constructed and influenced by 

social power relations from within society’ (Scotland 2012: 13). While issues of social 

power relations and their dynamics are inherent in society, as evidenced in the 

international and Philippine literatures, the focus of this study is to understand and 

interpret the knowledge, understandings, meanings, perspectives, and practices of study 

participants with regard to community engagement approaches for CCA and 

corresponding public policy processes. Issues of social power relations and their 

                                                
74 Willis (2007) acknowledged earlier scholars who commented that critical theory was one of the most 
challenging paradigms to coherently understand and summarise. 
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dynamics do emerge in the fieldwork results, but these are dependent on the experiences 

that the study participants share regarding barriers to and enablers of community 

engagement. 

Further, in terms of methodology, critical theory utilises research methods such 

as critical discourse analysis, historical analysis, action research, and ideology critique, 

with quite similar data collection methods to interpretivism (e.g. interviews, focus groups, 

observations, journals, and documents) (Budd 2008; Uzun 2016). Quantitative methods 

are also used in critical theory such as content analysis and standardised testing analysis 

(Willis 2007). However, Willis (2007) has argued that critical theory is less focused on 

methodology because ideology is more the research guide. In contrast, positivism uses 

quantitative research methods such as micro-level experimentation, correlation, and 

manipulation to identify causes, explain relationships, seek predictions, and produce 

generalisations (Creswell 2009; Scotland 2012). In turn, quantitative data regarding social 

phenomenon are often collected through surveys, standardised scales, tests and 

observation tools, and closed-ended questionnaires (Creswell 2009). So what are the 

ontological, epistemological, and methodological positions of quantitative research in 

comparison to qualitative methodology, and how do the two compare for this study? 

These topics are addressed in the next two sub-sections, before we turn to fieldwork data 

collection techniques. 

 

The quantitative research methodology 

Quantitative research methodology applies scientific method to collect and analyse 

numerical data to describe, explain, or predict a phenomenon through a set of controlled 

variables (Bryman 2016; Hoy 2010; Mujis 2011; Neuman 2013). The key aim of 

quantitative research is to describe the interaction and establish causality and 

relationships between study variables (Martin & Bridgmon 2012). 

 

Philosophical assumptions of quantitative research 

First, quantitative research assumes the ontological principle of an ‘objectivist 

perspective’, which views social reality as a single, static, external, and objective reality 

(Bryman 2016; Mertler 2016) and is also reflective of a positivist paradigm. Society and 

social phenomena are seen as existing separate to social actors, with ‘objects in the world 

have meaning prior to, and independently of, any consciousness of them’ (Crotty 1998: 

27; also, Barron 2006; Bryman 2016; Slevitch 2011). 
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Second, the epistemological position of quantitative research is based on the 

‘natural science model’, which views society as a ‘separate entity, existing quite distinctly 

from the social actors that comprise a given society’ (Barron 2006: 203; also, Crotty 

1998). Facts are considered as value-free, unchanging, observable, and measurable 

through the conduct of science (Krauss 2005; Mertler 2016; Slevitch 2011). Moreover, 

quantitative researchers separate themselves from the phenomena being studied to avoid 

‘influencing it or being influenced by it’ (Guba & Lincoln 2004: 25). Hence, a social 

phenomenon is studied as objectively as possible through prescribed strategies and 

procedures to produce claimed ‘true and valid’ findings (Guba & Lincoln 2004; Slevitch 

2011). 

Third, quantitative methodology utilises a deductive approach, typically by 

drawing on theoretical ideas to form a testable hypothesis, and then empirically testing 

that hypothesis (Bryman 2016; Mertler 2016; Willis 2007). In addition, the quantitative 

research problems and questions provide a basis for testing such hypothesis (Martin & 

Bridgmon 2012; Mertler 2016). Large population samples are studied and compared 

through identifying, classifying, and operationalising study variables (Martin & 

Bridgmon 2012; Slevitch 2011; Wagner & Okeke 2012). 

Moreover, scientific and experimental methods and instrumentation such as 

survey research, correlational studies, and experimental research design, are applied to 

produce generalisable findings, achieve replicability, and avoid bias (Davies & Hughes 

2014; Mertler 2016; Wagner & Okeke 2012). In addition, analytical techniques usually 

involve descriptive and inferential statistics of numerical data to measure relationships 

among study variables, link theory to findings, and draw conclusions to answer the 

research aims and questions and address the hypothesis (Martin & Bridgmon 2012; 

Mertler 2016; Wagner & Okeke 2012). Conversely, however, Bryman (2016: 21) argued 

that quantitative research ‘often does not follow the sequence outlined [deductive 

process] in its pure form’. For example, analysis of data may change a researcher’s 

perspective on theory or data may become relevant to a theory only after data collection. 

As a result, Bryman (2016) suggested to consider the deductive approach as a general 

guide to the relationship between theory and research. 

 

Qualitative versus quantitative 

Qualitative research aims to understand how the subject interprets and makes sense of 

their social world and how such meaning-making is influenced by their social 

backgrounds and lived experiences (Bryman 2016; Flick 2006; Hesse-Biber & Leavy 
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2004). Complementing the primary qualitative focus were some simple descriptive 

statistics, suggesting some form of a mixed method approach. However, while 

percentages are indeed typically used in quantitative research (e.g. Martin & Bridgmon 

2012; Neuman 2013), several scholars have argued that ‘displaying information 

numerically’ is also a way to present qualitative findings, an approach adopted here (e.g. 

Sandelowski 2001: 231; also, Onwuegbuzie & Johnson 2006; Tashakkori & Teddlie 

2009; Verdinelli & Scagnoli 2013). 

As such, Boyatzis (1998: 29) referred to this process as ‘quantitizing’, where 

qualitative patterns and themes are assigned numerical values (i.e. clusters, percentages, 

scales, and scores) to sufficiently describe a specific phenomenon.75 In addition, such 

displayed data helps patterns and themes become more emergent, generate new forms of 

analysis, and highlighted key findings. This can be also be reflected when qualitative 

findings appear ‘overloaded’ with words and complex verbal explanations (Sandelowski 

2001: 233). Moreover, Sandelowski (2001) suggested using percentages for samples that 

had more than 25 cases (i.e. individuals, groups, organisations). For this study, I had more 

than 25 participants in each study site and therefore used percentages to help the 

interpretive process.76 See Chapters 6–7 for an explanation of how the percentages are 

used and presented. 

That said, the primary data was generated qualitatively from the knowledge, 

understandings, meanings, perspectives, and practices of study participants relative to the 

research questions. In other words, the subjective experiences of study participants were 

crucial for understanding and interpreting the utility of in-depth effective (and ineffective) 

community engagement approaches. In this way, the qualitative approach confirmed its 

ability to ‘empower individuals to share their stories, hear their voices, and minimize the 

power relationships that often exist between a researcher and the participants’ (Creswell 

2013: 48; also, Hesse-Biber & Leavy 2004). The gathering of knowledge, perspectives, 

and practices on community engagement approaches for CCA then became an enabling 

way for participants to engage and contribute in the research fairly and individually, 

thereby becoming empowered in the process, which produced deeper and more 

meaningful research data than arguably a quantitative approach would have enabled. 

                                                
75 Sandelowski et al. (2009: 2010) claimed that ‘whether quantitizing is viewed as a component or indicator 
of mixed methods, as opposed to any other kind, research is often a matter of preference and positioning’. 
But in this study, it is questionable that utilising simple descriptive statistics is considered a part of the 
mixed method approach. While I primarily used qualitative methods, I included percentages in the 
organisation of data, to highlight the comparisons and contrasts between theme, sub-theme, sub sub-theme, 
and their narrative clusters. I did not employ quantitative methods in the data analysis. 
76 Specifically, 49 participants from Sorsogon City and 66 participants from Lavezares. 
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Finally, and summatively, the linear and narrower pathway of quantitative 

research would thus have been less suitable to understand the subjective meanings of the 

study’s participant perspectives and the policy context (Bryman 2016). In other words, 

testing theories and application of standardised measurements to measure and analyse the 

varied perspectives and experiences of the participants to determine (significant) 

relationships among variables and numerical data would have arguably been less 

meaningful and applicable (Denzin & Lincoln 2011; Patton 2015). Altogether, I posit the 

qualitative approach adopted was very appropriate for the study, further borne out by the 

results and the comparative approaches and suggestions and insights identified in the 

literature. 

 

Section 2: Data collection techniques 

 

This first section is comprised of three parts. In the first part, the two data collection 

techniques utilised in this study, semi-structured interviews and focus group discussions 

(FGDs), are discussed. Second, a description of the two fieldwork sites is provided, and 

third, the conduct of the actual fieldwork process is explained. 

The techniques described in the first part gathered the knowledge of the 

phenomena being studied as ‘data’. They connected what was studied to the context in 

which it appeared, linked the researcher with the people being studied, and integrated 

‘meaning with experience’ (Neuman 2011: 425). The combination of interviews and 

FGDs provided flexibility and depth in data collection, with each technique 

complementing the other, with scope of inquiry and any limitation of one technique aided 

by the other (Morgan 1997). Such data collection techniques are widely used in the 

understanding and analysing of the field of environmental management, specifically here, 

in community engagement for climate change adaptation (CCA) and planning (Buggy & 

McNamara 2015; Kita 2017; Mahlanza et al. 2016; Musah-Surugu et al. 2018; Owusu et 

al. 2019; Regmi et al. 2016; Tomlinson & Rhiney 2018). As such, these data collection 

techniques provided good capacity to both gather and yield understanding of the 

knowledge, experiences, and issues around community engagement through the 

perspectives of communities and local government. 

In the interviews and focus groups, local Philippine issues and considerations (e.g. 

cultural and social ones) were acknowledged and understood as important contexts 

informing the investigation. These contexts included poverty, social, and economic 

inequity, inadequate management of natural and coastal resources, livelihood issues and 
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opportunities, and capacity at local government and community levels to develop 

appropriate community-based adaptation approaches (as discussed in Chapter 4). 

 

Semi-structured interviews 

The qualitatively informed, semi-structured and face-to-face interview was highly 

capable to gather the knowledge, understandings, meanings, perspectives, and practices 

of local experts on what might constitute effective community engagement approach/es 

for CCA in the Philippines. Collecting data from knowledgeable local Filipino 

participants was considered essential to gain appropriate insights and suggestions for 

policy development regarding effective community engagement based on existing and 

relevant CCA community engagement policies and actions in the Philippines. 

The qualitative interview is a ‘guided question-answer conversation’ between a 

research interviewer and interview participants on a specific topic of interest (Tracy 2013: 

131).77 Emphasis is placed on the perspectives of the participants based on their answers, 

specifically on what they might see as relevant and important with regard to the topic of 

investigation (Bryman 2016); also in strengthening the credibility and validity of the 

research (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane 2006). 

Regarding the topic of investigation, the semi-structured interview format was 

utilised due to its interpretive focus to play an important role in addressing the aims and 

associated research questions of the study. The technique saw a series of general questions 

asked through an interview guide, which allowed flexibility in the manner and sequence 

of asking questions dependent on the unfolding of the interview with any participant 

(Bryman 2008; Flick 2006; Shank 2006). 

While interviewing, the option was left open to ask follow-up prompts, such as 

probing questions to responses that were deemed significant, or underexplained, or 

needed more clarification, for example, to allow more meaningful interpretations, as well 

as comparisons to be better made across interviews (Bryman 2008, 2016; Flick 2006; 

Shank 2006). Overall, such flexibility accommodated more probing on how the 

interviewee framed and understood issues and events, ‘that is, what the interviewee 

viewed as important in explaining and understanding experiences, events, patterns, and 

forms of behaviour’ (Bryman 2008: 438). 

In the practice of interviewing for this study, I found that semi-structured 

interviews effectively identified how local experts framed, understood, and interpreted 

                                                
77 Qualitative interview is a general term that refers to both semi-structured and unstructured interviews 
(Bryman 2016). 
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issues related to community engagement based on existing experiences with CCA policy 

implementation and actions. In addition, in sharing suggestions for policy development 

on what might comprise effective CCA community engagement. 

 

Focus group discussions 

A focus group discussion (FGD) is an inclusive technique used to collect data from a 

small group of selected participants who interact and discuss in-depth their perspectives 

and thoughts on a specific topic (Barbour 2007; Krueger & Casey 2009; Liamputtong 

2011; Logie 2014; Morgan 1997; Morgan 1998a). The primary aim of FGDs is to 

understand a specific topic from the perspectives, thoughts, meanings, and interpretations 

of a group of participants without the group being pressured to reach a group decision or 

consensus (Liamputtong 2011).78 This is because more emphasis is placed on getting 

‘high-quality data in a social context where people can consider their own views in the 

context of the views of others’ (Patton 2002: 386). 

Focus group discussions are practiced on groups that typically possess certain 

characteristics such as shared socio-cultural contexts, experiences, or issues of concern 

that are distinct and of great interest to the researcher (Krueger & Casey 2009; 

Liamputtong 2011). As such, the shared backgrounds of selected Philippine coastal 

communities as vulnerable to climate change impacts and weather-related disasters were 

targeted. Of interest was their knowledge and experiences in strong (or weak) engagement 

in CCA (and by association, DRRM) activities at the barangay level, to potentially 

provide valuable insights to the study. This also had capacity to complement data from 

the individual interviews, as data from interview participants might not fully demonstrate 

the presence (or absence) of engagement at the community level (as discussed also 

below). 

With the focus on community engagement, FGDs are considered as another ‘of 

the main processes for engendering public participation’ (Lloyd-Evans 2006: 154). Using 

focus groups allows the voices of marginalised groups—including poor communities—

to be heard more in this study, which is appropriate at the local level, and downstream for 

policy makers, researchers, and others to listen to their concerns (Liamputtong 2011; 

Patton 2002). In identifying the considered best option for effective community 

engagement approach/es for coastal communities, the FGD approach offered an efficient 

                                                
78 FGDs are also referred to as ‘a focus group interviews, a group interview, or a group depth interview’ 
(Liamputtong 2011: 3). 
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and productive way to engage and work with selected coastal community representatives 

by empowering them in the process, as a cooperative dialogic group. 

This is because communities play a crucial role of strengthening and/or 

weakening community engagement. Therefore, for several reasons, the FGD technique 

was deemed appropriate and useful to deepen the quantity, diversity, and understanding 

of community viewpoints and community dynamics (Liamputtong 2011) on the nature 

and status of community engagement in CCA (and by association, DRRM) activities at 

the barangay level. 

Regarding the topic of inquiry, and like the interview approach, a semi-structured 

FGD was deemed more appropriate compared to the structured or the unstructured 

formats of conducting FGDs. The semi-structured approach struck a balance between 

using (i) the FGD guide to direct the discussion; and (ii) ask open-ended questions and 

prompts to probe deeper into topics based on the answers of the participants (Morgan 

1997; Morgan & Hoffman 2018; Morgan 1998b; Stewart et al. 2007). This flexibility 

provided greater opportunity to detect issues and concerns related to the topic relevant 

enough to warrant further elaboration (Liamputtong 2011; Morgan 1998b; Stewart et al. 

2007). 

 

Constructing the interview and FGD guides 

In more detail, interview and FGD guides provide direction on the content that researchers 

aim to investigate during interviews and FGDs, typically through a series of questions 

(Morgan & Guevara 2008; Liamputtong 2011; Stewart et al. 2007). Moreover, interview 

and FGD guide questions are informed by the research aims and questions (Stewart et al. 

2007). In focus groups, the FGD guide questions set the agenda and help the moderator 

navigate through the discussion and interaction of participants (Liamputtong 2011; 

Stewart et al. 2007). Both interview and FGD guides utilise follow-up or probing 

questions to elaborate further on the main questions or focus more on certain questions, 

where deemed necessary (Morgan 1997; Morgan & Guevara 2008). 

Hence, the interview and FGD guides aimed to elicit the knowledge, 

understandings, insights, and rationalities (values, beliefs, and attitudes) of local experts 

and community representatives on the nature and status of CCA community engagement 

in their city/municipality. In addition, suggestions for policy development regarding 

effective community engagement to increase adaptation responses. As such, the interview 

and FGD guides were structured in two general sections (as meta-themes): (1) existing 

community engagement practices, mechanisms, and approaches related to environmental 
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issues, including responding to climate change impacts and/or weather-related disasters; 

and (2) suggestions for policy development on better community engagement to 

effectively respond to climate change impacts and/or weather-related disasters. These two 

meta-themes also reflected Research Questions 2 and 4 and Secondary Research Aims 2 

and 3.79 

As such, the three meta-themes of (1) ‘community engagement and CCA in 

international contexts’; (2) ‘local knowledge and CCA’; and (3) ‘community engagement 

and CCA in the Philippine context’ emerged from the preliminary literature review and 

its thematic analysis. In turn, they informed the conceptual framework and the research 

questions and aims, and the interview and FGD guides.80 Interviews were typically 

designed to take approximately 60 minutes, while FGDs were between 90 to 120 minutes 

to give ample time for each participant to engage in the group discussion (Morgan & 

Hoffman 2018; Stewart et al. 2007). 

Several questions under these sections were then developed. The interview guide 

had 20 main questions and 39 follow-up questions (or prompts or probes), and the FGD 

guide had 22 main questions and 42 probing questions. While both interview and FGD 

guides had similar questions, the FGD guide had additional questions to the participants 

that focused on their local communities, which could not be answered by local experts in 

interviews. First, on the involvement and non-involvement in community activities (if 

any) by the FGD participants and their suggestions on increasing their participation in the 

future.81 Second, on reflecting on the perceived contribution of the FGD participants in 

responding to environmental issues, specifically on climate change and weather-related 

                                                
79 Research Question 2: What are the existing community engagement mechanisms and/or practices for 
CCA identified by local experts and community representatives from Sorsogon City and the Municipality 
of Lavezares, and how do these compare with the international and Philippine literatures? 
Research Question 4: What are the key suggestions for policy development regarding more effective 
community engagement for CCA as perceived by local experts and community representatives from 
Sorsogon City and the Municipality of Lavezares? And, by association, how are these perceptions tempered 
by location? 
Secondary Research Aim 2: To investigate the effectiveness of existing local community engagement 
approaches for CCA with local experts and communities in the Philippine coastal zone, also regarding 
CCA-related policies and actions, specifically in Sorsogon City and the Municipality of Lavezares, against 
the background of international and Philippine literatures. 
Secondary Research Aim 3: To develop appropriate suggestions for policy development regarding more 
effective community engagement for CCA in the Philippines at the local level. 
80 For example, meta-theme 1 addressed Research Question 2 and Secondary Research Aim 1; meta-theme 
2 referred to Secondary Research Aim 1; and meta-theme 3 focused on Research Question 2. 
81 Have you experienced, managed, or been involved with these activities? What were your reasons for 
participating? For those who were not involved, what were your reasons? What factors will make you 
participate in these activities in the future? 
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disasters.82 Third, on their suggestions for policy development on how to increase the 

engagement of other community members in responding to climate change impacts.83 

The questions in Section 1 probed participant understandings of community 

engagement and its common forms in environmental activities, their involvement in such 

activities, and their opinions regarding the benefits and outcomes of such forms of 

community engagement. In addition, participants were asked to share examples of what 

they considered as successful and/or failed community engagement practices in 

environmental activities in their city or municipality. This section also had questions 

related to the potential integration of community engagement with their experiences in 

weather-related disasters and calamities, alongside opportunities and strengths for 

communities to engage in environment policy and planning. Likewise, participants were 

asked about possible challenges to community engagement in environmental policy and 

planning, including suggestions on how to overcome such challenges. 

Section 2 questions focused on the participant thoughts on the need for improved 

community engagement for CCA, distinct community characteristics (such as bayanihan) 

that could contribute to this, and the key aspects of effective CCA engagement. Other 

questions related to CCA (and by association, DRRM) policy planning, implementation, 

and integration, as well as the role of communities in these decision-making processes 

(see Appendix F for the interview and FGD guides). 

 

Pilot testing 

Pilot tests were important to develop and test to ensure the interview and FGD guides 

functioned well according to appropriate practices of consistency, comprehension, and 

timeliness of the interview and FGD questions (Bryman 2016). As Bryman (2016) noted, 

potential and persistent problems that could emerge after several interviews and FGDs 

could be addressed beforehand if pilot tests are used. 

The pilot tests were conducted in two stages: first, the interview guide was pilot 

tested at Griffith University with two Filipino participants in separate sessions. The 

backgrounds of the participants, one working in government and the other in academia, 

were advantageous as they provided suggestions to enhance the interview questions by 

making it simpler and easier to comprehend by local expert participants. 

                                                
82 What do you think is the overall role of your local community with regards to responding to 
environmental issues, including natural disasters and climate change impacts? What are some examples of 
your possible contribution to addressing such issues? 
83 How do you think your local community can be better involved to respond to climate change impacts? 
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Second, the FGD guide was pilot tested with a group of four Filipino participants, 

on site in the Philippines. Two participants were the FGD moderators in one study site 

and had experience in community development work. The third participant was a 

government employee while the fourth participant was a government volunteer worker. 

Conducting the pilot test with the moderators was beneficial, as they were able to 

familiarise themselves with the FGD guide and give suggestions to improve the sequence 

of questions and clarity of words and terms. 

Following competent research practice, notes were written up after the pilot tests 

on observations of the effectiveness of the interview and FGD guides and participant 

reactions. The interview and FGD guides were revised accordingly. As part of the 

reflexive and reflective nature of qualitative research (Bryman 2016), the interview and 

FGD questions continued to be reviewed and refined as data collection and analysis 

progressed. This ongoing and continuous process was crucial to ensure the quality and 

relevance of the interview and FGD data with the research questions and aims. 

 

Site selection 

Coastal and island barangays in Sorsogon City (Sorsogon Province) and the Municipality 

of Lavezares, commonly known as Lavezares (Northern Samar Province) were selected 

as study sites (see Figure 5.1). As mentioned in Chapter 1, these study sites were 

considered representative of coastal communities in the Philippines. Coastal communities 

currently comprise 70% of communities in the country (UNDP 2017), and have similar 

geographic characteristics and vulnerability to climate change impacts and natural 

disasters as the study sites (David et al. 2017). Concomitantly, there are, of course, 

distinct characteristics or aspects of each coastal community (i.e. communities are not 

homogeneous, see Chapter 2). Social complexities within coastal communities are also 

inherent, which should be highlighted and analysed in research about them (Fabinyi et al. 

2010). Such complexities include social hierarchies, social power relations and their 

dynamics, poverty, livelihood, gender, and ethnicity (Eder 2005). As such, distinct social 

complexities within and among coastal communities in Sorsogon City and the 

Municipality of Lavezares, including diverse responses from its participants, are included 

in the analysis. 
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Figure 5.1 Map of the Philippines with the two fieldwork sites 
Source: Map data ©2019 Google84 

                                                
84 Figures 5.1 to 5.4 directly came from Google Maps and adhered to Google’s attribution guidelines (i.e. 
attribution, copyright notices such as ‘Map data ©2019 Google’ in Google Maps imagery). See: 
<https://www.google.com/permissions/geoguidelines/attr-guide/> 

Lavezares 

Sorsogon City 
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Moreover, Philippine coastal communities (including non-coastal ones) exhibit 

common social, political, and cultural characteristics. For example, all communities are 

under the same local governance structure through provincial, city, municipality, and 

barangay levels, as mandated by the Local Government Code of 1991 (Republic of the 

Philippines 1991). Local government structures for CCA and DRRM are also identical in 

establishing plans and councils as mandated by the two policies (Republic of the 

Philippines 2009, 2010). Likewise, the presence of community-based organisations such 

as people’s organisations and sectoral groups are comparable across communities, 

varying from fisherfolk, farmers, women, elderly, and youth (ADB 2007). Value systems 

among Filipino communities also tend to be relatively alike, as bayanihan (togetherness 

of common effort), pakikipagkapwa (how one relates to and regards others), pakikisama 

(how one gets along with others), pakikiramay (empathy), kapitbahayan 

(neighbourhoodness), utang-na-loob (debt of gratitude) are prevalent across communities 

(Jocano 2001; Reyes 2015). Scholars have also studied several coastal communities to 

provide conclusions and recommendations applicable to local governments and coastal 

communities on strengthening CCA and DRRM capacities (Peñalba et al. 2012; Sajise et 

al. 2017; Villaluz 2012; Zalameda 2015). 

In turn, the selection appropriateness of the study sites focused on three aspects, 

as explained below. First, the World Bank (2013: 11) had identified Sorsogon Province 

and Northern Samar as ‘very high risk’ and ‘high risk’ to climate and weather-related 

hazards including rainfall change and typhoons with heavy rainfall and strong winds, as 

being in robust typhoon areas.85 Second, the local government units (LGUs) of Sorsogon 

City and Lavezares both utilised participatory and community approaches for their CCA 

and DRRM plans and programs (Button et al. 2013; Sorsogon City Government 2016; 

MDRRMO Lavezares 2017).86 Third, Sorsogon City was identified to have ‘strong’ 

community engagement in CCA and DRRM activities, compared to Lavezares, which 

was considered ‘weak’ based on the effectiveness of their DRRM and Local Climate 

Change Action plans, alongside local government support and barangay participation. 

This ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ identification between the two LGUs offered a useful 

comparative aspect to the study in the analysis of the data. 

                                                
85 Sorsogon Province is at ‘very high risk’ with rainfall change and typhoons with heavy rainfall and strong 
winds, while Northern Samar Province faces ‘very high risk’ with rainfall change and ‘high risk’ with heavy 
rainfall and strong winds (World Bank 2013: 11). 
86 Cities and municipalities, including barangays are the three political subdivisions or categories of the 
local government system in the Philippines (Brillantes & Sonco 2011). 
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Prior to fieldwork, to gain LGU consent to conduct the study, letters of 

introduction were first sent (through email) to the local chief executives (mayors) of 

Sorsogon City and Lavezares, as informed by local government websites and 

recommendations from former Filipino work colleagues who had had direct engagement 

with the officials. The letters included general information on the study and a request to 

approve and support the study conducted in their city or municipality (see Appendix B). 

I immediately received positive responses from the local chief executives who expressed 

their willingness for their LGU to be part of the study. 

With endorsement from the local chief executives, letters of introduction were 

then sent to the heads of the provincial/city/municipal DRRM Offices (DRRMOs) (also 

Appendix B). These offices were responsible for the development, implementation, and 

coordination of DRRM and by default, CCA programs, within their territory of 

jurisdiction. Communication and coordination with the DRRMO personnel and local 

government officers were carried out through phone and email to establish fieldwork 

timelines. A week before fieldwork commenced, a face-to-face meeting was conducted 

with the local chief executives, DRRMO personnel, and local government officers to 

finalise target participants and barangays and data gathering timelines. 

For FGDs, community assent was obtained by seeking ‘formal approval from 

community leaders or informal approval from community members’ (Kaiser 2013: 460). 

With the barangays recommended by the city/municipality DRRMO personnel and local 

government officers, I visited the targeted barangays, accompanied by a DRRMO and/or 

local government staff, to meet with the barangay officials. I explained to them the nature 

and relevance of the study, the role of the community, and the potential outcomes of the 

study. Once I gained their approval, we discussed potential community representatives 

according to the selection criteria for FGD participants (as discussed below) and 

processes followed by the barangay, which comprised of (i) a meeting with the barangay 

council; and (ii) a meeting with the barangay committee heads related to the study (e.g. 

DRRM, environment and natural resources, health and sanitation, agriculture and 

fisheries, education, and peace and order). After these meetings, the barangay officials 

provided a list of recommended potential participants, which adhered to the selection 

criteria. Once the list of FGD participants were finalised, we discussed the timelines for 

the FGDs. 

Fieldwork was conducted in Sorsogon City from 17 October to 10 November 

2017, then in Lavezares from 13–26 November 2017, with the two sites shown in Figure 

5.2. More time was spent in Sorsogon City as the fieldwork coincided with several public 
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holidays, which delayed a few interviews but also offered a good opportunity to observe 

barangay CCA and DRRM activities. These CCA and DRRM activities included Basic 

Life Support training for teachers, school coordinators, and barangay health workers, and 

an Information, Education, and Communication campaigns to barangays regarding 

geohazard maps. 

 

Figure 5.2 Map of Sorsogon City and Municipality of Lavezares 
Source: Map data ©2019 Google 

 

Sorsogon City, Sorsogon Province 

Sorsogon City, covering 31 292 hectares, is located at the southernmost tip of Luzon 

mainland (Sorsogon City Government 2013).87 The city is sandwiched between two 

coastlines: first, along the Albay Gulf in the northeast and the Philippine Sea in the east, 

and second, along the Sorsogon Bay and the West Philippine Sea in the west (Sorsogon 

City Government 2016). As such, 35 of its 64 barangays are situated along these two 

coastlines.88 Sorsogon City also functions as a major shipment passageway and links 

                                                
87 Luzon is the largest of the three principal geographic regions in the Philippines; the two remaining regions 
are Visayas and Mindanao (Gultiano et al. 2003). 
88 Eighteen barangays along the 33.5-kilometre coastline is facing the Albay Gulf, while 25 barangays are 
along the 22-kilometre coastline in front of the Sorsogon Bay and the West Philippine Sea (Sorsogon City 
Government 2016). 
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Luzon to the rest of the country. The primary sources of income come from the 

agricultural and fisheries sector (Sorsogon City Government 2013). As of 2015 (the most 

recently published data), the population of the city was 116,810 with 35,394 households 

(PSA 2016a). 

The climate of Sorsogon City is classified as a Type II under the Modified 

Corona’s Classification, which is characterised as having no dry season, but with a ‘very 

pronounced maximum rain period from November to January’ (PIDS 2005: 2). Annual 

rainfall is between 2,800–3,500 millimetres, with rain occurring 200 days yearly. On 

average, Sorsogon Province experiences three tropical cyclones every two years; with 

several highly destructive typhoons directly hitting Sorsogon City in 2014–2017 

(Sorsogon City Government 2017).89 

Accordingly, the city is ‘very vulnerable’ to climate change and weather-related 

disasters due its location, which is also alongside the Philippines’ geographical position 

in the Pacific Ring of Fire (Sorsogon City Government 2016: 16). Such geography thus 

makes the city very susceptible to typhoons, coastal floods, storm surges, sea level rise, 

tsunamis, landslides, earthquakes, and volcanic eruptions (Sorsogon City Government 

2016). Not surprisingly and made more urgent by the recent 2018 IPCC Special Report 

‘Global Warming of 1.5 °C’ (IPCC 2018a), CCA and DRRM have now become an 

increasing priority of the Sorsogon City Government. The integration of CCA and DRRM 

in plans, programs, and activities, with the support of UN-HABITAT and participation 

of non-government organisations (NGOs) and people’s organisations (POs) is underway 

(Sorsogon City Government 2013). 

 

Municipality of Lavezares, Northern Samar Province 

Located in the Visayas region, the Municipality of Lavezares has a land area of 11,950 

hectares and is bounded by the San Bernardino Strait on the northwest and the Philippine 

Sea on the east (MPDO Lavezares 2017). The coastal areas of the municipality belong to 

the Biri Larosa Protected Landscape and Seascape, which is a government-declared 

protected area under the Republic Act No. 7586—National Integrated Protected Areas 

System Act of 1992 (Republic of the Philippines 2008).90 

The municipality is composed of 26 barangays, nine are coastal barangays and 

five are island barangays (MPDO Lavezares 2017). In 2015 (the most recently published 

                                                
89 Sorsogon Province was under state of calamity during typhoons Rammasun, Hagupit, and Melor from 
2014–2017 (Sorsogon City Government 2016; NDRRMC 2014a, 2014b, 2015). 
90 The protected landscape and seascape were declared a protected area due to its biodiversity and ecological 
significance (Republic of the Philippines 2008). 
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data), the total population of the municipality was 28,770 with 6,133 households and 

48.5% living below the poverty threshold (MPDO Lavezares 2017; PSA 2016b). Farming 

and fishing are the two primary sources of income (MDRRMO Lavezares 2017). 

Similar, to Sorsogon City, the climate type of Lavezares is classified as Type II 

under the Modified Corona’s Classification (PIDS 2005). Lavezares is also included in 

the Philippine geographic zone that is visited by five typhoons every three years, with the 

four strongest typhoons directly hitting the municipality 2014–2017 (MPDO Lavezares 

2017; MDRRMO Lavezares 2017).91 Due to its geographical location, the municipality 

is also ‘highly vulnerable’ to climate change impacts and weather-related disasters, 

especially typhoons, coastal floods, storm surge, sea level rise, tsunami, coastal erosion, 

coral bleaching, landslides, and droughts (MPDO Lavezares 2017: 1; also, MDRRMO 

Lavezares 2017). Hence, the municipality has recognised the need to implement 

‘effective, pro-active, and community-based’ CCA and DRRM programs and projects 

(MPDO Lavezares 2017: 25). 

 

Selection of coastal and island barangays 

In the selection of barangays within these two LGUs, coastal and island barangays 

(hereafter, barangays) were considered appropriate as they are most vulnerable to climate 

change, as mentioned in Chapter 1. These selected barangays represented four (out of 34) 

in Sorsogon City and five (out of 14) in Lavezares (see Figures 5.3 and 5.4) (MDRRMO 

Lavezares 2017; UN-HABITAT 2010). Lavezares had an additional barangay 

(Barobaybay) included in the fieldwork due to its proximity to the 50-hectare Barobaybay 

Fish Sanctuary and active involvement in protecting it (MPDO Lavezares 2012). 

Furthermore, the five barangays in Lavezares belonged to the Biri Larosa Protected 

Landscape and Seascape. 

 

                                                
91 Northern Samar Province was under state of calamity during typhoons Rammasun, Hagupit, Melor, and 
Kai-tak from 2014 to 2017 (MDRRMO Lavezares 2017; NDRRMC 2014b, 2015, 2018). 
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Figure 5.3 Sorsogon City barangays as fieldwork sites 
Source: Map data ©2019 Google 

 

Figure 5.4 Lavezares barangays as fieldwork sites 
Source: Map data ©2019 Google 
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A summary of the selected barangays, including their vulnerability to climate 

change impacts and weather-related disasters is presented in Table 5.1, based on 

documents gathered during face-to-face meetings with local chief executives, DRRMO 

personnel, and local government officers from Sorsogon City and Lavezares (e.g. MPDO 

Lavezares 2017; MDRRMO Lavezares 2017; Sorsogon City Government 2016, 2017). 

Key LGU officials and local experts recommended these barangays based on (i) the 

barangays’ attendance to and participation in local CCA and DRRM activities at 

barangay and LGU levels; (ii) the presence of CCA and DRRM plans and outcomes; (iii) 

their own community-based CCA and DRRM initiatives (or lack thereof); and (iv) the 

quality of leadership within the barangay. 

 

Table 5.1 Selected barangays for interviews and FGDs 

Barangay 
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Sorsogon City, Sorsogon Province 

Poblacion 

(Bacon) 
ü ü ü ü ü     

Caricaran ü  ü  ü     

Talisay ü ü ü ü      

Bitan-o ü ü ü ü      

Municipality of Lavezares, Northern Samar Province 

Barobaybay ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü 

Magsaysay92 ü  ü ü ü ü  ü ü 

Libas ü ü ü  ü ü  ü ü 

Balicuatro ü ü ü ü ü ü  ü ü 

Villa ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü 

 

Selection of interview participants 

Purposeful sampling was used in the selection of participants based on their relevance to 

the research aims and questions, regarding their potential to make significant contribution 

in providing knowledge and insights on the social phenomenon of the topic (Bryman 

                                                
92 Island barangay. 
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2016; Patton 2002). As such, interview participants were composed of ‘local experts’ 

from relevant provincial and local government agencies, NGOs, POs, and barangay 

councils. Local experts were defined in three ways: (i) personnel from local government 

agencies that provided CCA and DRRM services to communities; (ii) representatives 

from civil society organisations such as NGOs and POs; and (iii) barangay captains, who 

can be considered as a hybrid of both (i) and (ii). 

A barangay captain, who is employed by the local government and elected by the 

local community people, is considered the ‘chief executive of the Barangay government’ 

in exercising local legislative powers and duties and responsibilities geared towards the 

general welfare of its people (Republic of the Philippines 1991: 159). Barangay captains, 

therefore, represent both the interests of local government and communities. Accordingly, 

this role saw them considered a local expert instead of a community representative in its 

strict meaning. This consideration was supported where community representatives were 

more vocal in their responses during the FGDs than if the barangay captain was part of 

the group.93 

Local experts were selected on the basis of (i) experience of direct coordination 

with local government; (ii) knowledge of local government CCA plans and policies; (iii) 

leadership roles and capacity to influence the community; (iv) awareness of CCA-related 

issues and concerns at the community, local, and/or provincial levels; (v) local 

community environmental knowledge; and (vi) knowledge and experience of community 

engagement. With the recommendations and support of the local government and 

city/municipal DRRMOs, I first contacted the potential participants through the phone. A 

formal letter of invitation (in English and Filipino) was also available upon request (see 

Appendix C).94 If they were agreeable, I would either send the information sheet and 

consent form by email or arrange a short meeting in person to discuss the details of the 

study (see Appendices D and E).95 The interviews were set either in person or over the 

phone to the convenience of the participant. 

Purposeful sampling was complemented by snowball sampling, which involved 

locating potential participants who were knowledgeable about the research topic through 

the recommendations of local expert participants (Bryman 2008; Mertens 2005; Patton 

                                                
93 Several community representatives appeared more expressive about their sentiments regarding their 
community, which included comments (positive and negative) about the leadership of their barangay 
captains. 
94 Apart from phone calls, some participants requested a formal letter of invitation for documentation 
purposes. 
95 Some potential participants, especially barangay captains and PO representatives, did not have regular 
internet access and preferred a face-to-face meeting. 
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2002). For example, local experts from NGOs and POs were referred by interview 

participants from the local government and barangay councils as these organisations were 

very visible and at provincial, city/municipality, and barangay levels through their 

engagement with and implementation of CCA and DRRM programs. 

 

The interview process in practice 

A total of 24 local experts were subsequently selected for the interviews. They came from 

(i) government units (provincial, city/municipal, and barangay); (ii) POs (fisheries, 

agriculture, women, and community health); and (iii) NGOs (see Table 5.2). With a 

duration of 60 to 90 minutes, the interviews were conducted either in English or Filipino 

(sometimes a mix of both), depending on the preference of the participants. 

 

Table 5.2 Local expert interviewees 

Level Sorsogon City Municipality of Lavezares 

Provincial, 

city, and/or 

municipal 

levels 

1 City DRRM Office head 1 Municipal DRRM Office head 

1 City DRRM Office staff 1 Provincial DRRM Office head 

1 Provincial DRRM Office head 
2 Local government agencies staff 

1 Local government agency staff 

Community 

level 

3 Barangay captains 5 Barangay captains 

3 people’s organisation officials96 2 people’s organisation officials97 

1 non-government organisation staff 2 non-government organisation staff 

Total 11 13 

 

There were four challenges in the conducting the interviews. First, sudden 

changes in plans prevented some of the interviews being conducted. For example, several 

attempts were made to coordinate with a selected NGO participant in Sorsogon City for 

an interview, but due to conflicting itineraries (the NGO participant was in another 

province for a work-related event and due to my limited time in the field), the interview 

was abandoned. Second, in Lavezares, the day before an agreed upon meeting, an NGO 

participant requested the interview to occur in another municipality. The requested 

location was 60 minutes away from where I was by public transport and coincided with 

                                                
96 People’s organisations from fisheries, agriculture, and health sectors. 
97 People’s organisations from fisheries and women sectors. 
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several interviews and FGDs already set that day. No alternative could be made therefore 

this interview was reluctantly abandoned. 

Third, the captain of one of the ‘weak’ barangays in Sorsogon City abruptly 

cancelled the set interview after a face-to-face meeting and refused to rearrange the 

interview because of work-related travels. Unfortunately, no other barangay official was 

available as an alternative as they were already part of the FGD. This non-participation 

behaviour of this barangay captain to CCA and DRRM activities was supported earlier 

by the CDRRMO during the interview.98 Thus, the CDRRMO identification of the 

associated barangay as ‘weak’ appeared to reflect the lack of cooperation of the barangay 

captain. 

Fourth, while the sectoral approach was considered useful in mobilising 

engagement for CCA and DRRM in Sorsogon City, it also later identified a disadvantage 

in the interviews. For example, the leader of the senior citizens (or elderly) sector was not 

yet that familiar with CCA and DRRM activities in that sector because it had only recently 

become involved with the activities through the initiatives of the CDRRMO. Hence, the 

interview with the leader of the senior citizens was not included in the results and data 

analysis due to significantly insufficient information. 

Despite these four challenges, the interviews went well and reflected enough 

representation of the study sites selected. One participant even commented that answering 

the interview questions made him/her realise the need for their city/municipality to 

improve their participatory approaches for CCA and DRRM programs. Hence, the 

interviews were also a way for local experts to critically reflect on the CCA and DRRM 

programs of their city/municipality. 

 

Selection of focus group discussion participants 

The selection of FGD participants was also guided by the research aims, questions, and 

topic and place. Accordingly, focus group participants for each study site were identified 

through purposeful sampling with a systematic and well-defined set of criteria. They had 

to be community representatives who were either from (a) barangay councils; (b) 

community volunteer groups, and/or (c) community CCA and DRRM groups. It should 

be noted, however, that while barangay councils comprised elected officials (apart from 

the barangay captain), council members were either heads or members of (a) the 

                                                
98 The interview with CDRRMO staff took place before I encountered problems with the barangay captain. 
The CDRRMO staff mentioned this barangay with one of the unsuccessful community engagement 
activities in the city due to the lack of cooperation of its captain. 
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barangay DRRM committee; (b) community volunteer groups, and/or (c) community 

CCA and DRRM groups. 

Hence, selection of participants for the FGDs was not based on being elected 

officials but on being part of these committees and groups, which involved: (i) 

experiences of direct coordination with local government; (ii) knowledge of local 

government CCA and DRRM plans and policies; (iii) leadership roles and capacity to 

influence the community; (iv) awareness of CCA and DRRM-related issues and concerns 

at the community, local, and/or provincial levels; (v) local community environmental 

knowledge; and (vi) knowledge and experience of community engagement. With the 

criterion established, members from pre-existing groups within the community were also 

selected where possible (e.g. fisherfolk organisations and women’s organisations), which 

contributed to understanding their dynamics (Barbour 2007; Liamputtong 2011) with 

regards to community engagement to CCA (and by association, DRRM). 

The FGDs were arranged in person through the barangay captains who 

recommended several potential participants, given their involvement in CCA and DRRM 

activities. The barangay captains also knew best the availability of the participants, which 

was typically during weekends. The barangay captains disseminated information 

regarding the FGDs to the participants through phone, text, and word of mouth. Copies 

of the information sheet (in Filipino) were also given to the barangay captains, should 

participants want more information regarding the study and FGD. 

Like the interviews, snowball sampling was also used to complement purposeful 

sampling. Based on the criterion, recommendations or referrals were sought from the 

city/municipality DRRMO personnel and barangay captains regarding community 

groups and barangay council members. Selection was also characterised by homogeneity, 

which brought people with similar backgrounds and experiences together to answer the 

research questions (Flick 2006; Liamputtong 2011; Patton 2015). 

Homogeneity was necessary for two reasons. First, analysing FGDs typically 

involves looking for patterns and making comparisons and contrasts within and across 

different types of FGDs, with each group having its distinct set of characteristics that each 

participant possessed (Krueger & Casey 2009). Therefore, making generalisations and 

conclusions would be difficult if each focus group had diverse participants without a 

common characteristic relevant to the research aims. As Liamputtong (2011: 36) 

explained, ‘focus group participants should be homogeneous in terms of shared 

experience’ which, in this case, was the experience of a coastal community in CCA and 

DRRM awareness, knowledge, participation, and implementation at the community level. 
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Second, differences in the characteristics of the participants in a group would 

influence their degree of sharing and possibly affect group compatibility (Liamputtong 

2011; Morgan 1998b). Some participants might not be sufficiently comfortable to share 

insights and opinions with people with different lifestyles or situation to theirs (Krueger 

& Casey 2009). Others might have a different way of expressing themselves that could 

inhibit them from fully sharing information. In short, homogeneity placed emphasis on 

the needs of the participants by considering the compatibility and dynamics of everyone 

in the group (Morgan 1998b). Concomitantly, the composition of a focus group should 

be flexible, balanced, and varied enough to see differences (Morgan 1998b). 

 

Focus group size and number of groups 

Selecting a focus group size depends on the level of involvement of participants in 

relation to the research aims. On the average, focus groups are made up of five to 10 

participants, sometimes up to 12 participants, to encourage enough discussion from 

diverse perspectives, while allowing ample time for each participant to talk (Krueger & 

Casey 2009; Liamputtong 2011; Morgan 1998b; Patton 2015). Participants become more 

involved with the topic, eliciting in-depth experience, knowledge, and strong emotions, 

while getting to know each other better, which builds trust and respect within the group 

(Morgan 1998b). 

Conversely, larger groups are more difficult to manage, with the need to limit the 

chance of each participant to talk to accommodate everyone’s suggestions and ideas 

(Krueger & Casey 2009; Liamputtong 2011; Morgan 1998b). This changes the group 

dynamics because the objective is then to allow participants to generate ideas and 

brainstorm on the topic by offering brief suggestions (Morgan 1998b). Similarly, smaller 

groups lead to lower involvement on the topic and limit group interaction and the range 

of experiences and information from being shared, which prevents comparisons and 

generalisations (Krueger & Casey 2009; Liamputtong 2011). For this study, as emphasis 

was placed more on the knowledge and experiences of the community and gathering ideas 

for developing effective community-based adaptation approaches, the focus group size 

was envisaged to be between five to 12 participants. 

Similar with selection of participants and group size, the number of focus groups 

selected largely depends on the complexity of the research topic, its objectives, and the 

comparisons that need to be made (Barbour 2007; Morgan 1998b). If most of the 

participants have similar responses on the topic, this would be soon apparent (as explained 

below by way of the point of saturation). Conversely, a topic needing diverse experiences 



 

 179 

would need more groups to further explore the issues and perspectives on the topic 

(Morgan 1998b). At the same time, conducting many focus groups can be expensive and 

time-consuming (Krueger & Casey 2009; Morgan 1997). While Morgan (1997) 

suggested three to five focus groups for each variable of inquiry, Liamputtong (2011) 

proposed that the number of groups should be based on the research plan. Therefore, the 

researcher must be flexible enough to determine if more groups are needed, if the initial 

FGD results do not sufficiently reflect the research aims (Morgan 1998b). 

For this study, a specific set of criteria and characteristics shaping the FGDs based 

on the research aims was developed. As previously mentioned, comparisons were made 

among the barangays and between Sorsogon City and Lavezares regarding being ‘strong’ 

or ‘weak’ in community engagement. At the minimum, and taking into consideration time 

and budget constraints, one to two focus groups was/were targeted for each barangay, 

which would generate between nine to 18 groups for both study sites.99 This strategy of 

aiming at one to two focus groups per barangay, combined the suggestions of Morgan 

(1997) and Liamputtong (2011), before reaching the point of saturation, where additional 

data collection in focus groups becomes repetitive and does not generate new findings 

(Morgan 1997). 

 

Moderating focus groups 

In conducting focus groups, the moderator plays an important role in setting a comfortable 

tone, encourage group interaction, and facilitate discussion to generate rich data from the 

participants (Morgan & Hoffman 2018). A skilled moderator possesses good 

communication and questioning strategies, including the capacity to facilitate group 

dynamics to effectively encourage participants to actively participate (Stewart et al. 

2007). For example, the moderator must prevent one or two people dominating the 

discussion, while encouraging participants less outspoken to share their insights and 

perspectives (Barbour 2007; Morgan 1997; Patton 2015). 

Prior to an FGD, the moderator should also have sufficient knowledge and 

understanding of the nature of the research topic and aims (Krueger & Casey 2009; 

Morgan & Hoffman 2018; Stewart et al. 2007). This preparation allows the moderator to 

determine the sequencing of questions to facilitate discussion (including data analysis and 

interpretation downstream) and depth of probing of critical or striking issues or concerns 

(Stewart et al. 2007). Overall, moderator leadership involving adaptability, empathy, 

                                                
99 For this study, Sorsogon City has four coastal barangays, while Lavezares has four coastal barangays 
and one island barangay. 
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flexibility, open-mindedness, respect, listening, observation, and sensitivity is needed to 

stimulate participant openness, while keeping the discussion aligned to the research 

(Krueger & Casey 2009; Liamputtong 2011; Stewart et al. 2007). 

The focus groups in this study were facilitated in two ways. For Sorsogon, two 

main moderators were recruited, both of whom had experience in community 

development work, including the facilitation of discussions, workshops, and training to 

different sectors (e.g. women, and rural and urban poor participants). Both resided in 

Sorsogon City, which made the coordination and organisation of FGDs straightforward. 

In Lavezares, due to my own training in running FGDs in working before my PhD with 

local government offices, academia, and local communities, I was the main moderator of 

the FGDs. I was supported by an assistant moderator in four of the FGDs, who also had 

experience in conducting discussions, workshops, and training to the barangays. 

 

The actual focus group discussion process 

A total of 12 focus group discussions were conducted: seven in Sorsogon City and five 

in Lavezares. The participants were representatives of (i) barangay councils; (ii) 

barangay workers; (iii) community CCA and DRRM responders/volunteers; (iv) NGO 

members; and (v) POs members (see Table 5.3). All participants were directly involved 

in CCA and DRRM-related activities in their barangays. 

 

Table 5.3 Profile of FGD participants 

Community representatives’ 

memberships and involvement 
Sorsogon City Municipality of Lavezares 

Barangay councils 6 27 

Barangay workers 28 17 

Barangay CCA and DRRM 

responders/volunteers 
50 53 

NGO members 2 2 

People’s organisation members 38 42 

*Most community representatives were involved in more than one group, committee, and/or organisation 
 

While purposeful and snowball sampling techniques were used, recruiting 

participants was straightforward as there were already established committees, groups, 

and/or point persons for CCA and DRRM in the barangays. Local community people 
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who were involved in NGOs and POs that had direct engagement in CCA and DRRM in 

the barangays were also recruited. 

Regarding focus group size, the number of participants fell between five to 12 

participants per group. In addition, group sizes varied between Sorsogon City and 

Lavezares (see Tables 5.4 and 5.5). Sorsogon City participants had five to seven 

participants in a group, while Lavezares had nine to 12 participants in a group. The actual 

turnout of participants per barangay was a surprise as five out of the nine barangays had 

more than 10 participants. This turnout can either be an indicator of the interest of the 

barangay to participate in the study, or their active involvement in CCA and DRRM-

related activities. 

 

Table 5.4 Facilitation of FGDs in Sorsogon City 

Barangay 

Number of 

participants 

(n=44) 

Number of 

groups 

(n=7) 

Main moderator Co-moderator 

Poblacion 

(Bacon) 
12 2 2 - 

Caricaran 10 1 1 - 

Talisay 13 2 2 - 

Bitan-o 9 2 2 - 

 

Table 5.5 Facilitation of FGDs in Lavezares 

Barangay 

Number of 

participants 

(n=53) 

Number of 

groups 

(n=5) 

Main 

moderator 
Co-moderator 

Barobaybay 9 1 1 1 

Magsaysay100 12 1 1 - 

Libas 12 1 1 1 

Balicuatro 9 1 1 1 

Villa 11 1 1 1 

 

Before the start of the group discussion, participants were asked to answer a short 

socio-demographic questionnaire in Filipino, which contained information including age, 

                                                
100 No assistant moderator was available during the FGD in Magsaysay due to conflict with the work 
schedule of the assistant moderator. 
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gender, civil status, years of residency in the community, educational background, 

employment status, and membership in groups or organisations (see Appendix H). The 

socio-demographic profile provided an overview of how the group of community 

representatives in the study resembled the overall population of community people active 

in CCA and DRRM-related activities (as shown in Table 5.3). Socio-demographic 

characteristics also provided additional understanding on how the opinions of the 

participants might have been influenced by their socio-cultural environment. Likewise, 

detailed information about the participants was collected without compromising the 

discussion time. 

On average, the FGDs ran for the planned 60 to 90 minutes each, with the 

discussion conducted in Filipino. Light snacks were provided to the participants due to 

the lengthy discussion time. If participants answered in their local dialect (e.g. 

Sorsoganon Bikol, Waray, or Bisaya), they were asked to repeat their answers in Filipino, 

or someone from the group translated it to Filipino for them.101 Although all moderators 

and assistant moderator were familiar with these local dialects and easily understood the 

responses, for the purpose of later transcription, responses in local dialects were translated 

to Filipino during the audio recorded discussion. Overall, the fieldwork outcomes 

generally adhered to the planned focus group size and number of groups for the study.102 

There were a few challenges in the conducting the FGDs. First, it was difficult for 

a few barangays to set the focus group discussions given family and work commitments. 

As a result, several FGDs had to be rescheduled. Second, while there were appropriate 

venues available in the barangays to conduct the FGDs (e.g. barangay halls, health 

centres, chapels, and multi-purpose halls), outside noise from construction and public 

transport made voice recording the discussions challenging for some of the participants 

and the moderators. To remedy this, questions and answers of the participants were 

repeated loudly and clearly by the moderators to ensure voice recordings and notes were 

clearly taken during the FGD. 

Third, a few participants were hesitant to share answers, commenting that their 

answers were already mentioned by others. To address this, the moderators employed 

techniques such as rephrasing or changing the order of questions, asking broad questions 

first to gain interest, utilising meta-cards in case some participants wanted to first write 

                                                
101 Participants would sometimes be so comfortable and engaging in the discussion that they would speak 
in their local dialect without them realising it. Other participants would notice this and would jokingly 
‘scold’ them by asking them to repeat their responses in Filipino, to which the former would comply. 
102 Gender issues were not brought up in the participatory approach of the FGDs, nor were there any issues 
regarding decision-making as females were equitably representative in the CCA and DRRM groups. 
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down their answers, and conducting ice breakers.103 Finally, for one barangay with 

initially 10 participants, nine turned up on the day of the FGD. As this barangay was 

considered a ‘weak’ barangay, and the difference was only one member, the FGD 

proceeded. 

Overall, despite these challenges, the FGDs were considered successful in 

addressing the research aims. The participants also, and unsolicited, expressed their 

appreciation for the discussions. Participants from several barangays commented how 

informative the discussions were for them. They intended to continue the discussions 

during their future meetings, especially exploring how to better inform and engage their 

community in CCA and DRRM activities. Also, one barangay requested that I explain 

climate change, its impacts, and how humans had contributed to this. Their interest on the 

topic thus extended towards the realisation that barangays like theirs needed to be more 

proactive and engaged with CCA and DRRM. In summary, the FGDs not only provided 

me with rich data, but also usefully prompted critical thinking and reflections on the part 

of the participants. 

 

Section 3: Data analysis techniques 

 

This section discusses the techniques used to analyse the interview and FGD data. NVivo 

12, a qualitative data analysis software package, was used to help organise and analyse 

fieldwork data (Flick 2014; QSR International Pty Ltd. Version 12, 2018). A six-step data 

analysis process was conducted, as shown in Figure 5.5. While the data analysis process 

was considered a linear process, it also involved an iterative process (Barbour 2007), 

which entailed moving back and forth between data coding (Steps 1 and 3) and themes 

(Steps 2 to 5) in revisions and in being prompted to explore options as they arose in 

analysis. 

 

Step 1: Generating concept-driven codes 

The first step was to generate data codes through the coding process (Bryman 2016; 

Patton 2015). Codes are names given to systematically classify and organise data into 

meaningful categories to identify and develop potential patterns and themes (Braun & 

Clarke 2006; Bryman 2016; Patton 2015). Two coding techniques were used in this study: 

                                                
103 An example of a broad question that typically interested participants was: What typhoons can you recall 
that you have experienced here in your city/municipality? Can you tell me more about your experience 
then? 
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‘concept-driven’ and ‘data-driven’ ones (Gibbs 2007: 45; also, Braun & Clarke 2006), 

with the latter used in Step 3 (below). 

The concept-driven technique made use of a priori codes informed by the research 

questions, literature review, conceptual framework, and interview and FGD guides 

(Barbour 2007; Miller & Crabtree 1999; Gibbs 2007). It is also known as the ‘template 

approach’ whereby codes are defined and initially applied to the unstructured data, which 

is further refined and revised for analysis downstream (Brooks et al. 2015; Crabtree & 

Miller 1999). 

 

Figure 5.5 Data analysis process 

 

Steps 2 to 5: Generating data-driven codes and thematic analysis 

Thematic analysis is defined as the ‘method for identifying, analyzing, and reporting 

patterns (themes) within data’ (Braun & Clarke 2006: 79). In Steps 2 to 5 of the data 

analysis, potential themes were discovered through the sorting, analysing, and combining 

of codes (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane 2006). Themes as a product of coding represent 

identified patterns and distinct features in the data that captures the depth of the 

phenomenon being investigated (Braun & Clarke 2006; Crabtree & Miller 1999; Ryan & 

Bernard 2003). 
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Themes can be identified through a combination of several strategies proposed by 

Braun and Clarke (2006), Owen (1984), and Ryan and Bernard (2003). The most common 

is the prevalence (or recurrence) of patterns that determine a theme based on how often a 

concept appeared across the data set and within the data set (Braun & Clarke 2006; Owen 

1984). Similarly, the repetition (or frequency) of key words, concepts, and statements, 

alongside paying attention to the forcefulness or stress given to words and phrases in 

speeches and/or passages in texts were also used to determine themes (Owen 1984). Other 

strategies include searching for (i) metaphors and analogies that represent the thoughts of 

the participants; (ii) similarities and differences across data; (iii) transitions in topics; (iv) 

linguistic connectors; and (v) missing data (Ryan & Bernard 2003).104 

For concept-driven codes (Step 2), I utilised a ‘basic’ thematic approach of 

‘recurrence’, ‘repetition’, and ‘forcefulness’ (Owen 1984), to identify the following meta-

themes of inquiry: (1) ‘community engagement and CCA in international contexts’; (2) 

‘local knowledge and CCA’; and (3) community engagement and CCA in the Philippine 

context’ (Chapters 2 to 4). Furthermore, key aspects of strong and weak community 

engagement for CCA identified in the comprehensive reviews in the international 

literature (Chapter 2) and the Philippine literature (Chapter 4), were included.105 These 

broad code categories were then broken down into more specific codes and sub-codes. 

Codes were then labelled with their corresponding descriptions and definitions. As such, 

a codebook or preliminary coding frame was developed (Bourque 2004), as shown in 

Appendix G. A codebook is a written document that contains the coding frame based on 

a priori codes and data immersion downstream which is then applied to structure, 

interpret, and analyse the full data set (Benaquisto 2008; Brooks et al. 2015). 

In generating data-driven codes (Step 3), I familiarised and immersed myself with 

the data from the interview and FGD transcripts through ‘repeated reading’ of interview 

and focus group transcripts and listening to voice recordings (Braun & Clarke 2006: 87); 

which also included doing both simultaneously (Bryman 2016; Krueger 1998). In 

addition, I made observational notes while re-reading and listening as part of data 

immersion (Braun & Clarke 2012). Over time, I increasingly became more engaged with 

data content and substance through analytically and critically interpreting meanings and 

patterns. That informed the coding process through developing and recognising cognitive 

                                                
104 Ryan and Bernard (2003) also included both a priori (theory-related material) and in vivo (indigenous 
typologies or categories) as strategies in searching for themes, which I utilised in generating codes. 
105 These key aspects included: community capacity building, participatory and knowledge integration tools 
and approaches, government capacity and support, multi-stakeholder partnerships, networks, and linkages, 
and socio-cultural environmental contexts. 
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relevance of the data to the research aims and questions (Braun & Clarke 2012; Terry et 

al. 2017). 

The data-driven technique also contained in vivo codes, as distinct local terms 

used by the participants (Barbour 2007; Bryman 2016; Ryan & Bernard 2003). Interviews 

and FGDs were both conducive in generating in vivo codes (Barbour 2007; King 2008). 

In FGDs for example, distinct quotes from participants can not only encapsulate a 

common or shared perspective of the group, but further analysis of such quotes can 

contribute to theory-building (Barbour 2007). 

Data-driven coding is also known as open coding and is closely associated with 

grounded theory, as it involves ‘being open to the data’ and immersing oneself into the 

data to generate categories that inform possible pattern and themes (Bryman 2016: 542; 

also, Strauss & Corbin 1998).106 However, Barbour (2007) argued that it is impossible to 

start data analysis, or coding for that matter, with nothing. Rather, a ‘pragmatic version 

of grounded theory’, shaped by the research aims and questions, is often adopted to utilise 

the insights of the participants in generating, revising, and refining codes and categories 

while ensuring focus and intent during the analysis (Barbour 2007: 120). The interview 

and FGD transcripts were reviewed to identify and code segments of the data using the 

preliminary codes, where relevant. 

Overall, the development of concept-driven and data-driven codes was iterative 

and flexible, in combining both deductive and inductive processes (Barbour 2007; 

Bryman 2016; Patton 2015). With coding in qualitative data in a ‘constant state of 

potential revision and fluidity’ (Bryman 2016: 573), coding categories were continuously 

revised and refined by moving back and forth between the transcripts and coding frame. 

Concomitantly, while looking for themes, codes were sorted and organised into themes 

and subthemes (informing the meta-themes). 

An initial thematic map was created (Braun & Clarke 2006), that illustrated the 

relationship among codes, subthemes, themes, and the meta-themes (Steps 2 and 4). Each 

theme was then analysed in detail through the interpretive extraction of meanings from 

the data, including their significance and importance (Bazeley 2013; Bryman 2016). This 

meant looking at how each theme was incorporated into the broader context of the 

research in comparison with other themes and their implications, and how each theme 

related to the research problem, aims, and conceptual framework (Bryman 2016). 

                                                
106 Grounded theory is a research approach where systematic data collection, analysis, and theory-building 
happen simultaneously (Strauss & Corbin 1998). 
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Themes were constantly refined both as individual themes and in relation to the 

entire data set to determine to what extent coherent patterns were formed (Braun & Clarke 

2006; Bryman 2016). This meant reviewing and re-working themes to capture the essence 

of the coded data extracts (Braun & Clarke 2006; Bryman 2016). In this sense, generating, 

reviewing, revising, and refining themes eventually produced a final thematic map (Step 

5) (Terry et al. 2017). 

The thematic map described and interpreted the ‘story’ of the data within and 

across meta-themes and themes in a coherent, concise, and non-repetitive manner (Braun 

& Clarke 2006; Terry et al. 2017). Distinct and striking data extract examples were 

included to best identify and reveal the analytic points and arguments of the study through 

the themes (Braun & Clarke 2006). Through the conclusions drawn and significances 

determined, thematic analysis provided the framework to better present and strengthen 

the research argument as informed by the conceptual framework (Braun & Clarke 2006). 

In turn, the thematic analysis generated the conceptual framework and also the 

data as set out in Chapters 6 and 7. Subsequently, this process identified and integrated 

the perspectives of the interviewed local experts and FGD community representatives 

based on the data collection techniques. It thus aided in discovering the substance of the 

data in relation to the meta-themes and themes of inquiry and key aspects of strong and 

weak community engagement. 

 

Step 6: Synthesis 

The final step entailed bringing together the themes generated from the concept-driven 

and data-driven analyses to generate new knowledge and perspectives through a 

conceptual process called synthesis (Bryman 2016; Patton 2002). This process involved 

critically analysing patterns, relationships, and intersections between the themes derived 

from concept-driven and data-driven analyses. As with qualitative research, iteration was 

adopted by moving back and forth throughout the data analysis process. I re-immersed 

myself in the data, re-examined the codes, and reviewed and refined the themes, which 

provided rigour, critical reflection, and in-depth engagement with the analysis (Braun & 

Clarke 2006; Terry et al. 2017). This gave me guidance in identifying and synthesising 

themes to best interpret and analyse data to provide insights to the research problem. 

Therefore, key themes, issues and implications emerging from the interviews, and FGDs 

were identified, compared, and analysed in themselves, and then compared to the 

international and Philippine literatures. This process drew out the final suggestions for 

policy development on how to develop more effective community engagement 
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approach/es for CCA in coastal and island communities in the Philippines (Chapters 8 

and 9). 

 

Section 4: Ethical considerations 

 

In accordance with the Griffith University Research Ethics Manual, this research was 

granted full ethical approval on 18 August 2017 (GU Ref No: 2017/642). The field study 

took place from 17 October to 26 November 2017. Confidentiality and privacy, the ethical 

conduct of the interviews and FGDs, and transcription and data management are 

discussed below. 

 

Confidentiality and privacy 

Throughout the entire fieldwork process, confidentiality and privacy of the participants 

were assured. In confidentiality, the ‘privacy of individuals will be protected in that the 

data they provide will be handled and reported in such a way that it cannot be associated 

with them personally’ (Mertens 2008: 221). Confidentiality also refers to agreements on 

how data will be utilised, which is indicated in the informed consent agreement signed 

by participants (Seiber & Tolich 2013). Therefore, confidentiality aims to protect 

participants from risk, which includes potential public disclosures by eliminating or 

minimising the link between personal identifiers and fieldwork data (Kaiser 2009; Seiber 

& Tolich 2013). 

Prior to the interviews taking place, an information sheet regarding the fieldwork 

study was given to participants (via email and in person). The information sheet contained 

details regarding the study, its purpose and expected benefits, role of the participants and 

their voluntary involvement, and minimal risks in participating in the study, with strict 

adherence to confidentiality and privacy. Participants were also encouraged to contact the 

research team for any queries or concerns. The information sheet was able in English and 

Filipino upon request (see Appendix D). On the day of the interview, the information 

sheet was again discussed, alongside any questions that participants had about the study. 

Conversely, constraints in logistics and schedules led to the focus groups 

receiving the information sheet on the day of the FGD itself, although a copy of the 
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information sheet was given to the barangay captains, as previously mentioned.107 Before 

the start of the FGD, the moderators read aloud the information sheet to the 

participants.108 The moderators focused on the same aspects in the information sheet that 

were discussed with the interview participants. The participants were then given 

opportunity to ask questions and voice any concerns regarding the study. Questions 

ranged from more details on the study (and about the moderators) and why their barangay 

was chosen. There were no objections or concerns raised by the participants across all 

FGDs. 

A consent form (in both English and Filipino), which included a statement on 

ensuring confidentiality, was read by each interview and FGD participant involved in the 

study (see Appendix E).109 The consent form confirmed that personal information, such 

as their name and information from the socio-demographic questionnaire (for FGD 

participants), would not be disclosed and would be kept confidential and private by the 

moderators and myself as ‘the researcher’. No participant wanted to have their name 

disclosed in the study. Also highlighted was the participants’ understanding of the risks 

involved in the study, their voluntary participation, their freedom to withdraw from the 

study at any time, without comment or penalty, and their consent or not for the interview 

or FGDs to be voice recorded.110 All participants gave their consent to be interviewed and 

FGDs to be voice recorded. Everyone signed their name on the consent form, and no one 

withdrew from all of the interviews and FGDs. 

However, the consent form although offering confidentiality, did not involve 

offering the participants’ anonymity, which means that there ‘no uniquely identifying 

information is attached to the data, thus, no one, not even I, can trace the data back to the 

individual providing it’ (Mertens 2008: 221). In short, anonymity removes any form of 

identification that can be associated or related to the participants in a research project. 

Anonymity is rarely achievable, especially in research projects that utilise face-to-face 

                                                
107 Most of the participants were employed during weekdays so it was difficult to find a common schedule, 
particularly for a large group. The immediate availability of the groups for the FGDs, which was typically 
confirmed in less than five days, also meant little time for meeting the potential participants beforehand. 
Despite this, there were no complaints or concerns from those who were invited to participate in the FGDs. 
108 Several participants forgot to bring their reading glasses, while others did not finish their primary 
education. This made reading the information sheet and consent form challenging for some, which led to 
the request of the moderator reading it aloud to the entire group instead. 
109 For the FGDs, while the participants had their own copy of the consent form, it was read aloud by the 
moderator at the request of the participants. 
110 The FGD participants’ right to withdraw from the project at any time was emphasised, especially as 
issues of privacy and confidentiality were heightened in focus groups due to participants sharing their 
answers in front of each other (Morgan 1997; Patton 2016). 
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interviews and FGDs and make use of the snowballing sampling technique as this one 

does. 

Moreover, in this study, personal identities were shared by both the participants 

and researcher in face-to-face interviews and FGDs (Saunders et al. 2015). It is also very 

difficult to ensure anonymity in small communities (Mertens 2008), such as the fieldwork 

sites in this study. Morgan and Krueger (1998a: 87–88) further commented on the very 

few FGDs that provide ‘true anonymity’, as, again, the more common practice is to 

‘promise confidentiality’. 

Both interviews and FGDs as data collection methods present challenges to 

maintaining confidentiality. In interviews, a researcher might experience confidentiality 

dilemmas associated to sensitive topics (e.g. involving cancer patients, criminal 

behaviour, drug use, and child or sexual abuse) (Brinkmann & Kvale 2015; Kaiser 2009; 

Mertens 2008; Seiber & Tolich 2013). In FGDs, maintaining confidentiality and privacy 

is considered even more challenging when data is collected in a face-to-face group setting 

(Kaiser 2013; Liamputtong 2011; Mertens 2008; Wallace 2010). This is because the 

researcher cannot promise that in ensuring their own confidentiality, the participants will 

do the same to each other (Liamputtong 2011). 

In addition, research conducted in communities and small groups face other 

‘collective risks’ to confidentiality (Kaiser 2013: 458). This risk is where participants in 

communities and small groups already know one another, which can compromise 

intracommunity relationships due to confidentiality breaches by community participants 

(Kaiser 2013; Liamputtong 2011). Another risk is on communities and groups that 

possess distinct characteristics (e.g. geographic location, cultural, occupational, political, 

and so forth), which can be identifiable to outsiders (Kaiser 2013). 

Hence, in the community context, Liamputtong (2011) suggested setting ground 

rules before the start of an FGD, which could include respect for confidentiality and 

privacy among participants, although there remains no guarantee that this will be 

followed. Participants in such negotiation can also set their own rules on how much 

personal information they are willing to share with the group (Morgan 1998a). Similarly, 

the moderator can help minimise invasion of privacy (and stressful situations) by 

observing the body language of the participants during an FGD, and then refocusing the 

discussion if issues on privacy become obvious or heightened (Morgan 1998a). The 

socio-demographic questionnaire also helped in minimising the sharing of personal 

information to the group as they answered the questionnaire individually. Subsequently, 

the discussions ran smoothly, with no stressful situations arising, which can also be 
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attributed to the familiarity of the participants with one another, given that they worked 

together in community CCA and DRRM activities, as well as to the skills of the 

moderators. 

Confidentiality also raises the issue of uncertainty, as researchers solely interpret 

the statements of the interview participants without giving the latter an opportunity to 

react to such interpretations (Brinkmann & Kvale 2015). To address this issue, the 

responses of the participants were rephrased and/or repeated back to them by the 

moderators to avoid misinterpretations and ensure accuracy and validity of the interview 

and FGD results. Even after fieldwork, I ensured that my interpretations on the statements 

of the interview and FGD participants were accurate by clarifying with them, either 

through phone or email. 

In the post-fieldwork stage, researchers next face the dilemma of maintaining 

confidentiality and deleting personal identifiers at the cost of removing rich contextual 

data from the fieldwork sites and omitting key characteristics of the study participants 

themselves, including altering their stories (Kaiser 2013; Wallace 2010). Presenting 

preliminary reports back to the participants and communities can help address such 

dilemma (Kaiser 2013). However, given the limitations in time and finances in this study, 

I intend to write a short report on the research findings alongside my recommendations 

for Sorsogon City and Lavezares post-thesis. These findings and recommendations will 

be presented in a seminar to the study participants, communities, local government 

officials, and local government offices. The aim is to gain feedback on the findings and 

recommendations, which will then be integrated with the city/municipality CCA and 

DRRM plans. The report and seminar were also requested by the study participants, heads 

of the city/municipal/provincial Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Offices, and 

mayors.111,112 

In sum, the ethical conduct of this study’s interview and FGD study involved 

taking into consideration the potential risks of confidentiality and any potential privacy 

breaches. Solutions were made to manage confidentiality at every stage of the study based 

on the suggestions from the literature (e.g. Kaiser 2009, 2013; Liamputtong 2001; 

Morgan 1998a), and the ethics process (i.e. de-identification of participants and referring 

                                                
111 Based on personal communication with the following research participants in Sorsogon City: City 
Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Office head and city mayor (18 October 2017), Provincial 
Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Office head (19 October 2017), and barangay officials and 
community representatives (3–10 November 2017). 
112 Based on personal communication with the following research participants in Lavezares: Municipal 
Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Office head and municipal mayor (17 October 2017) and 
barangay officials and community representatives (16–24 November 2017). 
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to them as ‘codes’). As such, while this study was considered to have low privacy risk 

associated with the participants, measures were still undertaken to ensure their 

confidentiality and privacy. 

 

Transcription and data management 

During the transcription, and as part of the ethics process, participants had to be de-

identified and referred to as codes to remove personal identifiers. Interviews and FGDs 

were transcribed to English from Filipino. To prevent the loss of meaning during 

translation, key words and/or phrases from the responses that considered important were 

retained in Filipino, with footnotes inserted to provide context to the responses, including 

the closest interpretation of the key words and/or phrases based on Philippine literature 

(e.g. barangay, bayanihan, and pintakasi). Also, audio recordings from the interview and 

FGD were listened to for a second time to ensure the transcription and translation 

processes were as accurate as possible. 

In addressing the potential difficulty of capturing all the voices in the FGDs, 

including overlapping answers and interjections, apart from distinguishing the speakers, 

three strategies were applied to help discussion, recording, transcription, and analysis. 

First, ground rules set in the FGD guidelines included (i) waiting for one’s turn to talk; 

(ii) listening when someone else was speaking; and (iii) not dominating or interrupting 

the discussion. Second, moderators facilitated the discussion by mentioning the name of 

the person who wanted to share their answers, which was included in the voice recording. 

Third, in cases where participant comments overlapped, the moderator would ask each 

participant (by mentioning the participant’s name) to repeat their answer. These strategies 

ensured that the transcription of FGD data captured all the voices of the participants and 

their corresponding answers. 

In following the ethics approval, all printed interview and FGD transcriptions, 

including answered socio-demographic questionnaires, when not in use, were securely 

stored in a locked file cabinet within a locked office in Griffith University. All audio and 

text files were stored in a password protected folder in my university-supplied computer, 

which was also password protected. After a maximum of five years’ storage, all printed 

transcriptions, encoded socio-demographic questionnaires, and audio and text files are to 

be destroyed. 
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Conclusion 

 

This chapter first discussed the qualitative research methodology as the most appropriate 

for this study, regarding its key features and philosophical assumptions. While several 

paradigms inform qualitative research methodology, the interpretivist paradigm was then 

identified to be the most appropriate in contrast to the positivist and critical theory 

paradigms. Finally, comparison to the quantitative research methodology provided 

further justification of why the qualitative approach overall was considered most 

appropriate for this study. 

Second, it moved onto the fieldwork, and discussed the two data collection 

techniques utilised: semi-structured interviews and focus group discussions (FGDs). In 

sum, 24 interviews and 12 FGDs were conducted with local experts and community 

representatives, respectively, in the barangays of Sorsogon City and Lavezares. Despite 

challenges in coordination and timelines, the fieldwork progressed smoothly through the 

cooperation and involvement of local governments, communities, and flexibility of the 

moderators. 

Third, following the data collection stage, interview and FGD data analysis was 

discussed by way of thematic analysis in two ways. First, the concept-driven technique, 

which generated concepts and meta-themes that emerged from the research questions, 

literature review suggestions and insights in Chapters 2 to 4, and conceptual framework. 

Second, the data-driven technique was utilised to identify new concepts and meta-themes 

identified from the fieldwork results to help address the research questions. Finally, 

ethical considerations and approval instructions in the conduct of interviews and FGDs 

was presented through the discussion of confidentiality, privacy, and data management 

strategies concluded the chapter. 

Continuing, the next three chapters present the fieldwork results and discuss the 

thematic analysis and results. Specifically, Chapters 6 and 7 present the data analysis 

results of the three investigative meta-themes based on the interviews and FGDs guides, 

which, address existing and suggested community engagement approaches to CCA (and 

by association, DRRM). This analysis and discussion are then integrated with the 

suggestions and insights from the international (Chapters 2 and 3) and Philippine 

(Chapter 4) literatures in Chapter 8 to draw out final suggestions for policy development 

and better community engagement to effectively respond to climate change impacts 

and/or weather-related disasters.
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6. Fieldwork Analysis of Contemporary Community Engagement 
 

 

Introduction 

 

This chapter and the following one present the data analysis results from interviews and 

focus group discussions (FGDs) conducted between October to November 2017. A total 

of 115 participants, including 11 local experts and 38 community representatives from 

Sorsogon City, and 13 local experts and 53 community representatives from Lavezares 

took part in the study. As explained in Chapter 5 on Methods, according to the research 

aims and questions these participants had the knowledge and experience to provide the 

most relevant perspectives regarding community engagement to climate change 

adaptation (CCA), and by association, disaster risk reduction and management (DRRM), 

and other related environmental issues in coastal communities of the Philippines. Overall, 

this chapter addresses Research Questions 1 to 3.113 

The chapter begins by examining Meta-theme 1, which investigates the 

contemporary community engagement approaches of coastal communities in Sorsogon 

City and the Municipality of Lavezares towards CCA, DRRM, and other related 

environmental issues. First, Theme 1 examines the perspectives of the participants with 

regard to community engagement, and by association, community participation. Second, 

Theme 2 examines the contemporary community engagement mechanisms and/or 

practices identified by the participants. Finally, Theme 3 examines how these 

contemporary community engagement mechanisms and/or practices contributed to 

‘strong’ or ‘weak’ community engagement in CCA, DRRM, and other environmental 

activities in Sorsogon City and Lavezares, based on participant perspectives. 

In turn, Chapter 7 examines Meta-theme 2, which identifies participant 

suggestions for policy development regarding achieving strong community engagement 

                                                
113 Research Question 1: How do local experts and community representatives from Sorsogon City and the 
Municipality of Lavezares interpret community engagement, and by association, community participation? 
Research Question 2: What are the existing community engagement mechanisms and/or practices for CCA 
identified by local experts and community representatives from Sorsogon City and the Municipality of 
Lavezares, and how do these compare with the international and Philippine literatures? 
Research Question 3: What are the barriers to, and enablers of, community engagement mechanisms and/or 
practices to CCA as perceived by local experts and community representatives from Sorsogon City and the 
Municipality of Lavezares? And, by association, how are these perceptions tempered by location? 
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for CCA, and by association, DRRM. Chapter 7 also addresses Research Question 4.114 

Such suggestions are based on the strengths and weaknesses of contemporary community 

engagement mechanisms and/or practices identified by the participants identified in this 

chapter. Afterwards, Chapter 8 presents the results of Meta-themes 1 and 2 in addressing 

Research Questions 1 to 3 through comparative analysis of Sorsogon City and Lavezares 

coastal communities, as supported by the Philippine and international literatures. 

The thematic analysis of each meta-theme is discussed based on their themes, sub-

themes, and sub sub-themes. First, it sets out an analytical framework based on the 

content of each theme, sub-theme, sub sub-theme, and their narrative clusters represented 

by participant percentages in 13 tables of Appendix I. Second, Tables 1 and 2 detail points 

of convergence and divergence, as informed by location and participant type discussed at 

the end of each theme, as well as participant engagement type percentages.115 Third, 

Tables 3 to 13 show narratives with at least a 15% or more response rate, where 15% was 

selected for purposes of brevity in making little or micro-detail contribution to the 

analysis, and by association, in addressing constraints in time and space. 

 

Meta-theme 1: Contemporary community engagement approaches to climate 

change, disaster risk reduction, and other environmental issues 

 

Three themes were distilled from Meta-theme 1, as illustrated in Table 6.1. In turn, these 

themes comprised several sub-themes and sub sub-themes that were identified through 

related characteristics and in the NVivo coding analysis. Similar responses—or 

narratives—that emerged from the sub-themes and sub sub-themes were then grouped 

together to form narrative clusters through categorical analysis (Lieblich et al. 1998), 

wherein ‘short sections of the text are extracted, classified, and placed into categories for 

analysis’ (Elliot 2005: 38). The sequence of the subthemes, sub sub-themes, and narrative 

clusters in Themes 1 to 3 are presented in descending order (from most to least), based 

on the frequency of responses from the total number of participants (n=115). Similarly, 

                                                
114 Research Question 4: What are the key suggestions for policy development regarding more effective 
community engagement for CCA as perceived by local experts and community representatives from 
Sorsogon City and the Municipality of Lavezares? And, by association, how are these perceptions tempered 
by location? 
115 A five-point Likert scale was utilised to determine participant type of engagement: very low (0–20%), 
low (21–40%), moderate (41–60%), high (61–80%), and very high (81–100%). A Likert scale is a method 
that measures attitudes, beliefs, knowledge, and behaviour by rating evaluative questions and responses 
(Vogt 1999). In addition, the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency uses a five-point scale in 
determining the levels of public participation, adapted from the International Association of Public 
Participation (see CEAA 2008). 
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as local expert and focus group sizes varied in number in the study sites, participant 

percentages were reported instead (Schreier 2012). 

 

Table 6.1 Meta-theme 1: Themes, sub-themes, and sub sub-themes 

Themes Sub-themes Sub sub-themes 

1. Perspectives on 

community 

engagement 

  

2. Contemporary 

community 

engagement 

mechanisms and/or 

practices 

1. Community-based 

2. Government-based 

3. NGO-based 

 

3. Key aspects of strong 

and weak community 

engagement 

mechanisms and/or 

practices 

1. Weak community 

engagement 

mechanisms and/or 

practices 

 

2. Strong community 

engagement 

mechanisms and/or 

practices 

1. Social, economic, and cultural 

barriers 

2. Weak leadership and 

governance 

 

1. Capacity building 

2. Leadership and governance 

3. Community practices on unity, 

empowerment, and 

bayanihan/pintakasi 

 

In the following sections, the meta-theme results of contemporary community 

engagement approaches are presented starting with Theme 1 on participant perspectives 

of community engagement and community participation. 

 

Results and analysis 

 

Theme 1: Perspectives of community engagement 

Theme 1 discusses the perspectives of community engagement as perceived by almost 

75% of Sorsogon City participants and just over 65% of Lavezares participants. This 

theme was informed by two narrative clusters: unity, shared commitment, and collective 

action, and participation. 
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Unity, shared commitment, and collective action 

Most participants from Sorsogon City (51%) and Lavezares (50%) perceived community 

engagement as having unity, shared commitment, and collective action. Unity in this 

narrative is derived from the Filipino term ‘pagkakaisa’ (oneness), which most 

participants referred to when defining community engagement.116 In addition, the terms 

‘responsibility’, ‘involvement’, ‘commitment’, ‘sacrifice’, and ‘obligation’ pertained to a 

group of people who recognised their community as ‘meaningful’, thus sharing common 

norms and values that reflected interconnectedness and social cohesion. As two 

community representatives and one local expert from Sorsogon City opined: 

 

Community engagement is your responsibility to your community, your involvement in 

how you will take care of your community in all aspects. Community engagement is 

therefore affiliated with commitment. (T1) 

 
Community engagement means you have an obligation to the community. (BP7) 

 
You have a moral responsibility not only for yourself, but for everyone. Community 

engagement is deeper than participation because there is commitment and sacrifice. (SC7) 

 

Commitment towards the community is translated through collective action or 

willingness to take part in community activities. As one Lavezares local expert remarked: 

 
Community engagement is when you willingly attend and give value and importance to 

these activities. As you love your barangay and you want to help, when the time comes 

that volunteers are needed, you willingly engage.117 (ML7) 

 

Furthermore, several Lavezares participants used the Filipino term ‘kusang-loob’ 

(‘free will’) in conjunction with defining community engagement as having the 

willingness to help the community. Hence, community engagement was helping others at 

one’s own choice and without coercion. 

                                                
116 Pagkakaisa is the Filipino virtue ethics of ‘oneness’, which is also considered as the ‘highest level of 
interpersonal interaction possible’ (Enriquez 1992: 64). Pagkakaisa can be seen on a daily basis—among 
family, friends, communities, and to some extent, among countrymen (Reyes 2015). 
117 The term barangay has several definitions (see Chapter 4). But based on research findings, barangay 
signified community (Jocano 2001) and the smallest political unit or local government unit level in the 
Philippines (Republic of the Philippines 1991; Scott 1994). Sorsogon City and Lavezares participants used 
both definitions. Hence, barangay and community are used interchangeably in this research. 
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However, one participant had a deeper reflection of community engagement, as a 

community with a unified vision of itself. As one Lavezares local expert stressed: 

 
Community engagement is when a unified vision of a progressive, safe, and inclusive 

community has already been established; that they are able to fight for this unified vision 

as a community. Engagement is about the totality of each person in the community. They 

do not need incentives or conditions to become engaged. Rather, community engagement 

demands a deeper, but a higher level of ability on the part of the people who are at the 

forefront of such advocacy. (ML8) 

 

Participation 

Participants from Lavezares (18%) and Sorsogon City (10%) regarded community 

engagement as ‘participation’. Interpreting ‘engagement’ as synonymous to 

‘participation’ emphasised the multiple meanings and terms of community. As two 

community representatives from both sites opined: 

 
It is to participate in whatever projects there are in the barangay. (BO9) 

 
Participation and community engagement are the same because both talk about unity. 

(L6) 

 

In turn, in the FGDs, Sorsogon City community representatives referred to 

‘pakikilahok’, the Filipino translation for participation.118 Except for Caricaran (Sorsogon 

City) and Villa (Lavezares), the other communities—alongside its local experts—defined 

community engagement as participation. Conversely, one community representative 

commented that participation would only be different to community engagement when 

politics came into play, specifically when people had different political affiliations. 

 

Perspectives on community participation 

With literature in Chapter 2 confirming the multiple and interchangeable terms of 

community engagement and community participation, participants were also asked to 

articulate their thoughts on community participation. Accordingly, participants from 

Lavezares (55%) and Sorsogon City (51%) provided their understandings of community 

                                                
118 Pakikilahok is translated as ‘joining’ or ‘participating with’ (Aquino 2004: 107). 
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participation in two key narrative clusters: collective action, cooperation, and 

volunteering, and attendance in barangay activities. 

 

Collective action, cooperation, and volunteering 

Community participation meant being cooperative, working and helping one another, and 

volunteering one’s time for others as interpreted by participants from Lavezares (45%) 

and Sorsogon City (20%). This interpretation is like the first narrative on the perspectives 

on community engagement. For the participants, community participation meant being 

united as a community who were also helpful and supportive of one another, as 

articulated, for example, by one local expert and one community representative from 

Lavezares: 

 
Community participation is about helping one another not only among the barangay 

officials, but with the entire community as well. (ML1) 

 
When the leaders call for the people, the community is there. The community supports 

the leaders in order to be involved. (BB3) 

 

Conversely, community participation was described as abiding by community 

policies, and to a larger extent, following barangay officials. Participation, in this sense, 

meant cooperating with policies for the sake of the community. As elaborated by one 

community representative and one local expert from Sorsogon City: 

 
Community participation is following the rules and policies; this means you are actually 

participating to the policies of the barangay. (BO3) 

 
It is when the community follows the barangay captain. It is when everyone helps one 

another and that they do not only think of themselves. It is focused on everyone. (SC3) 

 

Likewise, some participants related community participation to the concept of 

volunteering by some participants, wherein one had the choice to freely carry out 

activities that benefited the community (see Wilson 2000). Like volunteering, individuals 

had the option to participate in community activities instead of being forced or obligated 

to do so, as articulated by the following typical opinions of community representatives 

from Talisay (Sorsogon City) and Villa (Lavezares), for example: 
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Community participation is similar with volunteering, you can choose to participate or 

not. It’s up to you. (T7) 

 

Community participation is a voluntary form of participation. (V1) 

 

Attendance in barangay activities 

Participating in barangay activities was how participants from Sorsogon City (27%) and 

Lavezares (11%) interpreted community participation. Such activities included barangay 

meetings, assemblies, and environmental-related activities, which equated to one’s 

presence in the activity, regardless of intended output; as articulated, for example, by 

local experts from both study sites: 

 
Participation is related to asking people to attend an activity and that is already considered 

as participation. (SC11) 

 
In participation, it’s merely attendance in activities. (ML2) 

 

However, two other local experts from Lavezares and Sorsogon City argued that 

linking attendance with participation does not assure that the person is committed or 

engaged in that activity: 

 

Participation is only up to listening, reacting, and attending the activities. There is no 

commitment … because when you say you are committed to something, you will finish 

whatever you have started. (ML13) 

 
In participation, I might be physically there, but mentally I am not. You participated 

because you’re there and you checked your attendance, but you didn’t have engagement. 

(SC5) 

 

In addition, while most participants provided constructive interpretations of 

community participation, one Lavezares local expert also advised not to ‘romanticise’ 

participation as it also has limitations: 

 
It’s very difficult to form one unified vision and direction as a community through 

participation because people have different values and perspectives. Participation also 

talks about manipulation and facilitating it to hasten the process. Sometimes the one 
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facilitating the participatory processes—such as those from the government or NGO—

influence the people. So, after the meeting or assembly, the community might be 

‘brainwashed’ by these people. Therefore, participation should be done the right way. 

(ML8) 

 

No answer 

Finally, three Lavezares (5%) participants found it challenging to provide their 

perspectives on community engagement, as they were unfamiliar with the term. For 

example, one community representative and one local expert had not heard of the term, 

while another local expert opined the term community engagement was not really used 

in the Philippines. 

 

Points of convergence and divergence 

In Sub-theme 1, two convergences across both study sites emerged. First, the participants 

from Sorsogon City (51%) and Lavezares (50%) considered the narrative of ‘unity, shared 

commitment, and collective action’ as the primary perspective of community 

engagement. In turn, 10% of Sorsogon City participants and 18% of Lavezares 

participants regarded the narrative of ‘participation’ was regarded as the secondary 

perspective of community engagement. 

However, in defining community participation, divergences occurred between the 

study sites. More Sorsogon City (27%) participants perceived community participation 

as ‘attendance in barangay activities’, while most Lavezares (45%) participants regarded 

community participation as ‘collective action, cooperation, and volunteering’. Apart from 

these similarities and differences, one local expert highlighted the challenges of 

community participation amidst diverse values and perspectives, alongside concerns of 

facilitating genuine community participation processes. 

In terms of participant engagement based on participant type for Theme 1, 

Sorsogon City (91%) and Lavezares (100%) were very high on participant engagement 

with local experts. On the other hand, community representatives from Sorsogon City 

(63%) had high participant engagement, while and Lavezares (60%) had moderate 

participant engagement. Among the communities, Villa had very high participant 

engagement (100%), while the rest had high (Bitan-o and Caricaran) and moderate 

(Talisay, Barobaybay, Bacon Poblacion, Libas and Balicuatro) participant engagement. 
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Theme 2: Contemporary community engagement mechanisms and/or practices 

The theme on contemporary community engagement mechanisms and/or practices 

gathered responses from Lavezares (100%) and Sorsogon City (88%) participants.119 

Three sub-themes informed this theme: community-based, government-based, and NGO-

based. 

 

Sub-theme 1: Community-based 

The participants from Lavezares (95%) and Sorsogon City (82%) provided examples of 

community-based community engagement mechanisms and/or practices. In turn, these 

mechanisms and/or practices were categorised into eight key narrative clusters. 

 

1. Environmental-based activities 

2. DRRM preparedness and response measures 

3. Community-based groups 

4. Planning processes 

5. Barangay assemblies 

6. Incentives and honorariums 

7. Information dissemination mechanisms and/or practices 

8. Meetings, consultations, and dialogue 

 

Environmental-based activities 

A primary example of community-based mechanism and/or practice to facilitate 

community engagement was implementing environmental-based activities, according to 

participants from Lavezares (74%) and Sorsogon City (18%). These activities were 

comprised of (i) solid waste management implementation; (ii) barangay clean-ups; (iii) 

reforestation activities; and (iv) sea patrolling.120 Local government units (LGUs) 

considered these community-based activities as strategies for climate change mitigation, 

adaptation, and environmental protection. In addition, the solid waste management 

implementation is based on implementation of the Ecological Solid Waste Management 

                                                
119 Based on the fieldwork results, community engagement mechanisms and practices were grouped 
together as participants from both study sites understood these to be same. This was detected when their 
answers to examples of ‘community engagement mechanisms’ and ‘community engagement practices’ 
were the same, considering mechanisms pertained to processes, while practices depicted action. To 
minimise repetition, these two terms were combined instead as mechanisms and/or practices. 
120 Solid waste management activities included waste segregation, composting, establishment of materials 
recovery facilities, and community gardening. Barangay clean-ups took place along barangay roads and 
coastal areas. Reforestation activities included upland and mangrove planting. Sea patrolling took place 
along coastal waters to apprehend illegal fishing violators and protect fish and marine sanctuaries. 
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Act of 2000 (Republic of the Philippines 2000), which is also one of the policies aimed 

to explicitly address climate change (World Bank 2010). 

Implementing community-based environmental activities was one strategy that 

brought community people together. Focusing on a common goal (e.g. planting of 

mangroves, maintaining cleanliness in barangay areas, or monitoring of coastal and 

marine waters), displayed community characteristics of unity, shared commitment, 

cooperation, and collective action. 

Distinct in Lavezares were the barangay clean-ups, which were called pintakasi 

in their Waray dialect that directly translated to bayanihan or collective action.121,122 All 

five Lavezares barangays in this study conducted pintakasi regularly, usually once or 

twice a month to maintain cleanliness within their barangays.123 In Barobaybay, for 

example, different community groups joined pintakasi, as told by the following 

representative opinions of nine community participants: 

 

We have pintakasi. We clean the entire the barangay of litter and wastes. We do this once 

a month. Included here are barangay officials, barangay police officers, barangay health 

workers, recipients of the Pantawid Pamilya Pilipino (Bridging Program for the Filipino 

Family) Program or 4Ps, and the women’s organisation.124 We also have coastal clean-

ups once a month. The same group of people in the barangay clean-up is also part of this 

activity. (BB6) 

 
We are happy because we are united in keeping our barangay clean. (BB2) 

 

Participants also recognised the need to work together as a community to protect 

their environment, which was why some participants believed that strengthening these 

environmental-based activities not only enhanced community engagement but also 

increased knowledge about and awareness of environmental issues. As one Lavezares 

local expert commented: 

                                                
121 Waray is the primary dialect spoken by the people of Northern Samar, including Lavezares. 
122 In Chapter 4, bayanihan is defined as the voluntary effort of a community to achieve a particular goal 
(Bankoff 2007; Labonne & Chase 2011). 
123 Villa in Lavezares conducts pintakasi thrice a month. 
124 The 4Ps, locally known as the Pantawid Pamilya Pilipino Program (Bridging Program for the Filipino 
Family) is a conditional cash transfer program of the government, where the poorest of the poor in the 
Philippines are granted conditional cash grants as a way to address poverty (DSWD 2011). In the two study 
sites, barangay officials typically sought the assistance of the 4Ps beneficiaries in their barangays in 
barangay activities such as meetings, assemblies, and clean-ups. 
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Right now, I am focusing on clean-ups because everyone in the community really needs 

to know how to segregate their wastes, especially now that we’re experiencing climate 

change. (ML1) 

 

People’s organisations (POs) were also active in protecting mangroves and 

partnering with the LGUs in implementing waste management policies.125 As another 

Lavezares local expert explained: 

 

We also have mangrove trees which are more than 30 years old that we maintain and 

protect. We constructed a guard house, bridges, and catwalk around the area. We also 

clean the wastes that accumulate in the mangrove area. We seek assistance with the 

barangay and Municipal Environment and Natural Resources Office in apprehending 

those who illegally dump their wastes. (ML11) 

 

Lavezares had more environmental-based activities than Sorsogon City. 

According to one local expert, Lavezares had a strong and sustained environmental 

advocacy, alongside being part of the Biri-Larosa Protected Seascape and Landscape (as 

mentioned in Chapter 5). The participant believed that these reasons contributed to the 

increase in environmental-based activities: 

 

The Lavezares LGU has had a strong advocacy towards the environment, for example, 

through its solid waste management program. This environmental advocacy is sustained 

even until now. We also have large mangrove areas, wherein planting and maintenance 

projects are funded by government, foreign donors, non-government organisations 

(NGOs) and people’s organisations (POs). The fact that Lavezares is part of the Biri-

Larosa Protected Seascape and Landscape has also raised the awareness of communities 

towards the environment. Hence, there was an increase in environmental activities at the 

community level. (ML8) 

 

In contrast, Sorsogon City community representatives primarily focused on waste 

segregation and collection and upland tree planting as key environmental-based 

community-based activities. Local experts also mentioned the efforts of their POs with 

                                                
125 ‘People’s organisation’ is a Filipino term that denotes a grassroots organisation composed of 
marginalised individuals who work together towards improving social and/or material well-being; other 
countries use the term ‘community-based organisation’ (ADB 2007). As mentioned in Chapter 4, people’s 
organisations and NGOs are two key types of civil society organisations in the Philippines (ADB 2013). 
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upland and mangrove planting and protection of the fish and marine sanctuaries in other 

barangays.126 

 

DRRM preparedness and response measures 

Another important community engagement mechanism and/or practice was the 

implementation of DRRM preparedness and response measures as regarded by 

participants from Lavezares (50%) and Sorsogon City (45%). These included (i) 

information dissemination; (ii) household preparations for evacuation; and (iii) conduct 

of meetings with barangay officials and/or LGU. 

Barangay meetings and the provision of information from the LGUs (and mass 

media) and disseminating this to every household prompted communities to immediately 

act and prepare for evacuation. Safety and zero casualties during weather-related disasters 

and calamities were considered important. Therefore, everyone took the initiative to help 

disseminate information. For one Lavezares local expert and two community 

representatives from both study sites, such actions helped increase community 

engagement: 

 

If there are typhoons and calamities, the barangay captain always calls for a meeting 

regarding plans for preparedness and response. (ML10) 

 
Once we hear of typhoon signal warnings from TV and text messages from Municipal 

Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Office, we go around the barangay and inform 

people that they need to prepare for evacuation, especially those in the coastal areas. We 

also call for people who want to join in the evacuation. (BC6) 

 

The provision of warnings and reminders to the people is an effective form of community 

engagement because there are no casualties. The houses are safe because prior to 

evacuation, everything is secured. (BP9) 

 

Information disseminating approaches appropriate for each community were also 

useful in encouraging community engagement in preparing for evacuations according to 

the participants. Common approaches comprised household-based, sector-based, and 

location-based information dissemination, as explained by two local experts from both 

study sites and one Sorsogon City community representative: 

                                                
126 Sorsogon participants mentioned how barangays that were part of this research were not suitable for 
mangrove planting but conducted upland tree planting instead. 
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The city and barangay’s approach is we do it by sector: senior citizens, community 

residents, schools, and 4Ps families. We help raise their awareness on what to do during 

calamities and disasters. (SC1) 

 

I go around the community and prioritise the persons with disabilities and senior citizens. 

I inform them that they need to prepare to evacuate and be at the evacuation centre at this 

time. I also prioritise our barangays without concrete roads yet that are more difficult to 

reach. (ML4) 

 
For those people who cannot go to the barangay, the barangay captain asks barangay 

officials to go to the community to spread the information to each household using a 

megaphone, especially to the senior citizens. We do this by puroks (community zones).127 

(C5) 

 

Community engagement was also present during post-disaster relief activities, as 

barangay officials, barangay workers, and other volunteers assisted with the distribution 

of relief goods to the community, as articulated by an opinion representative of all 

community representatives from Barobaybay (Lavezares), for example: 

 
All barangay officials, barangay health workers, barangay police officers, and other 

volunteers help during post-disaster relief activities. (BB5) 

 

Sorsogon City and Lavezares had similar information dissemination and early 

warning systems in place for disaster preparedness, with information from the LGUs 

cascaded to the barangays. However, evacuation measures in Lavezares were less 

established due to a lack of evacuation facilities in most communities. Nevertheless, 

taking measures for preparation and response to weather-related disasters and calamities 

by helping spread information, cooperating in evacuation procedures, and assisting in 

post-relief activities were perceived as community engagement mechanisms and/or 

practices. Community characteristics of being active, helpful, cooperative, and united, 

which are present during times of disasters contributed to communities being ‘involved’. 

                                                
127 A purok is the smallest geographic political subdivision of the barangay. A barangay is composed of 
several puroks (Jocano 2001). 
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Community-based groups 

Many Sorsogon City (39%) and Lavezares (35%) participants considered the formation 

of community-based groups for CCA and DRRM-related activities as another community 

engagement mechanism and/or practice. Community groups comprised: 

 

1. Barangay workers (Barangay DRRM Committee [BDRRMC], Barangay 

Emergency Response Team [BERT], barangay police officers, and barangay 

health workers); 

2. Barangay council (barangay captain, barangay councillors, and barangay 

youth council chairman); and, 

3. Community volunteers (disaster brigade, junior responders, PO volunteers, 

and youth volunteers) 

 

As a community engagement mechanism and/or practice, these groups comprised 

of anyone in a community who wanted to be involved in strengthening DRRM 

community preparedness and response. These groups were usually a proactive response 

in the aftermath of weather-related disasters and calamities that frequently struck these 

communities, as well as an attempt to abide by the implementation of the DRRM Act. As 

local experts from both study sites opined: 

 
We don’t want a repeat of what happened before in previous calamities. We want to learn 

from past experiences. (SC1) 

 
Our BDRRMC has been activated only recently because of the strict implementation of 

the DRRM Law. This was brought about by what happened in typhoons Haiyan [in 2013] 

and Melor [in 2009]. (ML5) 

 

Eventually, these community groups became crucial in enhancing community 

engagement on CCA and DRRM through their visibility in the community and initiative 

to share their knowledge and skills to the people. As one Sorsogon City community 

representative commented: 

 
We can share our knowledge and skills to the community, especially during times of 

accidents. (BP1) 
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Community-based groups for DRRM preparedness and response were more 

established in Sorsogon City compared to Lavezares. Apart from the barangay council, 

BDRRMC, and junior responders, their BERTs were established through the support of 

the barangay council, City Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Office, and 

Sorsogon City government. With Lavezares not having a group similar to BERT, their 

BDRRMCs, fisherfolk organisation, disaster brigade, and youth volunteers took the 

lead.128 Likewise, the Municipal Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Office had 

plans of organising emergency response groups in the future. 

 

Planning processes 

The formation of community-based plans for CCA, DRRM, and other environmental-

related concerns emerged as another community engagement mechanism and/or practice 

by Lavezares (35%) and Sorsogon City (33%) participants. In both study sites, 

community people were invited to be involved in planning activities of the barangay. 

Typically, barangay plans were either made by the barangay council, Barangay 

Development Council, or community representatives through the assistance of LGU 

agencies and/or non-government organisations (NGOs).129 These plans are then shared to 

community people during barangay assemblies and purok visits to gather their 

suggestions and feedback, which would be included in the revision of plans. One 

Lavezares local expert and one Sorsogon City community representative explained the 

planning process in their communities: 

 
The Barangay Development Council conducts a meeting and gathers necessary data 

through participatory research appraisals through the help of LGU and NGOs. Several 

problems come out of the report and then we prioritise which problems need to be 

addressed. After which, we share the results and outcomes to the community. (ML4) 

 
Through the help of the city government and an NGO, we had a workshop to create a 

five-year contingency plan. The barangay officials were not included to avoid politics so 

that participants would freely share their ideas and feedback. The barangay officials 

would then craft the ordinances based on the contingency plan. (T2) 

 

                                                
128 Three BDRRMCs were recently organised through the assistance of the partner NGO. 
129 A Barangay Development Council is composed of the barangay council and representatives from a 
congressman, POs, and NGOs (DILG 2009). 
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An advantage of such a planning process was the inclusion of various sectors at 

the community level, which facilitated enhanced community engagement. As one 

Lavezares local expert shared: 

 
One of the things that I appreciate in that barangay is that their barangay captain is very 

good in creating plans because it is very multi-sectoral, even before an NGO came and 

helped them. (ML8) 

 

However, other participants quickly pointed out how these plans, no matter how 

participatory, were sometimes disregarded during barangay assemblies. Two Balicuatro 

(Lavezares) community representatives even admitted to not following their Barangay 

Development Plan: 

 
These plans were ignored during the assembly. We didn’t notice these plans anymore 

because it was under a pile of papers. (BC5) 

 
Our focus was on the NGO projects and the release on relief goods. These plans became 

worthless during the barangay assemblies. (BC6) 

 

Hence, apart from utilising participatory approaches to community-based plans to 

increase community engagement, ensuring that these plans were actually implemented on 

the ground remained a concern. 

 

Barangay assemblies 

The implementation of barangay assemblies as a community engagement mechanism 

and/or practice was identified by Lavezares (39%) participants more than Sorsogon City 

(8%) participants. Barangays are mandated by law to conduct assemblies twice a year to 

discuss barangay semestral reports, finances, activities, and other concerns (Republic of 

the Philippines 1991). Afterwards, an open forum takes place for the community to share 

their comments and suggestions. 

Lavezares participants mentioned that additional barangay assemblies were 

conducted depending on the need or situation, as initiated by the barangay captain. For 

example, a barangay can have one or two more assembles to discuss potential projects 

and partnerships with LGUs, NGOs, and other organisations. As one Lavezares 

community representative opined: 
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Barangay assemblies are usually held twice each year. But when LGU agencies, NGOs, 

and other organisations come in, we have additional barangay assemblies for that. (V9) 

 

Information is effectively shared to the entire community through such assemblies 

during which they are given the opportunity to provide comments and suggestions, which 

the barangay officials convey back to the potential partners. In other instances, NGOs 

attend the barangay assemblies to directly ask the needs and concerns of the community. 

For example, consultation, planning, and validation between the community and NGO 

took place prior to implementing a livelihood project. According to one Lavezares local 

expert: 

 

We first had a barangay assembly to discuss the partnership with an NGO. They asked 

us what forms of livelihood were profitable in the barangay. The NGO then gave us 

several options for livelihood. After which, we helped identify the beneficiaries for the 

project. Then the NGO representatives went to every household to interview them to 

validate our recommendations. (ML2) 

 

Conversely, Sorsogon City participants were not as vocal on their barangay 

assemblies as a community engagement mechanism and/or practice compared to 

Lavezares participants. Specifically, only local experts and one community representative 

mentioned barangay assemblies as a mechanism and/or practice of community 

engagement. While barangay assemblies were still conducted twice a year as a 

requirement, some Sorsogon City barangay officials also opted to post the 

accomplishment reports, financial reports, and other announcements in front of the 

barangay hall.130 Instead of attending the barangay assembly, community people just 

referred to these reports. 

 

Incentives and honorariums 

According to participants from Lavezares (36%) and Sorsogon City (8%), the provision 

of incentives and honorariums to community people is understood to be a community 

engagement mechanism and/or practice. Incentives may mean relief goods, raffle prizes, 

one kilo of rice, canned goods, or monetary allowance. Simply put, people are more 

motivated to become involved community activities if they received something in return. 

                                                
130 A barangay hall is where the barangay officials holds office. 
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In Sorsogon City, incentives were typically provided by the city government, while 

partner NGOs and resourceful barangays gave incentives in Lavezares. 

One strategy used by the barangay officials to increase attendance in barangay 

assemblies is through incentives. As clarified by a representative opinion of nine 

community representatives of Barobaybay (Lavezares): 

 

Your attendance in the barangay assembly becomes the basis of you being qualified to 

receive relief goods. But we will still give them the relief goods regardless; it’s just a way 

for us to ‘frighten’ them. (BB3) 

 

One Lavezares local expert explained the strategy of their barangay council to 

encourage high attendance in their barangay assemblies through raffle draws and prizes: 

 
We pitch in money from our pockets to buy goods for the raffle draw so that people will 

be encouraged to attend the barangay assemblies until the end. It’s our contribution to 

the community. (L8) 

 

Others justified their use of incentives as a strategy to encourage community 

engagement at the beginning. As one Sorsogon City local expert argued: 

 
Our strategy of providing meals in the community is just an initial strategy. So that when 

we return to the community, they will be more open and receptive to us, without the 

bribery for food because they already know what to do. (SC6) 

 

However, others also criticised the use of incentives to motivate community 

engagement. Incentives are dependent on a barangay’s financial situation; some will have 

the means to do so, while some will not. Relying on incentives to compensate an 

individual’s involvement provides no assurance that they would willingly be involved on 

their own. Likewise, paying someone to become involved in community projects cannot 

be a form of community engagement. As one local expert and one community 

representative from Lavezares reasoned: 

 
Their participation only increases if they can see its benefits. One problem is if they see 

that there is no incentive in participating, then they will not attend anymore. (ML2) 
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You cannot consider these community infrastructure projects as gaining the participation 

of people because while they were considered as volunteers, they had salaries. You can 

be considered as a volunteer if you are not included in the payroll. (BC6) 

 

These opposing responses indicated the different meanings associated with 

community engagement, alongside the motivations of people to become involved. 

Engaging in community activities takes time away from work, family, and other matters. 

One way to see the benefits of engaging in a community activity is where food is provided 

to the participants. As one Sorsogon City local expert explained: 

 
One of our strategies is to give meals for the day. The mother, along with her child, will 

receive food if she will attend and participate. (SC6) 

 

Information dissemination mechanisms and/or practices 

Participants from Lavezares (23%) and Sorsogon City (16%) regarded information 

dissemination mechanisms and/or practices as another form of community engagement. 

Common mechanisms and/or practices across both study sites would be for barangay 

officials, barangay workers, and community volunteers to visit the puroks to give 

announcements, or simply go from household to household talking with people. For 

example, those who attended capacity building activities would typically go around the 

community and share what they had learned. As articulated by one Sorsogon City 

community representative: 

 
As we have undergone training, we are the ones who disseminate the information in the 

barangay through organising puroks. We re-echo our learnings to them. (C1) 

 

Distinct in Sorsogon City was providing households with flyers on DRRM in 

Bikolano language, posting announcements and reports at the barangay hall, and utilising 

public announcement and/or radio communication systems.131 Participants from both 

study sites found that people were more likely to become involved in community 

activities if they were directly provided with information. For example, a role of the 

barangay council, especially the barangay captain, would be to personally go to each 

                                                
131 The Bikolano language is the most common language of people in Sorsogon. 
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household to relay information to involve community people in the activities of the 

barangay. According to one Lavezares local expert: 

 
I also like to go around the community, house to house, and talk with people. I found that 

people are more inclined to participate if you also reach out to them. (ML4) 

 

Hence, information dissemination was understood to be a precursor for 

community engagement with various methods of information dissemination more on a 

personal and face-to-face level, as the most effective way to talk to people and seek their 

engagement. In turn, community people were encouraged to be more involved in 

community activities once they had been informed about it, specifically by persons of 

authority such as barangay council members and barangay workers. 

 

Meetings, consultations, and dialogue 

The conduct of meetings, consultations, and dialogue by barangay officials with the 

community people was a mechanism and/or practice of community engagement 

according to Sorsogon City (18%) and Lavezares (16%) participants. In some barangays, 

community members were encouraged to attend barangay council meetings, which 

became an opportunity for them to engage in dialogue with their barangay officials. In 

turn, barangay officials would ask for community input on barangay-related matters. As 

one Lavezares community representative opined: 

 

We also conduct our monthly barangay council meetings in the puroks. Households 

within the puroks are requested to attend and sit-in during these meetings. They can ask 

questions and we also gather their input on barangay matters. (L9) 

 

These mechanisms and/or practices were perceived as advantageous for the 

community. With open communication between barangay officials and community 

members, the latter also felt a sense of empowerment and ownership as they were 

intimately involved in barangay-related matters. Another Sorsogon City local expert 

considered meetings, consultations, and dialogue as ‘democratic processes’, but also 

recognised limitations: 

 

Consultation is a democratic process. I provide them with input, ideas and guidelines, and 

then ask for their thoughts. The strength of the democratic process is that the members 

have a sense of ownership in whatever we do because they are part of it. Whether we 
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succeed or fail, we are all in this together. However, consultations take a long time before 

you can reach a decision from the majority. (SC7) 

 

Both Sorsogon City and Lavezares utilised similar approaches in conducting 

meetings, consultations, and dialogue. Meetings were conducted twice or more each 

month with barangay workers, community groups, and POs. The barangay council, 

including the barangay captain, would also conduct purok visits to gather any feedback 

or concerns from community people. Barangay captains would also directly dialogue 

with community groups and POs when necessary. On the crafting of plans and policies, 

community-based consultations to gather input and ideas would be held, which would 

end with voting to gather everyone’s approval. Finally, suggestion and comment boxes 

were provided by NGOs in partner communities in Lavezares. 

 

Sub-theme 2: Government-based 

Participants from Lavezares (65%) and Sorsogon City (61%) also gave examples of 

perceived community engagement mechanisms and/or practices from the LGUs. Three 

key narrative clusters emerged from these mechanisms and/or practices: training, 

seminars, and workshops, programs, and meetings, consultations, and dialogue. 

 

Training, seminars, and workshops 

A well-known example of community engagement mechanism and/or practice in the 

government sector was the implementation of training, seminars, and workshops with 

communities, as indicated by participants from Sorsogon City (55%) and Lavezares 

(30%). These capacity building activities typically focused on health, environment, and 

livelihood. POs, such as farmers and fisherfolk, were also provided with capacity building 

activities. 

Regarding CCA and DRRM, capacity building activities were mostly focused on 

DRRM, including basic life support and first aid, earthquake, fire, and tsunami drills, 

emergency response, recovery and rehabilitation, and the DRRM Plan and Act. With only 

two participants in both study sites mentioning the provision of CCA training, it was clear 

that LGUs were more focused on DRRM capacity building. As one Sorsogon City 

community representative commented: 

 
There are few training programs on DRRM preparedness and climate change mitigation. 

The city is more focused on DRRM rescue and response. (T5) 
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Despite these observations, Sorsogon City communities had seen the advantages 

of these capacity building activities. In gaining new knowledge and skills, they took the 

lead in implementing DRRM activities in their communities. Continuous learning and 

ongoing support were provided by the LGUs as well. According to one Sorsogon City 

community representative: 

 

Part of the training and workshops from the city government is the opportunity for us to 

share to them what we have done in our communities and the knowledge we have gained. 

(BP9) 

 

Moreover, a key part of these capacity building activities was the involvement of 

communities on identifying which activities they needed. It also helped that the mayor of 

Sorsogon City supported the communities as she was very supportive of participatory 

governance and community engagement. As one Sorsogon City local expert commented: 

 
In implementing participatory governance, the mayor of Sorsogon promotes the inclusion 

of community engagement in capacitating communities. (SC5) 

 

In addition, two participants mentioned a ‘family-based approach’ as a form of 

capacity building for DRRM, which in turn enhanced community engagement. The 

family-based approach of the Provincial Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Office 

of Sorsogon was implemented to increase the involvement of families within the 

barangays in helping the LGU during times of disasters and calamities. Waiting for 

government aid is then diminished in building self-sufficient resilience as families and 

communities are challenged to become proactive in helping the LGU in any way they 

can. One example was in following the evacuation procedures at the family level. One 

Sorsogon City local expert described another example: 

 
The community needs to realise that the participation of each family is important. Instead 

of relying and waiting for the government to help them, communities can act on their 

own. For example, in addressing the problem of food security during disasters and 

calamities, they can plant and harvest crops in their communities instead of waiting for 

relief goods. LGU agencies will provide them with access to information, technology, 

and funding. It is important to capacitate communities who are willing to help and 

contribute instead of waiting for the government. Therefore, the family-based approach 

is an example of community engagement and participation. (SC4) 
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In Lavezares, training, seminars, and workshops on DRRM had not started, at the 

time of the interviews because the new Municipal Disaster Risk Reduction and 

Management officer had prioritised the gathering of barangay profiles and hazards 

maps.132 Likewise, the Provincial Disaster Risk Reduction and Management officer of 

the Northern Samar Province wanted to first provide DRRM capacity building activities 

to the DRRM officers in every city or municipality, before implementing DRRM training, 

seminars, and workshops in the barangays. 

 

Programs 

The implementation of government-sponsored programs was a community engagement 

mechanism and/or practice, as interpreted by participants from Lavezares (36%) and 

Sorsogon City (16%). These programs targeted impoverished and poor communities and 

POs through health, livelihood, education, environment, and infrastructure projects. Both 

Lavezares local experts and community representatives identified extensive examples of 

government-sponsored programs in their communities. However, in Sorsogon City, only 

local experts were able to do so. 

Two leading government programs were the Bottom-up Budgeting (BuB) and 

Kapit-Bisig Laban sa Kahirapan (Linking Arms Against Poverty)-Comprehensive and 

Integrated Delivery of Social Services (KALAHI-CIDSS). The BuB aimed to empower 

citizens and communities in ‘identifying and implementing poverty reduction projects 

within their local government units’ (DBM 2016: 229). Many participants considered the 

program as a key community engagement mechanism and/or practice through a 

participatory budgeting approach, as it was an alternative to the top-down approach in the 

national government budgeting process.133 Communities identified and implemented 

projects based on local needs and contexts, which enhanced community engagement, 

empowerment, and good governance. Projects included livelihood, evacuation centres, 

and irrigation systems and mechanical equipment for farmers. One Lavezares local expert 

saw the advantages of BuB in communities and POs: 

 

The BuB was really a bottom-up approach with widespread consultation with POs. The 

advantage of the BuB was that these projects were reflective of the needs of the local 

                                                
132 DRRM training were previously conducted, but participants noted that these were done years ago. 
133 The current administration replaced the BuB program with the Assistance to Disadvantaged 
Municipalities program, which focuses on the construction of community infrastructures such as water 
systems, water impounding, health and sanitation facilities, local access roads, and evacuation centres 
(DILG 2017b; Villamente 2016). 
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communities that cannot be budgeted by local funds. We had many livelihood projects 

from BuB. I appreciated the BuB because the POs were very visible then. There were 

third-party monitoring systems in place. The programs of the different government 

departments really went down to the local level. (ML8) 

 

The KALAHI-CIDSS is a poverty alleviation program that provided community 

grants, capacity building, and implementation support for small-scale community projects 

such as community infrastructures (DSWD 2017). KALAHI-CIDSS was also regarded 

by Lavezares participants as a community engagement mechanism and/or practice. 

Utilising a community-driven development approach, funding and support for 

community-identified infrastructures such as seawalls, pathways, day care centres, and 

school buildings were provided. In turn, the LGU and community beneficiaries oversaw 

materials and ‘manpower’. In other cases, livelihood projects were provided. For one 

Lavezares community representative, the KALAHI-CIDSS program represented an 

example of community engagement through pintakasi: 

 
The construction of the community auditorium from KALAHI-CIDSS was really through 

pintakasi and it was voluntary. (BC6) 

 

These two government programs were clear examples of enhancing community 

engagement and good governance, yet some participants argued that the implementation 

of these programs should be a two-way process: while government provided the funds, 

communities needed to take the initiative to bring their needs and concerns to 

government. That would minimise the dole-out mentality of communities or their reliance 

on government aid in the pursuit of building resilient communities. As one Sorsogon City 

local expert asserted: 

 

The LGU becomes a bridge between the national government and the barangays. We 

deliver government programs to the communities. In the same manner, we also learn from 

the barangay their needs and concerns. So, for example, your barangay doesn’t have an 

evacuation centre, but we have funds. You must then provide us with your counterpart, 

which is your willingness to access the funds. (SC6) 

 

Similarly, to encourage community engagement in government programs, it was 

also important for the government to build two-way relations with community people. 
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That meant going to communities and ‘immersing oneself’, as another Sorsogon City 

local expert opined: 

 
It’s also important that you immerse yourself in the community. That’s why when there 

are activities in the barangay, they give me their schedules and we go there to make our 

presence known. It is for them to realise that we are there because we also must set an 

example: if they want us to be there for them, they also must be there for us when we 

have programs. (SC4) 

 

Lavezares articulated more examples of government programs as community 

engagement mechanisms and/or practices than Sorsogon City. Sorsogon City community 

representatives did not mention any government program as a community engagement 

mechanism and/or practice; only the local experts referred to BuB. A possible reason for 

this was that KALAHI-CIDSS projects are only implemented in targeted poor 

municipalities, not city governments (DSWD 2017). A municipality consists of less 

urbanised and developed barangays. In addition, a municipality has the following 

requisites: (i) an average annual income of 2,500,000 PHP in the last two successive 

years; (ii) a population of at least 25,000 residents; and (iii) a contiguous territory of at 

least 50 square kilometres (Republic of the Philippines 1991). In contrast, a city is 

composed of more urbanised and developed barangays; with higher average annual 

income and income, as well as larger contiguous territory. 

 

Meetings, consultations, and dialogue 

Participants from Sorsogon City (27%) and Lavezares (6%) also regarded the initiative 

of LGUs to conduct meetings, consultations, and dialogue with communities as a 

community engagement mechanism and/or practice relevant to Sub-theme 1: 

Community-based. Participants considered the involvement of communities in the 

conceptualisation of plans, policies, and programs as necessary. Crucial in these activities 

was ensuring that all sectors were represented. As stated by two Sorsogon City local 

experts: 

 
We consult with the community people. That is the participatory governance style of our 

mayor. When we create development plans, we always consult most of the community, 

to involve people more in the community. That is always done. Such forms are through 

meetings; we call for the heads of the POs and barangay officials in one forum to consult 

with them. (SC5) 
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A public consultation or hearing regularly takes place. The councillor sponsoring the 

policy or ordinance is called here in the city and people from the different barangays are 

invited, especially the target participants or sector to gather community input. (SC6) 

 

Based on the variety of responses mentioned above, Sorsogon City clearly had an 

established system of conducting meetings, consultations, and dialogue regarding plans, 

policies, and programs, as emphasised by the participatory governance approach of their 

mayor. In contrast, only Barobaybay in Lavezares provided an example of meeting the 

barangay officials regarding DRRM preparedness and response. Lavezares local experts 

implemented ‘mass meetings’ and consultations to identify the needs and concerns of 

communities and POs.134 

While such consultations and meetings can be considered as weak community 

engagement in the literature (as detailed in Chapter 2), local experts from both study sites 

had differing opinions. On one hand, consultations and meetings were considered 

community engagement mechanisms and/or practices as they sought to ensure that 

community representatives, including POs, were included in these activities. On the other 

hand, only a few community representatives mentioned meetings from LGUs as an 

example of community engagement mechanism and/or practice. Typically, such meetings 

would take place through the request of the Local Government Disaster Risk Reduction 

and Management Office to discuss DRRM-related matters to barangay council and 

community groups. The barangay council and community groups would then meet with 

the community or disseminate the information per purok. 

 

Sub-theme 3: NGO-based 

Participants from Lavezares (59%) and Sorsogon City (23%) mentioned examples of 

NGO-based community engagement mechanisms and/or practices which were 

categorised as two key narrative clusters: livelihood programs and training, seminars, and 

workshops. 

 

Livelihood programs 

Lavezares participants (50%) viewed the provision of livelihood programs by NGOs as a 

mechanism and/or practice for community engagement, while Sorsogon City participants 

had no response (0%).135 Programs implemented by NGOs in communities typically 

                                                
134 The term ‘mass meetings’ was mentioned by one Lavezares local expert during the interview. 
135 Sorsogon City participants did not identify any livelihood programs from their partner NGOs. 
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focused on poverty alleviation and community development through the delivery of basic 

social services, strengthening empowerment and capacity building, implementing 

sustainable livelihood projects, and organising community groups (ADB 2007). 

In this study, three Lavezares communities had ongoing partnerships with several 

NGOs, while two Sorsogon City communities had two NGO partnerships.136,137 Between 

the two study sites, NGO support was more frequently mentioned by Lavezares 

participants compared to Sorsogon City participants. One Lavezares local expert opined 

that many NGOs partnered with them due to their municipality’s accessibility and 

accommodating nature of their mayor to NGOs: 

 

I think it’s because our mayor is accommodating and NGOs like that. As a coastal 

municipality, we are more accessible to them [NGOs] compared to island or interior 

municipalities. Our mangrove areas are also expansive. (ML8) 

 

In Lavezares, the identification of livelihood projects underwent a participatory 

process as mentioned earlier about barangay assemblies (Theme 2 Sub-theme 1). 

Participants found the implementation of livelihood projects for livestock, crops, and 

farming in their communities successful and increased community engagement. A 

representative comment of nine community representatives from Barobaybay 

(Lavezares) was: 

 
We are satisfied with these activities because everyone in the community helps one 

another; among barangay officials and the community people. (BB4) 

 

However, participants from other communities also argued that as they were 

beneficiaries of these livelihood projects, they either felt obligated to attend other 

activities or embarrassed if they did not. As two Lavezares community representatives 

commented: 

 
We have high attendance in these training, especially in terms of livelihood and DRRM 

because we are obligated. When you are a beneficiary, then you are required to attend. 

(V9) 

                                                
136 According to one Lavezares local expert, another community in Lavezares had a previous partnership 
with an NGO in 1995. 
137 According to several Sorsogon City community representatives, the NGO partnerships with two 
Sorsogon City communities focused on DRRM training and planning workshops. 
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Today, people are more participative. It helped that people were provided with livelihood 

from the NGO. They were able to avail such programs so it’s not that difficult to gain 

their participation. I think it’s embarrassing if you do not participate in their activities, 

and yet they [NGO] already provided you with a livelihood project. (BC5) 

 

In these examples, the concept of community engagement as an obligation was 

highlighted. In exchange for taking part in these livelihood projects, the expected 

community counterpart would engage in community activities; thus, representing an 

incentive approach for community engagement. Furthermore, regarding the concept of 

‘embarrassment’ above in participant BC5’s comment, it is also known as the Filipino 

virtue of ‘hiya’ (embarrassment).138 In this sense, the desire not to be involved in 

community activities is outweighed by the need to fulfil one’s obligation to both the 

community and the NGO in exchange of receiving livelihood projects. 

 

Training, seminars, and workshops 

The implementation of training, seminars, and workshops by partner NGOs was a 

community engagement mechanism and/or practice based on participants from Lavezares 

(31%) and Sorsogon City (20%). These capacity building activities ranged from 

livelihood-related training, solid waste management workshops, CCA and DRRM 

training and policy-related seminars, creation of hazard maps and risk assessments, 

conduct of community drills, and organising BDRRMCs. Between the two study sites, 

partner NGOs in Sorsogon City focused more on CCA and DRRM training and drills to 

raise awareness and capacity building. In Lavezares, NGOs also targeted community-

based local economic development through livelihood programs. 

One Lavezares local expert explained how comprehensive their capacity building 

activities were for CCA and DRRM: 

 
We have training and seminars on CCA and DRRM, including the policies. In the first 

training attended by the barangay officials, we were asked to create committees for 

DRRM. The NGO also conducted workshops. (ML2) 

 

However, many participants claimed that more needed to be done to gain full 

community engagement, as another Lavezares local expert stated: 

                                                
138 Hiya (embarrassment) means when one ‘controls and restrains selfish desires for the welfare of the other’ 
(Reyes 2015: 149). 
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I think these activities are still not enough to gain the people’s full participation. But if 

you look at the changes then and now, there is change. Even the people themselves have 

noticed the changes. Before, they were apathetic or indifferent, but now they are more 

active and responsive. (ML3) 

 

Points of convergence and divergence 

The results in all three sub-themes differed between the two study sites. First, in Sub-

theme 1, Sorsogon City participants considered (i) ‘DRRM preparedness and response 

measures’ (45%); (ii) ‘community-based groups’ (39%); and (iii) ‘planning processes’ 

(33%) as their top three community-based community engagement mechanisms and/or 

practices. In contrast, Lavezares participants regarded (i) ‘environmental-based activities’ 

(74%); (ii) ‘DRRM preparedness and response measures’ (50%); and (iii) ‘barangay 

assemblies’ (39%) as their top three community-based community engagement 

mechanisms and/or practices. 

In addition, the narratives on the conduct of ‘barangay assemblies’ and the 

provision of ‘incentives and honorariums’, placed significantly higher with Lavezares 

participants, with 39% and 36% respectively, compared to Sorsogon City participants, 

where both had 8%. This disparity between the two study sites can be attributed to more 

environmental-related activities and government and NGO-related projects in Lavezares 

compared to Sorsogon City, which led to more incentives and honorariums, alongside 

barangay assemblies to discuss project-related matters. 

For Sub-theme 2, Sorsogon City (55%) participants identified the conduct of 

‘training, seminars, and workshops’ as their primary government-based community 

engagement mechanism and/or practice. Conversely, Lavezares (36%) participants 

perceived the implementation of ‘programs’ as their primary government-based 

community engagement mechanism and/or practice. Lavezares identified more 

government projects, especially among its community representatives as KALAHI-

CIDSS are focused on municipalities instead of cities. 

In Sub-theme 3, Sorsogon City (20%) interpreted the conduct of ‘training, 

seminars, and workshops’ as their primary NGO-based community engagement 

mechanism and/or practice. In contrast, Lavezares (50%) considered the implementation 

of ‘livelihood programs’ as their primary NGO-based community engagement 

mechanism and/or practice, whereas Sorsogon City (0%) had no response on this 

narrative due to the lack of livelihood programs implemented. Fewer answers gathered 

from Sorsogon City participants in this sub-theme can be attributed to lesser active NGO 
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partnerships with their communities (two out of four), compared to Lavezares (three out 

of five; with a previous partnership with another community). Moreover, NGO 

partnerships in Sorsogon City did not focus on livelihood programs, unlike in Lavezares. 

Overall, Sorsogon City focused on ‘community-based DRRM preparedness and 

response measures’, ‘government-based training, seminars, and workshops’, and ‘NGO-

based training, seminars, and workshops’ as their key contemporary community 

engagement mechanisms and/or practices. On the other hand, Lavezares aimed at 

‘community-based environmental-related activities’, ‘government-sponsored programs’, 

and ‘NGO-sponsored livelihood programs’ as their key contemporary community 

engagement mechanisms and/or practices. 

Compared to Theme 1, participant engagement for Theme 2 remarkably 

improved. Participant engagement for both Sorsogon City (100%) and Lavezares (100%) 

local experts turned out very high. Similarly, participant engagement of community 

representatives in Sorsogon City (84%) and Lavezares (100%) became very high. Among 

the communities, seven had very high (100%) participant engagement, while Talisay 

(78%) and Bitan-o (60%) had high and moderate participant engagement, respectively. 

 

Theme 3:  Key aspects of strong and weak community engagement mechanisms 

and/or practices 

Theme 3 presents the key aspects of strong and weak community engagement 

mechanisms and/or practices according to Lavezares (100%) and Sorsogon (88%) 

participants. This theme was informed by two sub-themes: weak community engagement 

mechanisms and/or practices, and strong community engagement mechanisms and/or 

practices. 

 

Sub-theme 1: Weak community engagement mechanisms and/or practices 

Participants from Lavezares (98%) and Sorsogon City (67%) contributed their thoughts 

on weak community engagement mechanisms and/or practices. Two sub sub-themes 

informed this sub-theme: social, economic, and cultural barriers, and weak leadership and 

governance. 

 

Sub sub-theme 1: Social, economic, and cultural barriers 

Participants from Lavezares (86%) and Sorsogon City (65%) gave examples of social, 

economic, and cultural barriers to implementing strong community engagement 
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mechanisms and/or practices. These barriers were categorised into four key narrative 

clusters: disunity within communities, lack of funding and budget, poverty, and a culture 

of dependency. 

 

Disunity within communities 

Participants in Sorsogon City (41%) and Lavezares (27%) claimed that lack of 

cooperation and unity was a key socio-cultural barrier that weakened community 

engagement mechanisms and/or practices. Common problems entailed refusal to follow 

evacuation procedures, poor compliance to solid waste management policies (as part of 

addressing climate change), and lack of initiative to help others. Making complaints, 

blaming others, resisting change, and being complacent were also prevailing community 

responses. Overall, participants in both study sites opined that Filipino attitudes of 

stubbornness, selfishness, and being pilosopo (sophist) impeded strong community 

engagement.139 As opined respectively by one community representative and two local 

experts from Lavezares: 

 
It’s a Filipino trait that there are still those who refuse to cooperate. (M1) 

 
It’s the people themselves who refuse to understand. You cannot really take away the 

principles of selfishness and stubbornness of people. (ML1) 

 
It is very difficult to make people cooperate and follow the policies because it deals with 

the attitudes of the people, which you cannot control. (ML13) 

 

More importantly, several participants perceived that some people did not value 

the help given to them by the barangay, LGUs, or NGOs. Projects perceived as an 

inconvenience to livelihoods could not be taken seriously, as one Sorsogon City local 

expert opined: 

 

Projects like mangrove reforestation may be perceived as an inconvenience to the 

community. It would be themselves who cut the mangroves because their fishing boats 

                                                
139 Translated as a sophist, a pilosopo is someone who makes an ‘incorrect reasoning appear as the correct 
one’ (Gripaldo 2004: 5). Six local experts and two groups of community representatives mentioned the 
attitude problem of pilosopos in their communities who, instead of being involved in programs and 
activities related to CCA and DRRM, would make negative and sarcastic comments and refuse to cooperate. 
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cannot pass through anymore. Sometimes even the information, education, and 

communication materials they destroy these. (SC4) 

 

Similarly, lack of concern and willingness to help others, despite being provided 

with capacity building activities, impeded community engagement in CCA and DRRM. 

According to one Sorsogon City community representative: 

 

The structure of the barangay is already there. Lacking are the improvements and 

initiatives from the community people. While the knowledge is there, initiative is still 

lacking. What is the point if you have the knowledge but do not apply or act upon it? You 

need to have the initiative not only because you need to rescue others, but also to improve 

the lives of the community people. (T3) 

 

Social class conflict also contributed to disunity in two Sorsogon City 

communities. Community representatives felt it difficult to approach those who were 

‘well-off’ in their communities to become involved in activities, or extend help to others 

during any evacuation: 

 
There are those who are well-off, they only think of themselves. They don’t care about 

the poor people. They are full of pride. (BP11) 

 

Those from the ‘Street of the Rich’ do not participate in DRRM activities. (T2) 

 
Some people here, they don’t want people, especially informal settlers, to stay in their 

houses during typhoons because they don’t like people, especially children, dirtying their 

house. Well in fact during these times, we must help everyone. (BP9) 

 

Lack of funding and budget 

Existing funding and budget allocated for DRRM was found to be insufficient, which was 

considered an economic barrier to strong community engagement, as participants from 

Lavezares (35%) and Sorsogon City (29%) opined. In more detail, the DRRM budget for 

each LGU is dependent on its Internal Revenue Allotment (IRA).140 The DRRM Act 

                                                
140 IRA is the allocation of national government funds to its LGUs (Republic of the Philippines 1991). 
Funds are distributed according to LGU levels: 23% to provinces, 23% to cities, 34% to municipalities, and 
20% to barangays. The IRA is computed based on the population, land area, and equal sharing. But for 
barangays, it is based on population and equal sharing. The IRA has been criticised for being a ‘tool of 
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mandates LGUs to allot 5% of their IRA for their Local DRRM Fund (LDRRMF). From 

that appropriated amount, 30% is for post-calamity expenses, while 70% is for prevention 

and mitigation programs and projects.141 Yet, the IRA does not take into consideration 

impoverished LGUs, which are most vulnerable to disasters that need improved financial 

capacity to effectively respond to DRRM (ULAP 2017). 

Participants in both study sites commented that their own LGUs did not have 

enough financial capacity to address the needs and concerns of its barangays, as two 

Sorsogon City local experts commented upon: 

 
Our LGU relies on its IRA for its operations. So, the LGU and its projects will only 

function within the bounds of the IRA, unless there are international agencies which will 

donate to us. But in reality, only a little is given to LGUs because there are a lot of LGUs. 

(SC6) 

 
What about the poorer municipalities with small funds but with the greatest number of 

hazards and risks? The allocation of funds should be based on the hazards and risks 

present in the municipality. (SC4) 

 

Similarly, participants raised issues about where to get funds for the 

implementation of the Local Climate Change Action Plan (LCCAP). This is because the 

Climate Change Act requires the inclusion of adaptation and mitigation programs in the 

LCCAP, but provisions on where to get funds for implementation were not included. 

According to one Lavezares local expert: 

 
There is no structure and budget mentioned in the Climate Change Act. For example, in 

our LCCAP, we have these mangrove restoration and planting. Where will we get our 

budget for that? (ML8) 

 

At the barangay level, barangay officials in Sorsogon City and Lavezares also 

argued that their Internal Revenue Allotment and LGU funding were not enough for CCA 

and DRRM. Several claimed that the LGU training and seminars were impossible to 

implement at the barangay level without more funds and equipment. Activities to 

                                                
inequity among localities’ (Manasan 2007; Medina-Guce et al. 2018: 5). For example, densely populated 
and developed LGUs typically receive more funds compared to poorer localities (Medina-Guce et al. 2018). 
141 The post-calamity fund is also known as the Quick Response Fund, which is allocated for relief and 
recovery activities and programs (Republic of the Philippines 2010). 
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encourage community engagement in CCA and DRRM were also difficult to achieve. As 

one local expert and two community representatives from Sorsogon City explained: 

 
The LGU wants big and successful accomplishments but it’s not realistic with the kind 

of budget we have and the support that we receive from them. (SC1) 

 
While workshops are necessary for us to share our local knowledge, budget is a problem. 

It’s difficult for us to organise these activities without a budget, especially for food. As 

much as we want to get their participation, there is no budget. (BP9) 

 

We cannot re-echo the training to the community because we don’t have the proper 

equipment to do so. (C3) 

 

Poverty 

Participants in Sorsogon City (39%) and Lavezares (24%) found that poverty contributed 

to communities placing more priority over livelihood and household obligations than 

engaging in CCA and DRRM activities. For example, participants considered that for 

poor people, attending community activities takes too much time away from family and 

livelihoods and does not put food on the table, as one community representative and one 

local expert from Sorsogon City remarked: 

 
People prioritise their work, families, and children over participating in activities in the 

barangay. (T8) 

 

Barangay officials find it difficult to invite community people in orientations and 

seminar-workshops because their participation cannot replace their daily wage. As much 

as they would want to attend, their families will not have anything to eat. (SC6) 

 

In Lavezares, prioritising livelihood overrode environmental concerns. 

Participants mentioned how two communities that were part of this study refused to 

become involved in environmental activities because the need for income was greater. 

Even though compressor fishing was already banned, one community refused to 

cooperate to alternative livelihood programs offered by the LGU. In another community, 

the implementation of the mangrove reforestation was met with resistance as the coastal 

area for mangrove planting was the same area where the community gathered small crabs 
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for their livelihood. As a result, the mangrove seedlings planted did not survive. Two 

Lavezares local experts described these incidents: 

 
According to the fisherfolk, compressor fishing is a necessity for them for higher income, 

even with the risk of injuries and death. So overall, we still have fisherfolk who do not 

engage with our programs and activities because they still resort to illegal fishing 

activities. (ML9) 

 
The mangrove planting project in one barangay was very difficult to implement, even 

until now. Part of the area for mangrove planting was the same area where people would 

get their livelihood from by ploughing for small crabs. The government was forceful in 

getting mangroves planted there because it was necessary, but the people did not want to. 

It’s a battle between economic needs and environmental protection. (ML8) 

 

Poverty as a key reason for weakening community engagement was also clearly 

seen during past disaster evacuations. Families, especially informal settlers residing near 

the coast, would rather stay in their houses to protect their belongings than evacuate to 

safety. This was because theft was a common occurrence if houses were left unattended 

during evacuation. As one Lavezares community representative and one Sorsogon City 

local expert commented: 

 

There are households along the coast who refuse to leave their belongings during 

evacuation. They are afraid that these will be stolen. But it’s difficult when something 

untoward happens to them and then the barangay officials will be blamed. (L8) 

 
Others such as informal settlers are more concerned about their belongings, so they refuse 

to leave their homes. They would rather die to protect their valuables. (SC1) 

 

In these examples, the priority on daily survival through livelihood and safety of 

possessions, alongside family responsibilities, were considered more important than 

engaging in community activities or cooperating with such policies. 

 

A culture of dependency 

Another socio-cultural barrier to strong community engagement was reliance on LGUs 

and NGOs for CCA and DRRM programs, as mentioned by participants from Lavezares 

(23%) and Sorsogon City (14%). Local experts from both study sites commented that 
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communities would often wait for whatever activities or program the LGUs and/or NGOs 

would offer, sometimes even expecting that the latter should cover all the costs: 

 
I don’t know if our barangays here are spoiled, but all the resources are here. I go to the 

barangay to inform them that we will be having a DRRM workshop. The first question 

they will ask is, ‘What costs will the LGU shoulder?’. They expect we will provide all 

the materials and resources for them. (SC6) 

 
It goes back to the culture of communities that they will just wait for whatever is given 

to them by the government. (ML8) 

 

Moreover, a Sorsogon City community representative stated that impoverished 

community people are required to participate in community activities. Otherwise, 

government-funded cash grants that served as a primary source of income for these poor 

families should cease. For example, the beneficiaries of the 4Ps (the Pantawid Pamilya 

Pilipino Program, see f.n. 124 in p. 203) should attend community-based environmental-

based activities in exchange for receiving their monthly cash grants from the government. 

As one Sorsogon City community representative commented: 

 

Beneficiaries of the 4Ps are forced to participate because their cash grants will decrease 

if they do not attend these activities. (BO7) 

 

LGUs in Sorsogon City and Lavezares were also found to depend on NGOs for 

funding and implementing capacity building activities, which raised issues about the 

mandated responsibilities of LGUs regarding their constituents, as opined about local 

experts from both study sites: 

 
The LGUs will not conduct training on their own because they are dependent and rely 

more on NGOs as the latter are more capacitated. (SC11) 

 

The kind of engagement that is happening right now with the barangay and the LGU is 

that they depend on the projects that arrive, such as CCA and DRRM awareness-raising 

efforts conducted by an NGO. But why do we have to wait for the NGO to do this, when 

it’s one of the primary responsibilities of the LGU? (ML8) 
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These comments were thus critical of a perceived lack of willingness or initiatives 

on the part of LGUs and barangays to effectively plan and implement CCA and DRRM 

programs in their localities; instead relying on other groups and organisations. This, in 

turn, was connected to weakening LGU and community capacity for engagement. 

 

Sub sub-theme 2: Weak leadership and governance 

Another barrier towards strong community engagement mechanisms and/or practices was 

weak leadership and governance in LGUs and barangays, according to participants from 

Lavezares (89%) and Sorsogon City (39%). These barriers informed three key narrative 

clusters: lack of priority on CCA and DRRM, top-down approaches to decision-making, 

and political affiliations and unequal social power dynamics. 

 

Lack of priority on CCA and DRRM 

Lavezares (83%) participants, more so than Sorsogon City (18%) participants, 

highlighted the lack of priority on CCA and DRRM. Participants raised three key issues 

(i) poor knowledge and awareness of CCA and DRRM and associated policies, especially 

among barangays; (ii) absence of safe evacuation centres in communities; and (iii) weak 

LGU institutionalisation of functional CCA and DRRM programs and structures. 

First, participants asserted that knowledge on CCA and DRRM was lacking at the 

community level, including among barangay officials. A compounding problem was that 

much CCA knowledge provided was too scientific and technical to be easily understood 

by communities. In addition, Lavezares communities had not undergone CCA and 

DRRM capacity building activities, unlike Sorsogon City communities. Consequently, 

other programs were prioritised by affected Lavezares communities with community 

engagement in CCA and DRRM activities remaining low; as commented about by one 

community representative and one local expert from Sorsogon City: 

 
Barangay officials also become a hindrance to progress. They prioritise other programs 

because they lack knowledge about DRRM. (T2) 

 
People in the barangays still lack the knowledge on CCA. If they lack the knowledge, 

then they will also have less participation and engagement with CCA-related activities. 

They are more familiar with DRRM because that is what they directly experience. CCA 

is a very difficult concept to explain in the community. (SC6) 
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One Lavezares local expert also opined that some LGUs (but not concerning any 

in this study) deliberately utilised their DRRM funds for other priorities and programs: 

 
Government funds not used within five years can be used for other projects. They won’t 

use the current DRRM funds but wait after five years so that they can use it for other 

things, such as for infrastructure, where they can make more money from. That’s their 

tactic. (ML12) 

 

Second, lack of safe evacuation centres was identified as a key issue in Lavezares 

compared to Sorsogon City.142 Lavezares participants mentioned their LGU and 

barangays had insufficient land and finances to construct safe evacuation centres. 

Consequently, lack of evacuation centres meant that families were left too much on their 

own, as opined by one Lavezares community representative and one Sorsogon City local 

expert: 

 
Others do not immediately evacuate because they don’t know where to go. (BB4) 

 

There are no decent evacuation centres in the community. The barangay halls are very 

small, and you must evacuate many families. We have a community wherein their 

barangay hall was too near the coastal area and was prone to floods, tidal waves, and 

storm surges. That cannot be considered as a safe evacuation centre. (SC11) 

 

Finally, poor LGU institutionalisation of DRRM was expressed by several 

participants regarding lack of permanent staff, continuity of trained community-based 

leaders and groups for DRRM, and the functionality of mechanisms and structures. Local 

experts from both study sites opined: 

 
I am not yet satisfied with the LGU’s efforts towards environmental protection, DRRM, 

and CCA. While there have been many efforts in setting up structures and mechanisms, 

the question really is if these structures and mechanisms, alongside the people working 

within it, are actually functional. (ML8) 

 

                                                
142 Designated evacuation centres would be in schools, churches, and other large buildings outside of the 
barangays, typically near the centre of the city/municipality. The LGU would collect the people and 
transport them (in trucks) to these evacuation centres. Not all buildings in the barangay (e.g. barangay 
halls, schools, and day care centres) are considered safe due to its proximity to the coast and susceptibility 
to flooding. In most cases, families seek refuge with their neighbours who have sturdier houses upland. 
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Institutionalisation means there is a DRRM Plan in place and this office has a permanent 

position. But presently our office does not have an institutionalised structure wherein we 

have employed permanent staff. The City Disaster Risk Reduction and Management 

officer is the only one permanent in this office. Also, DRRM is not institutionalised yet 

at the barangay level. After the barangay elections, new people will probably replace 

those we have trained. (SC5) 

 

Coincidentally, addressing this issue would also help resolve the issues on the lack 

of knowledge and awareness of CCA and DRRM, and the lack of safe evacuation centres. 

This is because a functional and well financed Local Disaster Risk Reduction and 

Management Office would see increased capacity building, infrastructure, and budget for 

CCA and DRRM. 

 

Top-down approaches to decision-making 

Participants in Lavezares (20%) and Sorsogon City (20%) also observed implementation 

of overly top-down approaches to decision-making at the national, city/municipal, and 

barangay levels. Several participants criticised the Climate Change Act as a policy 

created without regard for community needs and contexts. Therefore, effective policy 

implementation at the community level has been challenging, as argued by two Lavezares 

local experts: 

 

The Climate Change Act does not emphasise community engagement and local 

knowledge. It is not appreciated. That law was probably created because of funding and 

political motivations. (ML13) 

 
While you have the Climate Change Commission as the overall governing body for the 

Climate Change Act, once you go down to the municipal and barangay levels, there is 

nothing like that. (ML8) 

 

At the municipal level, one participant commented how planning approaches were 

still predominantly top-down, with a low emphasis on community engagement. One 

Lavezares local expert opined that governments preferred to be followed by communities 

instead of engaging in collaborative decision-making processes: 

 

The challenge in the municipal level is that the top-down approach to planning is used. It 

mostly involves the use of readily-available scientific data. It is very low in terms of 
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people’s participation because only government representatives sit in these plans. The 

government’s concept of participation is on attendance. Regardless of the minutes of the 

meeting, the mentality of “we are the government; therefore, you should follow us” is 

still prevalent. (ML8) 

 

One Sorsogon City local expert also remarked how their LGU claimed to be active 

in engaging with barangays while lacking in support and guidance, as such: 

 
The city calls all the barangays for the training but does not take into consideration the 

local contexts of each barangay. They claim that they are active, but it’s not true. My 

definition of being active is you go to the barangays and bring the programs there. Don’t 

leave the barangay until you have accomplished the program, or just go to us to give us 

the papers and tell us what to do on our own. (SC1) 

 

At the barangay level, several community representatives qualified that 

community people were not involved in the creation and identification of barangay plans 

and priorities as these were exclusive to their barangay officials, as shown by an 

illustrative opinion of five community representatives from Bitan-o (Sorsogon City): 

 
We are not involved in the design and creation of plans, especially in the Barangay 

Development Plan. It is only the barangay council that sits together. Sometimes they call 

for sectoral and organisational representatives, not for individuals. (BO6) 

 

In other cases, barangay officials merely presented the final plans and priorities 

during the barangay assembly, without providing community opportunity to provide 

feedback and comments for improvement. As argued by one local expert from Sorsogon 

City: 

 
During the barangay assembly, the plans and priorities are merely reported so people 

cannot do anything because the process was already finished. They can still ask questions 

during the assembly, but they cannot do anything about it anymore because everything 

has already been finalised. (SC11) 

 

Hence, while there have been efforts to increase community engagement 

mechanisms and practices, top-down approaches persist to the detriment of effective 

CCA and DRRM programs and policies. 



 

 234 

Political affiliations and unequal social power dynamics 

Politics was overly weakening community engagement efforts, participants from 

Lavezares (23%) and Sorsogon City (18%) shared. They observed differences in political 

affiliations and unequal social power dynamics at both city/municipal and barangay 

levels were observed by participants. For example, a barangay captain who belonged to 

a different political party from their city or municipal mayor resulted to having less access 

to DRRM and other government-sponsored projects, as shared by local experts from both 

study sites: 

 
The barangay is not a priority in the implementation of DRRM projects if their barangay 

captain is not affiliated with the mayor. The barangays affiliated with the mayor will be 

the only ones that will be supported. (SC11) 

 
We couldn’t access projects from KALAHI-CIDSS. We lost in the final voting because 

our barangay captain had a different political affiliation. So, when it came to voting for 

projects, our barangay captain was discredited. (ML5) 

 

In some cases, barangays in opposition with the current mayor would 

intentionally resist government support, which would then flow into also impeding 

community engagement in government CCA and DRRM activities and programs. As one 

Sorsogon City local expert opined: 

 
There were still barangays who didn’t want the training, especially in strongholds of 

political opponents of our mayor. Some barangays are like that, wherein intentionally 

they want the program will fail so that the government can find loopholes in your office. 

DRRM is a political department. (SC5) 

 

Disunity among barangay officials due to different political affiliations and 

alliances has also affected community engagement efforts. Implementing programs, 

plans, and policies at the barangay level has been challenging due to these political 

differences. As one Lavezares local expert observed: 
 

Our barangay officials are not united because politics prevails in our barangay. Just 

because you’re from the other side, they don’t care about you. This has greatly affected 

on how policies and projects in the community are implemented. (ML1) 
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Overall, politics posed a substantial barrier towards strong community 

engagement, which one Sorsogon City local expert believed was an embedded part of 

Philippine culture and therefore impossible to resolve: 

 
If you are not one of them, you will be totally neglected. These political barriers will not 

be addressed at all because it’s embedded in the system and the existence of political 

parties. If the one implementing comes from a different political party, they will not 

participate in the program. That’s why one of the biggest hindrances in the participation 

of activities is politics. (SC1) 

 

Sub-theme 2: Strong community engagement mechanisms and/or practices 

Participants from Lavezares (94%) and Sorsogon City (69%) provided examples on their 

perceived strengths to community engagement mechanisms and/or practices. Three sub 

sub-themes informed this sub-theme: capacity building, leadership and governance, and 

community practices on unity, empowerment, and bayanihan/pintakasi. 

 

Sub sub-theme 1: Capacity building 

There are capacity building activities that strengthened community engagement 

mechanisms and/or practices according to participants from Lavezares (77%) and 

Sorsogon City (39%). These strengths were categorised into three key narrative clusters: 

barangay assemblies, incentives, donations; funding; and open communication 

mechanisms and/or practices. 

 

Barangay assemblies 

Lavezares (45%) participants considered barangay assemblies an asset of strong 

community engagement, whereas Sorsogon City (0%) had no response. Among the 

Lavezares communities, only Barobaybay and Libas did not provide any comments. 

Community representatives perceived the barangay assemblies as effective in the 

provision of information regarding barangay activities, accomplishments, plans, status of 

NGO projects, and financial-related matters. The open forum part of the assembly also 

allowed the community to raise their issues and concerns to the barangay officials. As 

told by a typical comment of eight community representatives from Villa (Lavezares), for 

example: 
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The barangay assembly is useful because we are informed of what is happening in the 

barangay, the status of the projects, and funding in barangay activities. The barangay 

officials can hear our comments, concerns, and suggestions on certain topics. (V2) 

 

The barangay assembly was also a way for community people to be involved in 

decision-making processes, without solely relying on barangay officials to make 

community decisions. Hence, barangay officials actively included the community people 

in decisions regarding plans, projects, and activities, which in turn, increased their 

involvement. As one local expert asserted: 

 
The strongest point is the barangay assembly because everyone attends, and they are 

given the opportunity to speak up during the open forum. In that way, they can bring the 

issues and concerns of the barangay to the public. As barangay officials, we are also able 

to address these concerns. We want the community, not just barangay officials, to 

participate in decision-making. (ML2) 

 

However, one participant from a different community in Lavezares eventually 

realised the failure to include the community in discussions regarding plans, projects, and 

activities and its link to community engagement in barangay assemblies. During the 

FGD, the community representative pointed out: 

 
Maybe that’s the reason why we have low attendance during barangay assemblies, 

because we don’t discuss with them these plans. (BC6) 

 

Incentives, donations, and funding 

Similar to Theme 2, Lavezares (30%) participants considered the provision of incentives, 

donations, and funding for community-based activities and projects from government and 

NGOs as helpful in strengthening community engagement. Again, no answers were given 

by Sorsogon City (0%) participants. 

Community engagement increased once community people were able to access 

the programs given by NGOs, which primarily focused on addressing community needs 

through the provision of livelihoods, housing materials, and DRRM equipment. As one 

community representative shared: 
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We are happy with what the NGO has given us because they were able to help the people 

and encourage participation. They provided livelihood, which is going well. Plenty of 

crops have been planted and livestock has flourished. (BB5) 

 

Government assistance also helped to strengthen the involvement of POs. Local 

government agencies encouraged the registration of POs to avail farming and fishing 

inputs, equipment, soft loans, and insurance. POs were also encouraged to submit 

livelihood proposals. According to one local expert: 

 
These POs are organised and empowered because they will not be given assistance by 

local government agencies if they do not have any juridical personality as legally 

registered organisations. (ML9) 

 

These responses indicated how economic needs were still tied to a community’s 

motivation to become involved. Yet, it can be argued that achieving meaningful 

community engagement can only happen once economic needs are addressed. As one 

local expert opined: 

 
Participation is also tied to the economic status of people. So, until people are still in 

poverty, the material motivation to participate still exists. (ML8) 

 

Open communication mechanisms and/or practices 

Participants from Sorsogon City (18%) and Lavezares (17%) regarded the conduct of 

open communication between and among communities and LGUs through meetings, 

discussions, and dialogue, as strong community engagement mechanisms and/or 

practices. In Sorsogon City, all four communities, alongside the local experts, shared their 

responses. In Lavezares, Barobaybay and Libas communities and local experts provided 

their comments. 

Participants found that engaging in active discussions on issues with community 

members, alongside expressions of genuine care and concern by others, contributed to 

strengthening community engagement. As commented by one Sorsogon City community 

representative: 

 
We discuss issues and problems in the community. Sometimes we don’t have to bring it 

up to the level of the barangay council because we are able to resolve the issue at the 
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community level. Also, there are community people who help mediate the issue by 

offering positive advice to both parties. (T11) 

 

Group discussions were also found effective in encouraging more community 

engagement in DRRM activities, as it was easier to promote to a smaller group and gain 

immediate feedback. Conducting discussions for each sector gave more focus on their 

needs and concerns, which allowed them to become more involved in the activities. As 

one Lavezares local expert pointed out: 

 
We conduct group discussions per purok to explain the community drill steps, outcomes, 

and the roles of each person. The group discussions are effective because you can focus 

on each sector and gain feedback from everyone. (ML12) 

 

The presence of barangay officials and workers at each purok also helped 

strengthen community engagement. Barangay officials and workers engaging in 

discussion with each household not only illustrated concern, but also effort, to intimately 

understand the situation of the community. This more personal approach of barangay 

officials and workers to ‘reach out’ prompted people to be more receptive and open to 

becoming involved in community activities. As one Lavezares community representative 

opined: 

 
The purok visits are effective because barangay officials and barangay workers visit the 

households in each purok. They are also able to see the situation and problems in the 

purok by engaging in dialogue with the households, which motivated people to be more 

participative. (BB1) 

 

In other instances, communities and POs were also found active in attending 

meetings with LGUs regarding DRRM to provide input on community-related matters. 

Hence, establishing effective mechanisms and/or practices for open communication 

strengthened community engagement. 

 

Sub sub-theme 2: Leadership and governance 

Participants from Lavezares (58%) and Sorsogon City (41%) shared examples of 

leadership and governance aspects that contributed to strong community engagement. 

Accordingly, these strengths were categorised into three key narrative clusters: barangay 

captain, officials, and PO leaders, local government officials, and policy implementation. 
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Among the participants, however, there was no input from the barangay captains of 

Balicuatro and Magsaysay in Lavezares, including their community representatives.143 

 

Barangay captain, officials, and PO leaders 

According to participants from Lavezares (32%) and Sorsogon City (14%), their 

barangay captains and officials, and PO leaders were primary reasons for motivating 

strong community engagement. Mentioned mostly was the leadership of barangay 

captains, particularly the genuine relations established by the barangay captain towards 

the people. 

One community in Lavezares mentioned that their present barangay captain was 

more active and dedicated in his work, compared to the previous captain, and the change 

in leadership prompted the community to become active as well. As one community 

representative opined: 

 
It also depends on the leader of the barangay, on how he brings together the people. The 

barangay captain has good relations with the people. In turn, people also have a good 

relationship with him. But if you have an inactive barangay captain, then people will also 

be inactive. There is a huge difference from the previous barangay captain with our 

current one. (BB4) 

 

Barangay officials and PO leaders taking part in community activities were 

another factor considered by many as crucial for engaging the community to work 

together. It showed how barangay officials also needed to set an example to the 

community, to encourage them to become involved in community activities such as clean-

up drives, waste segregation, and mangrove planting by doing these activities as well. 

According to another Lavezares community representative: 

 
There is cooperation and unity in our community because our barangay captain takes part 

in these activities. (L1) 

 

Participants also outlined how their barangay captains would delegate tasks to 

community volunteers, apart from barangay officials. This built trust between the 

barangay captain and the volunteers created a feeling of openness, a sense of 

                                                
143 Balicuatro was known to have political differences between its barangay captain and barangay officials. 
This observation was supported by participant ML1 (p. 234). Several community representatives in another 
barangay also commented on the lack of unity between the Balicuatro barangay captain and its officials. 
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responsibility, which also encouraged strong community engagement. As one Sorsogon 

City community representative opined: 

 
Our barangay captain trusts us. Sometimes when our captain sees that you know more, 

whether you are a barangay official or not, you will be chosen as a representative to 

attend the meetings or orientations. (T1) 

 

The quality of community engagement in a barangay or PO is clearly reflective 

of the leadership skills of its officials. Community leaders who actively fulfilled their 

responsibilities led by example and built trusting relationships with the community. In 

addition, they provided opportunities for others to contribute in community goals crucial 

to strengthening community engagement. 

 

Local government officials 

Institutional support through the leadership of local government officials were essential 

to strong community engagement, as perceived by participants from Lavezares (33%) and 

Sorsogon City (8%). However, only community representatives from Libas (Lavezares) 

and Villa (Lavezares) and local experts from both study sites provided their input in this 

narrative cluster. According to them, communities valued the support given to them by 

their LGUs, especially the strong support of their mayor through the provision of basic 

social services, funding, and community-based projects. Establishing open 

communication lines between the mayor and various POs were also appreciated by the 

participants. Likewise, CCA and DRRM programs and activities were given priority by 

the LGUs. According to two local experts: 

 
The mayor is very supportive to CCA and DRRM. He’s very flexible when it comes to 

funding. He is very active in the construction of roads and seawalls, purchase of 

equipment such as rescue vehicles, strengthening health services, and provision of relief 

goods. The good thing about our mayor is that he also supports the projects identified by 

communities and POs. (ML8) 

 

The support of the mayor is important. If we have events or programs she is always there 

to attend. She has given us her 100 percent support and she has asked us that all our 

concerns and issues should reach her personally. (SC10) 
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Policy implementation 

Along with strong institutional support, effective policy implementation emerged as 

important in strengthening community engagement, as indicated by participants from 

Sorsogon City (24%) and Lavezares (23%). Only community representatives from Bacon 

Poblacion (Sorsogon City) and Barobaybay (Lavezares) and local experts from both study 

sites provided input. 

With DRRM policies established in city/municipal and barangay levels, there was 

immediate action during weather-related disasters and calamities as mentioned by 

participant BP3 (Sorsogon City): 

 

Policies and actions are immediately implemented at the community level. We already 

know what to do in times of disasters and calamities. Everyone helps one another. 

 

Lavezares participants also claimed that the implementation of policies related to 

the solid waste management program helped establish the commitment of key 

stakeholders, including communities. Likewise, municipal and barangay ordinances, 

capacity building activities, and waste management facilities per community contributed 

to the success of the program. As one local expert opined: 

 
The factors that contributed to the success of the solid waste management program 

involved the commitment of the mayor, local government agencies, municipal 

employees, partner NGOs, and communities. Enforcement was very strict. We would 

police the barangays in their waste segregation and impose fines if they would throw 

their wastes in coastal waters and elsewhere. We also had a municipal ordinance and 

barangay ordinances in place. (ML8) 

 

Sub sub-theme 3: Community practices on unity, empowerment, and 

bayanihan/pintakasi 

Almost 50% of participants from Lavezares and just over 25% of participants from 

Sorsogon City regarded community practices that encouraged unity, empowerment, and 

bayanihan/pintakasi as important in strengthening community engagement. However, 

community representatives from Caricaran and Talisay (Sorsogon City), and Balicuatro 

(Lavezares) did not comment on this narrative cluster. 

Participants considered their communities as cooperative, united, and helpful 

especially during times of disasters and calamities. For example, community 

representatives from Bacon Poblacion (Sorsogon City) were very vocal about 
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strengthening community engagement processes by encouraging their community to 

become more involved in DRRM activities. An illustrative opinion of six community 

representatives was: 

 
Our participation and involvement, especially in the encouraging the community to 

participate in DRRM activities has increased the community engagement process. We are 

cooperative, united, and helpful with one another. (BP1) 

 

Moreover, the practice of bayanihan was relevant, especially after typhoons. 

Community people would help clean the streets and reconstruct damaged houses. As one 

community representative opined: 

 

There is really bayanihan after a typhoon because people help in reconstructing damaged 

houses. (BP12) 

 

In Lavezares, the success of NGO projects and community activities such as 

bayanihan/pintakasi was attributed to the cooperation and unity among the community 

people. As told by the following typical comments from Lavezares community 

representatives, for example: 

 
It’s the people who make the projects active because no matter how much the NGO helps 

them, if they will not participate, then it’s useless. It’s really because people are in unity 

with one another. (BB8) 

 

It’s the pintakasi that is the most successful because it’s only when there is unity and 

cooperation among the people. (V1) 

 

In another community, in Magsaysay (Lavezares), bayanihan was not only 

relevant after typhoons, but practiced every day, which reflected a characteristic inherent 

in every person in that community. As one Lavezares local expert asserted: 

 
It has never been difficult to call for people during meetings and activities because they 

are used to bayanihan. This barangay progressed by prevailing bayanihan. (ML3) 
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Participants perceived that such shared characteristics, practices, and values 

distinct in their locality made communities in Lavezares more empowered and engaged. 

As one local expert put it: 

 
Communities are now empowered to make their own decisions and negotiate and lobby 

with government. With community engagement, their actions are stronger as a group 

because they have realised that there are many of them with the same thoughts, concerns, 

and perspectives. (ML8) 

 

Points of convergence and divergence 

Variations in both sub-themes were found between the two study sites. First, in Sub-

theme 1, Sorsogon City (65%) participants identified ‘social, economic, and cultural 

barriers’ as key aspects of weak community engagement mechanisms and/or practices, 

with ‘disunity within communities’ (41%) as a key narrative. Contributing to disunity 

was social class conflict, which was a distinct characteristic of Sorsogon City. In contrast, 

Lavezares (89%) participants regarded ‘weak leadership and governance’ as key aspects 

of weak community engagement mechanisms and/or practices, with ‘lack of priority in 

CCA and DRRM’ (83%) as a key narrative. Revealing in this analysis was the lack of 

CCA and DRRM capacity building activities and safe evacuation centres in Lavezares. 

Second, in Sub-theme 2, Sorsogon City (41%) participants considered ‘leadership 

and governance’ as key aspects of strong community engagement mechanisms and/or 

practices, with ‘policy implementation’ (24%) as a key narrative. On the other hand, 

Lavezares (77%) participants perceived ‘capacity building activities’ as key aspects of 

strong community engagement mechanisms and/or practices, with ‘barangay assemblies’ 

(45%) as a key narrative. Finally, Lavezares (48%) participants placed more importance 

on ‘community practices on unity, empowerment, and bayanihan/pintakasi’ compared to 

Sorsogon City (27%) participants. Such difference can be attributed to the daily practice 

of bayanihan/pintakasi in Lavezares, unlike Sorsogon City where bayanihan was only 

practised during weather-related disasters and calamities. 

Participant engagement for Theme 3 was similar with Theme 2, with very high 

participant engagement from Sorsogon City (100%) and Lavezares (100%) local experts. 

For community representatives, participant engagement in Sorsogon City (84%) and 

Lavezares (100%) were also very high. Among the communities, six communities had 

very high (100%) participant engagement, while Bitan-o (80%), Talisay (78%), and 

Caricaran (71%) had high participant engagement. 
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Conclusion 

 

The aim of this chapter was to present the data analysis results in addressing Research 

Questions 1 to 3. The various perspectives of the participants distilled three main results. 

First, community engagement was primarily understood in terms of unity, shared 

commitment, and collective action, which essentially depicted characteristics of people 

belonging in a community. Second, contemporary community engagement mechanisms 

and/or practices for CCA, and by association, DRRM mostly consisted of community, 

government, and NGO-based approaches. Third, the analysis of these contemporary 

mechanisms and/or practices identified key aspects of strong and weak community 

engagement, as largely influenced by differences in political, social, economic, and 

cultural contexts distinct in Sorsogon City and Lavezares and its communities and local 

governments, in the opinion of some. 

The next chapter, Chapter 7, presents the data analysis results of Meta-theme 2 on 

the suggestions made by participants for policy development regarding strong community 

engagement in CCA (and by association, DRRM). Following that, Chapter 8 reflects upon 

the main results from Meta-themes 1 and 2 in addressing Research Questions 1 to 4, 

which then presents the key findings of the research.144

                                                
144 Research Question 1: How do local experts and community representatives from Sorsogon City and the 
Municipality of Lavezares interpret community engagement, and by association, community participation? 
Research Question 2: What are the existing community engagement mechanisms and/or practices for CCA 
identified by local experts and community representatives from Sorsogon City and the Municipality of 
Lavezares, and how do these compare with the international and Philippine literatures? 
Research Question 3: What are the barriers to, and enablers of, community engagement mechanisms and/or 
practices to CCA as perceived by local experts and community representatives from Sorsogon City and the 
Municipality of Lavezares? And, by association, how are these perceptions tempered by location? 
Research Question 4: What are the key suggestions for policy development regarding more effective 
community engagement for CCA as perceived by local experts and community representatives from 
Sorsogon City and the Municipality of Lavezares? And, by association, how are these perceptions tempered 
by location? 
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7. Fieldwork Analysis on Suggestions for Policy Development 

regarding Strong Community Engagement 
 

 

Introduction 

 

In this chapter, results from the interview and focus group discussions (FGDs) are 

analysed regarding the focus of Meta-theme 2 on participant suggestions for policy 

development on to achieve strong community engagement for climate change adaptation 

(CCA), and by association, DRRM. Strong community engagement, again, referred to 

engagement that was active and inclusive as entailing the integration of community 

knowledge and perspectives in decision-making processes, by which to create more 

meaningful and effective policy outcomes (Cavaye 2004; Quick & Feldman 2011). This 

analysis thus follows Chapter 6, which presented the data analysis results of Meta-theme 

1 on participant perspectives on contemporary community engagement approaches for 

CCA, DRRM, and other related environmental issues among Philippine coastal 

communities. In this chapter, Research Question 4 is addressed.145 

Like the thematic analysis of Meta-theme 1 of the previous chapter, Meta-theme 

2 also discusses the themes, and narrative clusters (where applicable) that inform it. After 

discussing the themes, the key points of convergence and divergence informed by 

location and participant type are presented. The percentages of participant engagement 

type that inform the analysis are shown in Appendix J, Tables 1 to 9.146 Note that Table 

1 shows all the themes of Meta-theme 2. Finally, themes and narratives with at least a 

15% response rate are only analysed for purposes of brevity, as less than 15% made little 

or only micro-detail contribution to the analysis, and by association, in addressing 

constraints in time and space. 

 

 

 

                                                
145 Research Question 4: What are the key suggestions for policy development regarding more effective 
community engagement for CCA as perceived by local experts and community representatives from 
Sorsogon City and the Municipality of Lavezares? And, by association, how are these perceptions tempered 
by location? 
146 The five-point Lickert scale used in Chapter 6 is also used in Chapter 7: very low (0–20%), low (21–
40%), moderate (41–60%), high (61–80%), and very high (81–100%). 
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Meta-theme 2: Suggestions for policy development regarding strong community 

engagement 

 

Fourteen themes, identified from the data patterns analysed through NVivo coding, 

emerged from Meta-theme 2 (see Table 7.1). In contrast with Meta-theme 1, only Themes 

1, 4, 6, and 8 had narrative clusters, while the remaining themes had no sub-themes, sub 

sub-themes, or narrative clusters, as the responses under each theme were like each other. 

The analytical sequence of themes was organised in descending order based on the 

frequency of responses from the total number of participants (n=115). Like Meta-theme 

1, participant percentages instead of participant numbers are reported due to the varied 

number of local experts and focus groups sizes in the study sites (following Schreier 

2012), as again shown in the detailed Tables in Appendix J. 

 

Table 7.1 Meta-theme 2: Themes 

Themes* 

1. Strong city/municipal leadership and good governance 

2. Information dissemination and awareness 

3. Multi-stakeholder and sectoral networks, partnerships, and linkages between non-

government organisations and people’s organisations 

4. Knowledge integration and transfer (local and expert knowledge) 

5. Barangay leadership and governance 

6. Positive community characteristics 

7. More community-based CCA, DRRM, and environmental programs 

8. Improved policy processes 

9. Open communication, meetings, dialogue, and feedbacking 

10. Training, seminars, and workshops 

11. Empowered communities 

12. Community-based and place-based needs and contexts 

13. Funding and budget 

14. Sustainable livelihoods 
*In descending order of those that reflect the most to the least responses from participants 

 

The results regarding Meta-theme 2 of suggestions for policy development regarding 

strong community engagement are presented below. This analysis starts with Theme 1 on 

strong city/municipal leadership and good governance, before continuing in the 
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descending order of the themes that reflect the most to the least responses from 

participants. 

 

Results and analysis 

 

Theme 1: Strong city/municipal leadership and good governance 

Most participants from Sorsogon City (94%) and Lavezares (97%) suggested stronger 

support, leadership, and good governance across city/municipal and barangay levels, 

including people’s organisations (POs) to achieve strong community engagement. This 

theme was informed by three narrative clusters: government support and presence, unity 

across local government units (LGUs) and agencies, and political will. 

 

Government support and presence 

The continued support and presence of LGUs and agencies in the organising, planning, 

implementation, monitoring of CCA and DRRM programs among the barangays and POs 

was suggested by participants from Sorsogon City (76%) and Lavezares (41%) to 

strengthen community engagement. As local experts in both study sites opined: 

 
The LGU should not loosen their hold on the barangay. More time should be devoted at 

the level of the municipality in organising, planning, implementation, and monitoring of 

CCA and DRRM activities at the barangay level. As a municipality, the time we give to 

the barangays as of now is insufficient. The municipal heads right now are not that active 

in going down to the barangays to engage in dialogue. (ML8) 

 
Strong institutional support is needed. It’s important that they are supportive and visible 

in the implementation of the programs. It’s different if they are with us, compared if 

they’re not present. As long as they support the barangays, then their programs will be 

more effective. (SC1) 

 
The role of the LGU is very critical in encouraging the participation of the fisherfolk 

because they help in addressing the needs of the fisherfolk. (ML11) 

 

The presence of the LGU in the barangays was also considered important by 

community representatives as they appreciated the LGU’s show of support of going to 
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the barangays, not just during elections to get votes. According to one Sorsogon City 

community representative: 

 
When we see the local government officials in our barangay, it boosts our morale because 

we feel that we are also important to them, not only during elections. (BO1) 

 

Unity across local government units and agencies 

Participants from Lavezares (53%) and Sorsogon City (20%) suggested the need for unity 

across local government agencies, city/municipal and barangay levels and POs. For 

example, community representatives from two Lavezares communities remarked on the 

need for better working relationships between city/municipal and barangay officials.147 

One Sorsogon City local expert also called for effective governance through leadership 

and unity among their local government officials despite differences in political 

affiliations: 

 

We look at unity among elected officials. It’s one of the strengths of Sorsogon City, that 

despite coming from different political orientations, they are still united when it comes to 

major projects and development. (SC5) 

 

Hence, participants opined that local government units and agencies working 

together in implementing CCA and DRRM projects and activities would also see 

communities becoming more engaged in CCA and DRRM. As articulated by a typical 

comment of seven community representatives from Caricaran (Sorsogon City), for 

example: 

 
If there is effective leadership, then there is effective governance. There is unity and each 

person has their own role to play in governance. (C1) 

 

Political will 

Participants from Sorsogon City (31%) and Lavezares (17%) suggested that strong 

political will—particularly in the stricter implementation of policies and streamlining 

government processes for easier access of resources and support from the national 

government—could lead to stronger city/municipal leadership and good governance. 

                                                
147 One of these communities was Villa, whose barangay captain was in a different political affiliation from 
the mayor and this may have influenced his perception on the need for better working relationships. 
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Participants mentioned how genuine public service by local government and barangay 

officials through their strict implementation of policies at the city/municipal and 

barangay levels was more necessary over their motivations in getting popular votes 

during elections. As one Lavezares local expert shared: 

 
Political will is the most important of all because local officials are hesitant to strictly 

implement policies as they might not get the popular vote during elections. (ML9) 

 

Other participants also proposed hastening government processes to provide more 

resources and support, such as the provision of CCA and DRRM funds and other support 

in the creation of the Climate and Disaster Risk Assessment (CDRA) report for each 

city/municipality.148 Three Lavezares local experts found accomplishing the CDRA 

report challenging for municipalities given the technical processes and requirements 

imposed by the national government, specifically the Climate Change Commission 

(CCC). As one local expert argued: 

 
If the CDRA is the only report lacking from the LGU, then the CCC should find ways on 

how to accomplish this. The CCC should help the LGUs. They should also simplify their 

protocols, lessen bureaucracy, and simplify these technical requirements so that the LGU 

can easily access these. (ML13) 

 

Among the participant suggestions for strengthening city/municipal leadership 

and good governance, one Lavezares local expert specifically challenged the government 

to go beyond encouraging community participation for the sake of compliance. 

Participant ML8 instead suggested using community participation as a stepping stone to 

achieve meaningful community engagement: 

 

I’d like to see the government go beyond compliance. Community engagement requires 

devotion on the part of the government. Community engagement is like a marathon. You 

start from tokenism. You have to accept that participation will start at that level. You 

don’t let go of the people; only doing so if they are already engaged. 

                                                
148 The CDRA is a requirement for provinces, cities, and municipalities to gain access in financing climate 
change adaptation programs. Such assessments pertain to identifying the LGU’s exposure and sensitivity 
to hazards, alongside evaluating their adaptive capacity. Required data include (i) climate-related stimuli, 
hazards, and effects or impacts; (ii) climate baseline; (iii) projections, scenarios, and vulnerability of the 
LGU; and (iv) exposure of population and natural resources (CCC 2017). Three Lavezares local experts 
commented during the interviews that accomplishing the CDRA was difficult as LGUs do not have the 
skills and expertise to conduct such assessments. 
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This optimistic challenge was also met with pessimism and lack of confidence on 

how communities could make their voices heard by government officials to instil change. 

As the same local expert mentioned: 

 
The implementation of these suggestions would require legislation from the people on 

top. But who are we for them to listen to, right? (ML8) 

 

Theme 2: Information dissemination and awareness 

Many participants from Sorsogon City (88%) and Lavezares (77%) suggested improved 

information dissemination and awareness of CCA and DRRM for strong community 

engagement. Participants opined that information must be provided to the communities 

to promote safety during weather-related disasters and calamities and encourage 

engagement in CCA and DRRM activities. 

Most suggestions for improved information dissemination and awareness focused 

on CCA and DRRM awareness-raising, provision of more information on disasters and 

calamities, and a re-echoing of CCA and DRRM policies. As one local expert and one 

community representative from Lavezares proposed: 

 
The CCA program must be brought to the level of the barangays. That’s why we should 

inform people what climate change really is. The national government should ensure that 

their policies are brought to the local level so that people will gain information and 

awareness. (ML1) 

 

There should be proper information, dissemination, and explanation on the topics to be 

discussed so that communities will know the importance of attending the meetings, 

training, and seminars. In our barangay, the barangay tanods go around the houses and 

announce the information to the people. (M1) 

 

Another participant also mentioned the importance of information and awareness 

towards building the capacities of communities towards strong community engagement. 

As one Lavezares local expert advised: 

 
There is a need to capacitate the communities and the people within the municipalities. 

When people are not capacitated, they lack the information. But once information is 

spread within the community, they will have a voice in the implementation of the CCA 

and DRRM policies, as well as in the programs and projects in their LGU. (ML12) 
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The participants regarded information dissemination and awareness as the 

reportage and updating of communities regarding accomplishments, activities, and 

projects. Aside from providing transparency between communities, government, non-

government organisations (NGOs), and other stakeholders, participants opined that 

communities were mostly result-oriented. Therefore, being informed on the progress of 

activities and projects in the barangay would motivate community people to have strong 

community engagement. As one local expert and one community representative from 

Sorsogon City articulated: 

 
What is really needed is provision of information and awareness to the communities. 

People nowadays want to see immediate results with what they do. (SC4) 

 
There’s no mention of community engagement or participation in the accomplishment 

reports or ordinances, which can be considered as an indicator and accomplishment of 

the barangay. But community engagement should be part of these reports and ordinances 

to see the level of participation and unity of the barangay. (BP9) 

 

Theme 3: Multi-stakeholder and sectoral networks, partnerships, and linkages 

Most participants from Sorsogon City (82%) and Lavezares (77%) suggested multi-

stakeholder and sectoral networks, partnerships, and linkages across government, 

academe, private groups, religious groups, NGOs, and POs as important to achieve strong 

community engagement. 

Local experts recognised the importance of building sustainable partnerships and 

collaborations with government agencies, academe, NGOs, and other groups in 

strengthening community engagement. Such partnerships and collaborations were 

apparent in CCA and DRRM activities by communities, local government agencies, 

academe, religious groups, and NGOs working together. As local experts from the two 

study sites opined: 

 
There should be multi-stakeholder approach and collaboration with other government 

agencies and NGOs to increase community engagement. The partnership should be 

continuous and there should be collaboration in thinking of recommendations. (SC4) 

There should be multi-sectoral and stakeholder partnerships, wherein communities 

actively engage with the government and private sectors. (ML8) 
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Many Lavezares community representatives mentioned the need for a higher level 

of partnerships with local government agencies, especially with NGOs, to provide 

necessary livelihood, knowledge, equipment, and funding for more CCA and DRRM 

projects at the barangay level. Such comments were based on existing partnerships, 

which either reflected the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of them, which suggested more 

capacity building support in this area for barangays. 

In gathering key stakeholders to form collaborative partnerships, the participants 

suggested involving different sectors in CCA and DRRM as necessary for strong 

community engagement. This meant making CCA and DRRM inclusive to all sectors 

(e.g. women, children, youth, elderly, disabled, fisherfolk, and farmers) by integrating 

their needs and concerns on CCA and DRRM. For example, loss of livelihood during 

typhoons, calamities, and sudden temperature changes were raised by fisherfolk and 

farmers in Sorsogon City and Lavezares, which led to local government agencies 

providing CCA and DRRM contingency funds and livelihood insurance to both sectors. 

In addition, the elderly sector in Sorsogon City mentioned their lack of knowledge and 

capacity to engage in DRRM activities, which prompted the city government to provide 

DRRM capacity building activities specifically for the senior citizens. One Sorsogon City 

local expert shared how a sectoral approach had strengthened community engagement in 

DRRM planning: 

 
The multi-sectoral approach gives attention and importance to all sectors by discussing 

and integrating their concerns into the plans. Also, such an approach creates a more 

holistic plan, especially in the DRRM plans. Community participation is a strength in the 

multi-sectoral approach. (SC6) 

 

Theme 4: Knowledge integration and transfer (of local and expert knowledge) 

Participants from Sorsogon City (88%) and Lavezares (59%) suggested integration of 

local and expert knowledge on CCA and DRRM, as well as the transfer of such 

knowledge to communities, as ways to strengthen community engagement. Expert 

knowledge was understood by participants as knowledge provided by scientists, academe, 

and policy-makers. This theme was informed by three narrative clusters: knowledge 

integration, relevance of local knowledge, and knowledge transfer. 
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Knowledge integration 

The integration of expert and local knowledge was a way to strengthen community 

engagement to CCA and DRRM, according to participants from Sorsogon City (76%) 

and Lavezares (38%). In learning about expert knowledge and integrating it with local 

knowledge, participants considered this process as building their knowledge and 

capacities for CCA and DRRM. Hence, knowledge integration was interpreted by 

participants as a tool for unity, cooperation, and collective action. As one Sorsogon City 

local expert opined: 

 
Local knowledge is also based on real experience, but that is not enough because you also 

need to be strategic. If you will only use your local knowledge and don’t have proper 

training, you cannot implement DRRM, especially in cases of typhoons. If you lack 

proper knowledge, then cooperation is less. So, it’s better to absorb different forms of 

knowledge so that you will be better informed. It’s combining knowledge from people, 

science, experts, and real-life experiences. This is the most important of all in CCA and 

DRRM because you will prevent more casualties if your knowledge is integrated. (SC1) 

 

Relevance of local knowledge 

More participants from Lavezares (21%) than Sorsogon City (8%) suggested the 

continued application of local knowledge in CCA and DRRM to achieve strong 

community engagement. Local knowledge, by itself, was still deemed by participants as 

relevant to CCA and DRRM. For example, participants proposed that the local knowledge 

and experiences of their elders should be preserved, respected, documented, and shared 

with the younger generation. Giving the elders a role in CCA and DRRM was also a way 

to engage and empower them as sectoral interests. As one Lavezares local expert opined: 

 
It is important that people share their knowledge on CCA and DRRM, especially the 

elders who know what has happened in the past. Their experiences should be shared to 

the younger generation in order to strengthen their preparedness and response. People 

lose their voice when they are not given the opportunity to participate in the discussions. 

The elders’ knowledge and experiences are just kept hidden instead of being utilised. 

(ML11) 

 

In addition, the participants regarded local knowledge of farmers and fisherfolk 

as useful for CCA and DRRM, and as a tool for community engagement. Integrating local 

knowledge of farming and fishing practices with experiences with weather-related 
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disasters and changes in climate was perceived by local experts as helpful in increasing 

the adaptive capacity of farmers and fisherfolk and becoming more engaged with CCA 

and DRRM. As one Lavezares local expert opined: 

 
Local knowledge is very important among farmers and fisherfolk because they are able 

to compare what has happened in the past to the present, which impacts their production. 

They can integrate the knowledge on their farming practices with their knowledge on the 

effects of disasters to adapt to the changes in climate. In so doing, they become more 

engaged in CCA and DRRM by sharing their knowledge and experiences and providing 

solutions to others. In the process, they are helping one another. (ML9) 

 

Knowledge transfer 

More participants from Sorsogon City (27%) than Lavezares (5%) also suggested that to 

increase engagement, more knowledge on CCA and DRRM should be transferred to 

communities through expert knowledge. During the interviews and focus group 

discussions (FGDs), participants in both study sites also regarded local and expert 

knowledge as important in building capacities to better adapt to climate change impacts 

and weather-related disasters. However, the FGD participants found it frustrating when 

they could not fully grasp the concepts and terms used by experts such as local 

government agencies, academe, professionals, and media when CCA and DRRM were 

discussed. While the community’s local knowledge on weather-related disasters and 

calamities was primarily based on experience, it was thus also important for them to better 

understand the changing climate through expert knowledge. One representative opinion 

of five Bitan-o (Sorsogon City) community representatives was, for example: 

 
The experts should share their knowledge to us in the communities because we cannot 

understand it unless they explain it to us. Only then will we have more understanding and 

be more engaged. (BO6) 

 

Knowledge transfer was a way for community people to share their knowledge 

and skills to others in the community, which increased community capacity and 

strengthened community engagement, the participants shared. As one Sorsogon City local 

expert claimed: 

 
Knowledge building is important because they need new knowledge and skills to help 

them read hazard maps and chart information from radio and television, to raise their 
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awareness and apply this in times of disasters and calamities. They are also able to share 

their knowledge to others in the community to raise the level of engagement. (SC3) 

 

Theme 5: Barangay leadership and governance 

An almost even number of participants from Lavezares (64%) and Sorsogon City (57%) 

suggested that the barangay’s leadership and governance was an important aspect of 

strong community engagement. Participants perceived the existing quality of engagement 

in a community was linked to leadership style. Several Lavezares participants thus 

emphasised the crucial role of barangay officials in strengthening community 

engagement. If barangay officials were proactive, empowered, and capacitated, then such 

influence would carry over to the community. A representative opinion of twelve 

community representatives from Magsaysay (Lavezares) was: 

 
There should be barangay leadership and empowerment, because if the leadership is 

effective, then people are cooperative. But if the leaders are stubborn and uncooperative, 

then it is also the same with the people. (M12) 

 

In addition, the role of the barangay captain was crucial in enhancing community 

engagement and cooperation. As one Lavezares local expert claimed: 

 
The barangay captain is important in encouraging community participation. Before, they 

considered a barangay captain as someone higher than them who wouldn’t go down to 

their level. But now, they see that their barangay captain is very proactive and reaches 

out to them. In turn, they become cooperative and participative. (ML3) 

 

Participants also remarked that barangay officials should provide genuine public 

service in fulfilling their roles and responsibilities, which included encouraging ‘citizen 

participation in government’ (Republic of the Philippines 1991: 163). Hence, participants 

proposed that to strengthen community engagement, barangay officials should take the 

lead in conceptualising community projects, as well as going directly to every household 

in the community to understand the issues and concerns and proposing solutions. 

Participants remarked that strong city/municipal support and leadership (Theme 1) went 

hand-in-hand with strong and empowered barangay officials as well. As three local 

experts and community representatives from Sorsogon City opined: 
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The government should change the system of local governance in the barangays, 

especially the barangay officials. They’re not doing anything. But they are the front 

liners. They should work hand-in-hand with the community. If local government agencies 

want to engage with them but they do not want, then what can we do? The policy should 

be changed. They were mandated, voted, and elected. They owe the people. If they do it 

and let the local people be engaged, I think it will work. (SC8) 

 
Participation should come from the barangay officials in terms of coming up with 

projects and proposals. It’s different if they take the initiative. (SC4) 

 
Barangay officials go to these households to see and understand their needs and 

situations. They should not take for granted the trust given to them by the people. They 

were given the time and opportunity to become leaders, therefore they should also try to 

understand the community’s situation. (BO1) 

 

Theme 6: Positive community characteristics 

Participants from Lavezares (73%) and Sorsogon City (39%) suggested several positive 

Filipino community characteristics that would contribute towards strengthening 

community engagement. Common to both study sites were characteristics of unity, 

cooperation, helpfulness, and generosity. This theme was informed by four narratives: 

unity and cooperation, helpfulness and generosity, and bayanihan/pintakasi among the 

Lavezaresnon.149 

 

Unity and cooperation 

Participants from Lavezares (50%) and Sorsogon City (35%) opined that their community 

characteristics of unity and cooperation would help strengthen community engagement 

for CCA, and by association, DRRM. According to them, such characteristics typically 

emerged during disasters and calamities. Moreover, differences within communities, 

especially political affiliations, were set aside as united and cooperative communities 

were deemed to have priority in ensuring everyone’s safety. As one local expert and one 

community representative from Lavezares and one local expert from Sorsogon City 

claimed: 

 

                                                
149 The people of Lavezares call themselves Lavezaresnon. 
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Community people are united when disasters or calamities come. They already know 

their roles and responsibilities. (BB4) 

 

There is unity and cooperation, otherwise nothing will happen. While as barangay 

officials we have our fights and disagreements during sessions, but we strive to unite 

during times of disasters. (ML1) 

 
A community characteristic we have in Sorsogon is the provincial type of attitude, 

wherein people still follow the rules. Despite political bickering, people are still 

cooperative and obedient. (SC5) 

 

Similarly, a community united in aspects of environmental protection, livelihood, 

and values can lead to strong community engagement. As one Lavezares local expert 

proposed: 

 
Communities should have a vision of what they want to happen for their community in 

terms of environmental protection, livelihood, and values. It’s also important to 

determine if people are united in these three aspects. (ML8) 

 

Notably, a few Sorsogon City (8%) participants considered unity and cooperation 

within Sorsogon City communities as two key characteristics that contributed to the 

resilience of the Sorsoganos to disasters and calamities. As two local experts opined: 

 
The number one quality is that people from Sorsogon are very resilient. We can vouch 

that the resiliency is already inculcated among the people. During calamities you rarely 

see people falling in line to ask for donations because systems are already in place and 

there is unity and cooperation. Before, during typhoons, you don’t see anyone taking 

action. But now, everyone has their role and work. (SC5) 

 
Sorsoganos are resilient. They are able to easily adapt and adjust in situations. They do 

not immediately rely on others for help. There is cooperation. It’s one of the good 

qualities of a Sorsogano that I have noticed. (SC6) 
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Another Sorsogon City local expert equated the resilience of the Sorsoganos to 

the Filipino fiesta:150 

 
Sorsoganos have very high resiliency. Their preparation for typhoons can be likened to 

the Filipino fiesta, which is part of Filipino culture. Before the typhoon arrives, they make 

preparations and evacuate. This is similar with the fiesta wherein preparations are made 

before the guests arrive. Once the typhoon has passed, they return to their homes and 

normal life resumes. With the fiesta, people clean and pack up from the festivities and 

everything goes back to normal. So aside from typhoons being a part of their lives, they 

were given a system, which made everything more efficient. They were given more 

knowledge. They are well-prepared but also reflect on the challenges encountered to 

improve their response. (SC4) 

 

Conversely, only one Lavezares (2%) participant mentioned resilience as present 

among the Lavezares communities during disasters and calamities. Participant ML8 

opined that the level of CCA and DRRM resilience among farmers and fisherfolk in 

Lavezares was still low: 

 
Much more still needs to be done in terms of resiliency. Farmers and fisherfolk are not 

yet resilient. While the fisherfolk association had a fish pen constructed by a foreign 

volunteer program, it was destroyed during Typhoon Melor [in 2009]. They weren’t able 

to recover from it. They will again wait for help to arrive. For the farmers, I was telling 

them that it would be better if all of them applied for crop insurance in case their crops 

would be washed out from the typhoon. It gives them a chance to start again. 

 

Helpfulness and generosity 

Community characteristics of helpfulness and generosity compose a key aspect of strong 

community engagement according to participants from Lavezares (30%) and Sorsogon 

City (14%). Willingness to help and a show of care and concern within communities were 

strong during disasters and calamities to ensure everyone’s safety. Generosity was also 

present within these communities. Owners of large concrete houses would always let 

                                                
150 A fiesta is a Filipino traditional occasion where cities, municipalities, and barangays come together to 
celebrate cultural and/or religious events (Alba 2009). There would be processions and parades throughout 
the streets, while families would visit their neighbours, share home-cooked meals, and reinforce community 
bonds. Hornedo (2000) regarded fiestas as a symbol of Filipino culture and identity, thereby creating a 
sense of community. 
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community people stay with them during typhoons; sometimes even providing food.151 

As one Sorsogon local expert and two Lavezares community representatives shared: 

 
If there are calamities or disasters, everyone unites and helps one another to avoid further 

experiences of disaster. (SC4) 

 
Helping one another is really important in a barangay. If there are calamities and 

accidents, it’s important that you have engagement or willingness; you don’t need to be 

bribed in order to help. (M3) 

 

Our house is always welcome if people need to seek shelter from the typhoon. (L5) 

 

Participants also considered that cooperation, helpfulness, and generosity within 

communities could be attributed to kinship or close family ties with one another. 

Caricaran (Sorsogon City) and Barobaybay (Lavezares) were two examples of 

communities predominantly related by kinship, which marked a strength in helping one 

another and encouraging engagement within the communities. As expressed by one 

representative opinion of all community representatives of Barobaybay (Lavezares) and 

by one comment of one local expert from Caricaran (Sorsogon City), for example: 

 
People in Barobaybay are mostly related with one another by blood. That’s why helping 

one another will not be diminished. (BB9) 

 
Most people in Caricaran are related by blood. When a family hears information about 

the typhoon, they will not hesitate to share this information to their neighbours. Also, the 

beauty in that barangay is that those who are better off economically, they do not take 

their relief goods. Instead they give it to those who need it more. (SC3) 

 

Bayanihan/pintakasi among the Lavezaresnon 

Almost half of the participants from Lavezares (45%) regarded the community 

characteristic of bayanihan/pintakasi as very much present in the everyday lives of their 

communities. A local expert even mentioned that Magsaysay was created out of 

bayanihan. In addition, bayanihan/pintakasi was considered to be present during 

disasters and calamities by Lavezares (35%) participants. Unsurprisingly then, Lavezares 

                                                
151 These large concrete houses also served as designated evacuation sites within the barangay. 
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(44%) participants suggested continuing the bayanihan/pintakasi practice to help 

strengthen community engagement. As three local experts asserted: 

 
Bayanihan is part of our culture and way of life. In the past, Barangay Magsaysay was 

just part of another barangay. The people then separated from that barangay and created 

this barangay through bayanihan. (ML4) 

 
We still see bayanihan and pintakasi in their everyday lives, not only during times of 

disasters. For example, when someone is sick and their house is very far, people would 

offer their boats for free. During funerals, people help prepare the venue. We still see 

bayanihan here in Samar and it’s also innate among Filipinos. Pintakasi is also visible 

here in Samar. (ML12) 

 
People in Lavezares are helpful to one another and to their neighbours. Concern is really 

present. Pintakasi is defined as helping one another in the community. Pintakasi is the 

same with bayanihan. (ML8) 

 

In contrast, only three Sorsogon City (6%) participants suggested bayanihan was 

a community characteristic necessary in strengthening community engagement. Yet, just 

under half (43%) of participants opined that bayanihan was still present during disasters 

and calamities, while just over a third (37%) commented that they still saw this 

characteristic in daily life. 

 

Theme 7: More community-based CCA, DRRM, and environmental programs 

Participants in Sorsogon City (65%) and Lavezares (42%) suggested having more 

community-based CCA, DRRM, and environmental programs implemented in their 

communities to attain strong community engagement. Participants from both study sites 

interpreted implementing community-based CCA, DRRM, and environment-related 

activities as avenues for increased knowledge, information, and awareness. Moreover, 

participants claimed that when community people and POs took part in such activities, 

collective action, unity, and engagement among communities and POs increased. 

Examples included mangrove and upland reforestation, barangay, coastal, and river 

clean-up activities, solid waste management campaigns, and information education and 

communication activities. As one Sorsogon City community representative and one 

Lavezares local expert opined: 
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More community-based activities and projects are necessary because CCA and DRRM 

necessitate a collective effort (T2) 

 

We should have more community-based projects and environmental programs so that 

people will be encouraged to participate. (ML5) 

 

Participants further suggested aligning such community-based CCA, DRRM, and 

environment-related activities specifically to the hazards that each community faces and 

which type of environment they need to restore and protect. Implementing 

environmental-based activities specific to their local environmental context would give a 

sense of ownership to a community, which could also help strengthen community 

engagement. As one Sorsogon local expert proposed: 

 

Community-based CCA and DRRM activities to strengthen community engagement are 

critical especially with the hazards they are facing. For example among coastal 

communities, their experiences there have led to realisations that they need to restore and 

protect the environment. Among the inland communities which are flood-prone, they also 

need to preserve the river wall instead of continuous extraction. They are more engaged 

now in the activities because they are more informed. (SC4) 

 

Theme 8: Improved policy processes 

Participants from Sorsogon City (59%) and Lavezares (32%) proposed that improving 

policy processes on CCA and DRRM could contribute to strong community engagement. 

This theme was informed by four narrative clusters: policy formulation, policy 

implementation, policy review, and policy integration. 

 

Policy formulation 

More participants from Lavezares (20%) than Sorsogon City (6%) regarded the role of 

communities in policy formulation as important and a precursor for strong community 

engagement. Policy formulation is important because, they argued, involving 

communities in the creation of policies at city/municipal and/or barangay levels gives 

them a sense of ownership and social responsibility as they are part of the process. 

Participants remarked that a policy formulation process geared towards community 

involvement would diminish the notion of policy-making as a top-down approach. For 

example, participants from Balicuatro and Barobaybay in Lavezares proposed that their 
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barangay councils should have the initiative to formulate barangay ordinances to 

contribute to implementing effective CCA and DRRM programs and activities instead of 

solely relying on the local government. As local experts from Sorsogon City and 

Lavezares opined: 

 
Communities should be involved in the policy formulation process to have a sense of 

social responsibility, which may be diminished if they do not become involved. (SC4) 

 
We need to be proactive in making a resolution. It depends on how proactive the 

barangay is because there are barangays that merely wait on what the local government 

will give them, while others are aggressive enough and ask help themselves. (ML1) 

 

Policy implementation 

Participants from Sorsogon City (35%) and Lavezares (14%) suggested that stronger 

political will and stricter implementation of CCA and DRRM policies at city/municipal 

and barangay levels, through proper education and awareness of policies, would 

contribute towards strong community engagement. As local experts from both study sites 

suggested: 

 
If only our higher government would just have a strict and proper enforcement of a policy 

for these barangay councils to be engaged. There should be a penalty because they are 

so laxed, not until you file a case against them. (SC8) 

 
The local government should create a team that would strictly enforce penalties of 

violators. People do not cooperate because they don’t see the strict enforcement of 

penalties. But if you show to them that the policy is more powerful and effective, then 

they will cooperate. (ML13) 

 

Moreover, stricter policy implementation was also proposed on CCA and DRRM-

related environmental policies such as solid waste management, prohibiting the cutting 

of trees, banning compressor fishing in barangays, and halting other illegal 

environmental activities. For example, in Lavezares, one local expert shared how 

Barobaybay was able to eradicate illegal fishing activities among their fisherfolk, 

compared to other barangays, such as Magsaysay. According to participant ML2, proper 

education, awareness, and strict implementation of the anti-cyanide and anti-dynamite 
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fishing, and anti-compressor diving policies at the barangay level eventually led to their 

community’s cooperation: 

 
Compressor diving is banned by law. It’s just a matter of strictly implementing the law. 

Previously, there were a lot of compressor divers in our barangay. But we followed the 

law. Dynamite and cyanide fishing were also rampant here in the past. It was difficult at 

first to make people follow the law. But eventually people were educated and cooperated. 

 

Policy evaluation 

Three times as many participants from Sorsogon City (22%) than Lavezares (3%) 

suggested the evaluation of policies should also involve communities and NGOs. One 

illustrative opinion of five Bitan-o community representatives in Sorsogon City claimed 

that if CCA and DRRM-related policies were evaluated at the community level, this 

would increase the knowledge and awareness of the community people, and in turn, 

encourage their engagement: 

 
It is better that the CCA and DRRM policies are also evaluated at the community level 

so that other people will understand these policies and be motivated to participate in 

activities. (BO10) 

 

Likewise, one Sorsogon City local expert claimed that while policy evaluations 

typically took place at the level of the policy-makers, policies implemented at the 

community level should also have input from barangay officials and community people. 

As participant SC8 argued: 

 
We told the Senator that there is a need to evaluate the Climate Change Act. Since they 

are the authors, they should amend it. But the local officials and the community itself 

should be involved in the revising of policies, especially if the projects will be applied in 

the community. 

 

Another Sorsogon City local expert proposed that NGOs should also take part in 

evaluating and revising policies and ordinances at provincial, city/municipal, and 

barangay levels. Participant SC11 remarked that NGOs could provide relevant feedback 

on the two policies due to their sufficient knowledge and experience in working directly 

with communities: 
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They should consider the participation of the NGOs who directly work in the 

communities on CCA and DRRM in the review of the policies. As they are the front 

liners, the NGOs have the information, experience, and knowledge of what is happening 

on the ground. 

 

One particular policy needed immediate evaluation, as suggested by two Sorsogon 

City local experts and one Lavezares local expert. The People’s Survival Fund (PSF) Act, 

which responds to the inadequate climate finance provisions in the Climate Change Act, 

was regarded by these local experts as inaccessible and its requirements difficult to 

comply with by local governments and accredited POs to gain funds for CCA 

programs.152 One of these requirements was the Climate and Disaster Risk Assessment 

(CDRA) report (Theme 1). These three participants further proposed that policies related 

to CCA and DRRM funding, needed to be more accessible and easily understood by 

cities, municipalities, and barangays. One Lavezares local expert opined that accessible 

funding through improved policy processes created more programs and activities for 

strong community engagement: 

 

If you want the PSF to be accessible, then you have to simplify its processes and 

requirements. The PSF should go directly to the people. Accessible funds translate to 

more programs and activities for the communities to participate in. (SC13) 

 

Policy integration 

More than three times the number of participants from Sorsogon City (22%) compared to 

Lavezares (6%) suggested integrating the Climate Change Act and DRRM Act for better 

preparedness, response, and adaptation to achieve strong community engagement. They 

proposed that both policies were linked with one another and should not be separated. As 

one Sorsogon City community representative opined: 

 

These two policies should complement one another. You cannot separate disaster with 

climate change because the change in climate will have an effect with DRRM. We now 

experience stronger typhoons because of climate change. (T2) 

 

A perceived advantage of integrating the two policies together was increasing the 

understanding and engagement of communities towards CCA. Communities were more 

                                                
152 Republic Act No. 10174 – The People’s Survival Fund Act of 2011 (Republic of the Philippines 2011). 
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familiar with DRRM due to their direct experiences with weather-related disasters and 

calamities. In contrast, climate change was seen as too scientific for the communities to 

comprehend. Integrating both policies could then be a strategy to strengthen community 

engagement with CCA, as proposed by one Sorsogon City local expert: 

 
Both should be integrated because it is difficult, or effort is lacking, especially by people 

in position, for climate change to be understood at the community level. It’s too scientific. 

To gain the participation of the community, it should be integrated with DRRM. The 

DRRM Act is felt in the community, but not the Climate Change Act. (SC6) 

 

Three participants were hesitant to integrate both policies, however, and their 

concerns primarily centred on the differences in organisational structure and policy 

mandates of the Climate Change Act and DRRM Act. As local experts in both study sites 

argued: 

 
Either the organisational structure might be uneven for the two policies or the structure 

will be too vast. I don’t think it’s possible to integrate the Climate Change Commission 

and National Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Council, or integrate DRRM Act 

with Climate Change Act. CCA and DRRM structures should be separate at national 

level, but combined in city/municipal and barangay levels. (ML8) 

 

CCA and DRRM cannot be combined as one because they have different mandates. (SC8) 

 

Theme 9: Open communication, meetings, dialogue, and feedbacking 

Participants from Sorsogon City (57%) and Lavezares (32%) suggested for more 

mechanisms were needed for open communication, meetings, dialogue, and feedbacking 

as tools for strong community engagement. Participants from both study sites proposed 

continuous communication, meetings and dialogue with individuals, community groups, 

and POs to encourage engagement. Monthly meetings in puroks were also suggested by 

one Sorsogon City community representative to identify community issues and concerns 

and come up with appropriate solutions together. Likewise, local experts from Sorsogon 

City and Lavezares proposed barangay councils and local government offices conduct 

regular meetings to increase awareness, preparedness, and response, as well as to keep 

everyone in the community updated on projects and activities. Overall, maintaining 

communication lines open between city/municipal, barangay, community, and NGO 
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levels was considered a strategic action for increasing engagement. As several local 

experts from Sorsogon City and Lavezares commented: 

 
There should be regular meetings and updates because if you only meet once, nothing 

will happen. There should always be follow-up. That will strengthen the engagement 

because if there is no communication, then nothing will happen. (SC3) 

The barangay should always call for meetings to increase awareness, preparedness, and 

response of the people in terms of CCA and DRRM. (ML10) 

 
There is a need for immersion in the community to listen to their issues and concerns. We 

are putting our shoes in theirs in order to understand their attitudes and perspectives. 

(SC5) 

 

Theme 10: Training, seminars, and workshops 

More than double the number of participants from Lavezares (55%) compared to 

Sorsogon City (22%) suggested implementing more training, seminars, and workshops 

as important to achieve strong community engagement for CCA. The low response 

percentage of Sorsogon City participants could be explained by the many DRRM capacity 

building activities already being conducted in their communities. Yet, Sorsogon City 

participants still regarded continuous training and seminars as useful to increase 

knowledge and update skills on improved disaster response and rescue operations as 

necessary to strengthen community engagement. 

Participants from both study sites agreed that providing continuous and updated 

training, seminars, and workshops focused on communities and POs would not only help 

increase knowledge and skills on CCA and DRRM, but also see the relevance and 

importance of community engagement. Others also mentioned capacity building 

activities related to policies on CCA, DRRM, and solid waste management, alongside 

provision of training on rescue operations, proper use of rescue equipment, reading of 

hazard maps, and implementation of earthquake and typhoon drills. Overall, participants 

claimed there is a strong inclination for knowledge and skills building among 

communities to help them become more engaged in CCA and DRRM. As one Sorsogon 

City community representative and two Lavezares local experts claimed: 

 
Community engagement will increase if people attend these training and seminars. When 

we call for meetings, hardly anyone attends. It has to be that these training and seminars 
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should also be given to the people so that they will understand the importance of the 

meetings and know what they need to do. (BP10) 

 

There is still a need to better awareness, knowledge, and understanding of climate change 

among people and their participation in CCA activities. This can be addressed through 

more training and seminars. (ML2) 

 
More seminars and training regarding the Climate Change Act and DRRM Act are 

necessary because there are details in the policies that we do not understand. These 

training should not only be given to the LGU, but also given to the communities to 

increase their engagement. (ML7) 

 

Theme 11: Empowered communities 

A far greater number of participants from Sorsogon City (76%) compared to Lavezares 

(8%) suggested that prior to strong community engagement, the communities themselves 

must first be empowered. The very low response percentage in Lavezares could be 

attributed to the perception of participants’ in this area on how active their communities 

already were, as based on existing bayanihan/pintakasi practices and community 

engagement mechanisms and/or practices such as barangay assemblies. 

Despite the disparity in percentage of responses between the two study sites, 

opinions regarding the value of community empowerment towards community 

engagement were similar, as elaborated by local experts from Sorsogon City and 

Lavezares: 

 
People should not only be dependent with the services of the barangay, but they should 

also have the initiative to act. (SC1) 

 
Communities can be engaged in both CCA and DRRM if there will be more people who 

will volunteer with CCA and DRRM advocacy-related activities. It’s actually the 

community people who appreciate these activities more than the officials, and yet the 

community should be the ones to lead in the advocacy, to re-echo information. (ML13) 

 
To influence people on top such as local government officials, you have to start at the 

bottom, at the barangay and community levels. We first focus on strengthening the 

community for them to appreciate the projects and eventually be empowered enough to 

lobby their needs and concerns with their LGU. (ML12) 
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Theme 12: Community-based and place-based needs and contexts 

Participants from Sorsogon City (59%) and Lavezares (11%) suggested the integration of 

community-based and place-based needs and contexts in CCA and DRRM programs, 

policies, and funding to strengthen community engagement. They argued that CCA and 

DRRM programs and activities should integrate social, economic, cultural, political, and 

environmental community contexts. As one Sorsogon City local expert argued: 

 
Each barangay has its own way of DRRM and preparedness. There are barangays that 

don’t have rivers but are prone to landslides. There are coastal barangays that have rivers 

as well. The creation of systems also should come from community surveys or studies to 

identify the problems and create programs to provide solutions. It should be based on the 

needs and contexts of the community. (SC1) 

 

Integrating local knowledge and existing community resources in projects and 

activities, alongside conducting capacity building activities in the dialect of the 

community was also proposed by local experts from Sorsogon City and Lavezares. These 

strategies, they asserted, would help increase the acceptance, appreciation, and impact of 

programs and activities by the community: 

 
The projects and activities should also be indigenous in nature and implemented in their 

localities. They should look at existing resources and contexts in the communities to help 

implement the project or activities. It should have a community-based approach. (SC7) 

 
Resource persons during capacity building activities should be able to reach the level of 

the people in terms of their knowledge and awareness by conducting it in the 

community’s dialect. It’s difficult if you conduct these training in English. (ML3) 

 

Three local experts from Sorsogon City and three local experts from Lavezares 

also suggested using the climate-related risks and hazards present in cities, municipalities, 

and barangays as a basis for CCA and DRRM funding. Participants also suggested that 

allocation of government funds through the Internal Revenue Allotment (IRA) should 

take into consideration the vulnerability of cities, municipalities, and/or barangays to 

climate change impacts and weather-related disasters and calamities. As one local expert 

from Lavezares argued: 
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I think the question of whether the budget is sufficient or not depends on the place. If you 

are talking to someone from Bicol or Samar [such as the two study sites], budget is really 

insufficient because there are many calamities in these areas. Policy-makers should study 

the suggestion of adding budget to areas that are typhoon-prone. For example, strong and 

destructive typhoons pass by Northern Samar average three to five in a year. So, with one 

typhoon, what will that five percent budget of our IRA do?153 How much more with the 

succeeding typhoons? They should tailor fit the budget with the needs and context of the 

areas, especially coastal communities who are more vulnerable and susceptible to 

disasters. (ML8) 

 

Three local experts advised making the Climate Change Act and DRRM Act more 

relevant to communities. This was because community representatives, even several local 

experts, were not familiar with the two policies. Hence, participants regarded the 

translation of CCA and DRRM-related policies regarding their practical aspects instead 

of theoretical ones, as necessary for communities to easily understand these policies. 

Likewise, and in relation to Theme 8, these local experts further proposed that policy-

makers should consider the social contexts of communities when developing policies. 

Involving communities in policy processes, they claimed, would not only be an example 

of community engagement, but could contribute to community empowerment and social 

responsibility as well. As local experts from Sorsogon City and Lavezares asserted: 

 

The Climate Change Act and DRRM Act should be translated or worded in a way that 

people will understand it. People will not appreciate it if the policies are too theoretical. 

If these will be practical and easy to understand, then they will not hesitate in participating 

and engaging. (SC7) 

 
There should be a stakeholder’s consultation for policy-makers and government officials 

to know what policies are necessary and based on needs and issues on the ground. Policies 

are not developed because of the people on top. Rather, policy recommendations are 

developed based on those who need funding or assistance and those at the grassroots 

level. (ML13) 

 

                                                
153 As discussed in Chapter 6, the five percent budget is referred to the Local DRRM Fund from the IRA 
of the LGUs. 
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Theme 13: Funding and budget 

Participants from Sorsogon City (33%) and Lavezares (21%) suggested providing more 

funding and budget for CCA and DRRM programs and activities at the community level 

to attain strong community engagement. Participants proposed that with increased 

financial support from the national government, local governments would be able to 

implement more CCA and DRRM programs and activities to increase knowledge and 

strengthen community engagement. As told by one typical comment of six community 

representatives from Bacon Poblacion (Sorsogon City), for example: 

 
If there is budget, then more knowledge will be given to the community, which would 

increase their engagement. (BP7) 

 

Funding and budget are considered precursors for community engagement 

through the implementation of programs and activities related to community capacity 

building. As one Sorsogon City local expert and one Lavezares community representative 

opined: 

 
Budget is very important because the DRRM program will not function without the 

budget. But the utilisation of budget in terms of DRRM should only be focused at DRRM. 

If the fund is utilised properly, then more can be done. This includes more programs and 

activities for the communities to participate in. (SC6) 

 
Community engagement will only be strengthened if our requests for projects and funding 

will be granted. We can then encourage more people to participate. (M3) 

 

Theme 14: Sustainable livelihoods 

Three times the number of participants from Lavezares (36%) compared with Sorsogon 

City (12%) suggested the need for sustainable livelihoods for strong community 

engagement. Two Lavezares local experts regarded the successful results of livelihood 

projects in their communities increased the participation of others in the community. As 

one local expert claimed: 

 

Through the results of successful livelihood projects provided by the NGO in our 

community, others in the community now want to participate in the projects and activities 

provided by the NGO. (ML2) 
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Moreover, participants also remarked that increased community engagement went 

hand-in-hand with providing sustainable livelihoods as more opportunities were 

presented for people to engage in community activities instead of focusing mostly on 

daily survival. That more Lavezares participants suggested sustainable livelihoods to 

strengthen community engagement compared to Sorsogon City participants could be 

attributed to the successful livelihood projects in Lavezares. Yet, a few Sorsogon City 

participants also proposed the implementation of livelihood programs in their barangays. 

As two Sorsogon City local experts claimed: 

 
To enhance community engagement, the implementation of sustainable livelihoods in the 

community needs to be strengthened as well. (SC6) 

 
The commitment and engagement of the community will deepen if they don’t have to 

worry about their daily means of survival. Hence, there is a need for a livelihood 

component within the community and POs. (SC7) 

 

Points of convergence and divergence 

Convergences across both study sites can be seen. First, ‘strong city/municipal leadership 

and good governance’ was considered by almost all Sorsogon City (94%) and Lavezares 

(97%) participants as their key suggestion for strong community engagement for CCA, 

and by association, DRRM. Second, this was followed by ‘information dissemination and 

awareness’ as another key suggestion by Sorsogon City (88%) and Lavezares (77%) 

participants. Third, other important suggestions common to both study sites were ‘multi-

stakeholder and sectoral networks, partnerships, and linkages’ (Sorsogon City 82%; 

Lavezares 77%), ‘more community-based CCA, DRRM, and environmental programs’ 

(Sorsogon City 65%; Lavezares 42%), and ‘open communication, meetings, dialogue, 

and feedbacking’ (Sorsogon City 57%; Lavezares 30%). 

Concomitantly, several divergences occurred between study sites. First, Sorsogon 

City participants considered ‘empowered communities’ (76%) and ‘community-based 

and place-based needs and contexts’ (59%) as important suggestions for strong 

community engagement for CCA, and by association, DRRM. In contrast, Lavezares 

participants regarded these two suggestions with very low importance (8% and 11%, 

respectively). 

The emphasis on community empowerment can be attributed to how Sorsogon 

City participants articulated the need for unity to address the presence of disunity and 
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social class conflict among its communities. Also, Lavezares participants viewed their 

communities as already empowered and united through community engagement 

mechanisms (e.g. barangay assemblies) and practices (e.g. bayanihan/pintakasi). 

The consideration of community-based and place-based needs and contexts as an 

important suggestion by Sorsogon City participants can be linked with having more 

capacity building activities already implemented when compared with Lavezares. As a 

result, Sorsogon City participants could identify if these activities were actually relevant 

to their needs and contexts. Moreover, the implementation of government- and NGO-

based programs and activities in Lavezares were implemented primarily through 

community-driven planning processes, which already considered community-based and 

place-based needs and contexts. 

Second, Lavezares participants perceived ‘positive community characteristics’ 

(73%) and ‘training, seminars, and workshops’ (55%) as important suggestions for strong 

community engagement for CCA, and by association, DRRM. Conversely, Sorsogon City 

participants regarded these suggestions with low importance (39% and 22%, 

respectively). Such differences can be attributed to Lavezares’ long-established 

bayanihan/pintakasi practice, alongside the few capacity building activities already 

conducted in their municipality. 

In contrast, very few Sorsogon City participants considered their community 

characteristic of bayanihan a key aspect of strong community engagement. This was 

because most participants regarded bayanihan as present during disasters and calamities 

and/or in daily life, but not necessary for strong community engagement. In addition, 

capacity building activities were already conducted among the communities in Sorsogon 

City. 

Participant engagement based on participant type also varied between themes, as 

shown again in Table 7.1. For Sorsogon City experts, Themes 1 to 6 and 12 and 13 had 

very high participant engagement, while Themes 7 and 8 had high participant 

engagement. The rest of the themes had moderate (Themes 9 and 10) and low (Themes 

11 and 14) participant engagement. For Lavezares local experts, Theme 1 had very high 

participant engagement, while Themes 2 to 10 had high participant engagement. Other 

succeeding themes had moderate (Theme 12) and low (Theme 11 and 14) participant 

engagement. 

Regarding Sorsogon City community representatives, Themes 1 to 4 and 11 had 

very high participant engagement, while Themes 7 and 9 had high participant 

engagement. Other succeeding themes had moderate (Themes 5, 8, and 12), low (Theme 
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6), and very low (Themes 10, 13, and 14) participant engagement. In contrast, Lavezares 

community representative had very high participant engagement for Theme 1 and high 

participant engagement for Themes 2, 3, and 6. The remaining themes had moderate 

(Themes 4, 5, and 10), low (Themes 7 to 9 and 14), and very low (Themes 11 to 13) 

participant engagement. Among the communities, Bacon Poblacion (78%), Barobaybay 

(78%), and Talisay (75%) had high participant engagement, while the rest had moderate 

(Balicuatro, Bitan-o, Magsaysay, and Villa) and low (Caricaran and Libas) participant 

engagement. 

 

Table 7.1: Meta-theme 2: Themes 

Themes* 

1. Strong city/municipal leadership and good governance 

2. Information dissemination and awareness 

3. Multi-stakeholder and sectoral networks, partnerships, and linkages between non-

government organisations and people’s organisations 

4. Knowledge integration and transfer (local and expert knowledge) 

5. Barangay leadership and governance 

6. Positive community characteristics 

7. More community-based CCA, DRRM, and environmental programs 

8. Improved policy processes 

9. Open communication, meetings, dialogue, and feedbacking 

10. Training, seminars, and workshops 

11. Empowered communities 

12. Community-based and place-based needs and contexts 

13. Funding and budget 

14. Sustainable livelihoods 
*In descending order of those that reflect the most to the least responses from participants 

 

Conclusion 

 

The aim of this chapter was to present the results of the data analysis on Meta-theme 2 in 

addressing Research Question 4: What are the key suggestions for policy development 

regarding more effective community engagement for CCA as perceived by local experts 

and community representatives from Sorsogon City and the Municipality of Lavezares? 

And, by association, how are these perceptions tempered by location? The suggestions 
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articulated by the participants identified that strong community engagement primarily 

focused on (i) integration of government leadership, support, and good governance; (ii) 

collaboration and partnerships between multi-stakeholders and sectors; and (iii) 

knowledge and capacity building. Yet the political, social, economic, and cultural 

contexts of Sorsogon City and Lavezares also identified different perspectives in several 

of the suggestions articulated. For example, Sorsogon City placed more importance on 

empowering their communities and integrating place-based needs and community 

contexts to achieve strong community engagement in CCA, and by association, DRRM. 

In contrast, Lavezares emphasised their community characteristics of 

bayanihan/pintakasi and capacity building activities such as training, seminars, and 

workshops as important suggestions for strong community engagement in CCA, and by 

association, DRRM. 

I now move to Chapter 8. It first addresses and reflects upon the main insights 

from Chapter 4 and the main results from Chapters 6 and 7. Second, the key findings are 

presented, which then leads to answering the primary aim of identifying the considered 

best option for effective community engagement approach/es to better increase adaptive 

capacity to climate change in the Philippines based on knowledge building and practice. 

Hence, the next chapter identifies and discusses the main results from Meta-theme 1 and 

2, with reference to Research Questions 1 to 4.154 Specifically, Chapter 8 aims to discuss 

the main results in the interests of identifying key aspects of strong community 

engagement approaches for Philippine coastal communities to CCA, which comprises 

relevant aspects on my study and as identified in the international and Philippine 

literatures. In turn, Chapter 9 presents the overall conclusion.

                                                
154 Research Question 1: How do local experts and community representatives from Sorsogon City and the 
Municipality of Lavezares interpret community engagement, and by association, community participation? 
Research Question 2: What are the existing community engagement mechanisms and/or practices for CCA 
identified by local experts and community representatives from Sorsogon City and the Municipality of 
Lavezares, and how do these compare with the international and Philippine literatures? 
Research Question 3: What are the barriers to, and enablers of, community engagement mechanisms and/or 
practices to CCA as perceived by local experts and community representatives from Sorsogon City and the 
Municipality of Lavezares? And, by association, how are these perceptions tempered by location? 
Research Question 4: What are the key suggestions for policy development regarding more effective 
community engagement for CCA as perceived by local experts and community representatives from 
Sorsogon City and the Municipality of Lavezares? And, by association, how are these perceptions tempered 
by location? 
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8. Discussion of the Findings 
 

 

Introduction 

 

The purpose of this chapter is to discern the key findings from the opinions and 

suggestions of the 115 study participants as surmised through interviews and focus group 

discussions (FGDs) (Chapters 6 and 7), in the two study sites. To recall, the data analysis 

was informed by 11 local experts and 38 community representatives from Sorsogon City, 

and 13 local experts and 53 community representatives from Lavezares. All participants 

had direct knowledge and experience with community engagement to climate change 

adaptation (CCA), disaster risk reduction and management (DRRM), and associated 

environmental issues in Philippine coastal communities. Chapter 6 (Meta-theme 1) 

analysed the opinions of the participants about contemporary community engagement 

approaches for coastal communities. In turn, Chapter 7 (Meta-theme 2) analysed 

participant opinions of how to achieve strong community engagement for CCA. 

The key suggestions, which inform the findings from the two meta-themes are 

organised by Research Questions 1 to 4. In addressing each research question in turn, the 

key fieldwork suggestions and their presented contexts were compared to and informed 

by the international and Philippine literatures. As such, positive and negative aspects, 

common patterns, convergences, divergences, and contradictions among the participants 

and the study sites were identified and discussed. A set of contextualised findings follows 

by which to advance the final finding, on what is considered to be the most effective 

community engagement approach to enhance adaptive capacity for climate change of 

coastal communities in the Philippines.
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Discussion 

 

RQ1: How did local experts and community representatives from Sorsogon City and 

the Municipality of Lavezares interpret community engagement, and by 

association, community participation? 

 

The results of this study indicated that community engagement was interpreted in three 

ways by the participants. First, community engagement was primarily understood by 

Sorsogon City and Lavezares participants as achieving unity, shared commitment, and 

collective action, which depicted characteristics of people ‘belonging’ to a community 

(Eversole 2015; Velasquez et al. 2005; Warbuton & Yoshimura 2005). As such, 

participants used the terms ‘responsibility’, ‘involvement’, ‘commitment’, ‘sacrifice’, 

and ‘obligation’, alongside Filipino terms ‘pagkakaisa’ (oneness) and ‘kusang-loob’ 

(‘free will’). To illustrate such belonging, in the view of Anyidoho (2010), each 

community member should then uphold these shared values as part of a community. 

Such expression of belonging reflects that community members all have a role or 

contribution to the growth, development, and success of the community by willingly 

sharing their time, skills, and resources. Moreover, this expression of belonging aligned 

with expressions of collaborative and progressive types of power, such as ‘power to’ and 

‘power within’ (Chambers 2006; Eyben et al. 2006; Gaventa 2006; Mathie et al. 2017; 

VeneKlasen & Miller 2002), as discussed in Chapter 2 theoretically. These interpretations 

of community engagement also reflected key aspects of strong community engagement 

as discussed in the international literature, as active/interactive, inclusive, and/or 

participatory for communities to meaningfully engage in decision-making processes by 

utilising their strengths and capacities (IAP2 2007; Nkoana et al. 2017). 

Second, community engagement was understood as ‘participation’, which had 

two different interpretations for the participants. First, participation was linked with 

community engagement through the characteristics of ‘collective action’, ‘volunteering’, 

and ‘cooperation’. Convincing evidence was advanced by the participants regarding their 

communities working together during community activities, environment-related 

activities, and especially during times of natural disasters, although Lavezares 

participants mentioned this more than Sorsogon City ones. Notably, the linkage of 

participation with ‘volunteering’ and ‘cooperation’ also reflected the long history of 



 

 277 

community engagement in development, as informed by the international literature 

(Cornwall 2000; Mansuri & Rao 2013). 

‘Collective action’ constituted community members working together and 

supporting one another, while ‘volunteering’ reflected one’s free will, which, in the 

Philippines, also represented ‘kusang-loob’, meaning to help the community. Similarly, 

such examples emphasising collective action and volunteering were represented as 

bayanihan/pintakasi, as again mentioned more by Lavezares than Sorsogon City 

participants. Furthermore, bayanihan and pintakasi were mentioned in the Philippine 

literature regarding provinces near to the study sites, further illustrating their 

representativeness (Bautista et al. 2017; Bernados et al. 2018; Curato & Calamba 2018; 

Espia & Salvador 2018). 

Eadie and Su (2018), however, argued that bayanihan was not that effectively 

applied in the nearby provinces. For example, these authors identified bayanihan through 

unity, equality, and community cohesion was hardly present among many Filipino 

communities in Tacloban City recovering after Super Typhoon Haiyan. The key reason 

for this variation was that some community members had to prioritise daily survival in 

basically fending for themselves, instead of being able to devote time and effort towards 

helping their community (Molina & Neef 2016; Razafindrabe et al. 2015). This finding 

aligned to poverty and a priority on daily survival as common barriers to community 

engagement elsewhere in the Philippines (including the study sites) and elsewhere as 

found in the international literature (Adego et al. 2018; Graham et al. 2016; Samaddar et 

al. 2019; Schlosberg et al. 2017). Subsequently, these experiences reinforced the 

argument for more resources to address poverty alleviation (Ayers & Huq 2013; Dodman 

& Mitlin 2013; Regmi et al. 2016). 

Moreover, pintakasi as a ‘voluntary’ community clean-up activity was found by 

some scholars as being considered mandatory for all community members to attend, and 

to avoid paying penalties (Curato & Calamba 2018; Matthies 2017). Hence, pintakasi 

through coercion from barangay officials—as a form of power over (see Gaventa 1980, 

2004b; Lukes 2005)—was detected in addition to the understandings of participation 

given by the study participants, as well as adding to a more diverse definition of 

volunteerism (Wilson 2000). In criticising pintakasi as a form of coercion, Curato and 

Calamba (2018) and Matthies (2017) argued this practice reflected unequal social power 

dynamics, which was found to hinder willing community engagement. These findings 

also contrasted to the views of my participants who, again, referred to volunteerism as 

exercising one’s free will, which also represents ‘kusang-loob’, to help the community 
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(through obligatory and consensual willingness as reflections of power with and power 

within). 

Such ‘cooperation’, as a long-time traditional characteristic of community 

participation (e.g. Naim & Hindmarsh 2019), was closely related to community members 

working together for the good of their community, as reflecting the concept of 

volunteerism understood by the study participants. Yet, cooperation was also equivalent 

to aid or complying with community activities. Participants thus also understood 

cooperation as a practice of community members following the barangay captain or 

abiding by barangay policies. That in turn, reflected community leadership as a precursor 

to community capacity building and strong community engagement as found in the 

international and Philippine literatures (Carcellar et al. 2014; Chu et al. 2016). In addition, 

cooperation as a characteristic of participation reflected a mix of the concepts of power 

over and power to. 

More specifically, as also mentioned in Chapter 6, barangay policy formulation 

typically starts at the barangay council level. To reiterate, the barangay is the smallest 

political unit in the Philippines (Alip 1975; Jocano 1975). Barangay officials present a 

draft of policies to the community level through community-based consultations to gather 

community input. Voting occurs after integrating community inputs into the draft 

policies. In fieldwork findings, participants opined that community input was thus part of 

an inclusive barangay policy formulation process. Hence, community-based 

consultations were seen by the study participants as strong community engagement 

approaches in the Philippine context and involving community members in policy 

formulation then informs cooperation and participation (e.g. Sarzynski 2018). As such, 

the involvement of community members in consultations, through the guidance of the 

barangay officials, may give them the power to influence decision-making processes 

regarding policy formulation provided transparency and open communication was 

enabled throughout the process (Eyben et al. 2006; Gaventa 2006; VeneKlasen & Miller 

2002). However, in the international literature, especially the western literature, 

consultations and voting are considered examples of weak community engagement 

approaches (Arnstein 1969; Cavaye 2004; Hindmarsh 2012; IAP2 2007; Nkoana et al. 

2017; Warburton & Yoshimura 2005). 

The second interpretation of participation was linked with ‘attendance in 

barangay activities’. This pertained to one’s presence in barangay-mandated activities 

such as meetings, assemblies, and environmental-related activities, where the term 

‘mandated’ also reflects a form of power over. In contrast to the first interpretation of 
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participation as forms of collective action, volunteering, and cooperation, more 

participants from Sorsogon City than Lavezares mentioned participation as ‘a form of 

attendance’. As such, equating mandated participation with attendance is problematic 

because there is no assurance of commitment or meaningful involvement from the 

individual, because here it also represents coercion. With no assurance of meaningful 

community participation, weak community engagement is the result (e.g. Hindmarsh 

2010). In other words, such participation can reflect a form of tokenism (Arnstein 1969), 

especially if the objective of attending is just to be present in the activity—which 

manipulatively provides the illusion of legitimacy to those mandating the exercise, with 

little opportunity for input into decision-making, as appears most evident in the Philippine 

experience of ‘participation as attendance’. 

Third, and finally, ‘community engagement’ was found difficult to define by the 

community representatives. This finding was attributed to ‘community engagement’ 

being an unfamiliar term in Philippine communities, compared to ‘community 

participation’, as in the case in the Philippines more broadly (Aldon et al. 2011; Gera 

2016; Major et al. 2018; Mendoza & Porquis 2016; Twichell et al. 2018; Vos 2005). To 

reiterate, in the interviews and FGDs, my participants began to refer to these two terms 

interchangeably, after I had explained ‘community engagement’ in my introduction to the 

interviews and FGDs. In addition, participation regarding the public and communities is 

applied in national legislations most relevant to this study: the (i) Local Government Code 

of 1991; (ii) Climate Change Act of 2009; (iii) Disaster Risk Reduction and Management 

Act of 2010; and (iv) People’s Survival Fund Act (e.g. Republic of the Philippines 1991, 

2009, 2010, 2011). 

 

RQ2: What were the existing community engagement mechanisms and/or practices 

for CCA identified by local experts and community representatives from 

Sorsogon City and the Municipality of Lavezares, and how did these compare 

with the international and Philippine literatures? 

 

Existing community engagement mechanisms and/or practices for CCA and by 

association, DRRM as identified by the study participants informed three categories: 

community-based, government-based, and non-government organisation (NGO)-based. 

In these categories, either strong or weak community engagement approaches, or a 

combination of both approaches, were found. As there was quite an extensive discussion 
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by the participants on this research aspect, for ease of readability the three categories are 

delineated by sub-headings in the following. 

 

Community-based 

Community-based mechanisms and/or practices that exhibited strong community 

engagement approaches included environmental-based activities, formation of 

community-based groups, and facilitation of meetings, consultations, dialogues, and 

barangay assemblies. The implementation of environmental-based activities increased 

community cooperation, unity, support, knowledge, and awareness on environmental 

issues, particularly climate change. This matched similar findings in other areas of the 

Philippines and other developing countries, supporting the contribution of strong 

community engagement to environmental-based activities (Bankoff 2015; Padigala 2016; 

Pulhin et al. 2017; Rasmussen et al. 2018; Tanwattana 2018; Yoseph-Paulus 2014). 

The Lavezares participants mentioned more environmental-based activities than 

Sorsogon City participants, which reflected Lavezares’ strong environmental advocacy 

due to the inclusion of the Biri-Larosa Protected Seascape and Landscape as a 

government-declared protected area. Lavezares participants opined that living near a 

protected area led to wider public awareness of the need to implement sustainable 

livelihoods as fisherfolk, and to protect their natural environment from pollution, 

degradation, and climate change impacts. In turn, this awareness led to strong engagement 

in environment-based activities among Lavezares communities. This finding thus 

illustrated the significance of the local environment for the Lavezares participants as 

sources of livelihood and as an environmental area that necessitated the engagement of 

communities towards its protection. It also indicated a strong sense of place or place 

attachment (Jorgensen & Stedman 2001; also, Hindmarsh 2012), in reflecting the beliefs, 

values, attitudes, and perspectives of Lavezares communities about the natural 

environment. As such, this finding aligned to the wider view that strong sense of place 

strengthens community engagement (Chilvers et al. 2014; Fresque-Baxter & Armitage 

2012; Hess et al. 2008; Hindmarsh 2012; Petheram et al. 2015; Süsser 2018). 

The formation of community-based groups in Lavezares and Sorsogon City also 

reflected a strong community engagement approach as these groups were visible in 

communities. They were also responsible for encouraging the participation of community 

members as a ‘bridge’ or ‘link’ between the community and local government (Cloutier 

et al. 2015; Cohen et al. 2013; Ross et al. 2015). Furthermore, they were usually the first 

community DRRM responders, having undergone capacity building activities facilitated 
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by government. However, the environment-based activities and DRRM preparedness 

actions were typically initiated by the community groups, reflecting empowered social 

capital (Naim & Hindmarsh 2019). 

Hence, community groups in Lavezares and Sorsogon City contributed to 

increasing and strengthening social capital and community support which, in turn, 

strengthened community engagement. The formation of community groups thus reflected 

claimed spaces for participation, including harnessing collaborative and progressive types 

of power, such as power with and power within, as found in the international literature 

(Chambers 2006; Eyben et al. 2006; Gaventa 2006; VeneKlasen & Miller 2002). The role 

of community groups in CCA and DRRM was also well illustrated in the international 

and Philippine literatures (Cadag et al. 2018; Freduah et al. 2018; Santiago et al. 2018; 

Schmeltz et al. 2013; Thaler & Seebauer 2019; van Kasteren 2014). 

The facilitation of meetings, consultations, and dialogue in both study sites also 

reflected a strong community engagement approach. Meetings at the community and/or 

purok levels gave opportunities for community members to participate in dialogue and 

share their input in barangay-related matters (Bernados et al. 2018; Curato & Calamba 

2018; Matthies 2017). This practice also gave power to community members, through the 

inclusion of their voices in transparent decision-making in invited spaces for participation 

(Eyben et al. 2006; Gaventa 2006; VeneKlasen & Miller 2002). Community 

empowerment was also strengthened (Ramesh et al. 2014; Samaddar et al. 2019; Sherman 

& Ford 2014). Conducting meetings in smaller groups also strengthened relationships 

between barangay officials and community members (Ouma et al. 2018; Rasmussen et 

al. 2018; Sánchez & Izzo 2017). 

The implementation of barangay assemblies also reflected another strong 

community engagement approach, as mentioned primarily by Lavezares participants. 

While each barangay was only mandated to hold two barangay assemblies each year, 

several more participatory-minded barangays in Lavezares conducted more than two to 

discuss projects and partnerships with the community. As such, the barangay assembly, 

especially when conducted more often, demonstrated a stronger community engagement 

approach in Lavezares. This was because its function often went beyond local 

government requirements as a participatory conduit for discussion, dialogue, and 

deliberation on community-related matters. Barangay assemblies, therefore, reflected a 

claimed space for participation among the barangays in Lavezares. Subsequently, they 

became a venue for the people to exercise power with and power to act, meaningfully in 
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decision-making processes regarding projects and partnerships (Eyben et al. 2006; 

Gavena 2006; VeneKlasen & Miller 2002). 

Some community-based mechanisms also acted as precursors for further stronger 

and wider community engagement in enabling information dissemination mechanisms, 

DRRM response preparedness, and initial planning formulation processes. In both study 

sites, community information dissemination mechanisms included radio communication 

systems, public announcements, reports, and flyers. While these mechanisms in 

themselves can also be considered examples of top-down and one-way flows of 

information as weak community engagement (e.g. Hindmarsh 2010, 2012), they can also 

be regarded as informing downstream dialogue practices of strong community 

engagement and empowerment when occurring simultaneously (e.g. Cavaye 2004; Eyben 

et al. 2006; O’Faircheallaigh 2010). Such integration occurs in the Philippines when 

barangay officials go to households and talk to people directly, following by dialogic 

community engagement that occurs with some barangay assemblies. Hence, information 

dissemination coupled to personal and face-to-face dialogic interaction between 

barangay officials and community members also represents variants of strong community 

engagement in the Philippines. 

Another example where information dissemination was utilised as a precursor to 

strong community engagement was in actual DRRM preparedness and response measures 

in both study sites (also, Quinn et al. 2019). Information dissemination mechanisms were 

implemented to first prepare households for evacuation, with early warnings and 

directives coming from the barangay level. Information dissemination helped achieve 

zero casualty rates as community members cooperated during evacuation. Common to 

both Lavezares and Sorsogon City were community members volunteering with 

barangay officials and DRRM groups to disseminate information within the barangay, 

and assisting more vulnerable community members (e.g. children, pregnant women, and 

the elderly and disabled) to safely evacuate first. As such, community volunteerism 

during evacuation became a venue for community members to exercise the power within 

themselves to act out of care and concern for their community (Chambers 2006; Eyben 

et al. 2006; Gaventa 2006; VeneKlasen & Miller 2002). 

Community-based planning processes for CCA, DRRM, and other 

environmental-related concerns were also considered a strong community engagement 

approach in Lavezares and Sorsogon City. These planning processes were all dialogic 

and deliberative to ensure that various sectors in the community were included in 

formulating Barangay Development Plans. This finding aligned with creating invited 
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spaces for participation, which leads to sharing of power through collaboration, 

cooperation, and knowledge synergies (Eyben et al. 2006; Gaventa 2006; VeneKlasen & 

Miller 2002). 

Sometimes, to gain community engagement, relief goods, meals, and salaries 

were provided by barangay officials and people’s organisation leaders in exchange for 

their participation. Such practice was supported by study participants as community 

activities takes time away from work, family, and other matters. This practice aligned 

with findings of the Philippine literature where motivations of community members to 

participate were primarily to gain ‘immediate rewards’ or secure their livelihoods to 

address economic poverty (Ton et al. 2017: 483; also, Pulhin et al. 2017). The provision 

of incentives to encourage community engagement, however, was linked to weak 

community engagement in the literature because it encouraged dependency instead of 

engagement and empowerment; thus, it was considered unsustainable in the long term 

(Samaddar et al. 2019; Stott & Huq 2014). 

In addition, depending on incentives could reflect barangay officials and people’s 

organisation leaders exerting their control and power over the community members 

(Gaventa 1980, 2004b; Lukes 2005; White 1996). Barangay officials and people’s 

organisation leaders managed funds and resources and made decisions on what type of 

incentives to give, which was mostly to provide for a family’s set of basic needs. Yet, 

these incentives could be easily relinquished by the barangay officials and people’s 

organisation leaders, particularly if there were conditions attached to the incentives (e.g. 

attendance and participation in all activities for the month, etc.). The choice to participate 

was taken away from community members as their compliance to attend CCA and DRRM 

activities was based on receiving incentives to assist in the daily survival of their families. 

As such, the participants advanced that to encourage participation, addressing economic 

poverty first and foremost should replace dependency situations (also, Ayers & Huq 

2013) to produce resilient and sustainable communities to best address climate change 

and more effective DRRM. 

 

Government-based 

Government-based mechanisms and/or practices that reflected strong community 

engagement approaches comprised training and information seminars, workshops, and 

programs, as community capacity building activities in Lavezares and Sorsogon City. 

Participants mentioned the conceptualisation and planning of these activities involved 

widespread community and sectoral dialogue initiatives, and mostly focused on DRRM, 
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health, environment, and livelihoods in Sorsogon City. Gaining new knowledge and skills 

as a result of these invited spaces for participation and capacity building activities further 

facilitated collaborative and progressive types of power and strong community 

engagement (Gaventa 2006; VeneKlasen & Miller 2002). For example, Sorsogon City 

community groups took the lead in implementing DRRM activities, while Lavezares 

people’s organisations and community groups were able to conceptualise and implement 

new agricultural and environmental projects (e.g. livelihood, solid waste management, 

community gardening, and mangrove planting), based on knowledge and skills gained 

from capacity building activities (also, Pietrapertosa et al. 2018; Pulhin et al. 2017; 

Remling & Veitayaki 2016). 

Government sponsored community-based programs that targeted poverty 

alleviation and community development were considered stronger and more meaningful 

community engagement approaches more by Lavezares participants, as aimed at 

municipalities instead of cities. They encouraged communities to identify, plan, 

implement, and evaluate projects based on their needs. While the government provided 

support (e.g. technical, infrastructure, and financial resources), the community provided 

the labour. Such needs-based programs gained more community support and engagement. 

It led to collaboration between government agencies and communities, thereby 

strengthening community engagement and empowerment, and good governance. This 

finding converged with findings in the international and Philippine literatures (Ayson 

2018; Chu et al. 2016; Forino et al. 2019; Molina 2019; Ombogoh et al. 2016; VeneKlasen 

& Miller 2002; Zalameda 2015). 

However, some variations existed between Sorsogon City and Lavezares as to 

how the facilitation of meetings, consultations, and dialogue by government agencies 

represented a government-based mechanism and/or practice for community engagement. 

For example, multi-sectoral representation, deliberation, and dialogue were practiced in 

Sorsogon City regarding their plans, policies, and programs. Sorsogon City government 

officials invited a representative from each sector to participate in all CCA, DRRM, and 

environment-related plans, policies, and programs. In contrast, the Lavezares approach 

was to hold mass meetings and consultations with the general public. Concomitantly, only 

local experts (mostly from government) mentioned the conduct of meetings, 

consultations, and dialogue as a community engagement mechanism and/or practice. 

While such divergence between local experts and community representatives probably 

reflected differences in knowledge, experience, and/or perspectives, among other things, 

the local experts’ perceptions pointed to a combination of government-based mechanism 
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and/or practice that reflected strong (e.g. dialogue) and weak community engagement 

(e.g. meetings and consultations) (Arnstein 1969; Cavaye 2004; Meikle & Jones 2013). 

 

NGO-based 

The participatory mechanisms and/or practices of NGOs illustrated both strong and weak 

community engagement approaches (Haque et al. 2017; Molina & Neef 2016; Musah-

Surugu et al. 2018; Soltesova et al. 2014; Webb et al. 2015; Yoseph-Paulus 2014). The 

NGO implementation of training and information seminars and workshops was 

conducted on capacity building activities related to both CCA and DRRM, the 

environment, and livelihood. It aimed to increase the knowledge and skills of the 

communities, and to facilitate community engagement. In addition, NGO interventions 

strengthened community engagement in areas where government-based and community-

based efforts were lacking, as was found to be the case in Lavezares in response to 

government-based CCA and DRRM activities (Butler et al. 2014), which the study 

participants also agreed about. The role of NGOs was also emphasised in the history of 

community engagement in development, particularly from the 1980s onwards (Cornwall 

2000, 2006; Hickey & Mohan 2004; Mansuri & Rao 2013). 

Livelihood programs implemented by NGOs, however, in Lavezares also 

involved both strong and weak approaches. On one hand, livelihood projects helped 

address community economic needs, especially the basic survival of some community 

members, which gave these members more opportunities for community engagement, as 

was the case in other provinces (Molina 2019; Zalameda 2015). On the other hand, the 

motivation for participation was questioned as participants perceived that their 

participation was a way to avoid embarrassment (‘hiya’) by requiring them to attend 

activities in exchange for being recipients of livelihood programs. This finding somewhat 

diverged from the earlier findings regarding livelihood programs facilitating strong 

community engagement. As recipients of livelihood programs, the mandated participation 

in CCA and DRRM activities removed any perceived embarrassment (‘hiya’), and any 

certainty of commitment or meaningful involvement from community members. This 

mandated participation then suggested NGOs were exerting power over community 

members by coercing them to participate, which indicated weak community engagement 

(e.g. Gaventa 1980, 2004b; Hindmarsh 2010; Lukes 2006; White 1996). This situation 

was furthered when participation equated to tokenism, as suggested when livelihood 

program recipients only attended the activities as they were required to, and took no part 

in decision-making. 
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RQ3: What were the barriers to, and enablers of, community engagement 

mechanisms and/or practices to CCA as perceived by local experts and 

community representatives from Sorsogon City and the Municipality of 

Lavezares? And, by association, how were these perceptions tempered by 

location? 

 

Two key barriers to community engagement were perceived by Sorsogon City and 

Lavezares study participants: (i) social, economic, and cultural barriers; and (ii) weak 

leadership and governance. In turn, three key enablers of community engagement were 

perceived: (i) capacity building activities; (ii) leadership and governance; and (iii) 

community practices on unity, empowerment, and bayanihan/pintakasi. In the following, 

I first discuss the barriers then the enablers. 

 

Barriers 

Key barriers to community engagement were social, economic, and cultural ones; and 

weak leadership and governance, as now addressed in turn. 

 

Social, economic, and cultural barriers 

Social, economic, and cultural barriers to effective community engagement were 

mentioned in Sorsogon City by local experts and community representatives, and in 

Lavezares mostly by local experts. Regarding the social barriers, highlighted was disunity 

within communities through lack of discipline and cooperation in policy implementation 

and evacuation procedures, with negative attitudes involving stubbornness, selfishness, 

and apathy prevailing at both sites (Buggy & McNamara 2015; Butler et al. 2014; 

Crawford et al. 2018; Eadie & Su 2018; Matthies 2017; Tanwattana 2018). In addition, 

in Sorsogon City, class conflict also emerged as a key barrier to community engagement 

according to community representatives. This was because economically ‘well-off’ 

community members refused to participate in community activities, nor extend help to 

other community members during evacuation (see also, Ensor et al. 2018; Phadke et al. 

2015). 

On the economic side was lack of funding and budget. Concerns included lack of 

local government financial capacity to address community needs, specifically for CCA 

and DRRM. Likewise, the limited budgets of barangays prevented the implementation 

of CCA and DRRM community capacity building activities; as also reflected in the 
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literature among developed and developing countries (Fagan-Watson & Burchell 2016; 

Samaddar et al. 2019; Thaler & Seebauer 2019). 

Across all three aspects—social, economic, and cultural—were poverty and 

livelihood, and dependency barriers. Participants from both sites mentioned poverty and 

livelihood, mostly Sorsogon City local experts and community representatives, who 

emphasised family, poverty, and livelihood difficulties regarding participation in 

community activities (also, Adego et al. 2018; Graham et al. 2016; Matthies 2017; 

Nagoda & Nightingale 2017; Samaddar et al. 2019; Schlosberg et al. 2017; Travers et al. 

2015). In addition, the impact of poverty was seen through the refusal of some Sorsogon 

City community members to evacuate their houses during typhoons and calamities due to 

the fear of losing belongings as supported by other Philippine studies (Dalisay & De 

Guzman 2016; Jamero et al. 2017; Tagdell et al. 2017). In contrast, in Lavezares, 

enthusiasm for environmental-based activities saw resistance by some communities to 

give up their livelihoods, which, however, were also environmentally destructive; as also 

found in other Philippine provinces (Pulhin et al. 2017). 

A culture of dependency evident through a reliance of communities on their local 

governments and NGOs for CCA and DRRM programs was a further social, economic, 

and cultural barrier to community engagement (Lange et al. 2016; Santiago et al. 2018). 

This finding was more evident in Lavezares, primarily informed by local experts. 

Communities as passive participants instead of proactively engaging in CCA and DRRM 

programs reflected weak community engagement (Arnstein 1969; Cavaye 2004; 

Hindmarsh 2012; IAP2 2007; Nkoana et al. 2017; Warburton & Yoshimura 2005). It 

perpetuates the top-down approach as decisions on CCA and DRRM programs are then 

primarily made by government and NGOs. In addition, the continued passivity and 

reliance of communities on government and NGOs perpetuate their disempowerment and 

potential ability to become resilient communities. In sum, while NGOs in Lavezares have 

been highly instrumental in increasing community capacity for CCA and DRRM, 

communities will continue to become too dependent on external agencies if such power 

over continues thus overly weakening the role of meaningful community engagement for 

effective CCA. 

 

Weak leadership and governance 

The second key barrier to community engagement pertained to weak leadership and 

governance regarding (i) lack of policy priority on CCA and DRRM; (ii) top-down 

approaches to decision-making; and (iii) political affiliations and unequal social power 
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dynamics. First, lack of policy priority on CCA and DRRM was mentioned more by 

Lavezares participants than Sorsogon City participants. This can be attributed to already 

established CCA and DRRM systems and processes in Sorsogon City, whereas Lavezares 

(at the time of writing) had just recently started establishing CCA and DRRM systems 

and processes. 

As such, in the study, Lavezares local experts and community representatives 

revealed their poor knowledge and awareness on CCA and DRRM and associated 

policies. Furthermore, there was an absence of safe evacuation centres for extreme 

weather events, however, this issue was also prevalent in other Philippine provinces 

(Dalisay & De Guzman 2016; Molina & Neef 2016; Razafindrabe et al. 2015; Ton et al. 

2017). Such issues have so far hindered Lavezares communities from strengthening 

community engagement, compounded by little resources and capacities to do so (also, 

Okano et al. 2015; Owusu & Nursey-Bray 2018; Romsdahl et al. 2015). 

That said in both Sorsogon City and Lavezares, local experts also raised the issue 

of a weak institutionalisation of functional CCA and DRRM programs and structures at 

the local government level. This problem hindered effective and sustainable community 

engagement mechanisms and/or practices through lack of personnel, continuity of trained 

community leaders and groups, and working mechanisms and structures (Forino et al. 

2019; Kita 2017). 

Second, top-down approaches to decision-making was considered by the 

participants to be yet another weak leadership and governance barrier to community 

engagement for both Sorsogon City and Lavezares participants. At the government level, 

poor policy implementation of the Climate Change Act, top-down planning approaches, 

and inadequate support to barangays were mostly mentioned by local experts from both 

sites. At the barangay level, community representatives from both sites and one Sorsogon 

City local expert mentioned the lack of engagement for community members in the 

creation of barangay plans and ordinances. The persistence of top-down approaches to 

decision-making was also evident in other provinces in the Philippines (Espia & Salvador 

2018; Jamero et al. 2018; Tagdell et al. 2017; Ton et al. 2017), as it was internationally 

(Burton & Nalau 2016; Samaddar et al. 2019; Schlosberg et al. 2017; Yoseph-Paulus & 

Hindmarsh 2016). Overall, these top-down engagement practices reflected closed spaces 

for participation. 

Third, political affiliations and lack of appropriate social power dynamics were 

also considered leadership and governance complexities for achieving effective 

community engagement by the participants. A recurring problem in both sites was how 
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differences in political affiliations between barangay officials and mayors led to less local 

government support of, and local access to, CCA and DRRM projects. Conversely, 

government and barangay relations as well as inter-barangay relations were also strained 

due to differing political affiliations and alliances. For example, barangay officials who 

were not politically affiliated with local government officials, such as the mayor, found 

it harder to lobby their community issues and concerns (e.g. regular waste collection), 

while other barangay officials received less local government assistance for DRRM. 

Moreover, some barangay officials refused to consider CCA and DRRM projects and 

policies proposed by barangay officials from a different political affiliation than theirs. 

These are examples of exercising power over others through exclusion, which was found 

the case in other developing countries (Audefroy & Sánchez 2017; Benites-Lazaro & 

Mello-Théry 2019; Nagoda & Nightingale 2017; Samaddar et al. 2019). Likewise, the 

influence of politics, such as patronage politics in the Philippines (Franta et al. 2016; 

Mercado 2016), which referred to the use of political power to discretely hand out 

‘favours’ to gain support from allies or constituents, place political opponents at a 

disadvantage, and acquire economic assets for family and allies, has been found to hinder 

community engagement (AKP 2013; Laycock & Mitchell 2019; Molina & Neef 2016; 

Santiago et al. 2018). 

 

Enablers 

Key enablers of community engagement opined by the participants included capacity 

building activities, leadership and governance, and unity, empowerment, and 

bayanihan/pintakasi. 

 

Capacity building activities 

Capacity building activities referred to activities conducted in the barangays that helped 

increase the knowledge, awareness, and skills of community members. Common to both 

study sites were open communication mechanisms and/or practices through meetings, 

active discussions, and dialogue implemented in their communities as ‘enablers of 

engagement’. Small group discussions within sectors or among puroks, the smallest 

geographic political subdivision of the barangay (Jocano 2001), were also mentioned by 

Lavezares participants, as helping gain participation and/or immediate feedback on CCA 

and DRRM activities. The presence of barangay officials in purok discussions was also 

seen as helpful in strengthening relationships between barangay officials and community 

members (as mentioned by both Lavezares local experts and community representatives) 
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(also, Bernados et al. 2018; Curato & Calamba 2018; Matthies 2017). These activities 

also mirrored invited spaces for participation, including collaborative and progressive 

types of power such as communities exercising their power to contribute to decision-

making processes on CCA and DRRM. 

However, some variations existed on which capacity building activities were 

considered enablers of community engagement. For example, the increased 

implementation of barangay assemblies was seen by Lavezares local experts and 

community representatives as a key enabler of community engagement. They resulted in 

more policy transparency and gaining suggestions on resolving community issues and 

concerns. Concomitantly, Lavezares community representatives became more informed 

in barangay matters and more involved in addressing community issues and concerns. 

Such engagement and critical reflection are noted strategies for achieving empowerment 

(Eyben et al. 2006; O’Faircheallaigh 2010). 

The provision of incentives, donations, and funding, which only occurred in 

Lavezares, was also regarded as key enabler of community engagement. Local experts 

shared how honorariums, financial assistance, and relief goods provided by their local 

government, barangay, and/or people’s organisation helped encourage participation 

within the community. For community representatives, it was the provision of livelihood 

capital and DRRM equipment from NGOs and local government, which motivated them 

to participate more in community, local government, and NGO activities. Hence, 

incentives, donations, and funding were considered by Lavezares participants as key 

enablers of community engagement, in reflecting communities developing ‘power to’ and 

‘power within’ through agency and increased capacity to contribute to CCA and DRRM 

activities (Chambers 2006; Eyben et al. 2006; Mathie et al. 2017). 

This finding, however, contrasted with findings from Philippine scholars (Pulhin 

et al. (2017) and Ton et al. (2017), who were dubious about the motivation of 

communities to participate due to the influence of receiving economic incentives or 

livelihood security to address economic needs. Overall, what is suggested is that 

economic poverty cannot be separated from effective participation in community 

engagement (also, Ayers & Huq 2013). 

 

Leadership and governance 

Leadership and governance referred to people and processes that facilitated the 

engagement of communities in CCA and DRRM. Based primarily on the perspectives of 

local experts, implementation of DRRM policies in Sorsogon City and solid waste 
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management policies in Lavezares were regarded as enablers of community engagement. 

Common to both study sites were immediate actions and strictly controlled policy 

implementation at both local government and barangay levels. Also the collaboration and 

commitment of key stakeholders especially communities; and, strong local government 

leadership and support. With the aim of effectively implementing DRRM and solid waste 

management policies at the community level, established and strict policy mechanisms 

and processes at local government and barangay levels would facilitate the cooperation 

and engagement of communities (also, Obraczka et al. 2017; Plummer et al. 2018; Pulhin 

et al. 2017). As such, the suggested policy mechanisms and processes mirrored invited 

spaces for participation and collaborative and progressive types of power. 

However, divergences also existed between Lavezares and Sorsogon City 

participants regarding leadership at the local government and barangay levels. In 

difference to most Sorsogon City participants, many Lavezares participants regarded their 

barangay captains and officials, and people’s organisation officers as enablers of 

increasing engagement of community members. As such these participants opined that 

barangay and community relations reflected dedication, presence in community 

activities, and delegation of tasks to community volunteers, which motivated community 

members to participate. While such divergence between the two sites probably reflects 

differences in knowledge, experience, and/or local culture, among other things, the 

Lavezares perceptions points to community leadership being a key aspect of strong 

community engagement (also, Cadag et al. 2018; Carcellar et al. 2014; Hagedoorn et al. 

2019; Yoseph-Paulus & Hindmarsh 2016). 

That said, Lavezares participants and Sorsogon City local experts opined that 

local government officials, such as mayors, were also community engagement enablers. 

This was due primarily to the contribution of local government officials of basic social 

services and funding and other support for community-based projects, which is, however, 

widely considered as normal business for such officials (Ayson 2018; Chu et al. 2016; 

Pulhin et al. 2017; Rampengan et al. 2014; Remling & Veitayaki 2016; Yoseph-Paulus 

& Hindmarsh 2016). 

 

Unity, empowerment, and bayanihan/pintakasi 

Community practices on unity, empowerment, and bayanihan/pintakasi was another 

aspect strongly supported by Lavezares participants as a key enabler of community 

engagement; however, less strongly in Sorsogon. Nevertheless, both study sites exhibited 
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community characteristics of unity, cooperation, helpfulness, and bayanihan/pintakasi in 

times of disasters and calamities (also, Curato & Calamba 2018; Espia & Salvador 2018). 

Notably, bayanihan/pintakasi in Lavezares extended beyond disasters and calamities in 

contrast to Sorsogon City. This was because existing mechanisms and/or practices were 

strongly implemented in Lavezares regarding environmental-based activities, barangay 

assemblies, active discussion, and dialogue through purok visits, and effective 

community leaders, which equated to some degree to claimed spaces of participation. 

 

RQ4: What were the key suggestions for policy development regarding strong 

community engagement for CCA as perceived by local experts and 

community representatives from Sorsogon City and the Municipality of 

Lavezares? And, by association, how were these perceptions tempered by 

location? 

 

The key suggestions provided by participants from Sorsogon City and Lavezares were 

grouped into three categories: (i) community capacity building; (ii) government capacity 

and support; (iii) socio-cultural community and place-based contexts; and (iv) multi-

stakeholder and sectoral networks, partnerships, and linkages. Within these categories, 

similarities and differences between the two study sites are also discussed, by category 

below. 

 

Community capacity building 

Most suggestions to strengthen community engagement in the first place involved 

increasing community capacity building, which comprised knowledge integration, 

community-based activities, open and transparent communication mechanisms, 

community empowerment, training and information seminars and workshops, and 

building sustainable livelihoods. 

Most Sorsogon City participants and Lavezares local experts notably suggested 

the need to integrate local knowledge with expert knowledge to increase CCA and DRRM 

community capacities, which superseded existing practice (also, Amaru & Chhetri 2013; 

Cohen et al. 2013; Crawford et al. 2018; Gaillard et al. 2016; Gustafson et al. 2018; 

Hiwasaki et al. 2014; Leon et al. 2015; Ross et al. 2015). Such integration thus reflected 

collaborative and progressive types of power. Likewise, more community based CCA, 

DRRM, and environmental programs were suggested to increase community 
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engagement. These should be targeted to increasing knowledge, information, public 

awareness of CCA and DRRM issues, and sense of ownership in responding to these 

issues, all of which would act to strengthen and implement more effective community 

engagement (also, Bankoff 2015; Padigala 2016; Pulhin et al. 2017; Tanwattana 2018; 

Yoseph-Paulus 2014). As such, communities would be more empowered to exercise 

‘power to’ and ‘power within’ to increase their capacity to act and engage in CCA, 

DRRM, and environmental programs (also, Eyben et al. 2006; Gaventa 2006; Mathie et 

al. 2017; VeneKlasen & Miller). 

Another community capacity building suggestion particularly made by Sorsogon 

City participants to increase CCA and DRRM public awareness, preparedness, and 

response was more open and transparent communication mechanisms between local 

government, barangay, community, and NGO levels. Such mechanisms are well-known 

as a precursor for strong community engagement, as they enable communities to 

exchange ideas, knowledge, and solutions to other stakeholders, thereby more 

meaningfully influencing decision-making processes (e.g. Crawford et al. 2018; Gérin-

Lajoie et al. 2018; Ouma et al. 2018; Ramesh et al. 2014; Rasmussen et al. 2018; 

Samaddar et al. 2015), and to strongly enable community empowerment (Eyben et al. 

2006; Gaventa & Valderrama 1999; O’Faircheallaigh 2010). 

That suggestion worked into the suggestion of most Sorsogon City participants 

and several Lavezares local experts to more empower communities to participate (also, 

Cobbinah 2011; Eyben et al. 2006; Luttrell & Quiroz 2007; Samaddar et al. 2015; 

Sherman & Ford 2014). That said, no Lavezares community representative made this 

suggestion as it was already apparent to those study participants that they were quite 

united and empowered at their community level. In contrast, Sorsogon City communities 

had notable issues of disunity and social class conflict. In addition, earlier perceptions 

reporting that a culture of some dependency existed in Lavezares communities by its local 

experts most likely informed their considered support for more community 

empowerment. Such variation begs further research on the two sites to better clarify the 

situation. 

Another suggestion by most Lavezares participants to enhance community 

engagement was the need of more local government training and information seminars 

and workshops to increase CCA and DRRM community capacity, given their lack in 

Lavezares. Nevertheless, while Sorsogon City communities had already done much CCA 

and DRRM capacity building, many participants there, especially community 

representatives, suggested further strengthening of community knowledge and skills (also 
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see, Eyben et al. 2006; Forino et al. 2019; Musah-Surugu et al. 2018; O’Faircheallaigh 

2010; Penderis 2012; Remling & Veitayaki 2016). 

Lastly, many Lavezares participants suggested building sustainable livelihoods, 

as informed by current livelihood programs that helped address economic needs and 

provided more opportunities to engage in community activities (also, Fuchs et al. 2019; 

Molina 2019; Wood et al. 2018; Zalameda 2015). Such suggestion might also reflect 

Lavezares’ perceived a culture of dependency on other agencies, which also informs weak 

community engagement, unless proactive measures were taken to sufficiently empower 

communities to self-sustain their livelihoods in the development of resilient communities. 

 

Government capacity and support 

Many suggestions also referred to improving government capacity to strengthen 

community engagement. Suggested conduits involved strengthening community good 

governance and leadership, information dissemination and awareness, policy processes, 

and funding and budgets. In both study sites, all community representatives and most 

local experts first suggested stronger city/municipal leadership and governance (see also, 

Serrao-Neumann et al. 2015). Emphasised were strong government structures and 

policies that placed importance on community relations, unity across government units 

and agencies, and stronger political will to gain effective community engagement (also, 

Ayson 2018; Forino et al. 2019; Ombogoh et al. 2016; Plummer et al. 2018; Pulhin et al. 

2017; Rampengan et al. 2014). Such leadership and governance reflected building 

community capacities to develop power with and power within. 

Similarly, another suggestion by most participants in general was that proactive, 

empowered, and capacitated barangay officials were needed to more effectively provide 

community leadership. A key aspect of such leadership was considered the exertion of 

strong influence on communities regarding knowledge, awareness, and engagement on 

CCA and DRRM (also, Cadag et al. 2018; Hagedoorn et al. 2019; Ramesh et al. 2014; 

Rampengan et al. 2014). 

Improved information dissemination and awareness through government 

initiatives to enhance knowledge and strengthen community engagement and adaptive 

capacity was another suggestion by most participants. This suggestion mirrored 

suggestions in Research Question 3 regarding the lack of priority on CCA and DRRM by 

local governments. Limited access to information dissemination mechanisms on CCA 

and DRRM was seen to impede community engagement in several developing countries 

(also, Buggy & McNamara 2015; Huynh & Stringer 2018; Owusu & Nursey-Bray 2018; 
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Yanda et al. 2019). Hence, increased information and awareness was needed to inform 

building community capacity towards strong community engagement in CCA and DRRM 

(also, Ombogoh et al. 2016; Ouma et al. 2018; Ramesh et al. 2014). 

The local experts in general also suggested improved policy processes as a key 

suggestion through more involvement of communities in policy formulation, 

implementation, and evaluation. Inclusive community engagement in policy processes 

was seen to not only remedy the problems of the top-down approach in policy-making, 

but also increase the knowledge and capacities of communities. In turn, community 

members would cooperate more in policy implementation and provide local input and 

feedback on the effectiveness of policies at the community level. Such strong community 

engagement would thus improve the efficiency and effectiveness of policy outcomes 

(also, Du Plessis et al. 2010; also, Hoppe et al. 2007; Quick & Feldman 2011; Warburton 

& Yoshimura 2005). This suggestion would reflect that such improved policy processes 

were strongly lacking in the Philippines (Chu et al. 2016; Obraczka et al. 2017; 

Tanwattana 2018). Adding to this suggestion was the one by Sorsogon City participants 

that to further improve policy processes was to integrate CCA and DRRM policies despite 

the challenges of integrating around some organisational variations between the two 

(also, Cuevas 2018; Domingo 2017; Fiorino et al. 2018; Islam et al. 2019; Nguyen et al. 

2018). 

Also suggested by local experts in general was increased and accessible 

government funding and budget for CCA and DRRM to strengthen community 

engagement. With more financial resources, communities could implement more CCA 

and DRRM programs and activities, which inform increased community capacity and 

engagement. This suggestion also converged with many findings from the international 

and Philippine literatures on the importance of funding and budget for CCA and DRRM 

(Ayson 2018; Dodman & Mitlin 2013; Pulhin et al. 2017; Remling & Veitayaki 2016; 

Süsser 2018). 

 

Socio-cultural community and place-based contexts 

In this area of strengthening community engagement, most suggestions involved adopting 

and practicing positive community characteristics, and integrating community and place-

based needs and contexts in CCA and DRRM policies (see also, Hindmarsh 2012). First, 

most Lavezares participants suggested the continuous practice of unity, cooperation, 

helpfulness, generosity, and bayanihan/pintakasi to strengthen community engagement. 

Such characteristics and practices would also inform strong social capital and support for 
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increasing community adaptive capacity mechanisms and/or practices for collective 

resilience (also, Bernados et al. 2018; Lo et al. 2015; van Kasteren 2014; Wong-Parodi et 

al. 2017). They also reflected the concept of power to as also a precursor for effective 

community empowerment (Eyben et al. 2006; Gaventa 2006; Penderis 2012; VeneKlasen 

& Miller 2002). 

As also mentioned in Research Question 1 suggestions above, the practices of 

bayanihan/pintakasi were regarded positively in Lavezares, compared to three other 

studies conducted in other Philippine provinces (Curato & Calamba 2018; Eadie & Su 

2018; Matthies 2017). These other studies implied these practices were not effective to 

establish because there was more incidence of poverty and livelihood considerations, and 

unequal social power dynamics within their barangays, which posed as barriers to 

participation to community engagement activities and the mainstreaming of positive 

characteristics. First, some problems needed to be more deeply addressed because of the 

shift and decline of livelihoods in these provinces from moving from small-scale 

agriculture towards modern employment and economic growth. Consequently, regarding 

the case of Sorsogon City, social issues increased including a prevalence of individualism 

in highly urbanised areas, and the erosion of traditional values, such as bayanihan (also, 

Eadie & Su 2018; Hilhorst et al. 2015; Su & Mangada 2016). 

This explanation also somewhat aligns to the finding that the practice of 

bayanihan was not suggested by Sorsogon City participants as necessary for strong 

community engagement. The non-practice of bayanihan in Sorsogon City can be 

attributed to its population and economic growth. Sorsogon City is a ‘third class’ city at 

the centre of trade and commerce for Sorsogon Province (Sorsogon City Government 

2013).155 It has a population of 168,110, with most barangays urbanised and developed; 

although agriculture and fishing are still considered primary sources of livelihood (PSA 

2016a; Sorsogon City Government 2013). In contrast, Lavezares, as a ‘fourth class’ 

municipality, has a smaller population of 28,770, with farming and fishing as primary 

sources of livelihood, followed by local trade and service industry (MDPO Lavezares 

2017; PSA 2016b).156 

                                                
155 Cities are categorised into six classes, according to their income classes: the first class with the highest 
income and the sixth class with the lowest income. A third-class city, which Sorsogon City is part of, has 
an average annual income of 240,000,000 PHP to 319,999,999 PHP (PSA 2019). 
156 Municipalities are categorised into six classes, according to their income classes, the first class being 
the highest income and the sixth class being the lowest income. A fourth-class municipality, which 
Lavezares is part of, has an average annual income of 25,000,000 PHP to 34,999,999 PHP during the 
previous four calendar years (PSA 2019). 
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Secondly, on the integration of community and place-based needs and contexts in 

CCA and DRRM, Sorsogon City participants and Lavezares local experts most often 

suggested integration, which would also, if practiced, facilitate strong community 

engagement. Obviously, local knowledge of communities in disaster preparedness and 

sense of place would also be integrated for the best result (Fresque-Baxter & Armitage 

2012; Hess et al. 2008; Ngwenya et al. 2017). 

 

Multi-stakeholder and sectoral networks, partnerships, and linkages 

In this area, most suggestions advanced close cooperation and collaboration between 

government, academe, private groups, NGOs, basic sectors, and other community-based 

organisations to increase knowledge, awareness, and community capacity building for 

CCA and DRRM (also, e.g. Pietrapertosa et al. 2018). Another potential outcome of such 

practice was to shift from top-down approaches to decision-making (Reed et al. 2015; 

Sherman & Ford 2014). Such shift meant establishing horizontal alliances and 

partnerships reflecting collaborative and progressive types of power to create various 

participatory spaces for change and empowerment (Eyben et al. 2006; Gaventa 2006; 

Mathie et al. 2017; VeneKlasen & Miller 2002). Partnerships, alliances, and 

collaborations thus help enable communities to engage strategically and more powerfully 

with other stakeholders, and to strengthen community voices more meaningfully to better 

inform participatory decision-making processes for CCA and DRRM (Cadag et al. 2018; 

Carcellar et al. 2014; Molina 2019; Soltesova et al. 2014). 

 

Summary and conclusion 

 

The aim of this chapter was to discuss the key suggestions of the empirical data and 

comparison to the literature to discern and present the findings of the study to address 

Research Questions 1 to 4, which is provided in this section. To achieve this, positive and 

negative aspects, common patterns, convergences, divergences, and contradictions 

among the participants and the study sites were identified and discussed. A set of 

contextualised findings is now presented by which to advance the final finding, which 

presents what is considered to be the most effective community engagement approach to 

enhance adaptive capacity for climate change of coastal communities in the Philippines. 

The key findings are as follows. 
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First, variations were found in the definitions and interpretations of community 

engagement and community participation among coastal communities in the Philippines. 

These definitions and interpretations primarily reflected key aspects of strong community 

engagement in the Philippine setting, some of which contrasted with the international 

literature reviewed. For example, bayanihan/pintakasi were regarded as forms of 

collaborative and progressive types of power, collective action, and community 

participation in the study sites and in several other Philippine studies. However, other 

scholars regarded bayanihan absent or too difficult to practice during times of poverty 

and hardship for community members, while pintakasi reflected unequal social power 

dynamics through the exercise of power over involving coercion. As such, bayanihan and 

pintakasi both reflected strong and weak community engagement as primarily influenced 

by socio-cultural, economic, and political factors. 

Notably, study participants from Lavezares and Sorsogon City had similar 

interpretations of community engagement, which emphasised and supported key aspects 

of strong engagement. However, they diverged by study site to some degree on 

understandings and practices of community participation. For example, Lavezares 

practiced strong community engagement (i.e. collective action, volunteering, and 

cooperation), while Sorsogon City practiced weak community engagement (i.e. 

attendance). One explanation for such divergence can be attributed to differing shared 

rationalities, knowledge, experiences, and practices of communities with their 

surrounding natural and social environments. For example, bayanihan/pintakasi—as 

linked with community engagement—were very prevalent in the close-knit Lavezares 

communities who had a close relationship with the natural environment, as being part of 

the Biri-Larosa Protected Seascape and Landscape. In contrast, disunity, poverty, and 

social class conflict were common issues which weakened community engagement in 

Sorsogon City. 

In addition, these definitions and interpretations of community engagement by the 

study participants reflected many forms of community engagement throughout Philippine 

history and in the history of community engagement in development in the international 

literature as well. These forms included indigenous practices of barangay and 

bayanihan/pintakasi, top-down reactive approaches, participatory democracy and good 

governance, and the persistence of indigenous and community practices such as 

bayanihan/pintakasi. Hence, diverse socio-cultural, economic, political, and 

environmental place-based contexts could greatly influence how community engagement 

is defined and interpreted by a group of people in the Philippines, even to this day. 
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Overall, the diverse definitions and interpretations of community engagement and 

participation led to strong and weak approaches to community engagement. Notably, 

seemingly positive interpretations of community engagement and participation, such as 

bayanihan/pintakasi practices, could however turn considered strong community 

approaches into weak community engagement approaches, particularly if such practices 

were abused by those in power. 

Second, most community engagement mechanisms and/or practices opined by the 

study participants supported strong community engagement approaches. Strong 

approaches from community-based, government-based, and NGO-based mechanisms 

and/or practices commonly focused on community capacity building, knowledge and 

awareness, community support, and input in decision-making processes. These strong 

approaches both reflected collaborative and progressive types of power that focused on 

invited and claimed spaces for participation. Information dissemination mechanisms in 

most instances were also seen as precursors for strong approaches, including 

empowerment. Diverging from the international literature, community-based 

consultations were considered as strong community engagement approaches in the study 

sites, as they involved inclusion and dialogic practices in meaningful decision-making 

processes at the community level. 

On the other hand, weak approaches comprised incentives, honorariums, and 

livelihood programs that community members received in exchange for their 

participation in community engagement. It can then be argued that dependence on these 

incentives, honorariums, and livelihood programs is a form of exerting control and power 

over communities. In addition, government-based planning processes, meetings, and 

consultations were susceptible to weak community engagement, as being largely 

dependent on government and/or community leaders facilitating these activities, which 

could lead to the manipulation of agenda based on their interests. For example, in 

maintaining popular electoral votes or prioritising less crucial projects instead of focusing 

on urgent CCA and DRRM projects. Hence, the applicability of community engagement 

mechanisms and/or practices were dependent on the issues and circumstances of 

individual communities. 

However, noticeably lacking among these mechanisms and/or practices were 

knowledge integration approaches and multi-stakeholder participatory activities, which 

were mentioned in the international and Philippine literatures as mechanisms and/or 

practices for strong community engagement (Cadag et al. 2018; Cohen et al. 2013; 

Gaillard et al. 2013; Hiwasaki et al. 2014; Musah-Surugu et al. 2018). Overall, strong 
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approaches led to long-term, meaningful, and sustainable actions towards effective 

community engagement, while weak approaches brought about short-term, tokenistic, 

and unsustainable efforts towards community engagement, most of which were motivated 

by economic and political gains. The absence of knowledge integration approaches and 

multi-stakeholder participatory activities potentially reflected differences in knowledge, 

experience, and/or perspectives, among other things, but could also imply the 

unwillingness of local government officials and/or barangay officials to transfer power 

to its communities. 

Third, Sorsogon City participants perceived key barriers to community 

engagement to be community disunity, poverty, and top-down approaches to decision-

making. For Lavezares participants, their perceived key barriers were lack of priority on 

CCA and DRRM, lack of funding and budget, political affiliations and unequal social 

power dynamics, a culture of dependency, and top-down approaches to decision-making. 

These key barriers indicated conflictual expressions of power that maintained closed 

spaces for participation that could lead to disempowerment and disengagement. 

In contrast, key enablers of community engagement perceived by Sorsogon City 

participants focused on policy implementation and open communication mechanisms 

and/or practices. For Lavezares participants, the key enablers were barangay assemblies, 

incentives and honorariums, barangay and local government leaders, and community 

practices of bayanihan/pintakasi. These key enablers not only reflected consensual, 

collaborative, and transformative expressions of power through invited and claimed 

spaces for participation and collaborative and progressive types of power, but also were 

precursors for achieving empowerment. 

Overall, the key enablers occurred primarily as the exercise of strong political will 

by local government officials and barangay officials, and the strengthening of socio-

cultural practices. For example, bayanihan/pintakasi, when practiced in its conventional 

form had positive effects at the community level. Concomitantly, the key barriers 

signified weak political will and volatile socio-cultural contexts. Yet the key barriers 

could be effectively addressed by key enablers of community engagement. Regarding the 

provision of incentives and honorariums as a key enabler of community engagement, in 

places of poverty, economics or basic survival remained important. Therefore, the level 

of economic development was important to communities as well. 

Fourth, key suggestions for policy development on how to achieve strong 

community engagement centred on community capacity building and socio-cultural 

community and place-based contexts. Both study sites shared similar suggestions, such 
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as strong leadership and good governance within city/municipality and barangay, and 

multi-stakeholder and sectoral networks, partnerships, and linkages. These similar 

suggestions also indicated consensual, collaborative, and transformative expressions of 

power invited and claimed spaces for participation and collaborative and progressive 

types of power. There were also a few differences. Lavezares participants emphasised 

positive community characteristics and practices, and training, seminars, and workshops, 

while Sorsogon City participants highlighted knowledge integration and empowerment. 

These suggestions reflected the socio-cultural, economic, political, and place-based 

contexts of communities; however, they also address barriers to community engagement 

evident in each study site. Overall, recognition occurred among the participants that 

achieving strong community engagement entailed aiming for socio-cultural, economic, 

and political development that took into consideration the needs and concerns of each 

community, instead of a one-size-fits-all community approach. 

To achieve effective community engagement for CCA, the suggestions for policy 

development from the study demonstrate that variations in definitions and interpretations 

of community engagement (and participation) need to be made coherent at the community 

level, including intra-jurisdictional coherence for good governance, as expounded in the 

international literature (CEC 2001; Sheng 2010; van Assche et al. 2016).157 Likewise, 

relevant definitions of community engagement are necessary to provide the foundation 

for designing participatory approaches and strategies to best fit the Philippine context. 

Such approaches and strategies include the selection of participants (or sector) and 

identifying outcomes that would strengthen community adaptive capacity and 

empowerment. Given the different socio-cultural and place-based contexts and 

community characteristics of barangays, government and community leaders need to be 

cognisant of utilising and sustaining strong community engagement approaches in 

people-oriented societies, as typical in the Philippines. Concurrently, government and 

community structures need to support these approaches. These structures include 

addressing economic needs, especially basic survival, as top priorities for community 

members to be convinced of strong community engagement approaches. 

On effective community engagement regarding diverse socio-cultural, economic, 

political, and environmental place-based contexts, both study sites displayed distinct 

contributions towards achieving strong community engagement, with more enablers and 

                                                
157 Incidentally, good governance principles of openness, participation, accountability, effectiveness, and 
coherence are notably aligned to the tenets of strong community engagement (for example, see Hindmarsh 
& Alidoust 2019). 
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suggestions for strong community engagement and empowerment than weak community 

engagement mechanisms and/or practices. Several community engagement mechanisms 

and/or practices were also precursors to strong community engagement. Hence, barriers 

to community engagement could be best addressed through the strong approach and 

consensual, collaborative, and transformative expressions of power. Strong community 

engagement approaches were already quite present and working among these 

communities and local governments. Moreover, while this study initially looked at the 

active and inactive contrast between Sorsogon City and Lavezares in terms of community 

engagement in CCA and DRRM activities (Chapter 5), the fieldwork findings revealed 

that although each study site had their own strengths, the best community engagement 

approach to adopt remained the strong approach. 

Altogether, the suggestions for policy development advocated collaborative 

governance through a whole-of-society approach. This approach emphasises the exercise 

of power of communities to influence government decision-making processes, including 

the mobilisation other communities and policy sectors—e.g. environment, agriculture, 

fisheries, water, energy, land use and urban planning, public infrastructure, housing, 

health, education, and finance—to contribute towards achieving strong community 

engagement for CCA. 

In sum, this study found that the strong (participatory) community engagement 

approach is considered to most effectively enhance the adaptive capacity of coastal 

communities in the Philippines to climate change. Significantly, the strong community 

engagement approach was also supported by extensive findings and arguments in the 

international and Philippine literatures. I now turn to Chapter 9, which presents the overall 

conclusions of the study, followed by the implications of the key findings. I then reflect 

on the benefits and limitations of the research methods and discuss opportunities for 

future research, before concluding. 
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9. Conclusions and Reflections 
 

 

Introduction 

 

This study addressed the central problem of a significant theoretical and practical 

knowledge gap existing on the lack of adequate and effective climate change adaptation 

(CCA) approaches and policies for coastal communities in the Philippines. Existing 

decision-making processes in CCA, which the study addressed, reflect weak, overly top-

down, fragmented, and uncoordinated planning approaches, which pose inadequate 

institutional capacity for meaningful community engagement (Espia & Salvador 2018; 

Laycock & Mitchell 2019; Ton et al. 2017; World Bank 2013). In short, current CCA 

approaches in the Philippines are ineffective to address the vulnerability of communities 

to climate change impacts and weather-related disasters and calamities (Ancheta et al. 

2010; World Bank 2013; Zalameda 2015). As such, the Philippines needs to take a more 

proactive stance towards implementing effective community engagement approaches, as 

recognised and considered in the international literature as a facilitative and necessary 

adaptation approach (IPCC 2018a; Samaddar et al. 2019; Sherman & Ford 2014; 

Tanwattana 2018). 

Informed by the research problem, the primary aim of this study was then to 

identify the considered best option for effective community engagement approach/es to 

better increase adaptive capacity to climate change in the Philippines based on knowledge 

building and practice, especially regarding coastal communities. In addressing this aim, 

the investigation was conducted in highly extreme weather-affected coastal communities 

in two study sites: Sorsogon City and the Municipality of Lavezares, both located in the 

eastern seaboard of the Philippines. The focus was on their existing community 

engagement approaches for CCA, and what local expert and community representative 

participants might consider weak or effective community engagement. The fieldwork was 

carried out through qualitative research methods that comprised (i) interview data 

analysis of 24 semi-structured interviews with local experts; and (ii) focus group 

discussion data analysis of 91 community representatives. These participants possessed 

sufficient knowledge and experience regarding community engagement for CCA in 

Philippine coastal communities. Four research questions informed the research aim: 
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RQ1: How do local experts and community representatives from Sorsogon City and 

the Municipality of Lavezares interpret community engagement, and by 

association, community participation? 

RQ2: What are the existing community engagement mechanisms and/or practices for 

CCA identified by local experts and community representatives from Sorsogon 

City and the Municipality of Lavezares, and how do these compare with the 

international and Philippine literatures? 

RQ3:  What are the barriers to, and enablers of, community engagement mechanisms 

and/or practices to CCA as perceived by local experts and community 

representatives from Sorsogon City and the Municipality of Lavezares? And, 

by association, how are these perceptions tempered by location? 

RQ4: What are the key suggestions for policy development regarding more effective 

community engagement for CCA as perceived by local experts and community 

representatives from Sorsogon City and the Municipality of Lavezares? And, 

by association, how are these perceptions tempered by location? 

 

Summary of the key findings 

 

In addressing the primary research aim of identifying the considered best option for 

effective community engagement approach/es to better increase adaptive capacity to 

climate change in the Philippines based on knowledge building and practice, based on the 

interviews and focus group participant perspectives and the literature, the summary is 

arranged into three sections. First, I summarise the findings regarding the key barriers to 

effective community engagement of existing weak community engagement mechanisms 

and/or practices. Second, I turn to the key enablers of existing strong community 

engagement mechanisms and/or practices. Third, I summarise the suggestions to address 

the key barriers of existing weak community engagement mechanisms and/or practices 

to achieve strong community engagement for CCA in Philippine coastal communities, 

and by extension to DRRM. As such, and notably, the participants were more familiar 

with DRRM than CCA. This is because, as mentioned in Chapters 1 and 4, the 

institutional and disaster management system of the Philippines started three decades 

earlier than its CCA counterpart, although the latter is recently gaining more recognition 

as discussed in Chapter 4. The responses thus identified a close connection between the 

two areas, as is now being strongly recognised internationally, especially in disaster-

affected countries of Asia. Thus, while the focus of the study focused primarily on CCA 
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as presented in the research problem, aims, and questions, many of the responses and the 

summary below also include DRRM, as interrelated to and associated with CCA in the 

Philippines. 

 

Key barriers and existing weak community engagement mechanisms and/or 

practices 

The key barriers to effective community engagement revolved around two areas found in 

the literature and the interview and focus group responses by the participants: (i) social, 

economic, and cultural aspects; and (ii) weak leadership and governance. On the social 

aspect, community disunity (i.e. lack of cooperation and negative community attitudes) 

and social class conflict were examples mentioned primarily by participants from 

Sorsogon City. On the economic aspect, lack of CCA (and by association, DRRM 

funding) was more prevalent in Lavezares, which hindered the implementation of local 

government and community capacity building activities. 

Across the social, economic, and cultural aspects, poverty and livelihood 

presented barriers for effective community engagement in both Sorsogon City and 

Lavezares. This was evident in the non-participation and non-cooperation of community 

members in CCA (and by association, DRRM) activities and environment-based 

activities. Likewise, the culture of dependency, as another social, economic, and cultural 

barrier, and a conflictual expression of power, was apparent in Lavezares communities 

through reliance on local government and non-government organisations (NGOs) for 

both CCA and DRRM programs, rendering community members as passive participants 

of community engagement. Notably, the presence of disunity, poverty, and social class 

conflict in Sorsogon City related to how these participants defined and interpreted 

community engagement as ‘a form of attendance’. 

These findings were supported by the international and Philippine literatures 

regarding how social, economic, and cultural barriers among communities hindered 

effective community engagement. Attempts were made to address social and economic 

barriers through community engagement mechanisms and/or practices through the 

provision of incentives, honorariums, and livelihood programs. However, these 

mechanisms and/or practices were considered to exhibit weak community engagement as 

the participation of community members was motivated by these economic gains. 

On weak leadership and governance, common to Sorsogon City and Lavezares 

was the weak institutionalisation of functional interrelated CCA and DRRM programs 

and structures at the local government level, which affected the sustainability of 
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community engagement mechanisms and/or practices at the local government and 

community levels. Likewise, poor policy implementation, top-down approaches to 

decision-making approaches, and inadequate local government support to barangays 

were evident in both study sites, which were considered as closed spaces for participation 

that perpetuated conflictual expressions of power. For example, facilitating planning 

processes, meetings, and consultations as community engagement mechanisms and/or 

practices was receptive to weak community engagement due to lack of government and/or 

community leadership and capacity in Lavezares, including being susceptible to 

manipulation of agenda based on the interests of government and/or community leaders. 

On the other hand, lack of policy priority and knowledge and awareness on CCA 

(and by association, DRRM) was more prevalent in Lavezares, due to local government 

recently setting up interrelated CCA and DRRM systems and processes. These findings 

were supported by the international and Philippine literatures on weak governance 

structures, mechanisms, and processes for community engagement in CCA and DRRM 

programs. 

Political affiliations and unequal social power dynamics were also more prevalent 

in Lavezares. Different political affiliations between local government and barangay 

officials led to less local government support and access to DRRM projects. Furthermore, 

different political affiliations and alliances created tense relationships between local 

government and barangays and within barangays. Unequal social power dynamics 

through closed spaces for participation, conflictual expressions of power, and exclusion 

of others, including the exercise of patronage politics, were also prevalent in other 

developing countries. Overall, weak political will and volatile socio-cultural contexts, 

alongside the continued practice of short-term and tokenistic efforts towards community 

engagement, as heavily influenced by economic and political gains inhibited the 

achievement of strong community engagement for CCA. 

 

Key enablers and existing strong community engagement mechanisms and/or 

practices 

The key enablers of effective community engagement as opined by the study participants 

comprised (i) capacity building activities; (ii) leadership and governance; and (iii) 

community practices on unity, empowerment, and bayanihan/pintakasi. These key 

enablers indicated claimed spaces for participation and collaborative, progressive, and 

transformative types of power. On capacity building activities, open communication 

mechanisms and/or practices through meetings, active discussions, and dialogue were 
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found common to both study sites as enablers of community engagement. Also found was 

the effectiveness of small group discussions within sectors or among puroks in Lavezares 

that strengthened relations between barangay officials and community members. In 

addition, Lavezares participants considered barangay assemblies as a key enabler of 

community engagement through emphasis on transparency and decision-making 

practices. The provision of incentives, donations, and funding was also considered as a 

key enabler of community engagement by Lavezares participants, despite diverging from 

two other studies in the Philippine literature where the motivation of participants also 

reflected the receipt of economic gains. Hence, basic survival remained important among 

places of poverty, which emphasised the desire for communities to achieve a higher level 

of economic development as well. 

Another divergence from the literature was the perspective in both study sites that 

alongside information dissemination mechanisms, community-based consultations were 

often precursors for strong community engagement and empowerment. This was because 

decision-making processes at the community level enabled inclusion and dialogic 

practices such as transparency and open communication. Other examples of capacity 

building activities considered as strong community engagement mechanisms and/or 

practices included environment-based activities, community-based groups, government-

based training, seminars, workshops, programs, and NGO-based training and information 

seminars and workshops. 

Regarding leadership and governance, both Sorsogon City and Lavezares 

considered policy implementation of DRRM and solid waste management at local 

government and community levels as a key enabler of community engagement, which 

could also be applied to CCA, as also reflected in the Philippine literature regarding 

policy mechanisms and processes that enabled community cooperation and engagement. 

Moreover, local government officials were regarded as enablers of community 

engagement in both study sites, as evidenced by the leadership and support of mayors, 

and as also well-illustrated in the international and Philippine literatures. Conversely, 

community leadership and support of barangay captains, barangay officials, and people’s 

organisation officers was primarily mentioned by Lavezares participants as an enabler of 

community engagement, which also mirrored findings from the international and 

Philippine literatures. 

On community practices on unity, empowerment, and bayanihan/pintakasi, these 

were practices were mentioned primarily by Lavezares participants as key enablers of 

community engagement. Yet both study sites considered the presence of unity, 
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cooperation, helpfulness, and bayanihan/pintakasi during disasters, and calamities as 

enablers of community engagement, as also found in the Philippine literature. 

In addition, these community characteristics of unity, cooperation, helpfulness, 

and bayanihan/pintakasi related to the definitions and interpretations of community 

engagement by the participants reflected indigenous practices, participatory democracy, 

and good governance. However, participant interpretations of bayanihan and pintakasi 

contrasted with findings from the Philippine literature, which also highlighted issues of 

poverty, hardship, and conflictual expressions of power including unequal social power, 

and institutional coercion for community members to attend community activities, 

including those related to CCA and DRRM. Local governments, communities, and NGOs 

thus needed to exercise caution in practicing bayanihan and pintakasi as these could be 

abused and misused by those in power. Overall, strong political will by local government 

officials and barangay officials and enhanced socio-cultural practices, could lead to long-

term, meaningful, and sustainable actions towards effective community engagement for 

CCA. 

 

Suggestions for policy development to achieve strong community engagement 

The key suggestions for policy development regarding strong community engagement 

perceived by the participants focused on increasing community capacity building and 

emphasising socio-cultural community and place-based contexts. Common to both study 

sites were suggestions on strong leadership and good governance at local government and 

community levels, and multi-stakeholder and sectoral networks, partnerships, and 

linkages. Lavezares participants also highlighted positive community characteristics and 

practices, and capacity building training, seminars, and workshops, while Sorsogon City 

participants emphasised knowledge integration and community empowerment. 

Consensual, collaborative, and transformative expressions of power as invited and 

claimed spaces for participation were reflective of these suggestions. 

Overall, these suggestions further strengthen already existing key enablers and 

strong community engagement mechanisms and/or practices, while addressing the 

barriers and weak community engagement mechanisms and/or practices in the study sites. 

Notably, these suggestions also addressed the lack of knowledge about integrated 

approaches and multi-stakeholder participatory activities in the study sites, which 

reflected enablers of strong community engagement in the international and Philippine 

literatures as mechanisms and/or practices for strong community engagement. 



 

 309 

Moreover, achieving effective community engagement and empowerment 

necessitates the consideration and integration of socio-cultural, economic, and political 

development and place-based contexts of communities in designing and implementing 

participatory approaches and strategies, applicable to Philippine communities, instead of 

a one-size-fits-all community approach. The diverse socio-cultural, economic, political, 

and environmental place-based contexts of communities provide distinct contributions 

towards achieving strong community engagement. Also found necessary were integrated 

definitions and interpretations of community engagement (and participation) at the 

community level, intra-jurisdictional coherence for good governance, and supportive 

government and community structures that emphasise strong community engagement 

approaches and address poverty and economic needs. Hence, the suggestions for policy 

development advocated a whole-of-society approach that would give power to 

communities to exert their influence in government decision-making processes to achieve 

strong community engagement for CCA. Overall, based on the analysis on what might 

best inform the best community engagement approach/es for CCA in the Philippines, 

strong (participatory) community engagement approach is the best approach. 

 

Implications and final suggestions 

 

There are six key implications for strong community engagement to increase adaptive 

capacity among coastal communities in the Philippines, which, of course, can also 

contribute to improving environmental governance in the Philippines. 

 

1. Strong community engagement necessitates redesigning policy processes to 

consider socio-cultural and place-based contexts of communities in several ways. 

First, Philippine policies, including requirements and processes, should be 

simplified and translated from its technical policy language (which is often in 

English) to a community’s local dialect. Second, national and local governments 

should invest in information, education, and communication campaigns on these 

policies. Third, barangays and local governments can adopt national policies to 

make these relevant by formulating resolutions and ordinances at the local level. 

Fourth, processes for policy review and evaluation need to be redesigned to 

include local communities and basic sectors. 
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2. Sound political leadership and established government and community structures 

are crucial to create the facilitative environment for strong community 

engagement to blossom across the Philippines. To effect change at the community 

level, the role of formal and informal leaders is thus critical. Education is needed 

about the strong community engagement in comparison to the failings of weak 

approaches. As Filipinos tend to be personalistic and value face-to-face 

communication, the introduction of respected and influential ‘champions for 

community engagement’ at the barangay and local government levels would help 

strengthen community engagement. Influential religious leaders might also be 

considered for such a role, given the dominant role of religion in politics and 

society in the Philippines. 

 

3. Coherency in the definitions and interpretations of community engagement (and 

participation) is clearly necessary at the community level to effectively design 

participatory approaches and strategies that best reflect the Philippine context. As 

such, intra-jurisdictional coherence through good governance principles of 

openness, participation, accountability, effectiveness, and coherence is apt at 

national, local, and community levels to support strong community engagement. 

 

4. More emphasis needs to be placed on the contribution of multi-stakeholder and 

sectoral partnerships, linkages, and networks, for strong community engagement; 

by which to increase CCA (and by association, DRRM) programs at the 

community level through additional human, technical, and financial resources. 

 

5. Appropriate participatory mechanisms and guidelines are needed to ensure the 

better inclusion of relevant stakeholders and sectors to ensure equitable power 

sharing (or the transfer of power to communities) and implementation of 

deliberative dialogues for all viewpoints to be effectively articulated and listened 

to. 

 

6. Finally, for communities to meaningfully practice strong community engagement 

approaches, economic needs and concerns (especially concerning poverty 

reduction) must be addressed regarding their participation in attending CCA 

program and planning meetings throughout the lifecycle of a program. 
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Contribution to knowledge 

 

The study makes three primary contributions to knowledge. 

First, the study contributes to consolidating the multiple meanings and 

interchangeable terms of community engagement found in the literature into two broad 

approaches: strong and weak community engagement. Such contribution addresses the 

lack of consensus on the definitions and aims of community engagement, as discussed in 

Chapter 2, as reflecting a confusing variety of overlapping, vague, and incoherent 

meanings. As such, the investigation of existing community engagement experiences in 

CCA in the international and Philippine literatures, provides deeper understanding on the 

applicability of strong and weak community engagement in CCA, alongside providing a 

coherent and readily understandable conduit for determining the best community 

engagement approach/es for the Philippines, as well as elsewhere. The literature reviewed 

in this study—especially the Philippine literature in contrast to the international 

literature—also yielded a coherent understanding of community engagement relevant to 

the Philippine context that is also applicable to other developing countries, which extends 

the study’s contribution to knowledge. Similarly, this study contributed to the literature 

where Philippine experts and scholars were unfamiliar with the more western term of 

‘community engagement’, as instead being familiar with community participation. 

Hence, this lack of familiarity with community engagement needs to be considered to 

better present this area in developing countries. 

Second, similar studies have been conducted internationally regarding identifying 

the considered best option for effective community engagement approach/es for CCA, 

yet less attention has been paid to this topic in the Philippines. Likewise, no study has 

been conducted on comparing community engagement experiences in CCA in two levels. 

First, between stakeholder perspectives at the local level (e.g. local government, 

communities, NGOs, and people’s organisations); second, between two local 

governments and several coastal communities. In addition, the study participants 

highlighted the relevance and need to integrate CCA and DRRM in various ways to 

strengthen community engagement, which contributes to the emergent literature on such 

integration internationally. 

Third, this study contributed to addressing the problem of inadequate relevant and 

existing knowledge and practices for effective community engagement approaches for 

CCA (and by association, DRRM) through the suggestions articulated by the study 

participants. Emphasis was placed on policy suggestions, as a key role for implementing 
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participatory programs for CCA (and by association, DRRM) in partnership with other 

stakeholders such as academe, business, and civil society organisations (e.g. NGOs and 

people’s organisations). Furthermore, the findings on community engagement 

approaches, as identified in this study, suggest that key aspects of strong (and weak) 

community engagement are not only useful for CCA (and by association, DRRM), but 

also to other environmental management issues that necessitate proactive action, which 

both developed and developing countries can consider. 

 

Reflections on method 

 

The research design was informed by a qualitative research method, which investigated, 

interpreted, and analysed the international and Philippine literatures through historical, 

social, cultural, and political and policy contexts. The emerging conceptual framework of 

the study (Chapter 4) then provided direction at each field research stage, which involved 

method, fieldwork, data analysis and interpretation, and discussion. 

The conceptual framework thus guided the investigation on what is the considered 

best option for effective community engagement approach/es for CCA among Philippine 

coastal communities and identified coherent linkages among the comprehensive literature 

reviews applicable to the study. For example, the key aspects, enablers of, and barriers 

to, strong community engagement found in the international and Philippine literatures 

became more relevant through empirical findings that highlighted the perspectives of 

local experts and community representatives in selected study sites. 

However, despite the many insights and arguably beneficial findings regarding 

the study topic emanating from the research design, it would have been also interesting 

to include national government representatives as additional local experts, to deepen the 

comparison between community, local and national governments, and other stakeholder 

(e.g. NGOs) perspectives on community engagement in CCA. Yet this was not pursued 

due to the time and space constraints of the study. Also because local government was 

the key level of government applicable to the community level of investigation, with local 

government already situated in the national government context on this topic, for 

example, through the account of relevant national legislation in Chapter 5. 

As such, the selection of the two fieldwork sites of Sorsogon City and the 

Municipality of Lavezares proved very effective. The sites were representative of coastal 

communities around the Philippine archipelago that had similarities and differences in 

socio-cultural, economic, political, and place-based contexts to provide rich and relevant 



 

 313 

comparisons (see Chapter 1 p. 12 and discussed in detail in Chapter 5 pp. 165 and 167). 

For example, the vulnerability to climate change hazards and natural disasters of the two 

sites were comparable to other coastal communities across the country, with Sorsogon 

City and Lavezares at ‘very high risk’ and ‘high risk’ to climate and weather-related 

hazards as being in areas most affected by typhoons. 

Yet, both fieldwork sites had distinct community engagement mechanisms and/or 

practices for CCA (and by association, DRRM). For example, Sorsogon City was a highly 

urbanised city with more government capacity and support, but suffering eroding 

bayanihan practices. In contrast, Lavezares was a rural municipality in the process of 

establishing CCA programs, but with strong bayanihan and pintakasi practices and place-

based rationalities in place. These convergences and divergences significantly 

contributed to the suggestions for strong community engagement in CCA, which 

emphasised socio-cultural, economic, political, and place-based contexts. While there 

were more vulnerable and typhoon ridden communities in the Philippines, the 

communities selected for this study represented more breadth of knowledge and 

experience in CCA among Philippine coastal communities, which saw rich and valuable 

insights gained on community engagement approaches for CCA. 

Overall, the research design, with semi-structured interviews and focus group 

discussions (FGDs) as data collection methods, was effective. The semi-structured 

approach provided flexibility in the sequence of asking questions and elaboration on 

certain topics in the interview and FGD guide (i.e. bayanihan/pintakasi practices). The 

interviews provided informative and insightful opinions and perspectives from local 

experts and practitioners of CCA. Likewise, the FGD was useful in gathering the insights 

and perspectives of community representatives, as designed to make them comfortable 

enough to freely speak and interacted positively with one another. Despite some 

challenges in conducting the FGDs (Chapter 5), the discussions were interactive and 

highly engaging as the moderators efficiently facilitated the discussion and utilised 

techniques to encourage open participation. As such, the fieldwork techniques and data 

analysis techniques were not only flexible enough to accommodate the convergences and 

divergences in each community, but the methods could also be applied to other coastal 

communities, given their cultural, planning, and policy similarities. 

Two unexpected yet positive outcomes of the interviews and FGDs also emerged. 

The first outcome was the accompanying opportunity for some local experts and 

community representatives to critically reflect on the existing community participation 

and engagement mechanisms and/or practices in their local government and communities. 
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The second outcome was in gaining the immediate interest of community representatives 

to learn more about climate change impacts and the contribution of human activities 

towards global warming and environmental degradation, which saw the project itself 

contributing to increasing community awareness on CCA. In sum, the interview and FGD 

data were rich in substance, opinion, and insights, which well addressed the research 

aims. 

 

Opportunities for future research 

 

The findings of this study thus provide a strong basis for future research on building 

effective community engagement approach/es not only for CCA, but also integrated CCA 

and DRRM, programs in the Philippine context. It appears essential to build on this 

foundation to further refine and develop it to be applicable to more communities and local 

governments. Moreover, while this study primarily focused on coastal communities, the 

Philippines also has diverse ethnic and cultural landscapes that could greatly influence 

the capacity of communities to further contribute to developing community engagement 

for CCA (and by association, DRRM). For example, inland and upland communities, 

indigenous peoples, and basic sectors also have their own needs and concerns to be able 

to effectively adapt to climate change impacts. Likewise, they may have their own distinct 

community engagement approaches; comparisons can also be made across provinces. 

Hence, to contribute to a whole-of-Philippines response on CCA, further research on 

existing community engagement approaches, as well as DRRM responses, in more 

communities and local governments throughout the Philippines is relevant. 

Another interesting aspect found in the literature on local knowledge was its 

implicit association with sense of place. However, it was hardly mentioned by the study 

participants. Therefore, it would be relevant to explore sense of place in relation to climate 

change to investigate further its role in understanding how climate change impacts, such 

as community displacement and relocation, can affect both the environmental identity 

and engagement of communities towards CCA in the Philippine context. Likewise, the 

suggestion for knowledge integration for strong community engagement provides 

opportunities for further research on the role and contribution of non-indigenous local 

knowledge to such integration, especially among urban and rural communities in the 

Philippines. 

A more critical analysis on the relation between community engagement, climate 

change, social power relations, poverty, social justice, social equity, and gender could 
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also be explored through further research. For example, social power relations was often 

discussed in the literature but not so much in the fieldwork suggestions. There was no 

thorough discussion from the participants, nor did the interview and focus group 

discussion guides include questions related to social power relations. Moreover, while 

poverty, and to some extent social justice and social equity, was referred to in this study 

as a key barrier to community engagement, it was not extensively discussed in detail by 

the participants. In addition, gender was another key aspect of weak community 

engagement frequently mentioned in the international literature that did not emerge in the 

fieldwork findings. While this might be attributed to the equal representation of women 

and men in the CCA participatory groups in the study sites, or because they might have 

been thought of as variables to consider, this might not be the case in other provinces in 

the Philippines, and/or in also reengaging the study participants on those aspects. 

Investigating the role of religion and its influential leaders to community 

engagement in the Philippine context also appears interesting and perhaps relevant, 

especially as the country is predominantly Roman Catholic (PSA 2015). However, many 

Filipinos also belong to other religions, most prominently, Christian denominations and 

Islam. Similarly, many international and local faith-based NGOs in the Philippines 

support communities. Furthermore, the role of the Filipino youth in community 

engagement and CCA is another area to be explored, given the recent trends of youths 

around the world to politically prioritise the climate change issue (UNFCCC 2016), as 

also revealed in the fieldwork findings (e.g. community youth volunteers for DRRM in 

Sorsogon City), and in previous studies (e.g. Fernandez & Shaw 2013; Haynes & Tanner 

2015). Conducting more research on this area would likely also contribute to 

strengthening community engagement in the Philippines. 

Finally, another opportunity for future research is to compare the Philippines case 

with other developing countries in Asia such as Bangladesh, India, Indonesia, Thailand, 

Timor-Leste, and Vietnam, which have diverse community engagement approaches. 

Likewise, to investigate the convergences and divergences between community 

engagement and CCA experiences of the Philippines to those of neighbouring Pacific 

Islands, who are also most vulnerable to climate change impacts. In addition, 

investigating how community engagement in CCA is negotiated and integrated in 

international policy-making bodies such as the United Nations would be useful in 

informing country policies and actions for CCA and developing international aid 

programs appropriate for vulnerable communities. 
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Concluding remarks 

 

The Philippines is one of the most vulnerable countries to severe and increasing climate 

change impacts and weather-related disasters and calamities. In the last decade, 

attempts—but insufficient ones—have been made to implement multi-stakeholder 

engagement and good governance, which also sought to strengthen climate change 

adaptation capacities at national, local, and community levels in the Philippines. 

However, to effectively increase adaptive capacity of coastal communities, community 

engagement in climate change adaptation requires significant rethinking of government 

policy processes, approaches, structures, and mechanisms. Accordingly, the findings 

from this study emphasise that proactive, locally relevant social, economic, political, and 

cultural place-based community engagement approaches are needed, which also integrate 

disaster risk reduction and management, to be most effective. 

In other words, the thesis found that the strong community engagement approach 

is the best approach to build effective local adaptive responses and resilience of Philippine 

coastal communities to rapidly increasing climate change. In practice, such outcomes are 

also evidenced as somewhat emergent in developed and developing countries to facilitate 

the role of communities in decision-making processes in climate change adaptation, but 

in various forms that lack coherency and depth. Therefore, a more coherent formulation 

and practice of strong community engagement is needed, as also dependent on cultural 

contexts regarding traditional community engagement, where still evident, as found in 

part in this study. In conclusion, strong community engagement is crucial to enact for the 

Philippines to effectively achieve climate change adaptation, not only at the most 

vulnerable coastal zone but throughout the whole country. 
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Appendix A 
 

 

Key milestones of climate change-related actions of the Philippines 

 

Year Activities 

1991 • Passage of the Mini Hydroelectric Power Incentives Act or Republic Act 

No. 71561 

• Creating of the Inter-Agency Committee on Climate Change or 

Administrative Order No. 220, s. 19911 

1992 • Creating a Philippine Council for Sustainable Development or Executive 

Order No. 15, s. 19921 

1993 • Institutionalizing the Committee on Power Conservation and Demand 

Management or Executive Order No. 123, s. 19932 

1994 • Ratification of (Framework Convention on Climate Change) UNFCCC1 

1996 • Finalised the Philippine Agenda 21 for sustainable development, committing 

the Philippines to the United Nations Conference on Environment and 

Development1 

1997 • Passage of the Agriculture and Fisheries Modernization Act of 1997 or 

Republic Act No. 84353 

1998 • Institutionalizing the Committee on Fuel Conservation and Efficiency in 

Road Transport or Executive Order No. 472, s. 19982 

1999 • Passage of the Clean Air Act of 1999 or Republic Act No. 8749 in 

accordance with UNFCCC2 

• First National Communication submission of the Philippines to UNFCCC1 

2000 • Passage of the Ecological Solid Waste Management Act of 2000 or 

Republic Act No. 90033 

• Greenhouse Gas (GHG) inventory submission to UNFCCC2 

2002 • Implementing the National Vehicle Program for Public Transport or 

Executive Order No. 290, s. 20021 

2003 • Ratification of the Kyoto Protocol1 

2004 • Designating the Department of Environment and Natural Resources as the 

National Authority for Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) or Executive 

Order No. 320, s. 2004, as adaptation to UNFCCC’s CDM1 
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• Passage of the Philippine Clean Water Act of 2004 or Republic Act No. 

92753 

• Philippine Medium Term Development Plan of 2004–20101 

• Philippine Energy Plan of 2004–20133 

2006 • Passage of the Biofuels Act of 2006 or Republic Act No. 93671 

• Directing the Institutionalization of a Government Energy Management 

Program or Administrative Order No. 110, s. 20062 

• Creation of the Inter-Agency Working Group and Program Steering 

Committee for the Adaptation to Climate Change or the Department of 

Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) Administrative Order No. 787, 

s. 20064 

2007 • Creating the Presidential Task Force on Climate Change or Administrative 

Order No. 171, s. 20073 

2008 • Passage of the Renewable Energy Act of 2008 or Republic Act No. 95131 

2009 • Passage of the Climate Change Act of 2009 or Republic Act No. 97291 

• Philippine Strategy on Climate Change Adaptation 2010–20222 

• Creation of the Climate Change Commission (CCC) 1 

2010 • Adoption of the National Framework Strategy on Climate Change 2010–

20221 

• Adoption of the Philippine National Reducing Emissions from Deforestation 

and Forest Degradation-Plus (REDD+) Strategy1 

• Adopting of the Strategic National Action Plan on Disaster Risk Reduction 

for 2009–2019 or Executive Order No. 888, s. 20101 

• Passage of the Philippine Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act of 

2010 or Republic Act No. 101211 

2011 • Passage of the People’s Survival Fund Act or Republic Act No. 101741 

• Issuance of the National Climate Change Action Plan 2011–20281 

• Issuance of the National Disaster Risk Reduction and Management 

Framework5 

• Issuance of the National Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Plan 

2011–20286 

• Pursuing Our Social Contract with the Filipino People Through the 

Reorganization of the Cabinet Clusters or Executive Order No. 43, s. 20112 

• Incorporating Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) and Climate Change 

Adaptation (CCA) concerns in the Philippine Environmental Impact 
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Statement (EIS) System or the Environmental Management Bureau (EMB) 

Memorandum Circular No. 2011-0057 

2012 • Philippine Energy Plan of 2012–20302 

2013 • Guidelines in Tagging/Tracking Government Expenditures for Climate 

Change in the Budget Process or the Department of Budget and 

Management (DBM) – Climate Change Commission (CCC) Joint 

Memorandum Circular No. 2013-012 

2014 • Approving the Supplemental Guidelines for Mainstreaming Climate Change 

Adaptation and Disaster Risk Reduction in the Comprehensive Land Use 

Plan or the Housing and Land Use Regulatory Board (HLURB) Resolution 

No. 915, s. 20148 

• Institutionalising the Philippine Greenhouse Gas Inventory Management and 

Reporting System or Executive Order No. 174, s. 20142 

• Second National Communication submission of the Philippines to 

UNFCCC2 

2015 • Intended Nationally Determined Contribution submission of the Philippines 

to the UNFCCC9 

• Revised Guidelines for Tagging/Tracking Climate Change Expenditures in 

the Local Budget (Amending Joint Memorandum Circular 2014-01) or 

Department of Budget and Management (DBM), Climate Change 

Commission (CCC) & Deparment of Interior and Local Government 

(DILG) Joint Memorandum Circular No. 2015-0110 

2016 • Ratification of the Doha Amendment to the Kyoto Protocol11 

• Resolution on the Development of a Clear Policy on Coal-Fired Power 

Plants in Pursuit of a Low Carbon Development Pathway for the Philippines 

or the Commission Resolution No. 2016-00112 

• Philippine Energy Plan of 2016–203013 

• First National Convention on Climate Change and Disaster Risk Reduction14 

2017 • Ratification of the Paris Agreement15 

• Reorganizing the Cabinet Clusters System by Integrating Good Governance 

and Anti-Corruption in the Policy Frameworks of All the Clusters and 

Creating the Infrastructure Cluster and Participatory Governance Cluster or 

Executive Order No. 24, s. 201716 

2020 • Passage of the Disaster Resilience Act or House Bill No. 598917 

Sources: Nachmany et al. 20141, Nachmany et al. 20152, World Bank 20103, Raquedan 20104, NDRRMC 
2011a5, NDRRMC 2011b6, EMB 20117, HLURB 20148, UNFCCC 2015a9, DBM et al. 201510, UNTC 
2018a11, CCC 201612, DOE 201613, DILG 2017a14, UNTC 2018b15, Office of the President 201716, House 
of Representatives 202017
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Appendix B  
 

 

Letter of introduction to local government units 

 

 

 

Name 
Position 
Address 
 
Date 
 
 
Dear __________: 
 
RE: Request to request to conduct PhD research on climate change adaptation 
(CCA) in ____________________ 
 
I am a Filipino PhD student located at Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia. Presently, 
I am conducting a research entitled, ‘Community Engagement and Knowledge 
Approaches for Effective Climate Change Adaptation in the Philippines’, which has 
funding support from the Australian Department of Education and Training’s Endeavour 
Postgraduate Scholarships and Fellowships Award offered to me and the Griffith School 
of Environment. This research is part of a PhD project, which is being supervised by 
Associate Professor Dr Richard Hindmarsh of the Griffith School of Environment (and 
Griffith University’s Centre for Governance and Public Policy, to which I am also 
attached). 
 
My research focuses on investigating community engagement/participatory approaches 
to instil effective climate change adaptation (CCA) among coastal communities in the 
Philippines. This research is a response to a great need for high quality research and 
suggestions for policy development on how to develop more effective local CCA 
strategies. Thus, the primary aim of my research is to identify the considered best option 
for effective community engagement approach/es to better increase adaptive capacity to 
climate change in the Philippines based on knowledge building and practice. 
 
At this stage of research, I am seeking your permission to conduct my research in 
__________ in coordination with the city/municipal DRRMO, specifically in identifying 
barangays which are ‘active’/‘strong’ and ‘inactive’/‘weak’ in terms of 
barangay/community engagement/participation in CCA and DRRM activities/efforts. 
Data gathering will entail interviewing key officials and experts from the provincial, 
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municipal, and barangay levels and conducting focus group discussions among barangay 
residents in selected coastal barangays within __________. 
 
If you are willing, I would thus like to arrange a meeting with you, or a representative of 
your office that can speak on these matters. I will be in the Philippines in mid-October 
until end of November 2017. I am also seeking hard data about the area. If you have any 
documents that you think are relevant to the topic, I would be interested in picking them 
up during my visit. 
 
If you are agreeable for a meeting, please respond at your earliest convenience by email 
or phone to arrange a schedule for the meeting. I am available 18 October onwards. 
 
However, if you are not interested or unavailable during this time, would you please 
suggest another person who can represent your office and/or who you think might be 
relevant to my research? If so, please provide me their email and/or phone contacts. 
 
Should you have any queries or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me through 
the information below. When my project is completed and available for public access I 
will provide you with the electronic link, and also make available publications from the 
research, as part of the research results dissemination program. 
 
Thank you very much and I look forward to hearing from you soon. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Carla Selina Q Baybay 
PhD Candidate  
Griffith School of Environment 
Griffith University, Nathan 4111 
Brisbane, Australia 
 
Ph: +63 9167674001 
Email: carlaselina.baybay@griffithuni.edu.au
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Appendix C  
 

 

Letter of invitation to potential interview participants in English and Filipino 

 

 

 

Name 
Position 
Address 
 
Date 
 
 
Dear __________: 
 
RE: Request for potential interview for a project on community engagement 
approaches for effective climate change adaptation in Philippine coastal 
communities in Sorsogon City or Lavezares (GU Ref No: 2017/642) 
 
I am conducting a research entitled, ‘Community Engagement Approaches for Effective 
Climate Change Adaptation in the Philippines’, which has funding support from the 
Australian Department of Education and Training’s Endeavour Postgraduate 
Scholarships and Fellowships Award offered to me and the Griffith School of 
Environment. 
 
This research is part of a PhD project, which is being supervised by Associate Professor 
Dr Richard Hindmarsh of the Griffith School of Environment (and Griffith University’s 
Centre for Governance and Public Policy, to which I am also attached). I have been 
referred to you by __________ to help me in my research through an interview. 
 
This research focuses on investigating community engagement approaches to instil 
effective climate change adaptation (CCA) among coastal communities in the 
Philippines. This research is a response to a great need for high quality research and 
suggestions for policy development on how to develop more effective local CCA 
strategies. 
 
Presently, the Philippines lacks such approaches, which arguably represents inconsistent, 
fragmented, inadequate, and ineffective CCA approaches in the country. Thus, the 
primary aim of my research is to identify the considered best option for effective 
community engagement approach/es to better increase adaptive capacity to climate 
change in the Philippines based on knowledge building and practice. 
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At this stage of research, I am seeking information on how community engagement 
approaches might be applicable at the local coastal community level in the context of 
CCA. This is also to draw out suggestions broader policy review and development to 
strengthen effective CCA in the Philippine governance context. 
For this purpose, the interview will discuss your knowledge, experiences, and suggestions 
to better inform appropriate participatory strategies at the local community levels in 
highly vulnerable areas to strengthen adaptive capacity in coastal communities in the 
Philippines, especially with respect to disaster management and any other experiences 
that might inform this area. I aim to interview approximately 12 local experts representing 
local government, local communities, NGOs, and people’s organisations. 
 
If you are willing, I would thus like to arrange an interview with you, or a representative 
of your office/organisation that can speak on these matters. It will be a 1.5 hours face-to-
face interview, by way of a semi-structured questionnaire. There are no risks that will 
arise from your involvement in this research as your identity will be kept strictly 
confidential, including in research publications and conference presentations and 
workshops, or in any other form of information dissemination that results from the 
project. Hence, your confidentiality will be ensured. 
 
I am also seeking hard data about the area. If you have any documents that you think are 
relevant to the topic, I would be interested in picking them up during my visit. I plan to 
be in the Philippines from October 23 until end of November 2017. 
 
If you are agreeable to being interviewed, please respond at your earliest convenience by 
email or phone to arrange a meeting. As such, please suggest a period of time that your 
interview might best suit. I will also then send you an information sheet and a consent 
form that can be collected at the time of interview, or earlier. 
 
However, if you are not interested or unavailable during this time, would you please 
suggest another person who can represent your office/organisation and/or who you think 
might be relevant to my project? If so, please provide me their email and/or phone 
contacts. 
 
Thank you very much and I look forward to hearing from you soon. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
Carla Selina Q Baybay 
PhD Candidate  
Griffith School of Environment 
Griffith University, Nathan 4111 
Brisbane, Australia 
 
Ph: +63 961 767 4001 
Email: carlaselina.baybay@griffithuni.edu.au 
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Pangalan 
Posisyon 
Lugar ng tanggapan 
 
Petsa 
 
 
Ginoong/Ginang __________: 
 
Ukol sa: Paanyaya ng interbyu bilang bahagi ng isang prokeyto ukol sa mga 
pamamaraan ng community engagement para sa epektibong climate change 
adaptation ng mga coastal communities/barangays sa Sorsogon City o Lavezares (GU 
Ref No: 2017/642) 
 
Magandang araw! 
 
Sa kasalukuyan, ako ay may research na pinamagatang, ‘Mga Pamamaraan ng 
Community Engagement Para sa Epektibong Climate Change Adaptation sa Pilipinas’ sa 
tulong ng Department of Education and Training – Endeavour Postgraduate Scholarships 
and Fellowships Award ng Australia. Ito ay suportado din ng School of Environment ng 
Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia kung saan ako ay kasalukuyang nag-aaral. 
 
Ang research na ito ay bahagi ng aking pag-aaral ng PhD (Doktor ng Pilosopiya) sa ilalim 
ng pangangasiwa ni Associate Professor Dr Richard Hindmarsh ng Griffith School of 
Environment (at ng Centre for Governance and Public Policy – Griffith University, kung 
saan ako rin ay kabahagi). Kayo po ay isa sa mga tinukoy ni __________ na 
makakatulong sa aking research sa pamamagitan ng isang interbyu. 
 
Ang research na ito ay nakatuon sa pagsisiyasat ng mga pamamaraan ng community 
engagement upang magkaroon ng epektibong climate change adaptation (CCA) ang mga 
coastal communities/barangays sa Pilipinas. Ito ay isang tugon sa malaking 
pangangailangan para sa mataas na kalidad na research at mga mungkahi para sa 
papaunlad ng mga polisiya ukol sa kung papaano bumuo ng mas epektibong estratehiya 
ng CCA sa lokal na libel ng pamahalaan at komunidad/barangay. 
 
Sa kasalukuyan, ang Pilipinas ay mayroon ng mga pamamaraan ng CCA ngunit ito ay 
hindi pa sapat o epektibo. Sa kadahilanang ito, ang pangunahing layunin ng aking 
research ay makilala ang itinuturing na pinakamainam na opsyon para sa community 
engagement upang mas mapataas ang adaptive capacity sa climate change sa Pilipinas 
batay sa kaalaman sa paggawa at kasanayan. 
 
Para makamit ang layuning ito, ako ay naghahanap ng impormasyon tungkol sa mga 
angkop na pamamaraan ng community engagement sa konteksto ng CCA sa mga coastal 
communities/barangays. Hangad kong talakayin ang inyong mga kaalaman, karanasan, at 
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mungkahi upang magkaroon ng mas mahusay at angkop na pamamaraan ng partisipasyon 
sa mga lokal na komunidad, partikular na sa mga coastal communities/barangays, sa 
larangan ng disaster management at iba pang mga karanasan na maaring nakakabit sa 
usaping ito. Ito ay para patatagin ang kanilang adaptive capacity sa mga epekto ng climate 
change. Layunin kong makipag-interbyu sa labing-dalawa (12) eksperto mula sa lokal na 
pamahalaan, mga lokal na komunidad/barangay, NGOs, at mga people’s organisations 
(POs). 
 
Kung kayo po ay bukas-loob sa aking paanyaya, nais kong magtakda ng interbyu sa inyo, 
o sa isang kinatawan ng iyong opisina/organisasyon na maaaring makausap tungkol sa 
paksang ito. Ang interbyu ay aabot ng isa’t kalahating (1.5) oras. Walang nakikitang 
panganib na maaaring lumabas sa pagsali ninyo sa research na ito dahil anumang 
makakalap na impormasyon mula sa inyo, personal man o hindi, ay mananatiling 
kumpidensyal. Gayun din kung magagamit ang nakalap na impormasyon sa publications, 
conferences, seminar presentations, at iba pang pamamaraan ng information 
dissemination mula sa research na ito, ay pananatilihing kumpidensyal ang lahat. 
 
Kaakibat ng inyong pagsang-ayon sa aking paanyaya ay ang agad ninyong pagtugon sa 
pamamagitan ng email o telepono para maitakda ang oras at araw ng intebyu. Kasunod 
nito ang pagpapadala ko ng information sheet at consent form (na aking kukunin sa araw 
ng interbyu). 
 
Ako rin po ay nangangalap ng mga datos patungkol sa paksang ito. Kung mayroon po 
kayong mga dokumento na sa tingin ninyo ay may kaugnayan sa paksa, hangad ko ang 
inyong pahintulot upang makakuha ng kopya nito. Ako ay nasa Pilipinas ng Oktubre 23 
hanggang sa katapusan ng Nobyembre 2017 para sa pagkalap ng mga datos. 
 
Sakaling kayo po ay hindi makakalahok sa gawaing ito sa anu mang kadahilanan, umaasa 
po ako na kayo ay makapagmungkahi ng indibidwal na maaaring kumatawan sa inyo at 
sa inyong kinabibilangang opisina/organisasyon. Maari po ninyong ipagbigay-alam sa 
akin ang kanilang email o telepono upang sila ay aking makausap. 
 
Inaasahan ko po sa lalong madaling panahon ang inyong bukas-loob na pagtugon sa 
paanyaya ng gawaing ito. 
 
Maraming salamat. 
 
 
Lubos na gumagalang, 
 
 
 
Carla Selina Q Baybay 
PhD Candidate  
Griffith School of Environment 
Griffith University, Nathan 4111 
Brisbane, Australia 
 
Ph: +63 961 767 4001 
Email: carlaselina.baybay@griffithuni.edu.au 
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Letter of invitation to potential focus group discussion participants in English and 

Filipino 

 

 

 

Name 
Position 
Address 
 
Date 
 
 
Dear __________: 
 
RE: Request for potential focus group participation for a project on community 
engagement approaches for effective climate change adaptation in Philippine coastal 
communities in Sorsogon City or Lavezares (GU Ref No: 2017/642) 
 
I am conducting a research entitled, ‘Community Engagement Approaches for Effective 
Climate Change Adaptation in the Philippines’. This research is part of a PhD project, 
which is being supervised by Associate Professor Dr Richard Hindmarsh of the Griffith 
School of Environment (and Griffith University’s Centre for Governance and Public 
Policy, to which I am also attached). I have been referred to you by __________ to help 
me in my research by being part of a focus group discussion. 
 
The topic of this research focuses on investigating community engagement approaches to 
instil effective climate change adaptation (CCA) among coastal communities in the 
Philippines. This research is a response to a great need for high quality research and 
suggestions for policy development on how to develop more effective local CCA 
strategies. 
 
Presently, the Philippines lacks such approaches, which arguably represents inconsistent, 
fragmented, inadequate, and ineffective CCA approaches in the country. Thus, the 
primary aim of my research is to identify the considered best option for effective 
community engagement approach/es to better increase adaptive capacity to climate 
change in the Philippines based on knowledge building and practice. 
 
At this stage of research, I am seeking information on how community engagement 
approaches might be applicable at the local coastal community level in the context of 
CCA. This is also to draw out suggestions broader policy review and development to 
strengthen effective CCA in the Philippine governance context. 
 
For this purpose, I am seeking information on appropriate participatory strategies at the 
local community levels to strengthen adaptive capacity in coastal communities in the 
Philippines, especially with respect to disaster management and any other experiences 
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that might inform this area. I aim to conduct a minimum of four (4) focus groups 
comprised of members of the local community. 
 
The focus group will be approximately two (2) hours, with five to twelve (5–12) 
participants. There are no risks that will arise from your involvement in this research as 
your identity will be kept strictly confidential, including in research publications and 
conference presentations and workshops, or in any other form of information 
dissemination that results from the project. Hence, your confidentiality will be ensured. 
 
If you are agreeable to being part of the focus group, please respond at your earliest 
convenience by phone and we shall discuss an agreeable schedule from the group. I will 
also then send you an information sheet and a consent form that can be collected at the 
time of focus group discussion, or earlier. 
 
However, if you are not interested or unavailable during this time, would you please 
suggest another person who you think might be relevant to my project? If so, please 
provide me their phone contacts. 
 
Thank you very much and I look forward to hearing from you soon. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
Carla Selina Q Baybay 
PhD Candidate  
Griffith School of Environment 
Griffith University, Nathan 4111 
Brisbane, Australia 
 
Ph: +63 961 767 4001 
Email: carlaselina.baybay@griffithuni.edu.au 
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Pangalan 
Posisyon 
Lugar ng tanggapan 
 
Petsa 
 
 
Ginoong/Ginang __________: 
 
Ukol sa: Paanyaya ng pangsali sa focus group discussion bilang bahagi ng isang 
prokeyto ukol sa mga pamamaraan ng community engagement para sa epektibong 
climate change adaptation ng mga coastal communities/barangays sa Sorsogon City 
o Lavezares (GU Ref No: 2017/642) 
 
Magandang araw! 
 
Sa kasalukuyan, ako ay may research na pinamagatang, ‘Mga Pamamaraan ng 
Community Engagement Para sa Epektibong Climate Change Adaptation sa Pilipinas’. 
Ang research na ito ay bahagi ng aking pag-aaral ng PhD (Doktor ng Pilosopiya) sa ilalim 
ng pangangasiwa ni Associate Professor Dr Richard Hindmarsh ng Griffith School of 
Environment (at ng Centre for Governance and Public Policy – Griffith University, kung 
saan ako rin ay kabahagi). Kayo po ay isa sa mga tinukoy ni __________ na 
makakatulong sa aking research sa pamamagitan ng pagsali sa isang focus group 
discussion. 
 
Ang research na ito ay nakatuon sa pagsisiyasat ng mga pamamaraan ng community 
engagement upang magkaroon ng epektibong climate change adaptation (CCA) ang mga 
coastal communities/barangays sa Pilipinas. Ito ay isang tugon sa malaking 
pangangailangan para sa mataas na kalidad na research at mga mungkahi para sa 
papaunlad ng mga polisiya ukol sa kung papaano bumuo ng mas epektibong estratehiya 
ng CCA sa lokal na libel ng pamahalaan at komunidad/barangay. 
 
Sa kasalukuyan, ang Pilipinas ay mayroon ng mga pamamaraan ng CCA ngunit ito ay 
hindi pa sapat o epektibo. Sa kadahilanang ito, ang pangunahing layunin ng aking 
research ay makilala ang itinuturing na pinakamainam na opsyon para sa community 
engagement upang mas mapataas ang adaptive capacity sa climate change sa Pilipinas 
batay sa kaalaman sa paggawa at kasanayan. 
 
Para makamit ang layuning ito, ako ay naghahanap ng impormasyon tungkol sa mga 
angkop na pamamaraan ng community engagement sa konteksto ng CCA sa mga coastal 
communities/barangays. Layunin kong magpadaloy ng apat (4) na focus group 
discussions at pataas na binubuo ng mga miyembro ng lokal na komunidad/barangay. 
 
Ang focus group discussion ay aabot ng dalawang (2) oras, na may lima hanggang labing-
dalawa (5–12) na katao. Walang nakikitang panganib na maaaring lumabas sa pagsali 
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ninyo sa research na ito dahil anumang makakalap na impormasyon mula sa inyo, 
personal man o hindi, ay mananatiling kumpidensyal. Gayun din kung magagamit ang 
nakalap na impormasyon sa publications, conferences, seminar presentations, at iba pang 
pamamaraan ng information dissemination mula sa research na ito, ay pananatilihing 
kumpidensyal ang lahat. 
 
Kaakibat ng inyong pagsang-ayon sa aking paanyaya ay ang agad ninyong pagtugon sa 
pamamagitan ng telepono upang makasama sa focus group discussion. Pag-uusapan rin 
natin ang iskedyul ng diskusyon na sumasang-ayon ang lahat. Kasunod nito ang 
pagpapadala ko ng information sheet at consent form (na aking kukunin sa araw ng focus 
group discussion). 
 
Sakaling kayo po ay hindi makakalahok sa gawaing ito sa anu mang kadahilanan, umaasa 
po ako na kayo ay makapagmungkahi ng indibidwal na maaaring sumali sa proyekto. 
Maari po ninyong ipagbigay-alam sa akin ang kanilang email o telepono upang sila ay 
aking makausap. 
 
Inaasahan ko po sa lalong madaling panahon ang inyong bukas-loob na pagtugon sa 
paanyaya ng gawaing ito. 
 
Maraming salamat. 
 
 
Lubos na gumagalang, 
 
 
 
Carla Selina Q Baybay 
PhD Candidate  
Griffith School of Environment 
Griffith University, Nathan 4111 
Brisbane, Australia 
 
Ph: +63 961 767 4001 
Email: carlaselina.baybay@griffithuni.edu.au
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Appendix D 
 

 

Information sheet for interview participants in English and Filipino 

 

 
 

Community Engagement Approaches 
for Effective Climate Change Adaptation in the Philippines 

 
INFORMATION SHEET 

(GU Ref No: 2017/642) 
 
 
Research Team 
 
Carla Selina Baybay (Student Investigator) 
PhD Candidate 
Griffith School of Environment 
Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia 
Ph: +63 961 767 4001 
Email: carlaselina.baybay@griffithuni.edu.au 
 
Associate Professor Richard Hindmarsh (Chief Investigator) 
Griffith School of Environment, and 
Centre for Governance and Public Policy 
Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia 
Ph: +61 7 373 57517 
Email: r.hindmarsh@griffith.edu.au 
 
 
Why is the research being conducted? 
Effective climate change adaptation (CCA) overwhelmingly calls for approaches that are 
participatory and inclusive. Central to effective CCA are community-based adaptation 
approaches to enable opportunities for engagement, especially in vulnerable Philippine 
coastal zones, where climate change impacts are expected to be the worst. Presently, the 
Philippines lacks such approaches, which arguably represents fragmented and inadequate 
CCA approaches in the country. Hence, the primary aim of my research is to identify the 
considered best option for effective community engagement approach/es to better 
increase adaptive capacity to climate change in the Philippines based on knowledge 
building and practice. 
 
This research is part of a PhD project, which is being supervised by Associate Professor 
Dr Richard Hindmarsh of the Griffith School of Environment (and Griffith University’s 
Centre for Governance and Public Policy, to which I am also attached). 
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What participants will be asked to do 
Participants are asked to be interviewed face-to-face, by way of semi-structured 
questionnaire, of approximately 1.5 hours in duration. The interview will discuss their 
knowledge, experiences, and suggestions better inform appropriate participatory 
strategies at the local community levels in highly vulnerable areas to strengthen adaptive 
capacity in coastal communities in the Philippines, especially with respect to disaster 
management and any other experiences that might inform this area. Topics include how 
developed are existing community engagement processes related to environmental issues, 
including climate change impacts and natural disasters in the Philippines; the benefits and 
limitations of community engagement; and what might inform better community 
engagement for multi-stakeholder approaches to increase adaptive capacity. The data will 
inform journal publications, conference or seminar presentations, or workshops, as well 
as reports for policy development in the Philippines. 
 
The basis by which participants will be selected or screened 
Participants were selected on the basis of their (i) experience of direct coordination with 
local government; (ii) knowledge of local government CCA plans and policies; (iii) 
leadership roles and capacity to influence the community; (iv) awareness of CCA-related 
issues and concerns at the community, local, and provincial levels; (v) local community 
environmental knowledge; and (vi) knowledge and experience of community 
engagement. 
 
The expected benefits of the research 
This study expects to contribute significantly to the development and institutionalisation 
of effective participatory community-based CCA approaches at the local government 
level in the Philippines. It will provide fundamental knowledge on the utility and 
substance of community engagement to enhance adaptive capacity building and resiliency 
for Philippine coastal communities. Overall, it addresses the current problem of 
fragmented and inadequate CCA approaches by adopting participatory and inclusive 
CCA approaches for institutional change and policy development. 
 
Risks 
No risks are foreseen from the involvement of the participants in this research as their 
personal identities will not be disclosed in the outcomes of the research (research 
summary, doctoral thesis, journal publications, conference or seminar presentations, or 
workshops). 
 
Confidentiality 
Confidentiality is ensured by the use of ‘codes’ that will be assigned to the interview 
consent forms (which is attached for your signage and will be collected at the time of 
interview, or earlier). Tape recording of the interview, if consented to, will not be used 
for any other purposes and will be immediately transcribed after the interviews. After 
which, the tape recordings will be destroyed immediately to delete any reference to 
personal identifiers. Transcription data will be securely stored in a locked file cabinet in 
Griffith University, which is only accessible by the research team. After a maximum of 
five years, the data will be destroyed. The data will be confidential, and personal identities 
will not be disclosed or recorded on the interview sheets or transcription materials, since 
participants will be de-identified and referred to as ‘codes’.
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Voluntary participation 
Participation is voluntary and will not have any effect on their relationship with the local 
government, local community, people’s organisation, and/or NGO. They are free to 
withdraw from the project at any time. 
 
Feedback 
In due course, participants will be provided with the overall results of the research in the 
form of a project summary, will be mailed through post to the local government offices, 
local community offices, NGOs, and fisherfolk organisations. It is also likely that such 
results will be used to produce journal articles to be published in scientific journals, 
books, and/or presented in conferences and workshops. Participants will be 
communicated through email and postal mail of any publication that may follow the 
research results. 
 
The ethical conduct of this research 
Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on 
Ethical Conduct in Human Research. If you have any concerns or complaints about the 
ethical conduct of the research project (GU Ref No: 2017/642), please contact me, Carla 
Selina Baybay (see contact details above). I will assure that the Manager, Research Ethics 
will be promptly notified of any concerns received with regards to the ethical conduct of 
the research. 
 
Privacy statement 
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and/or use of your identified 
personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed 
to third parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other regulatory 
authority requirements. A de-identified copy of this data may be used for other research 
purposes. However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded. For further 
information, consult the University’s Privacy Plan at http://www.griffith.edu.au/ about-
griffith/plans-publications/griffith-university-privacy plan or telephone +61 7 3735 4375. 
 
Questions / further information 
If you have any questions about this project, please contact me or my principal supervisor 
Associate Professor Richard Hindmarsh using the contact provided above. 
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Mga Pamamaraan ng Community Engagement 
Para sa Epektibong Climate Change Adaptation sa Pilipinas 

 
INFORMATION SHEET 

(GU Ref No: 2017/642) 
 
 
Research Team 
 
Carla Selina Baybay (Student Investigator) 
PhD Candidate 
Griffith School of Environment 
Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia 
Ph: +63 961 767 4001 
Email: carlaselina.baybay@griffithuni.edu.au 
 
Associate Professor Richard Hindmarsh (Chief Investigator) 
Griffith School of Environment, and 
Centre for Governance and Public Policy 
Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia 
Ph: +61 7 373 57517 
Email: r.hindmarsh@griffith.edu.au 
 
 
Bakit isinasagawa ang research na ito? 
Para sa epektibong climate change adaptation (CCA), may malawakang pananawagan sa 
pamamaraang pinahahalagahan ang partisipasyon ng nakararami. Mahalaga sa 
epektibong CCA ay mga pamamaraan ng adaptation sa lokal na komunidad/barangay na 
nagbibigay ng pagkakataon para sa pagbuo at pagpapatatag ng community engagement, 
higit sa lahat sa mga coastal communities/barangays na pinaka-apektado sa mga epekto 
ng climate change. Sa kasalukuyan, ang Pilipinas ay mayroon ng mga pamamaraan ng 
CCA ngunit ito ay hindi pa sapat o epektibo. Dahil dito, ang pangunahing layunin ng 
aking research ay makilala ang itinuturing na pinakamainam na opsyon para sa 
community engagement upang mas mapataas ang adaptive capacity sa climate change sa 
Pilipinas batay sa kaalaman sa paggawa at kasanayan. 
 
Ang research na ito ay bahagi ng aking pag-aaral ng PhD (Doktor ng Pilosopiya) sa ilalim 
ng pangangasiwa ni Associate Professor Dr Richard Hindmarsh ng Griffith School of 
Environment (at ng Centre for Governance and Public Policy – Griffith University, kung 
saan ako rin ay kabahagi). 
 
Ano ang mga gawaing inaasahan sa mga kalahok ng proyekto 
Ang mga kalahok sa proyekto ay hinihiling na ma-interbyu ng isa’t kalahating (1.5) oras. 
Tatalakayin ng interbyu ang kanilang mga kaalaman, karanasan, at mungkahi upang 
magkaroon ng mas mahusay at angkop na pamamaraan ng partisipasyon sa mga lokal na 
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komunidad, partikular na sa mga coastal communities/barangays, sa larangan ng disaster 
management at iba pang mga karanasan na maaring nakakabit sa usaping ito. 
Kabilang sa mga paksang tatalakayin ay ang mga proseso sa community engagement na 
kaugnay sa mga isyu ng kalikasan, kasama na ang mga epekto ng climate change at 
natural disasters sa Pilipinas; mga kalakasan at kahinaan ng community engagement; at 
pagtuklas ng mga pamamaraan upang magkaroon ng multi-stakeholder approaches para 
sa community engagement upang patibayin ang adaptive capacity ng mga lokal na 
komunidad/barangay. Ang datos na makakalap ay magsisilbing batayan ng mga magiging 
journal publications, conferences, seminars, at mga policy development reports sa 
Pilipinas. 
 
Mga batayan sa pagpili ng mga kalahok sa proyekto 
Ang mga kalahok ay pinili batay sa kanilang (i) karanasan sa direktang koordinasyon sa 
lokal na pamahalaan; (ii) kaalaman tungkol sa mga pamamaraan, plano, at polisiya ng 
lokal na pamahalaan patungkol sa CCA; (iii) may tungkulin bilang lider at kakayahan 
para maimpluwensyahan ang komunidad/barangay; (iv) kaalaman sa mga isyu kaugnay 
ng CCA sa mga antas ng komunidad/barangay, lokal, at probinsiya; (v) kaalaman tungkol 
sa local community environmental knowledge; at (vi) kaalaman at karanasan sa 
community engagement. 
 
Mga inaasahang kapakinabangan ng research 
Inaasahan ang proyektong ito ay makatutulong nang husto sa pagsulong at pagpapatatag 
ng mga mas mahusay at angkop na mga pamamaraan ng partisipasyon ng mga lokal na 
komunidad/barangay sa antas ng lokal na pamahalaan sa Pilipinas. Magbibigay ito ng 
pangunahing kaalaman sa kahalagahan ng community engagement para patatagin at 
pagtibayin ang adaptive capacity at resiliency ng mga coastal communities/barangays. Sa 
kabuuan, tatalakayin nito ang hindi pa mga sapat o epektibong pamamaraan ng CCA sa 
pamamagitan ng pagpapatibay ng mga pamamaraan na pinapahalagaan ang partisipasyon 
ng nakararami sa usapin ng CCA upang maisulong ang institutional change at policy 
development. 
 
Mga panganib 
Walang nakikitang panganib na maaaring mangyari sa paglahok sa research na ito dahil 
anumang makakalap na impormasyon mula sa mga kalahok, personal man o hindi, ay 
hindi ipapaalam sa magiging resulta ng research (research summary, doctoral thesis, 
journal publications, conference, seminars, o workshops. 
 
Pagiging kompidensiyal 
Nakasisiguro na pananatiliing kompidensyal o lihim ang makakalap na personal na 
impormasyon ng mga iinterbyuhin sa pamamagitan ng mga ‘codes’ na itatalaga sa mga 
interbyu consent forms (na nakalakip upang iyong mapirmahan; kokolektahin ito sa oras 
ng interbyu). Ang pag-tape record ng interbyu, kung pumayag ang mga kalahok, ay hindi 
gagamitin para sa iba pang layunin at kaagad na isasalin pagkatapos ng mga interbyu. 
Ang mga tape recordings ay agad na sisirain upang matanggal ang anumang pagtukoy sa 
personal identifiers.  
 
Ang transcription data ay itatago sa isang naka-kandado na file cabinet sa Griffith 
University, na maaaring buksan lamang ng research team. Sisirain ang lahat ng datos 
pagkatapos ng limang taon. Ang datos ay mananatiling kompidensyal at ang mga 
personal identifiers ay hindi ilalabas o isasama sa mga interbyu at transcription materials, 
dahil ang mga iinterbyuhin ay makikilala at tinutukuyin bilang mga ‘code’. 
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Boluntaryong partisipasyon 
Kusa ang paglahok sa proyektong ito at hindi magkakaroon ng epekto ang relasyon ng 
makikilahok at ang kanilang pakikitungo sa lokal na pamahalaan, lokal na 
komunidad/barangay, people’s organisation at/o NGOs. Maaari nilang bawiin ang 
kanilang paglahok sa gawaing ito anumang oras nilang gustuhin. 
 
Puna o komento 
Sa pagtapos ng proyekto, ang mga kalahok ay magkakaroon ng kopya ng resulta ng 
research sa pamamagitan ng isang project summary na ipapadala sa mga opisina ng lokal 
na pamahalaan at komunidad/barangay, people’s organisation at NGOs kung saan sila ay 
kaanib. Maaaring magamit din ang mga resulta ng proyekto sa pagbuo ng journal at 
scientific publications, libro at/o iprisinta sa mga conferences, seminars, at workshops. 
Ipapaalam ito sa mga kalahok ng proyekto sa pamamagitan ng liham o email kung 
mayroong iba pang publications na sumunod pagkatapos ng resulta ng research. 
 
Ang etikal na gawain sa research na ito 
Isinasagawa ng Griffith University ang research na ito alinsunod sa National Statement 
on Ethical Conduct in Human Research ng Pamahalaan ng Australia. Kung mayroon 
kayong anumang alinlangan o reklamo tungkol sa etikal na pagsasagawa ng proyektong 
ito (GU Ref No: 2017/642), mangyaring makipag-ugnayan sa akin, Carla Selina Baybay. 
Titiyakin ko na ang Manager ng Research Ethics ay agad na maabisuhan sa anumang 
problema na matanggap tungkol sa ethical conduct ng research. 
 
Privacy statement 
Kabilang sa pagsagawa ng research na ito ay ang pagkuha at/o paggamit ng inyong 
personal na impormasyon. Ngunit ito ay hindi ipapaalam sa kahit na sinuman na hindi 
bahagi ng proyekto at nang walang pahintulot mula sa inyo, maliban lamang kung ang 
impormasyon ay tutugunan ang mga kinakailangan sa gobyerno, legal, o iba pang 
awtoridad. Ang de-identified copy ng datos ay maaaring gamitin sa iba pang mga layunin 
ng research. Kayo ay makasisiguro na itatago ang inyong pagkakakilanlan sa lahat ng 
oras. Para sa karagdagang impormasyon, kumunsulta sa Privacy Plan ng Griffith 
University sa https://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/governance/plans-
publications/griffith-university-privacy-plan o telepono +61 7 3735 4375. 
 
Mga katangungan o iba pang impormasyon 
Kung mayroon kayong anumang mga katanungan tungkol sa proyektong ito, mangyaring 
makipag-ugnayan lang sa akin o sa aking principal supervisor na si Associate Professor 
Richard Hindmarsh gamit ang kontak na nakasaad sa itaas. 
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Information sheet for focus group discussion participants in English and Filipino 

 

 
 

Community Engagement Approaches 
for Effective Climate Change Adaptation in the Philippines 

 
INFORMATION SHEET 

(GU Ref No: 2017/642) 
 
 
Research Team 
 
Carla Selina Baybay (Student Investigator) 
PhD Candidate 
Griffith School of Environment 
Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia 
Ph: +63 961 767 4001 
Email: carlaselina.baybay@griffithuni.edu.au 
 
Associate Professor Richard Hindmarsh (Chief Investigator) 
Griffith School of Environment, and 
Centre for Governance and Public Policy 
Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia 
Ph: +61 7 373 57517 
Email: r.hindmarsh@griffith.edu.au 
 
 
Why is the research being conducted? 
Effective climate change adaptation (CCA) overwhelmingly calls for approaches that are 
participatory and inclusive. Central to effective CCA are community-based adaptation 
approaches to enable opportunities for engagement, especially in vulnerable Philippine 
coastal zones, where climate change impacts are expected to be the worst. Presently, the 
Philippines lacks such approaches, which arguably represents fragmented and inadequate 
CCA approaches in the country. Hence, the primary aim of my research is to identify the 
considered best option for effective community engagement approach/es to better 
increase adaptive capacity to climate change in the Philippines based on knowledge 
building and practice. 
 
This research is part of a PhD project, which is being supervised by Associate Professor 
Dr Richard Hindmarsh of the Griffith School of Environment (and Griffith University’s 
Centre for Governance and Public Policy, to which I am also attached). 
 
What participants will be asked to do 
Participants are asked to join a focus group of approximately two (2) hours in duration, 
joined by five to twelve other participants from the same local community. The focus 
group will discuss their knowledge, experiences, and suggestions better inform 
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appropriate participatory strategies at the local community levels in highly vulnerable 
areas to strengthen adaptive capacity in coastal communities in the Philippines, especially 
with respect to disaster management and any other experiences that might inform this 
area. Topics include how developed are existing community engagement processes 
related to environmental issues, including climate change impacts and natural disasters in 
the Philippines; the benefits and limitations of community engagement; and what might 
inform better community engagement for multi-stakeholder approaches to increase 
adaptive capacity. The data will inform journal publications, conference or seminar 
presentations, or workshops, as well as reports for policy development in the Philippines. 
 
The basis by which participants will be selected or screened 
Participants were selected on the basis of their (i) experience of direct coordination with 
local government; (ii) knowledge of local government CCA plans and policies; (iii) 
leadership roles and capacity to influence the community; (iv) awareness of CCA-related 
issues and concerns at the community, local, and provincial levels; (v) local community 
environmental knowledge; and (vi) knowledge and experience of community 
engagement. 
 
The expected benefits of the research 
This study expects to contribute significantly to the development and institutionalisation 
of effective participatory community-based CCA approaches at the local government 
level in the Philippines. It will provide fundamental knowledge on the utility and 
substance of community engagement to enhance adaptive capacity building and resiliency 
for Philippine coastal communities. Overall, it addresses the current problem of 
fragmented and inadequate CCA approaches by adopting participatory and inclusive 
CCA approaches for institutional change and policy development. 
 
Risks 
No risks are foreseen from the involvement of the participants in this research as their 
personal identities will not be disclosed in the outcomes of the research (research 
summary, doctoral thesis, journal publications, conference or seminar presentations, or 
workshops). 
 
Confidentiality 
Confidentiality is ensured by the use of ‘codes’ that will be assigned to the focus group 
consent forms (which is attached for your signage and will be collected at the time of 
focus group, or earlier). Tape recording of the focus groups, if consented to, will not be 
used for any other purposes and will be immediately transcribed after the focus groups. 
After which, the tape recordings will be destroyed immediately to delete any reference to 
personal identifiers. Transcription data will be securely stored in a locked file cabinet in 
Griffith University, which is only accessible by the research team. After a maximum of 
five years, the data will be destroyed. The data will be confidential, and personal identities 
will not be disclosed or recorded on the focus group sheets, socio-demographic 
questionnaire, or transcription materials, since participants will be de-identified and 
referred to as ‘codes’. 
 
Voluntary participation 
Participation is voluntary and will not have any effect on their relationship with the local 
government, local community, people’s organisation, and/or NGO. They are free to 
withdraw from the project at any time. 
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Feedback 
In due course, participants will be provided with the overall results of the research in the 
form of a project summary, will be mailed through post to the local government offices, 
local community offices, NGOs, and fisherfolk organisations. It is also likely that such 
results will be used to produce journal articles to be published in scientific journals, 
books, and/or presented in conferences and workshops. Participants will be 
communicated through email and postal mail of any publication that may follow the 
research results. 
 
The ethical conduct of this research 
Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on 
Ethical Conduct in Human Research. If you have any concerns or complaints about the 
ethical conduct of the research project (GU Ref No: 2017/642), please contact me, Carla 
Selina Baybay (see contact details above). I will assure that the Manager, Research Ethics 
will be promptly notified of any concerns received with regards to the ethical conduct of 
the research. 
 
Privacy statement 
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and/or use of your identified 
personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed 
to third parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other regulatory 
authority requirements. It is also requested that participants respect the privacy and 
confidentiality of other participants. A de-identified copy of this data may be used for 
other research purposes. However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded. For 
further information, consult the University’s Privacy Plan at http://www.griffith.edu.au/ 
about-griffith/plans-publications/griffith-university-privacy plan or telephone +61 7 3735 
4375. 
 
Questions / further information 
If you have any questions about this project, please contact me or my principal supervisor 
Associate Professor Richard Hindmarsh using the contact provided above. 
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Mga Pamamaraan ng Community Engagement 
Para sa Epektibong Climate Change Adaptation sa Pilipinas 

 
INFORMATION SHEET 

(GU Ref No: 2017/642) 
 
 
Research Team 
 
Carla Selina Baybay (Student Investigator) 
PhD Candidate 
Griffith School of Environment 
Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia 
Ph: +63 961 767 4001 
Email: carlaselina.baybay@griffithuni.edu.au 
 
Associate Professor Richard Hindmarsh (Chief Investigator) 
Griffith School of Environment, and 
Centre for Governance and Public Policy 
Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia 
Ph: +61 7 373 57517 
Email: r.hindmarsh@griffith.edu.au 
 
 
Bakit isinasagawa ang research na ito? 
Para sa epektibong climate change adaptation (CCA), may malawakang pananawagan sa 
pamamaraang pinahahalagahan ang partisipasyon ng nakararami. Mahalaga sa 
epektibong CCA ay mga pamamaraan ng adaptation sa lokal na komunidad/barangay na 
nagbibigay ng pagkakataon para sa pagbuo at pagpapatatag ng community engagement, 
higit sa lahat sa mga coastal communities/barangays na pinaka-apektado sa mga epekto 
ng climate change. Sa kasalukuyan, ang Pilipinas ay mayroon ng mga pamamaraan ng 
CCA ngunit ito ay hindi pa sapat o epektibo. Dahil dito, ang pangunahing layunin ng 
aking research ay makilala ang itinuturing na pinakamainam na opsyon para sa 
community engagement upang mas mapataas ang adaptive capacity sa climate change sa 
Pilipinas batay sa kaalaman sa paggawa at kasanayan. 
 
Ang research na ito ay bahagi ng aking pag-aaral ng PhD (Doktor ng Pilosopiya) sa ilalim 
ng pangangasiwa ni Associate Professor Dr Richard Hindmarsh ng Griffith School of 
Environment (at ng Centre for Governance and Public Policy – Griffith University, kung 
saan ako rin ay kabahagi). 
 
Ano ang mga gawaing inaasahan sa mga kalahok ng proyekto 
Ang mga lalahok sa proyekto ay magiging bahagi ng isang focus group na may 5–12 
katao mula sa parehong komunidad/barangay. Tatagal ang focus group sa loob ng 
dalawang (2) oras. Tatalakayin ng focus group ang kanilang mga kaalaman, karanasan, 
at mungkahi upang magkaroon ng mas mahusay at angkop na pamamaraan ng 



 

405 
 

partisipasyon sa mga lokal na komunidad, partikular na sa mga coastal 
communities/barangays, sa larangan ng disaster management at iba pang mga karanasan 
na may kinalaman sa usaping ito. 
 
Kabilang sa mga paksang tatalakayin ay ang mga proseso sa community engagement na 
kaugnay sa mga isyu ng kalikasan, kasama na ang mga epekto ng climate change at 
natural disasters sa Pilipinas; mga kalakasan at kahinaan ng community engagement; at 
pagtuklas ng mga pamamaraan upang magkaroon ng multi-stakeholder approaches para 
sa community engagement upang patibayin ang adaptive capacity ng mga lokal na 
komunidad/barangay. Ang datos na makakalap ay magsisilbing batayan ng mga magiging 
journal publications, conferences, seminars, at mga policy development reports sa 
Pilipinas. 
 
Mga batayan sa pagpili ng mga kalahok sa proyekto 
Ang mga kalahok ay pinili batay sa kanilang (i) karanasan sa direktang koordinasyon sa 
lokal na pamahalaan; (ii) kaalaman tungkol sa mga pamamaraan, plano, at polisiya ng 
lokal na pamahalaan patungkol sa CCA; (iii) may tungkulin bilang lider at kakayahan 
para maimpluwensyahan ang komunidad/barangay; (iv) kaalaman sa mga isyu kaugnay 
ng CCA sa mga antas ng komunidad/barangay, lokal, at probinsiya; (v) kaalaman tungkol 
sa local community environmental knowledge; at (vi) kaalaman at karanasan sa 
community engagement. 
 
Mga inaasahang kapakinabangan ng research 
Inaasahan ang proyektong ito ay makatutulong nang husto sa pagsulong at pagpapatatag 
ng mga mas mahusay at angkop na mga pamamaraan ng partisipasyon ng mga lokal na 
komunidad/barangay sa antas ng lokal na pamahalaan sa Pilipinas. Magbibigay ito ng 
pangunahing kaalaman sa kahalagahan ng community engagement para patatagin at 
pagtibayin ang adaptive capacity at resiliency ng mga coastal communities/barangays. Sa 
kabuuan, tatalakayin nito ang hindi pa mga sapat o epektibong pamamaraan ng CCA sa 
pamamagitan ng pagpapatibay ng mga pamamaraan na pinapahalagaan ang partisipasyon 
ng nakararami sa usapin ng CCA upang maisulong ang institutional change at policy 
development. 
 
Mga panganib 
Walang nakikitang panganib na maaaring mangyari sa paglahok sa research na ito dahil 
anumang makakalap na impormasyon mula sa mga kalahok, personal man o hindi, ay 
hindi ipapaalam sa magiging resulta ng research (research summary, doctoral thesis, 
journal publications, conference, seminars, o workshops. 
 
Pagiging kompidensiyal 
Nakasisiguro na pananatiliing kompidensyal o lihim ang makakalap na personal na 
impormasyon ng mga kalahok sa focus groups sa pamamagitan ng mga ‘codes’ na 
itatalaga sa mga focus group consent forms (na nakalakip upang iyong mapirmahan; 
kokolektahin ito sa oras ng focus group). Ang pag-tape record ng focus group discussion, 
kung pumayag ang mga kalahok, ay hindi gagamitin para sa iba pang layunin at kaagad 
na isasalin pagkatapos ng mga focus groups. Ang mga tape recordings ay agad na sisirain 
upang matanggal ang anumang pagtukoy sa personal identifiers. 
 
Ang transcription data ay itatago sa isang naka-kandado na file cabinet sa Griffith 
University, na maaaring buksan lamang ng research team. Sisirain ang lahat ng datos 
pagkatapos ng limang taon. Ang datos ay mananatiling kompidensyal at ang mga 
personal identifiers ay hindi ilalabas o isasama sa mga focus group sheets, socio-
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demographic questionnaire, at transcription materials, dahil ang mga kalahok sa focus 
groups ay makikilala at tinutukuyin bilang mga ‘code’ na itinalaga sa bawat kalahok. 
 
Boluntaryong partisipasyon 
Kusa ang paglahok sa proyektong ito at hindi magkakaroon ng epekto ang relasyon ng 
makikilahok at ang kanilang pakikitungo sa lokal na pamahalaan, lokal na 
komunidad/barangay, people’s organisation at/o NGOs. Maaari nilang bawiin ang 
kanilang paglahok sa gawaing ito anumang oras nilang gustuhin. 
 
Puna o komento 
Sa pagtapos ng proyekto, ang mga kalahok ay magkakaroon ng kopya ng resulta ng 
research sa pamamagitan ng isang project summary na ipapadala sa mga opisina ng lokal 
na pamahalaan at komunidad/barangay, people’s organisation at NGOs kung saan sila ay 
kaanib. Maaaring magamit din ang mga resulta ng proyekto sa pagbuo ng journal at 
scientific publications, libro at/o iprisinta sa mga conferences, seminars, at workshops. 
Ipapaalam ito sa mga kalahok ng proyekto sa pamamagitan ng liham o email kung 
mayroong iba pang publications na sumunod pagkatapos ng resulta ng research. 
 
Ang etikal na gawain sa research na ito 
Isinasagawa ng Griffith University ang research na ito alinsunod sa National Statement 
on Ethical Conduct in Human Research ng Pamahalaan ng Australia. Kung mayroon 
kayong anumang alinlangan o reklamo tungkol sa etikal na pagsasagawa ng proyektong 
ito (GU Ref No: 2017/642), mangyaring makipag-ugnayan sa akin, Carla Selina Baybay. 
Titiyakin ko na ang Manager ng Research Ethics ay agad na maabisuhan sa anumang 
problema na matanggap tungkol sa ethical conduct ng research. 
 
Privacy statement 
Kabilang sa pagsagawa ng research na ito ay ang pagkuha at/o paggamit ng inyong 
personal na impormasyon. Ngunit ito ay hindi ipapaalam sa kahit na sinuman na hindi 
bahagi ng proyekto at nang walang pahintulot mula sa inyo, maliban lamang kung ang 
impormasyon ay tutugunan ang mga kinakailangan sa gobyerno, legal, o iba pang 
awtoridad. Hinihiling din sa mga kalahok sa focus groups na respetuhin ang privacy at 
confidentiality ng isa’t-isa. Ang de-identified copy ng datos ay maaaring gamitin sa iba 
pang mga layunin ng research. Kayo ay makasisiguro na itatago ang inyong 
pagkakakilanlan sa lahat ng oras. Para sa karagdagang impormasyon, kumunsulta sa 
Privacy Plan ng Griffith University sa https://www.griffith.edu.au/about-
griffith/governance/plans-publications/griffith-university-privacy-plan o telepono +61 7 
3735 4375. 
 
Mga katangungan o iba pang impormasyon 
Kung mayroon kayong anumang mga katanungan tungkol sa proyektong ito, mangyaring 
makipag-ugnayan lang sa akin o sa aking principal supervisor na si Associate Professor 
Richard Hindmarsh gamit ang kontak na nakasaad sa itaas.
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Appendix E 
 

 

Consent form for interview participants in English and Filipino 

 

 
 

Community Engagement Approaches 
for Effective Climate Change Adaptation in the Philippines 

 
CONSENT FORM 

(GU Ref. No: 2017/642) 
 
 
Research Team 
 
Carla Selina Baybay 
PhD Candidate 
Griffith School of Environment 
Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia 
Ph: +63 961 767 4001, +61 481 457 203 
Email: carlaselina.baybay@griffithuni.edu.au 
 
Associate Professor Richard Hindmarsh  
Griffith School of Environment, and 
Centre for Governance and Public Policy 
Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia 
Ph: +61 7 373 57517 
Fax: +61 7 373 56717 
Email: r.hindmarsh@griffith.edu.au 
 
 
In signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and 
in particular note that: 
 

• I understand that my involvement in this research will include answering an 
interview which addresses certain aspects of the project; 

• I have had any questions about the project answered to my satisfaction; 
• I understand the risks involved; 
• I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my participation in this 

research; 
• I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary; 
• I understand that any third party will not know my participatory status in this 

research; 
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• I understand that my personal information will be de-identified and kept 
confidential; 

• I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the research team; 
• I understand that I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty; 
• I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith 

University Human Research Ethics Committee to (07) 3735 4375 (or research-
ethics@griffith.edu.au), or Carla Selina Baybay (+63 916 7674001 or 
carlaselina.baybay@griffithuni.edu.au), if I have any concern about the ethical 
conduct of the project; and 

• I agree to take part in the project. 
• I agree to being tape-recorded (if not, please strike out this sentence) 

 
 
Name: ________________________________________________ 

 
 
Signature: 

 
________________________________________________ 
 

 
Date: 

 
________________________________________________ 
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Mga Pamamaraan ng Community Engagement 
Para sa Epektibong Climate Change Adaptation sa Pilipinas 

 
CONSENT FORM 

(GU Ref. No: 2017/642) 
 
 
Research Team 
 
Carla Selina Baybay 
PhD Candidate 
Griffith School of Environment 
Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia 
Ph: +63 961 767 4001, +61 481 457 203 
Email: carlaselina.baybay@griffithuni.edu.au 
 
Associate Professor Richard Hindmarsh  
Griffith School of Environment, and 
Centre for Governance and Public Policy 
Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia 
Ph: +61 7 373 57517 
Fax: +61 7 373 56717 
Email: r.hindmarsh@griffith.edu.au 
 
 
Ang aking paglagda ay katunayan na nabasa at naunawaan ko ang information sheet. 
Saklaw nito ang mga sumusunod: 
 

• Nauunawaan ko na kaakibat ng paglahok sa research na ito ay ang pakikilahok sa 
interbyu na tutugon sa ilang aspeto ng proyekto; 

• Natugunan ng maayos ang aking mga katanungan ukol sa proyekto; 
• Nauunawaan ko ang mga panganib na dulot ng paglahok sa research na ito; 
• Nauunawaan ko na ang pakikilahok sa gawaing ito ay walang anumang kapalit na 

pabuya o benepisyo; 
• Nauunawaan ko na ang pakikilahok sa gawaing ito ay kusang-loob kong 

tinanggap; 
• Nauunawaan ko na ang aking pakikilahok ay laan lamang sa mga kabahagi ng 

research na ito; 
• Nauunawaan ko na ang aking mga personal na impormasyon ay hindi ipapaalam 

sa iba (de-identified) o maglalagay sa akin sa anumang kapahamakan; 
• Nauunawaan ko na anumang karagdagang katanungan ukol sa gawaing ito ay 

maari kong idulog sa research team; 
• Nauunawaan ko na maari kong bawiin ang aking pakikilahok sa gawaing ito 

anumang oras ko gustuhin nang walang kaakibat na multa; 
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• Nauunawaan ko na maari akong dumulog sa Manager ng Research Ethics ng 
Committee of Ethics Research ng Griffith University sa pamamagitan ng 
pagtawag sa +61 7 3735 4375 (o email sa research-ethics@griffith.edu.au), o kay 
Carla Selina Baybay (+63 916 7674001 o carlaselina.baybay@griffithuni. 
edu.au), patungkol sa usaping ethical conduct ng proyekto; at 

• Ako ay sumasang-ayon sa aking pakikilahok sa proyekto na ito. 
• Pinahihintulutan ko ang pag-tape record sa aking interbyu (kung hindi, tanggalin 

ang pangungusap na ito) 
 
 
Pangalan:  ________________________________________________ 

 
 
Lagda: 
 

 
________________________________________________ 

 
Petsa: 
 

 
________________________________________________ 



 

411 
 

Consent form for focus group discussion participants in English and Filipino 

 

 
 

Community Engagement Approaches 
for Effective Climate Change Adaptation in the Philippines 

 
CONSENT FORM 

(GU Ref. No: 2017/642) 
 
 
Research Team 
 
Carla Selina Baybay 
PhD Candidate 
Griffith School of Environment 
Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia 
Ph: +63 961 767 4001, +61 481 457 203 
Email: carlaselina.baybay@griffithuni.edu.au 
 
Associate Professor Richard Hindmarsh  
Griffith School of Environment, and 
Centre for Governance and Public Policy 
Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia 
Ph: +61 7 373 57517 
Fax: +61 7 373 56717 
Email: r.hindmarsh@griffith.edu.au 
 
In signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and 
in particular note that: 
 

• I understand that my involvement in this research will include participating in a 
focus group and answering questions which addresses certain aspects of the 
project; 

• I have had any questions about the project answered to my satisfaction; 
• I understand the risks involved; 
• I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my participation in this 

research; 
• I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary; 
• I understand that any third party will not know my participatory status in this 

research; 
• I understand that my personal information will be de-identified and kept 

confidential; 
• I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the research team; 
• I understand that I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty; 
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• I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith 
University Human Research Ethics Committee to (07) 3735 4375 (or research-
ethics@griffith.edu.au), or Carla Selina Baybay (+63 916 7674001 or 
carlaselina.baybay@griffithuni.edu.au), if I have any concern about the ethical 
conduct of the project; and 

• I agree to take part in the project. 
• I agree to being tape-recorded (if not, please strike out this sentence) 

 
 
Name:  

 
 
Signature: 

 

 
Date: 
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Mga Pamamaraan ng Community Engagement 
Para sa Epektibong Climate Change Adaptation sa Pilipinas 

 
CONSENT FORM 

(GU Ref. No: 2017/642) 
 
 
Research Team 
 
Carla Selina Baybay 
PhD Candidate 
Griffith School of Environment 
Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia 
Ph: +63 961 767 4001, +61 481 457 203 
Email: carlaselina.baybay@griffithuni.edu.au 
 
Associate Professor Richard Hindmarsh  
Griffith School of Environment, and 
Centre for Governance and Public Policy 
Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia 
Ph: +61 7 373 57517 
Fax: +61 7 373 56717 
Email: r.hindmarsh@griffith.edu.au 
 
 
Ang aking paglagda ay katunayan na nabasa at naunawaan ko ang information sheet. 
Saklaw nito ang mga sumusunod: 
 

• Nauunawaan ko na kaakibat ng paglahok sa research na ito ay ang pakikilahok sa 
focus group na tutugon sa ilang aspeto ng proyekto; 

• Natugunan ng maayos ang aking mga katanungan ukol sa proyekto; 
• Nauunawaan ko ang mga panganib na dulot ng paglahok sa research na ito; 
• Nauunawaan ko na ang pakikilahok sa gawaing ito ay walang anumang kapalit na 

pabuya o benepisyo; 
• Nauunawaan ko na ang pakikilahok sa gawaing ito ay kusang-loob kong 

tinanggap; 
• Nauunawaan ko na ang aking pakikilahok ay laan lamang sa mga kabahagi ng 

research na ito; 
• Nauunawaan ko na ang aking mga personal na impormasyon ay hindi ipapaalam 

sa iba (de-identified) o maglalagay sa akin sa anumang kapahamakan; 
• Nauunawaan ko na anumang karagdagang katanungan ukol sa gawaing ito ay 

maari kong idulog sa research team; 
• Nauunawaan ko na maari kong bawiin ang aking pakikilahok sa gawaing ito 

anumang oras ko gustuhin nang walang kaakibat na multa; 



 

414 
 

• Nauunawaan ko na maari akong dumulog sa Manager ng Research Ethics ng 
Committee of Ethics Research ng Griffith University sa pamamagitan ng 
pagtawag sa +61 7 3735 4375 (o email sa research-ethics@griffith.edu.au), o kay 
Carla Selina Baybay (+63 916 7674001 o carlaselina.baybay@griffithuni. 
edu.au), patungkol sa usaping ethical conduct ng proyekto; at 

• Ako ay sumasang-ayon sa aking pakikilahok sa proyekto na ito. 
• Pinahihintulutan ko ang pag-tape record sa aking pakikilahok sa focus group 

(kung hindi, tanggalin ang pangungusap na ito) 
 
 
Pangalan: ________________________________________________ 
 
Lagda: 

 
________________________________________________ 

 
Petsa: 

 
________________________________________________ 

 



 

415 
 

Appendix F 
 

 

Interview schedule in English and Filipino 

 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
Community Engagement Approaches 

for Effective Climate Change Adaptation in the Philippines 
 
[Interview participants were provided with the information sheet but will need to submit 
their signed consent form, if not already done]. 
 
1. Interview participant’s background 
 

• Duration of residency in city/municipality 
• Involvement in any community engagement processes/practices in local 

government/local community/people’s organisation/NGO 
• Name of local government/local community/people’s organisation/NGO 
• Position in local government/local community/people’s organisation/ NGO 
• Years of service in local government/local community/people’s 

organisation/NGO 
• Official mandate 
• Activities towards the fulfilment of the mandate 
• Community engagement processes/practices in environment-related issues 

 
Okay, given that there are two broad areas that I would like to ask everyone: 

 
a. Your observations, findings, or thoughts on the key inadequacies and 

problems of community engagement in environmental issues, including 
climate change impacts and natural disasters 

 
b. Your suggestions on what is needed to achieve better community engagement 

for environmental issues, especially climate change adaptation 
 
Okay, turning to the first area of: 
 
2. Existing community engagement practices related to environmental issues, 

including climate change impacts and natural disasters in the Philippines 
 

2.1. First of all, what exactly is your understanding of what community 
engagement is? Is this similar or different to the concept of community 
participation? 

 
2.2. What have been the most common forms of community engagement in 

environmental issues, including climate change impacts and natural disasters 
that you have experienced, managed, or been involved with? 
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2.3. What can you say about these processes/practices around environmental 
issues and the outcomes from this regarding any inadequacies or problems? 

 
• What are your suggestions in addressing these inadequacies or problems? 

 
2.4. Did you find any beneficial aspects of community engagement that are 

important to respond to environmental issues, including climate change 
impacts and natural disasters or not? 

 
• If yes, how did it work to produce such benefits? 
• Who do you think have mainly benefitted from such community 

engagement? 
• If none, why? 

 
2.5. Do you know of any successful community engagement practices on 

environmental issues, including climate change impacts and natural disasters 
in your local community/city/municipality? 

 
• What were the key determinants attributed to its success? 

 
o Examples: institutional capacity, budget, organisational development, 

sustainability, livelihood, etc. 
 

2.6. Do you know of any failed community engagement practices on 
environmental issues, including climate change impacts and natural disasters 
in your local community/city/municipality? 

 
• What were the aspects or characteristics that attributed to its failure? 

 
o Examples: institutional capacity, budget, organisational development, 

sustainability, livelihood, etc. 
 
Turning to the mechanisms or approaches for community engagement to respond to 
natural disasters and/or climate change impacts: 
 

2.7. With the many disasters and calamities you have experienced, have these 
experiences been used in coming up with CCA and DRRM plans? How? 

 
2.8. What opportunities are given to local communities to engage around 

environmental issues, including climate change impacts and natural disasters 
in your local community/city/municipality? 

 
• What are examples of such opportunities? 
• Who initiates or designs the community engagement process? 
• Does the local community have a role in designing the community 

engagement process? 
• How about NGOs? How strong are they in the community/barangay? 
• Do you think community engagement is part of your: 

 
o Plans (annual, development, financial, etc.) 
o Ordinances (provincial, municipal/local, barangay levels) 
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o Accomplishment reports 
 

2.9. What do you consider are the strengths of these processes? 
 

• Does the local community add strength to these processes? 
 

2.10. Are you aware of any constraints or barriers in implementing the process?  
 

• Does the local community contribute to these constraints or barriers? 
• What do you think is necessary to overcome such constraints? 

 
Okay, I want to now turn to the final section of what would have been, or is needed to get 
better results. 
 
3. Suggestions for stronger and more effective community engagement to 

respond to climate change impacts 
 

3.1. What are your thoughts about stronger or enhanced community engagement 
processes/practices for climate change adaptation? 

 
• Agree or disagree 
• Necessary or unnecessary 

 
3.2. What distinct aspects or characteristics does your local community have in 

contributing to better engagement of communities in climate change 
adaptation activities? 

 
• Being a Bikolano or from Sorsogon 
• Being a Ninorte Samarenyo o Nortehanon or Lavezaresnon 

 
3.3. What are your thoughts on the traditional concept of ‘bayanihan’? 

 
• How do you define it? 
• Is it still used/relevant today? Or is there a more appropriate concept that 

would explain a Filipino characteristic when it comes to climate change 
adaptation and natural disasters activities? 

 
3.4. What Filipino values do you think are relevant in better responding to climate 

change adaptation and natural disasters activities? 
 

3.5. In general, what key aspects do you think might determine better engagement 
of communities in climate change adaptation activities? 

 
• How about the following (if these were not yet mentioned): 

 
o Multi-stakeholder partnerships, networks, and linkages between 

government, academe, business, local communities, NGOs, people’s 
organisations, and civil society? 

o Institutional support and leadership (including policy) in engaging with 
local communities? 

o Empowered local communities with a strong leadership? 
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o Integration of local, scientific, and expert knowledges? 
o Integrating social, economic, cultural, and environmental 

considerations in the local community when planning climate change 
adaptation activities? 

o Information dissemination and awareness on CCA and DRRM? 
o Open communication, meetings, and dialogue on climate change issues 

and adaptation projects between stakeholders? 
o More integrated and participatory climate change adaptation activities 

at the local level? 
o Increase in community-based environmental management practices and 

programs? 
 

3.6. Have you been part of any seminar or training on CCA and DRRM? 
 

• If yes, what were these? 
• If no, why? What seminars or training would you suggest are needed? 

 
3.7. Do you think Philippine policy, institutional arrangements, and/or planning 

processes need to be redesigned/revisited to maximise the benefits of 
community engagement for local communities vulnerable to climate change 
impacts? 

 
• What can you say about our policies on CCA and DRRM? 
• Are these policies being effectively implemented? How? 
• Is community engagement included and/or emphasised in these policies? 
• Are these policies integrated or separated from one another? 
• What are your ways in integrating these policies at the local 

community/city/municipality? 
 

3.8. What are the main barriers and/or limits do you see for such a redesign/revisit 
(e.g. political, policy, and practices)? 

 
• How might they be addressed? 
• How can local communities be involved in such a redesign/revisit? 

 
3.9. Based on our discussion, do you have any more thoughts about having a more 

effective and participatory climate change adaptation policy and planning 
processes? 

 
3.10. Finally, how can we strengthen the level of community engagement for CCA 

and DRRM? 
 
4. Documentary information 
 

Do you have any documentary information available in relation to the topics we 
have been discussing? Are you aware of any other sources of information about 
community engagement processes/practices that we have been discussing? 

 
Okay, that’s it. Many thanks for your time and sharing your useful information and 
knowledge on the topic. As I indicated in the information sheet, in due course, you 
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will be provided with the overall results of the research. This will typically be in 
the form of journal publications and a summary report.
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

Mga Pamamaraan ng Community Engagement 
Para sa Epektibong Climate Change Adaptation sa Pilipinas 

 
[Ang mga iinterbyuhin ay nabigyan na ng information sheet ngunit kailangang ibalik ang 
kanilang napirmahang consent form]. 
 
1. Impormasyon ng iinterbyuhin 
 

• Gaano katagal na naninirahan sa lungsod/munisipyo 
• Kung nakikisali ba sa mga proseso o gawain ng community engagement sa lokal 

na pamahalaan/lokal na komunidad/barangay/people’s organisation/NGO 
• Pangalan ng lokal na pamahalaan/lokal na komunidad/barangay/people’s 

organisation/NGO 
• Tungkulin sa lokal na pamahalaan/lokal na komunidad/barangay/people’s 

organisation/NGO 
• Bilang ng taon ng paglilingkod sa lokal na pamahalaan/lokal na 

komunidad/barangay/people’s organisation/NGO 
• Opisyal na mandato 
• Mga gawain patungkol sa pagtupad ng mandato 
• Mga halimbawa ng mga proseso o gawain sa community engagement kaugnay 

ng mga isyung pangkalikasan 
 
Okay, mayroong dalawang paksa sa interbyu na nais kong talakayin sa iyo: 
 

a. Mga naobserbahan, natuklasan, o naisip na mga pangunahing kakulangan at 
problema ng community engagement sa mga isyung pangkalikasan, kabilang 
ang epekto ng climate change at natural disasters 

 
b. Mga mungkahi na kailangan upang makamit ang mas mahusay at epektibo na 

community engagement para sa mga isyung pangkalikasan, kabilang ang 
epekto ng climate change at natural disasters 

 
Okay, patungkol sa unang bahagi ng: 
 
2. Mga kasalukuyang mga kaugalian at kasanayan ng community engagement na 

may kaugnayan sa mga isyung pangkalikasan, kabilang ang epekto ng climate 
change at natural disasters sa Pilipinas 

 
2.1. Ano ang iyong pagkakaintindi sa konsepto ng community engagement? Ito ba 

ay pareho o iba sa konsepto ng community participation? 
 

2.2. Ano ang mga karaniwang paraan ng community engagement sa mga isyung 
pangkalikasan, kabilang ang epekto ng climate change at natural disasters 
batay sa iyong karanasan, o ikaw ay naging kabahagi? 

 
2.3. Sa kabuuan, ano ang iyong masasabi sa mga kasalukuyang proseso o gawain 

ng community engagement sa mga isyung pangkalikasan? Ayon sa mga 
naging resulta nito, ano ang mga problema at pagkukulang na iyong nakita? 
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• Ano ang iyong mga mungkahi para matugunan ang mga problema at 
pagkukulang? 

 
2.4. May nakita ka bang mga aspeto o katangian ng community engagement na 

mahalaga sa pagtugon sa mga isyung pangkalikasan, kabilang ang epekto ng 
climate change at natural disasters? 

 
• Kung oo, paano ito naging mahalaga? 
• Sino sa iyong palagay ang higit na nakikinabang mula sa community 

engagement? 
• Kung wala, bakit? 

 
2.5. Anong mga halimbawa ng mga matagumpay na community engagement na 

mga gawain patungkol sa mga isyung pangkalikasan, kabilang ang epekto ng 
climate change at natural disasters sa inyong lokal na 
komunidad/barangay/lungsod/munisipyo? 

 
• Ano ang mga nakikita mong mga aspeto o katangian na maaaring naging 

dahilan sa pagiging matagumpay na mga gawaing ito? 
 

o Mga halimbawa: institutional capacity, budget, organisational 
development, sustainability, livelihood, etc. 

 
2.6. Sa kabilang banda, may mga alam ka bang mga halimbawa ng ng community 

engagement na gawain na kailangan pang isaayos? 
 

• Ano ang mga nakikita mong mga aspeto o katangian na maaaring naging 
hadlang sa pagiging maayos ng mga gawaing ito? 

 
o Mga halimbawa: kakulangan sa institutional capacity, budget, 

organisational development, sustainability, livelihood, etc. 
 
Ngayon patungkol naman sa mga pamamaraan at proseso para sa community engagement 
upang makatugon sa mga epekto ng climate change at natural disasters: 
 

2.7. Sa dami ng mga disasters at kalamidad na naranasan ninyo, nagamit ba ito sa 
pagbuo ng mga plano sa CCA at DRRM? 

 
2.8. Kailan binibigyan ang mga taga lokal na komunidad/barangay ng 

pagkakataon na makisali sa mga usapin ng isyung pangkalikasan, kabilang 
ang epekto ng climate change at natural disasters? 

 
• Anong mga halimbawa ng mga pamamaraang ito? 
• Sino ang nagpapasimuno o nagpaplano ng proseso ng community 

engagement? 
• May tungkulin ba ang lokal na komunidad/barangay sa pagpaplano ng 

proseso ng community engagement? 
• Eh ang mga NGOs? Gaano kalakas ang NGOs sa komunidad/barangay 

ninyo? 
• Ang community engagement ba ay bahagi ng inyong mga: 
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o Plans (annual, development, financial, etc.) 
o Ordinances (provincial, municipal/local, barangay levels) 
o Accomplishment reports 

 
2.9. Ano ang mga nakikita mong kalakasan sa mga pamamaraang ito? 

 
• May kontribusyon ba ang lokal na komunidad/barangay sa pagpapalakas 

ng mga pamamaraang ito? 
 

2.10. May alam ka bang mga kahinaan o hadlang sa pagpapadaloy ng maayos na 
proseso ng community engagement? 

 
• May kontribusyon ba ang lokal na komunidad/barangay sa mga kahinaan 

o hadlang na ito? 
• Sa tingin mo, ano ang kailangang gawin/mangyari para matugunan ang 

mga kahinaan o hadlang na ito? 
 
Okay, ngayon dumako naman tayo sa huling bahagi ng interbyu: kung ano ang kailangan 
para makakuha ng mas mahusay na mga resulta. 
 
3. Mga mungkahi para sa mas mahusay na community engagement sa pagtugon 

sa mga epekto ng climate change 
 

3.1. Ano ang iyong opinyon ninyo tungkol sa pagkaroon ng mas matatag o mas 
mahusay na mga proseso o gawain ng community engagement para sa climate 
change adaptation? 

 
• Sang-ayon o hindi pagsang-ayon 
• Pangangailangan o hindi pangangailangan 

 
3.2. Sa tingin ninyo, ano ang mga aspeto o katangiang mayroon ang mga lokal na 

komunidad/barangay dito sa lungsod/munisipyo ninyo para makatulong sa 
pagkaroon ng mas epektibong community engagement sa mga gawain pang-
climate change adaptation? 

 
• Pagiging Bikolano o taga-Sorsogon 
• Pagiging Ninorte Samarenyo o Nortehanon o taga-Lavezares 

 
3.3. Ano ang naiisip mo sa tradisyonal konsepto ng ‘bayanihan’? 

 
• Paano mo ito binibigyan ng kahulugan? 
• Ang konsepto ng bayanihan ba ay naaangkop pa ba ngayon, o may ibang 

konseptong mas akma sa pagpaliwanag ng katangian ng Pilipino pag 
dating sa community engagement sa mga gawain pang-climate change 
adaptation? 

 
3.4. Anong mga kaugaliang Pilipino ang sa tingin mo ay akma/kailangan ngayon 

sa mas maayos na pagtugon sa natural disasters at mga gawain ng climate 
change adaptation? 
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3.5. Sa pangkalahatan, ano sa tingin ninyo ang mga mahalagang aspeto para 
magkaroon ng mas epektibong community engagement sa mga gawain pang-
climate change adaptation? 

 
• Paano ang mga sumusunod (kung hindi ito nabanggit na): 

 
o Pakikipagtulungan at pakikipag-ugnayan ng mga iba’t ibang network 

sa pamahalaan, akademya, negosyo, lokal na komunidad/barangay, 
NGO, people’s organisations, at CSOs? 

o Suporta at pamumuno (kabilang na ang polisiya) mula sa pamahalaan 
sa pakikilahok sa mga lokal na komunidad/barangay? 

o Mas pinalakas na mga lokal na komunidad/barangay na may matibay 
na pamumuno? 

o Pagsasama-sama ng mga kaalamang lokal, siyentipiko, at eksperto? 
o Pagbigay halaga sa mga aspetong panlipunan, ekonomiya, kultura, at 

kalikasan sa lokal na komunidad/barangay kapag nagpaplano ng mga 
gawain sa climate change adaptation? 

o Pagpapalaganap ng kaalaman at pagkaroon ng kainuhan patungkol sa 
CCA at DRRM? 

o Bukas na komunikasyon, pagpupulong, at pag-uusap sa mga isyu ng 
climate change at mga proyekto sa adaptation sa pagitan ng mga 
network at ugnayan? 

o Dagdag na mga gawaing pang-climate change adaptation na 
pinapahalagahan ang partisipasyon ng nakararami? 

o Dagdag na mga programa at gawain sa pangangasiwa ng kalikasan sa 
pamumuno ng lokal na komunidad/barangay? 

 
3.6. Kayo po ba ay nakapagdalo na sa mga seminars at training sa CCA at DRRM? 

 
• Kung oo, ano ang mga ito? 
• Kung hindi, bakit? Anong mga seminars at training ang mungkahi ninyong 

kailangan? 
 

3.7. Sa tingin mo, may pangangailangan ba na muling ayusin o balikan ang mga 
polisiya at pamamalakad ng pamahalaan, at/o mga proseso ng pagpaplano 
para mas lalong mapakinabangan ang community engagement para sa mga 
lokal na komunidad/barangay na pinka-apektado sa mga epekto ng climate 
change? 

 
• Ano ang masasabi mo sa mga polisiya natin sa CCA at DRRM? 
• Pinapatupad ba ang mga polisiya ng CCA at DRRM? Sa paanong paraan? 
• Bahagi o kasama ba ang community engagement sa mga polisiya na ito? 
• Tingin mo magkasama ba ang dalawang polisiya o magkahiwalay ito? 
• Ano ang mga pamamaraan para pagsamahin itong mga polisiya sa inyong 

lokal na komunidad/barangay/lungsod/munisipyo? 
 

3.8. Ano ang mga nakikita mong mga posibleng hadlang o limitasyon sa 
pagsasaayos muli ng mga ito (hal. pulitikal, polisiya, at gawain)? 

 
• Paano kaya ito matutugunan? 
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• Paano kaya maaaring makilahok ang mga local na komunidad sa 
pagsasaayos ng mga ito? 

 
3.9. Batay sa ating pag-uusap, mayroon ka pa bang mga karagdagang naiisip 

tungkol sa pagkaroon ng mas epektibong partisipasyon sa mga polisiya at 
pagpaplano ng climate change adaptation? 

 
3.10. Sa kabuuan, papaano natin mapapalakas ang antas ng community engagement 

para sa CCA at DRRM? 
 
4. Documentary information 
 

Mayroon ka bang anumang impormasyon o mga dokumento na may kaugnayan sa 
mga paksa na ating tinalakay? May alam ka bang iba pang mga pwedeng 
mapagkukunan ng impormasyon tungkol sa mga proseso o gawain ng community 
engagement na ating tinalakay? 
 
Okay, diyan nagtatapos ang ating interbyu. Maraming salamat sa pagbahagi ng oras 
at kaalaman tungkol sa paksa. Tulad ng binanggit ko sa information sheet, 
mabibigyan ka ng kopya ng pangkalahatang resulta ng research. Ito ay karaniwang 
nasa pamamagitan ng mga journal publications at summary report. 
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Focus group discussion guide and questionnaire in English and Filipino 

 

FOCUS GROUP GUIDE AND SCHEDULE 
 

Community Engagement Approaches 
for Effective Climate Change Adaptation in the Philippines 

 
1. Introduction 
 

1.1. Short introduction and distribution of socio-demographic questionnaire 
 

Good day to everyone. My name is __________ and I will be your moderator. 
I will now be handing out a short socio-demo questionnaire that I would like 
you to answer. 

 
[Moderator will collect the questionnaire afterwards and the signed consent 
forms from participants who have not submitted theirs yet]. 

 
1.2. Explanation of the focus group discussion process 

 
• Has anyone in the group participated in a focus group before? A focus 

group is an approach typically used in social science research. 
 

• Key aspects of focus groups 
 

o Gaining information, insights, and perspectives (positive and negative) 
o Focused questions to gain in-depth knowledge and perspectives 
o No attempt to reach a consensus 
o Small group of selected individuals with shared backgrounds 

 
• Logistics 

 
o Focus group will last for 1.5 hours at the most 
o Refreshments available during the coffee break after the first half of the 

activity 
 

1.3. Ground rules 
 

• Does anyone in the group have any suggestions on some ground rules in 
the conduct of this focus group? With your consent, I will also include the 
following: 

 
o Everyone is encouraged to participate 
o Wait for your turn to talk; do not dominate the discussion 
o Listen when somebody is speaking; do not interrupt 
o Respect each other’s opinions and differences; this is a safe and 

judgement-free zone 
o With your permission, the discussion will be recorded, but your privacy 

is ensured since the recordings will be placed in a storage facility in the 
university only accessible by me 
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o Information shared in the focus group must be kept confidential 
o Stay within the group discussion and do not have side conversations 
o Turn off mobile phones, if possible 
o Relax and have fun 

 
• Does anyone have any questions or clarifications before we officially 

start? 
 
[Moderator turns on the tape recorder]. 
 
2. Introductions of participants 

 
Please introduce yourselves to the group. 

 
Okay, given that there are two broad areas that I would like to ask everyone: 

 
a. Your observations, findings, or thoughts on the key inadequacies and problems 

of community engagement in environmental issues, including climate change 
impacts and natural disasters 

 
b. Your suggestions on what is needed to achieve better community engagement 

for environmental issues, especially climate change adaptation 
 

Okay, turning to the first area of: 
 
3. Existing community engagement practices related to environmental issues, 

including climate change impacts and natural disasters in the Philippines 
 

3.1. First of all, what exactly is your understanding of what community 
engagement is? Is this similar or different to the concept of community 
participation? 

 
3.2. What have been the most common forms of community engagement in 

environmental issues, including climate change impacts and natural disasters 
in your local community? 

 
• Have you experienced, managed, or been involved with these activities? 

What were your reasons for participating? 
• For those who were not involved, what were your reasons? What factors 

will make you participate in these activities in the future? 
 

3.3. What can you say about these processes/practices around environmental 
issues and the outcomes from this regarding any inadequacies or problems? 

 
• What are your suggestions in addressing these inadequacies or problems? 

 
3.4. Did you find any beneficial aspects of community engagement that are 

important to respond to environmental issues, including climate change 
impacts and natural disasters? 

 
• If yes, how did it work to produce such benefits? 
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• Who do you think have mainly benefitted from such community 
engagement? 

• If none, why? 
 

3.5. Do you know of any successful community engagement practices on 
environmental issues, including climate change impacts and natural disasters 
in your local community/city/municipality? 

 
• What were the key determinants attributed to its success? 

 
o Examples: institutional capacity, budget, organisational development, 

sustainability, livelihood, etc. 
 

3.6. Do you know of any failed community engagement practices on 
environmental issues, including climate change impacts and natural disasters 
in your local community/city/municipality? 

 
• What were the aspects or characteristics that attributed to its failure? 

 
o Examples: institutional capacity, budget, organisational development, 

sustainability, livelihood, etc. 
 

3.7. What do you think is the overall role of your local community with regards 
to responding to environmental issues, including climate change impacts and 
natural disasters? 

 
• What are some examples of your possible contribution to addressing such 

issues? 
 
Turning to the mechanisms or approaches for community engagement to respond to 
natural disasters and/or climate change impacts: 
 

3.8. With the many disasters and calamities you have experienced, have these 
experiences been used in coming up with CCA and DRRM plans? How? 

 
3.9. What opportunities are given to you to engage around environmental issues, 

including climate change impacts and natural disasters in your local 
community/city/municipality? 

 
• What are examples of such opportunities? 
• Who initiates or designs the community engagement process? 
• Does your local community have a role in designing the community 

engagement process? 
• How about NGOs? How strong are they in your community/barangay? 
• Do you think community engagement is part of your: 

 
o Plans (annual, development, financial, etc.) 
o Ordinances (provincial, municipal/local, barangay levels) 
o Accomplishment reports 

 
3.10. What do you consider are the strengths of these processes? 



 

428 
 

• Does your local community add strength to these processes? 
 

3.11. Are you aware of any constraints or barriers in implementing the process of 
community engagement? 

 
• Does your local community contribute to these constraints or barriers? 
• What do you think is necessary to overcome such constraints? 

 
Okay let us pause the discussion and take a 15-minute break. 
 
I want to now turn to the final section of what would have been, or is needed to get better 
results. 
 
4. Suggestions for stronger and more effective community engagement to 

respond to climate change impacts 
 

4.1. What are your thoughts about stronger or enhanced community engagement 
processes/practices for climate change adaptation? 

 
• Agree or disagree 
• Necessary or unnecessary 

 
4.2. What distinct aspects or characteristics does your local community have in 

contributing to better engagement of communities in climate change 
adaptation activities? 

 
• Being a Bikolano or from Sorsogon or from barangay ________ 
• Being a Ninorte Samarenyo o Nortehanon or Lavezaresnon or from 

barangay ________ 
 

4.3. What are your thoughts on the traditional concept of ‘bayanihan’? 
 

• How do you define it? 
• Is it still used/relevant today? Or is there a more appropriate concept that 

would explain a Filipino characteristic when it comes to climate change 
adaptation and natural disasters activities? 

 
4.4. What Filipino values do you think are relevant in better responding to climate 

change adaptation and natural disasters activities? 
 

4.5. How do you think your local community can be better involved to respond to 
climate change impacts? 

 
4.6. In general, what key aspects do you think might determine better engagement 

of communities in climate change adaptation activities? 
 

• How about the following (if not yet mentioned): 
 

o Multi-stakeholder partnerships, networks, and linkages between 
government, academe, business, local communities, NGOs, people’s 
organisations, and civil society? 
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o Institutional support and leadership (including policy) in engaging with 
local communities? 

o Empowered local communities with a strong leadership? 
o Integration of local, scientific, and expert knowledges? 
o Integrating social, economic, cultural, and environmental 

considerations in the local community when planning climate change 
adaptation activities? 

o Information dissemination and awareness on CCA and DRRM? 
o Open communication, meetings, and dialogue on climate change issues 

and adaptation projects between stakeholders? 
o More integrated and participatory climate change adaptation activities 

at the local level? 
o Increase in community-based environmental management practices and 

programs? 
 

4.7. Have you been part of any seminar or training on CCA and DRRM? 
 

• If yes, what were these? 
• If no, why? What seminars or training would you suggest are needed? 

 
4.8. Do you think Philippine policy, institutional arrangements, and/or planning 

processes need to be redesigned/revisited to maximise the benefits of 
community engagement for local communities vulnerable to climate change 
impacts? 

 
• What can you say about our policies on CCA and DRRM? 
• Are these policies being effectively implemented? How? 
• Is community engagement included and/or emphasised in these policies? 
• Do you think these policies are integrated or separated from one another? 
• What are ways of your local community/city/municipality in integrating 

these policies? 
 

4.9. What are the main barriers and/or limits do you see for such a redesign (e.g. 
political, policy, and practices)? 

 
• How might they be addressed? 
• How can your local community be involved in such a redesign? 

 
4.10. Based on our discussion, do you have any more thoughts about having a more 

effective and participatory climate change adaptation policy and planning 
processes? 

 
4.11. Finally, how can we strengthen the level of community engagement for CCA 

and DRRM? 
 
5. Conclusion 
 

That concludes our focus group. Thank you so much for coming and sharing your 
valuable knowledge, experiences, and perspectives on the topic. As I indicated in 
the information sheet, in due course, you will be provided with the overall results 
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of the research, if you like. This will typically be in the form of journal publications 
and a summary report. 
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GABAY AT ISKEDYUL NG FOCUS GROUP 
 

Mga Pamamaraan ng Community Engagement 
Para sa Epektibong Climate Change Adaptation sa Pilipinas 

 
1. Panimula 
 

1.1. Maikling pagpapakilala at pagbigay ng socio-demographic questionnaire sa 
mga kalahok 

 
Magandang araw sa lahat. Ako si __________ at ako ang magiging 
moderator ng talakayan natin. Hihilingin namin ngayon ang pagsagot ninyo 
ng maikling socio-demographic questionnaire. 

 
[Pagkatapos, kokolektahin ng moderator ang mga questionnaire kasabay ng 
mga napirmahang consent forms mula sa mga kalahok na hindi pa 
nagbibigay]. 

 
1.2. Pagpaliwanag ng proseso ng talakayan ng focus group 

 
Mayroon ba sa grupo ang nakasali na sa isang focus group? Ang focus group 
ay isang paraan na kadalasang ginagamit sa mga research sa karunungang 
panlipunan. 

 
• Mga pangunahing aspeto ng focus groups 

 
o Pagkalap ng impormasyon, kaalaman, at pananaw (positibo at negatibo) 
o Mga pokus na tanong upang makakuha ng malalim na kaalaman at 

pananaw 
o Hindi kinakailangang umabot sa isang pinagkasunduan ang grupo 
o Maliit na grupo na binubuo ng mga piling indibidwal na may parehong 

karanasan sa isang paksang pag-uusapan 
 

• Logistics 
 

o Ang focus group ay aabot ng humigit kumulang dalawang oras, 
depende sa daloy ng talakayan 

o Mayroong merienda sa coffee break sa unang bahagi ng talakayan para 
sa mga kalahok 

 
1.3. Mga panuntunan 

 
Mayroon ba sa grupo ang gusting magbigay ng mga mungkahi sa mga 
panuntunan sa pagpapadaloy ng isang focus group? Kung papayag ang lahat, 
idadagdag ko ang mga sumusunod: 

 
• Lahat ay hinihikayat na makilahok 
• Hintayin ang pagkakataon mo na magsalita; huwag akuin ang buong 

talakayan 
• Makinig kung may nagsasalita; iwasang sumabat 



 

432 
 

• Respetuhin ang opinyon at pagkakaiba ng bawat isa; ligtas at walang 
panghuhugsa ang lugar na ito 

• Sa inyong pahintulot, irerekord ang talakayan, ngunit hindi kayo 
makikilala sa research dahil ang recordings ay ilalagay sa storage facility 
ng unibersidad na kung saan ako lang ang pwedeng makakita 

• Ang impormasyon na ibabahagi sa focus group ay dapat hindi makalabas 
sa grupo 

• Panatiliin ang atensyon sa talakayan at huwag magkaroon ng iba pang pag-
uusap 

• Kung maaari ay patayin o ilagay sa silent ang mga mobile phones 
• Tayo ay mag-relax at magsaya 

 
Mayroon ba kayong mga tanong o paglilinaw bago tayo magsimula? 

 
[Moderator ay bubuksan ang tape recorder] 
 
2. Pagpapakilala ng mga kalahok 
 

Magpakilala kayo sa bawat isa sa pagbahagi ng mga sumusunod na impormasyon: 
 

Okay, mayroong dalawang paksa na nais kong talakayin sa inyo: 
 

a. Mga naobserbahan, natuklasan, o naisip na mga pangunahing kakulangan at 
problema ng community engagement sa mga isyung pangkalikasan, kabilang 
ang epekto ng climate change at natural disasters 

 
b. Mga mungkahi na kailangan upang makamit ang mas mahusay at epektibo na 

community engagement para sa mga isyung pangkalikasan, kabilang ang 
epekto ng climate change at natural disasters 

 
Okay, patungkol sa unang bahagi ng: 

 
3. Mga kasalukuyang mga kaugalian at kasanayan ng community engagement na 

may kaugnayan sa mga isyung pangkalikasan, kabilang ang epekto ng climate 
change at natural disasters sa Pilipinas 

 
3.1. Una sa lahat, ano ang inyong pagkakaintindi sa konsepto ng community 

engagement? Ito ba ay pareho o iba sa konsepto ng community participation? 
 

3.2. Ano ang mga karaniwang paraan ng community engagement sa mga isyung 
pangkalikasan, kabilang ang epekto ng climate change at natural disasters 
ang meron sa inyong lokal na komunidad/barangay? 

 
• Naging bahagi (o nangasiwa) ka ba ng mga gawaing ito? Ano ang mga 

dahilan mo sa pagsama dito? 
• Para sa mga hindi sumali, ano kaya ang mga dahilan nila? Anong maaaring 

maghikayat sa kanila na sumama sa mga gawaing ito sa susunod? 
 

3.3. Sa kabuuan, ano ang inyong masasabi sa mga kasalukuyang proseso o gawain 
ng community engagement sa mga isyung pangkalikasan? 
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• Ano ang mga mungkahi ninyo para mas maging maayos ang mga gawain 
natin? 

 
3.4. May nakita ba kayong mga aspeto o katangian ng community engagement na 

mahalaga sa pagtugon sa mga isyung pangkalikasan, kabilang ang epekto ng 
climate change at natural disasters? 

 
• Kung oo, paano ito naging makabuluhan?  
• Sino sa inyong palagay ang higit na nakikinabang mula sa community 

engagement? 
• Kung wala, bakit? 

 
3.5. Anong mga halimbawa ng mga matagumpay na community engagement na 

mga gawain patungkol sa mga isyung pangkalikasan, kabilang ang epekto ng 
climate change at natural disasters dito sa inyong lokal na 
komunidad/barangay/lungsod/munisipyo? 

 
• Ano ang mga nakikita ninyong mga aspeto o katangian na maaaring naging 

dahilan sa pagiging matagumpay na mga gawaing ito? 
 

o Mga halimbawa: institutional capacity, budget, organisational 
development, sustainability, livelihood, etc. 

 
3.6. Sa kabilang banda, may mga alam ba kayong mga halimbawa ng ng 

community engagement na gawain na kailangan pang isaayos? 
 

• Ano ang mga nakikita ninyong mga aspeto o katangian na maaaring naging 
hadlang sa pagiging maayos ng mga gawaing ito? 

 
o Mga halimbawa: kakulangan sa institutional capacity, budget, 

organisational development, sustainability, livelihood, etc. 
 

3.7. Ano sa tingin ninyo ang kabuuang tungkulin ninyo, bilang bahagi ng lokal na 
komunidad/barangay sa pagtugon sa mga isyung pangkalikasan, kabilang ang 
epekto ng climate change at natural disasters? 

 
• Ano ang mga halimbawa ng maaari ninyong maitulong para matugunan 

ang mga isyung ito? 
 
Ngayon patungkol naman sa mga pamamaraan at proseso para sa community engagement 
upang makatugon sa mga epekto ng climate change at natural disasters: 
 

3.8. Sa dami ng mga disasters at kalamidad na naranasan ninyo, nagamit ba ito sa 
pagbuo ng mga plano sa CCA at DRRM? 

 
3.9. Binibigyan ba kayo ng pagkakataon na makisali sa mga usapin ng isyung 

pangkalikasan, kabilang ang epekto ng climate change at natural disasters sa 
inyong lokal na komunidad/barangay/lungsod/munisipyo? 

 
• Ano ang mga halimbawa ng mga pamamaraang ito? 
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• Sino ang nagpapasimuno o nagpaplano ng proseso ng community 
engagement? 

• May tungkulin ba kayo sa pagpaplano ng proseso ng community 
engagement? 

• Ang mga NGOs? Gaano kalakas ang NGOs sa komunidad/barangay 
ninyo? 

• Tingin ninyo ang community engagement ba ay bahagi ng inyong mga: 
 

o Mga plano (annual, development, financial, etc.) 
o Mga ordinansa (provincial, municipal/local, barangay levels) 
o Accomplishment reports 

 
3.10. Ano ang mga nakikita ninyong kalakasan sa mga pamamaraang ito? 

 
• May dinadagdag ba ang lokal na komunidad/barangay ninyo sa 

pagpapalakas ng mga pamamaraang ito? 
 

3.11. May alam ba kayong mga kahinaan o hadlang sa pagpapadaloy ng maayos na 
proseso ng community engagement? 

 
• May kontribusyon ba ang lokal na komunidad/barangay sa mga kahinaan 

o hadlang na ito? 
• Sa tingin mo, ano ang kailangang gawin/mangyari para matugunan ang 

mga kahinaan o hadlang na ito? 
 
Okay, ihinto muna natin ang talakayan at magkaroon tayo ng 15-minutong pahinga. 
 
Ngayon dumako naman tayo sa huling bahagi ng talakayan: kung ano ang kailangan para 
makakuha ng mas mahusay na mga resulta. 
 
4. Mga mungkahi para sa mas mahusay na community engagement sa pagtugon 

sa mga epekto ng climate change 
 

4.1. Ano ang iyong opinyon ninyo tungkol sa pagkaroon ng mas matatag o mas 
mahusay na mga proseso o gawain ng community engagement para sa climate 
change adaptation? 

 
• Sang-ayon o hindi pagsang-ayon 
• Pangangailangan o hindi pangangailangan 

 
4.2. Sa tingin ninyo, ano ang mga aspeto o katangiang mayroon ang mga lokal na 

komunidad/barangay ninyo para makatulong sa pagkaroon ng mas 
epektibong community engagement sa mga gawain pang-climate change 
adaptation? 

 
• Pagiging Bikolano o taga-Sorsogon o taga-barangay ________ 
• Pagiging Ninorte Samarenyo o Nortehanon o taga-Lavezares o taga 

barangay ________ 
 

4.3. Ano ang naiisip ninyo sa tradisyonal konsepto ng ‘bayanihan’? 
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• Paano ninyo ito binibigyan ng kahulugan? 
• Ang konsepto ng bayanihan ba ay naaangkop pa ba ngayon, o may ibang 

konseptong mas akma sa pagpaliwanag ng katangian ng Pilipino pag 
dating sa community engagement sa mga gawain pang-climate change 
adaptation? 

 
4.4. Anong mga kaugaliang Pilipino ang sa tingin ninyo ay akma/kailangan 

ngayon sa mas maayos na pagtugon sa mga gawain ng climate change 
adaptation at natural disasters? 

 
4.5. Paano kaya mahihikayat ang inyong lokal na komunidad/barangay na mas 

makilahok sa pagtugon ng mga epekto ng climate change? 
 

4.6. Sa pangkalahatan, ano sa tingin ninyo ang mga mahalagang aspeto para 
magkaroon ng mas epektibong community engagement sa mga gawain pang-
climate change adaptation? 

 
• Paano ang mga sumusunod (kung hindi ito nabanggit na): 

 
o Pakikipagtulungan at pakikipag-ugnayan ng mga iba’t ibang network 

sa pamahalaan, akademya, negosyo, lokal na komunidad/barangay, 
NGO, people’s organisations, at CSOs? 

o Suporta at pamumuno (kabilang na ang polisiya) mula sa pamahalaan 
sa pakikilahok sa mga lokal na komunidad/barangay? 

o Mas pinatatag na mga lokal na komunidad/barangay na may matibay na 
pamumuno? 

o Pagsasama-sama ng mga kaalamang lokal, siyentipiko, at eksperto? 
o Pagsaalang-alang ng mga aspetong panlipunan, ekonomiya, kultura, at 

kalikasan sa lokal na komunidad/barangay kapag nagpaplano ng mga 
gawain sa climate change adaptation? 

o Pagpapalaganap ng kaalaman at pagkaroon ng kainuhan patungkol sa 
CCA at DRRM? 

o Bukas na komunikasyon, pagpupulong, at pag-uusap sa mga isyu ng 
climate change at mga proyekto sa adaptation sa pagitan ng mga 
network at ugnayan? 

o Mas maraming mga gawaing pang-climate change adaptation na 
pinapahalagahan ang partisipasyon ng nakararami? 

o Pagdadadagdag ng mga programa at gawain sa pangangasiwa ng 
kalikasan sa pamumuno ng lokal na komunidad/barangay? 

 
4.7. Kayo po ba ay nakapagdalo na sa mga seminars at training sa CCA at DRRM? 

 
• Kung oo, ano ang mga ito? 
• Kung hindi, bakit? Anong mga seminars at training ang mungkahi ninyong 

kailangan? 
 

4.8. Sa tingin ninyo, may pangangailangan ba na muling ayusin o balikan ang mga 
polisiya at pamamalakad ng pamahalaan, at/o mga proseso ng pagpaplano 
para mas lalong mapakinabangan ang community engagement para sa mga 
lokal na komunidad/barangay na pinka-apektado sa mga epekto ng climate 
change? 
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• Ano ang masasabi ninyo sa mga polisiya natin sa CCA at DRRM? 
• Pinapatupad ba ang mga polisiya ng CCA at DRRM? Sa paanong paraan? 
• Bahagi o kasama ba ang community engagement sa mga polisiya na ito? 
• Tingin ninyo magkasama ba ang dalawang polisiya o magkahiwalay ito? 
• Ano ang mga pamamaraan ng inyong lokal na komunidad/barangay/ 

lungsod/munisipyo para pagsamahin itong mga polisiya? 
 

4.9. Ano ang mga nakikita niyong mga posibleng hadlang o limitasyon sa 
pagsasaayos muli ng mga ito (hal. pulitikal, polisiya, at gawain)? 

 
• Paano kaya ito matutugunan? 
• Paano kayo maaaring makilahok sa pagsasaayos ng mga ito? 

 
4.10. Batay sa ating pag-uusap, mayroon pa ba kayong mga karagdagang naiisip 

tungkol sa pagkaroon ng mas epektibong partisipasyon sa mga polisiya at 
pagpaplano ng climate change adaptation? 

 
4.11. Sa kabuuan, papaano natin mapapalakas ang antas ng community engagement 

para sa CCA at DRRM? 
 
5. Conclusion 
 

At dito nagtatapos ang ating focus group. Maraming salamat sa pagdalo at 
pagbahagi ng inyong kaalaman, karanasan, at pananaw tungkol sa paksa. Tulad ng 
binanggit ko sa information sheet, mabibigyan kayo ng kopya ng pangkalahatang 
resulta ng research. Ito ay karaniwang nasa pamamagitan ng mga journal 
publications at summary report.
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Appendix G 
 

 

Final coding schema (Concept-driven code book) 
 

Parent node: Community engagement 

Use these codes when participants talk about their perspectives and interpretations of 

community engagement. What they perceive as the precursors in achieving community 

engagement. Can also be related to their barangay. Also known as community 

participation. 

 

Code 1: Interpreting community engagement as community participation 

Community engagement is also the same as community participation. 

Anything related to attendance, presence, and involvement of community 

members in community activities. 

 

Code 2: Interpreting community engagement as unity among people 

Community activities that give an opportunity for community members to be 

together and work together as a community, despite differences in political 

affiliations, religion, age, gender, etc. 

 

Code 3: Interpreting community engagement as community ownership and empowerment 

Community activities and projects that allow community members to take the lead 

in decision-making, planning, and implementation processes. 

Activities and projects can be initiated by government or NGOs, which are turned 

over to the communities. 

 

Parent node: Place 

Use these codes when participants talk about their perspectives and interpretations of 

place, which can mean the people, location, or local environment. 

 

Code 4: Interpreting place as a people or community 

Place is comprised of a group of people. 

A participant’s place is associated with the community he/she belongs to. 
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Code 5: Interpreting place as a barangay, municipality, city, or province 

Place as administrative divisions in the Philippines. 

 

Code 6: Interpreting place as their surrounding environment 

Place as a geographical environment. 

Examples include mountains, islands, and coasts. 

 

Parent node: Local knowledge 

Use these codes when participants talk about the knowledge and practices generated by 

community members through experience, which they utilise in relation to CCA and 

DRRM. Local knowledge can also refer to the indigenous knowledge passed down from 

earlier generations. 

 

Code 7: Interpreting local knowledge as community knowledge and practices 

Local knowledge as current community knowledge and practices on CCA and 

DRRM based on years of accumulated experiences. This local knowledge is not 

as old as indigenous knowledge but has been utilised by communities. 

Examples include community preparations during typhoons, farming and fishing 

practices, etc. 

 

Code 8: Interpreting local knowledge as indigenous knowledge 

Local knowledge preserved and passed down from earlier generations by elders 

to the younger generations in the community that is still used today. 

Examples include changes in colour of the sky, colour of the moon, movements 

of animals and insects, belief in spirits, etc. 

 

Parent node: Key aspects of community engagement 

Use these codes when participants provide their suggestions on how to strengthen 

community engagement in CCA and DRRM. 

 

Code 9: Community capacity building 

Activities, programs, and projects that strengthen the knowledge, skills, and 

capacities of the community. 
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Sub-code: Barangay leadership and governance 

Activities that enhance the leadership and governance skills of 

barangay officials. 

 

Sub-code: Training, seminars, and workshops 

Provided to community members. This can include policy 

seminars, community profiling, hazard mapping, and livelihood 

training. 

 

Sub-code: Community-based programs 

Programs conceptualised and implemented at the community level 

by community members, with guidance from other stakeholder 

such as government and NGOs. 

Examples include environmental programs, construction of 

infrastructures, and livelihood programs. 

 

Sub-code: Information dissemination and awareness activities 

Activities that increase the information and awareness of 

communities regarding CCA and DRRM. 

Examples include information, education, and communication 

materials, and dissemination of typhoon or flood warnings at the 

household levels in communities. 

 

Code 10: Participatory and knowledge integration approaches 

Activities that encourage the participation of communities in CCA and DRRM, 

which are typically facilitated by government, NGOs, and other key stakeholders. 

 

Sub-code: Knowledge building and sharing 

Activities that facilate the sharing and building of knowledge from 

communities, government, scientists, academe, NGOs, and other 

key stakeholders to increase DRRM preparedness and adaptive 

capacity. 

Examples include scenario planning, knowledge exchange 

workshops, shared visioning workshops, early warning 

management systems, and other adaptation planning exercises. 
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Sub-code: Open communication, dialogue, and feedbacking 

Activities that facilitate open communication, dialogue, and 

feedbacking among key stakeholders in conceptualising and 

implementing CCA and DRRM activities and programs. 

Activities that encourage communities to voice out their opinions, 

perspectives, ideas, and suggestions. 

 

Code 11: Government capacity and support 

Government structures, mechanisms, and policies that increase collective action 

and inclusive participation across sectors in society. 

Examples include political will, strong government in community-based CCA and 

DRRM activities and programs, funding and budget, and capacity building 

activities. 

 

Code 12: Multi-stakeholder partnerships, networks, and linkages 

Existing partnerships with governments, NGOs, international agencies, the 

private sector, and civil society organisations that facilitated collaboration and 

knowledge building and sharing. 

 

Code 13: Socio-cultural community contexts 

Social capital, community skills, capacities, and attitudes that contribute to 

community engagement. 
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Appendix H 
 

 

Socio-demographic questionnaire for focus group participants in English and Filipino 
Questionnaire No. ____ 

 

SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

1. Age ________________ 
 

2. Gender 
 

o Male 
o Female 
o Other: please specify ________________ 
o Rather not say 

 

3. Civil status 
 

o Single 
o Married 
o Separated 
o Other: please specify ________________ 
o Rather not say 

 
4. Place of birth _______________________________ 

5. Years of residence in the local community 
_______________________________ 

 

6. Educational background 
 

o No schooling completed 
o Primary school, completed 
o Primary school, not completed 
o Secondary school, completed 
o Secondary school, not completed 
o College or university, no degree 
o Technical o vocational training 
o Associate’s degree 
o Bachelor’s degree 
o Master’s degree 
o Professional degree 
o Doctoral degree 
o Other: please specify ________________ 
o Rather not say 
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7. Current employment status 
 

o Employed, full time 
o Employed, part time 
o Self-employed 
o Out of work, currently looking for work 
o Out of work, currently not looking for work 
o Homemaker 
o Student 
o Retired 
o Unable to work 
o Other: please specify ________________ 
o Rather not say 

 

8. Position in the local community, if any 
 

o Community committee officer 
Committee: _____________________________________________ 

Position: _______________________________________________ 

o Community committee member 
Committee: _____________________________________________ 

o Community volunteer 
Please specify ___________________________________________ 

o Other: please specify  _____________________________________ 
o Rather not say 

 

9. Membership in people organisation/s, if any 
 

o Homeowners association 
Please specify ___________________________________________ 

o Church organisation 
Please specify ___________________________________________ 

o Parent-Teacher association 
o Women’s organisation 

Please specify ___________________________________________ 

o Senior citizen’s organisation 
o Tricycle operators and drivers association 

Please specify ___________________________________________ 

o Jeepney operators and drivers association 
Please specify ___________________________________________ 

o Fisherfolks association 
Please specify ___________________________________________ 

o Other: please specify  _____________________________________ 
o Rather not say 
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Questionnaire Bilang. ____ 

 

SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

 

 

1. Edad ________________ 
 

2. Kasarian 
 

o Lalaki o Iba: paki tukoy ________________ 
o Babae o Hindi sasabihin 

 

3. Katayuang sibil 
 

o Walang asawa o Balo 
o Kasal o Iba: paki tukoy ________________ 
o Hiwalay o Hindi sasabihin 

 

4. Lugar ng kapanakan _______________________________ 
 

5. Bilang ng taon ng paninirahan sa lokal na komunidad/barangay 
_______________________________ 

 

6. Antas ng pag-aaral 
 

o Hindi nag-aral o Associate’s degree 
o Mababang paaralan, tinapos o Bachelor’s degree 
o Mababang paaralan, hindi tinapos o Master’s degree 
o Mataas na paaralan, tinapos o Professional degree 
o Mataas na paaralan, hindi tinapos o Doctoral degree 
o Kolehiyo o unibersidad, hindi 

tinapos 
o Iba: paki tukoy ____________ 

o Technical o vocational training o Hindi sasabihin 
 

7. Kasalukuyang katayuan sa trabaho 
 

o Empleyado, full time 
Paki tukoy ________________ 

o Tagapangasiwa ng bahay 
o Estudyante 

o Empleyado, part time 
Paki tukoy ________________ 

o Retirado 

o Sariling empleyado 
Paki tukoy ________________ 

o Hindi makatrabaho 

o Walang trabaho, naghahanap o Iba: paki tukoy ____________ 
o Walang trabaho, hindi 

naghahanap 
o Hindi sasabihin 
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8. Tungkulin sa lokal na komunidad/barangay, kung mayroon 
 

o Opisyal ng komite ng lokal na komunidad/barangay 
Komite:  _______________________________________________ 

Tungkulin: _____________________________________________ 

o Miyembro ng komite ng lokal na komunidad/barangay 
Komite:________________________________________________ 

o Boluntir ng lokal na komunidad/barangay 
Paki tukoy______________________________________________ 

o Iba: paki tukoy __________________________________________ 
o Hindi sasabihin 

9. Pagiging kasapi o miyembro ng people’s organisation/s, kung mayroon 
 

o Samahan ng mga may ari ng bahay/tirahan 
Paki tukoy ____________________________________________ 

o Samahan sa simbahan 
Paki tukoy ____________________________________________ 

o Parent-Teacher association 
o Samahan ng mga kababaihan 

Paki tukoy ____________________________________________ 

o Senior citizen’s organisation 
o Tricycle operators and drivers association (TODA) 

Paki tukoy ____________________________________________ 

o Jeepney operators and drivers association (JODA) 
Paki tukoy ____________________________________________ 

o Samahan ng mga mangingisda 
Paki tukoy ____________________________________________ 

o Samahan ng mga magsasaka 
Paki tukoy ____________________________________________ 

o Iba: paki tukoy_________________________________________ 
o Hindi sasabihin 
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Appendix I 
 

 

Meta-theme 1 tables 

 

Table 1: Response engagement to Meta-theme 1 themes 1–3 – participant type 

Participant type Research site 

Total 

number of 

participants 

Theme 1 

% 

PE 

Theme 2 

% 

PE 

Theme 3 

% 

PE 

1. Local experts Sorsogon City 11 91% 100% 100% 

2. Local experts Lavezares 13 100% 100% 100% 

3. Community 

representatives 
Sorsogon City 38 63% 84% 84% 

4. Community 

representatives 
Lavezares 53 60% 100% 100% 

PE: Participant engagement 
 

Table 2: Response engagement to Meta-theme 1 themes 1–3 – community 

representatives 

Community 

representatives 
Research site 

Total 

number of 

participants 

Theme 1 

% 

PE 

Theme 2 

% 

PE 

Theme 3 

% 

PE 

1. Villa Lavezares 11 100% 100% 100% 

2. Barobaybay Lavezares 9 56% 100% 100% 

3. Bacon Poblacion Sorsogon City 12 50% 100% 100% 

4. Libas Lavezares 12 50% 100% 100% 

5. Magsaysay Lavezares 12 50% 100% 100% 

6. Balicuatro Lavezares 9 44% 100% 100% 

7. Caricaran Sorsogon City 7 71% 100% 71% 

8. Bitan-o Sorsogon City 10 80% 60% 80% 

9. Talisay Sorsogon City 9 56% 78% 78% 

PE: Participant engagement 
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Table 3: Meta-theme 1 theme 1 responses – community engagement 

Narrative clusters 

Research sites 

Sorsogon City 

% (n=49)* 

Lavezares 

% (n=66)* 

1. Unity, shared commitment, and collective action 51% 50% 

2. Participation 10% 18% 

3. Community ownership and empowerment 4% 8% 

4. Active communication, dialogue, and sharing of 

knowledge and experiences 
8% 3% 

5. Concern and understanding 2% 3% 

6. Does not know 0% 5% 

*Several participants mentioned more than one subtheme. These percentages indicate the frequency of their 
responses. 
 

Table 4: Meta-theme 1 theme 1 responses – community participation 

Narrative clusters 

Research sites 

Sorsogon City 

% (n=49)* 

Lavezares 

% (n=66)* 

1. Collective action, cooperation, and volunteering 20% 45% 

2. Attendance in community activities 27% 11% 

3. Community capacity for decision-making, planning, 

and action 
8% 12% 

4. Provision of knowledge and information 6% 6% 

*Several participants mentioned more than one subtheme. These percentages indicate the frequency of their 
responses. 
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Table 5: Meta-theme 1 theme 2 sub-theme 1 responses 

Narrative clusters 

Research sites 

Sorsogon City 

% (n=49)* 

Lavezares 

% (n=66)* 

1. Environment-based activities 18% 74% 

2. DRRM preparedness and response measures 45% 50% 

3. Community-based groups 39% 35% 

4. Planning processes 33% 35% 

5. Barangay assemblies 8% 39% 

6. Incentives and honorariums 8% 36% 

7. Information dissemination mechanisms 16% 23% 

8. Meetings, consultations, and dialogue 18% 17% 

9. Policy formulation 10% 2% 

10. Community-based research 0% 6% 

11. Barangay events 2% 2% 

*Several participants mentioned more than one subtheme. These percentages indicate the frequency of their 
responses. 
 

Table 6: Meta-theme 1 theme 2 sub-theme 2 responses – government-based 

Narrative clusters 

Research sites 

Sorsogon City 

% (n=49)* 

Lavezares 

% (n=66)* 

1. Trainings, seminars, and workshops 55% 30% 

2. Programs 16% 36% 

3. Meetings, consultations, and dialogue 27% 6% 

4. Multi-stakeholder representation 8% 5% 

5. Community research 6% 5% 

6. Planning 6% 3% 

*Several participants mentioned more than one subtheme. These percentages indicate the frequency of their 
responses. 
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Table 7: Meta-theme 1 theme 2 sub-theme 3 responses – NGO-based 

Narrative clusters 

Research sites 

Sorsogon City 

% (n=49)*,a 

Lavezares 

% (n=66)*,b 

1. Livelihood programs 0% 50% 

2. Trainings, seminars, and workshops 20% 31% 

3. Donations and funding 7% 15% 

4. Meetings, consultations, dialogue, and orientation 3% 9% 

5. Planning 7% 9% 

6. Community-based research 3% 9% 

*Several participants mentioned more than one subtheme. These percentages indicate the frequency of their 
responses. 
aBacon Poblacion and Caricaran were not included due to no NGO partnership. 
bLibas was not included due to no NGO partnership. 
 

Table 8: Meta-theme 1 theme 3 sub-theme 1 responses 

Sub sub-themes 

Research sites 

Sorsogon City 

% (n=49)* 

Lavezares 

% (n=66)* 

1. Capacity building 39% 77% 

2. Leadership and governance 41% 58% 

3. Community practices on unity, empowerment, and 

bayanihan/pintakasi 
27% 48% 

*Several participants mentioned more than one subtheme. These percentages indicate the frequency of their 
responses. 
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Table 9: Meta-theme 1 theme 3 sub-theme 1 sub sub-theme 1 responses 

Narrative clusters 

Research sites 

Sorsogon City 

% (n=49)* 

Lavezares 

% (n=66)* 

1. Barangay assemblies 0% 45% 

2. Incentives, donations, and funding 0% 30% 

3. Open communication mechanisms/practices 14% 15% 

4. NGO support 4% 20% 

5. Trainings, seminars, and workshops 14% 11% 

6. Government projects and support 10% 9% 

7. High level of environmental knowledge 8% 11% 

8. Organised POs 2% 11% 

9. Multi-stakeholder and sectoral approaches 8% 6% 

10. Information, education, and communication materials 8% 2% 

11. Community groups 8% 0% 

*Several participants mentioned more than one subtheme. These percentages indicate the frequency of their 
responses. 
 

Table 10: Meta-theme 1 theme 3 sub-theme 1 sub sub-theme 2 responses 

Narrative clusters 

Research sites 

Sorsogon City 

% (n=49)* 

Lavezares 

% (n=66)* 

1. Barangay captain, officials, and PO leaders 14% 32% 

2. Local government officials 8% 33% 

3. Policy implementation 24% 23% 

*Several participants mentioned more than one subtheme. These percentages indicate the frequency of their 
responses. 
 

Table 11: Meta-theme 1 theme 3 sub-theme 2 responses 

Sub sub-themes 

Research sites 

Sorsogon City 

% (n=49)* 

Lavezares 

% (n=66)* 

1. Social, economic, and cultural barriers 65% 86% 

2. Weak leadership and governance 39% 89% 

*Several participants mentioned more than one subtheme. These percentages indicate the frequency of their 
responses. 
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Table 12: Meta-theme 1 theme 3 sub-theme 2 sub sub-theme 1 responses 

Narrative clusters 

Research sites 

Sorsogon City 

% (n=49)* 

Lavezares 

% (n=66)* 

1. Disunity within 

communities 
41% 27% 

2. Lack of funding and 

budget 
29% 35% 

3. Poverty 39% 24% 

4. A culture of dependency 14% 23% 

*Several participants mentioned more than one subtheme. These percentages indicate the frequency of their 
responses. 
 

Table 13: Meta-theme 1 theme 3 sub-theme 2 sub sub-theme 2 responses 

Narrative clusters 

Research sites 

Sorsogon City 

% (n=49)* 

Lavezares 

% (n=66)* 

1. Lack of priority on CCA and DRRM 18% 83% 

2. Top-down approaches to decision-making 20% 26% 

3. Political affiliations and unequal social power dynamics 18% 23% 

4. Weak policy implementation 8% 15% 

*Several participants mentioned more than one subtheme. These percentages indicate the frequency of their 
responses.
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Appendix J 
 

 

Meta-theme 2 tables 

 

Table 1: Meta-theme 2 responses 

Themes 

Research sites 

Sorsogon City 

% (n=49)* 

Lavezares 

% (n=66)* 

1. Strong city/municipal leadership and governance 94% 97% 

2. Information dissemination and awareness 88% 77% 

3. Multi-stakeholder and sectoral networks, partnerships, 

and linkages between NGOs and POs 
82% 77% 

4. Knowledge building, integration, and sharing 88% 59% 

5. Barangay leadership and governance 57% 64% 

6. Positive community characteristics 39% 73% 

7. Community-based CCA, DRRM, and environmental 

programs 
65% 42% 

8. Improved policy processes 59% 32% 

9. Open communication, meetings, dialogue, and 

feedbacking 
57% 30% 

10. Trainings, seminars, and workshops 22% 55% 

11. Empowered communities 76% 8% 

12. Community-based and place-based needs and contexts 59% 11% 

13. Budget and funding 33% 21% 

14. Sustainable livelihoods 12% 36% 

15. Sustainable programs and projects 12% 8% 

*Several participants mentioned more than one subtheme. These percentages indicate the frequency of their 
responses. 
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Table 2: Meta-theme 2 theme 1 responses – strong city/municipal leadership and good 

governance 

Narrative clusters 

Research sites 

Sorsogon City 

% (n=49)* 

Lavezares 

% (n=66)* 

1. Government support and presence 76% 41% 

2. Unity across local government units 20% 53% 

3. Political will 31% 17% 

4. Proactive mayor 4% 3% 

*Several participants mentioned more than one subtheme. These percentages indicate the frequency of their 
responses. 
 

Table 3: Meta-theme 2 theme 4 responses – knowledge integration and transfer (local and 

expert knowledge) 

Narrative clusters 

Research sites 

Sorsogon City 

% (n=49)* 

Lavezares 

% (n=66)* 

1. Knowledge integration 76% 38% 

2. Relevance of local knowledge 21% 8% 

3. Knowledge transfer 27% 5% 

*Several participants mentioned more than one subtheme. These percentages indicate the frequency of their 
responses. 
 

Table 4: Meta-theme 2 theme 6 responses – positive community characteristics 

Narrative clusters 

Research sites 

Sorsogon City 

% (n=49)* 

Lavezares 

% (n=66)* 

1. Unity and cooperation 35% 50% 

2. Helpfulness and generosity 14% 30% 

3. Bayanihan/pintakasi among the Lavezaresnon 6% 45% 

*Several participants mentioned more than one subtheme. These percentages indicate the frequency of their 
responses. 
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Table 5: Meta-theme 2 theme 8 responses – improved policy processes 

Narrative clusters 

Research sites 

Sorsogon City 

% (n=49)* 

Lavezares 

% (n=66)* 

1. Policy formulation 6% 20% 

2. Policy implementation 35% 14% 

3. Policy evaluation 22% 3% 

4. Policy integration 22% 6% 

*Several participants mentioned more than one subtheme. These percentages indicate the frequency of their 
responses. 
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Table 6: Response engagement to Meta-theme 2 themes 1–8 – participant type 

Participant type Research site 

Total 

number of 

participants 

Theme 1 

% 

PE 

Theme 2 

% 

PE 

Theme 3 

% 

PE 

Theme 4 

% 

PE 

Theme 5 

% 

PE 

Theme 6 

% 

PE 

Theme 7 

% 

PE 

Theme 8 

% 

PE 

1. Local experts Sorsogon City 11 91% 100% 82% 91% 82% 82% 73% 64% 

2. Local experts Lavezares 13 85% 77% 77% 69% 77% 77% 62% 69% 

3. Community 

representatives 
Sorsogon City 38 95% 84% 82% 87% 50% 26% 63% 58% 

4. Community 

representatives 
Lavezares 53 100% 77% 77% 57% 60% 72% 38% 23% 

PE: Participant engagemen
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Table 7: Response engagement to Meta-theme 2 themes 9–15 – participant type 

Participant type Research site 

Total 

number of 

participants 

Theme 9 

% 

PE 

Theme 10 

% 

PE 

Theme 11 

% 

PE 

Theme 12 

% 

PE 

Theme 13 

% 

PE 

Theme 14 

% 

PE 

Theme 15 

% 

PE 

1. Local experts Sorsogon City 11 45% 45% 36% 82% 82% 36% 45% 

2. Local experts Lavezares 13 69% 77% 38% 54% 69% 31% 31% 

3. Community 

representatives 
Sorsogon City 38 61% 16% 87% 53% 18% 5% 3% 

4. Community 

representatives 
Lavezares 53 21% 49% 0% 0% 9% 38% 2% 

PE: Participant engagement 
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Table 8: Response engagement to Meta-theme 1 themes 1–8 – community representatives 

Community 

representatives 
Research site 

Total 

number of 

participants 

Theme 1 

% 

PE 

Theme 2 

% 

PE 

Theme 3 

% 

PE 

Theme 4 

% 

PE 

Theme 5 

% 

PE 

Theme 6 

% 

PE 

Theme 7 

% 

PE 

Theme 8 

% 

PE 

1. Bacon 

Poblacion 
Sorsogon City 12 100% 100% 100% 58% 67% 25% 100% 100% 

2. Barobaybay Lavezares 9 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

3. Talisay Sorsogon City 9 100% 67% 100% 100% 78% 44% 78% 44% 

4. Balicuatro Lavezares 9 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 33% 100% 33% 

5. Bitan-o Sorsogon City 10 80% 70% 100% 100% 40% 20% 50% 60% 

6. Magsaysay Lavezares 12 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 8% 0% 

7. Villa Lavezares 11 100% 73% 100% 0% 100% 73% 9% 0% 

8. Caricaran Sorsogon City 7 100% 100% 0% 100% 0% 14% 0% 0% 

9. Libas Lavezares 12 100% 25% 0% 0% 0% 50% 0% 0% 

PE: Participant engagement 
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Table 9: Response engagement to Meta-theme 1 themes 9–15 – community representatives 

Community 

representatives 
Research site 

Total 

number of 

participants 

Theme 9 

% 

PE 

Theme 10 

% 

PE 

Theme 11 

% 

PE 

Theme 12 

% 

PE 

Theme 13 

% 

PE 

Theme 14 

% 

PE 

Theme 15 

% 

PE 

1. Bacon Poblacion Sorsogon City 12 67% 17% 100% 50% 50% 8% 0% 

2. Barobaybay Lavezares 9 11% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

3. Talisay Sorsogon City 9 78% 22% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 

4. Balicuatro Lavezares 9 100% 22% 0% 0% 11% 100% 0% 

5. Bitan-o Sorsogon City 10 60% 10% 50% 50% 10% 10% 10% 

6. Magsaysay Lavezares 12 0% 17% 0% 0% 33% 0% 8% 

7. Villa Lavezares 11 9% 9% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

8. Caricaran Sorsogon City 7 29% 14% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

9. Libas Lavezares 12 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

PE: Participant engagement 


