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Introduction / Overview 

Protect Wildlife Activity is a 5-year USAID technical assistance grant to 

Government of the Philippines. The project seeks to reduce threats to 

biodiversity, reduce poaching/use of illegally harvested wildlife and wildlife 

products in target habitats and in transit points, and improve ecosystem goods 

and services for the benefit of wildlife conservation initiatives and human well-

being. 

With this end-goal in mind, a survey was designed to be able to make the 

implementation of strategies more aligned and targeted. 

The survey should be able to provide guidance and information in the crafting of 

messages for behaviour change campaigns. Moreover, it shall provide baseline 

measures that would be the basis for the monitoring and evaluation of social 

marketing activities implemented over the life of the project 

Specifically, through the research, Protect Wildlife Activity aims to:  

(i) Assess stakeholder knowledge, attitudes and practices (KAP) in relation to 

biodiversity values, threats, and conservation in Southern Palawan,  

(ii) Understand triggers and barriers to practicing behaviors that benefit 

conservation and biodiversity  

(iii) Get indications on possible motivations to get target segments to practice 

behaviors that benefit conservation and biodiversity  

 
As such, data was gathered in eleven (11) barangays within five (5) 
municipalities in Southern Palawan. Table 1 below would show the distribution of 

the sample which is proportionate to the population of these areas. 
 

Table 1. Respondent Specification/Sample Distribution 
 

Segment Barangay/Municipality CRITERIA FOR 

RESPONDENTS 

SAMPLE 

SIZE  

TENURE 

HOLDERS 

INSIDE 

MMPL 

(n=200) 

Iraan (Rizal LGU)  

 25-55 years old 

 C2DE household 

 (1) Household head; (2) 

Spouse of household 

head; (3) Children of 

household head 

 

55 

Sowangan (Quezon LGU) 10 

Bono-Bono (Bataraza LGU) 25 

Amas (Brooke’s Point LGU) 70 

Puntajaba (Rizal LGU) 40 
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Segment Barangay/Municipality CRITERIA FOR 

RESPONDENTS 

SAMPLE 

SIZE  

NON-

TENURED 

INSIDE 

MMPL 

(n=200) 

Iraan (Rizal LGU)  25-55 years old 

 C2DE household 

 (1) Household head; (2) 

Spouse of household 

head; (3) Children of 

household head 

 

20 

Sowangan (Quezon LGU) 30 

Bono-Bono (Bataraza LGU) 30 

Amas (Brooke’s Point LGU) 20 

Puntajaba (Rizal LGU) 100 

Household 

Population 

OUTSIDE 

MMPL 

(n=200) 

Panitian (Quezon LGU)  25-55 years old 

 C2DE household 

 (1) Household head; (2) 

Spouse of household 

head; (3) Children of 

household head 

35 

Rio Tuba (Bataraza LGU) 115 

Poblacion II (Brooke’s Point LGU) 20 

Panitian (S. Espanola) 30 

 
 

The respondents of the survey are 25-55 year old males and females from C2DE 
economic class households. A total of 600 interviews were conducted to ensure 

there is a readable sample on segment level at 95% confidence level. 
 
Face-to-face, door-to-door interviews were conducted using a standard 

questionnaire approved by DAI-Protect. Randomly sampled households were 
selected using two sampling methodologies: 

 
(1) Random selection from a comprehensive listing of tenured households for 

the tenure holder segment 

(2) Random selection of households via interval sampling for the non-tenured 
and household population outside MMPL: 

a. Random starts/starting points were generated per barangay to obtain 
the desired number of sample 

b. Starting from the designated starting point, using interval of 1, 

established dwelling units or households to be interviewed, until the 
required total number of interviews for the barangay was completed 

c. Applied “Right Coverage” rule and  penetrated all  houses accessible 
from the starting point 

 

This report covers the quantitative results from data collected in the areas 

covered from   July 3–16, 2017. The focus of the analysis would primarily be on 

the differences between the three segments under study: (a) tenured 

households inside MMPL, (b) non-tenured households inside MMPL, and (c) 

household population outside MMPL. 
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1. Current State of Life of our Target Populace 

1.1   Respondent and Household Characteristics 
 

Majority of the respondents are household heads, almost equally 

distributed across the age groups overall, but with relatively older 

respondents under the tenured segment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A great majority of the population are long-time residents in the area and 

have been residing in the municipality for more than a decade now. Linking 

to being long-time occupants in the area, majority (81%) of the tenure 

holders belong to the Palawan tribe.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Length of Residency 

Figure 1. Status in Household Figure 2. Age Group 
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Among the head of households, educational attainment is quite low. This is 

more evident among tenure holders whose majority have only reached up 

to elementary level at most. Those living outside the protected area have 

achieved higher education compared to the other segments.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In spite of having generally low education, people have managed to secure 

a job or source of income, primarily through agricultural livelihood 

activities. Farming is the most common livelihood source of residents, more 

particularly among tenure holders (92%). Secondary to farming is livestock 

production, followed by fishing. Mixed activity is also common, particularly 

farming and livestock production (42%).  

On the other hand, other non-agri related jobs such as driving a tricycle or 

owning a sari-sari store are more common for people outside MMPL.     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Educational Attainment of Household Head 
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Figure 5. Primary Livelihood Activity 
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Given limited income opportunities and being primarily dependent on 

agricultural jobs, households are predominantly belonging to the poor 

income class (class E), particularly the tenured households. On average, 

monthly household income for tenure holders is at 6,000 pesos at most, for 

a typical household composed of 5 members. 

Those living outside MMPL, are relatively more economically-able compared 

to those inside MMPL, with more class D households and higher income 

range. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.2   Issues and Concerns and Quality of Life 
 

Having little education themselves, being able to provide education for their 

children is the main thing that the people would want to personally achieve, 

particularly those inside MMPL.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Moreover, with very low income, a need as basic as food is a concern for 

our tenured respondents. For those living outside MMPL, health is a top 

concern. 

Figure 6. Socio-economic Classification Table 2. Average Monthly HH Income 

TENURE 

HOLDERS

NON-

TENURE 

HOLDERS

Outside 

MMPL

% % %

P4,000 & Below 67 36 21

P4,001-5,000 11 14 6

P5,001-6,000 11 17 14

P6,001-10,000 8 19 27

P10,001-15,000 2 10 18

P15,001-20,000 1 3 8

P20,001-25,000 0 0 4

P25,001-30,000 0 1 2

P30,001-35,000 1 0 2

P35,001-40,000 1 0 1

P40,001-45,000 0 0 1

P45,001-50,000 0 0 1

AVE. HOUSEHOLD SIZE 5 5 5

Income Range

Table 3. Personal Aspirations and Concerns 
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On the community level, improvement on utilities and infrastructures is 

considered to be a major need in our tenured communities, while job 

creation and livelihood programs for the non-tenured.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notwithstanding personal and community issues, about half of tenured 

households still believe that there have been improvements in their lives 

now compared to last year.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

On the other hand, seemingly there is a more positive perception towards 

the future for people living outside MMPL.   

Table 4. Community Issues and Concerns 

Figure 7. Quality of Life in the Past 12 Months 

Figure 8. Quality of Life in the Next 12 Months 
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2. How is the presence of a protected area 
affect the life of the community? 

2.1   Knowledge About the Protected Area 
 

After looking at the status of the communities under study, we 

would now examine how the presence of the protected area has 

had an impact to these communities and vice-versa. Initial 

evidence of the relevance of MMPL to the community is the depth of 

knowledge the residents have about the protected area. 

Seven (7) in ten residents are aware of the presence of a protected area in 

their community. And among those who claimed awareness of the 

protected area, one-third was able to identify the protected area correctly 

as Mt. Mantalingahan or MMPL. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Further to correctly naming the protected area, knowledge of MMPL would 

also entail awareness of the zoning being implemented in the area – zones 

for strict protection or the “core” zones and zones for production. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9. Awareness of a Protected Area Table 5. Name/Identification of the Protected Area (Unaided)  
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Among the three segments, awareness of a strictly protected zone and a 

designated production zone inside the protected area is highest among the 

tenure holders. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Residents would generally consider the uplands / top part of the mountains 

as protected zone, while the lowlands / areas at the foot of the mountain to 

be the areas designated for production. 

 

 

  

Figure 10. Awareness of a Strictly Protected Zone 

Figure 11. Awareness of a Production Zone 

Table 6. Part of MMPL Strictly Protected  

Table 7. Part of MMPL for Production 
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2.2   Benefits of the Protected Area 
 

Subsequent to the extent of knowledge about MMPL is the 

perceived benefit of the protected area to the community.  

The protected area is primarily a source of food and materials for building 

houses /  household materials for the community. Consequently, wood and 

food are also the most used products coming from the forest.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

These benefits are more apparent and more recognized by the tenured 

communities compared to the non-tenured and those outside the protected 

area, which is likely a factor of the proximity of the tenured households to 

MMPL. 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 8. Benefits of MMPL 

Table 9. Products Used from the Forest 
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Talking about food as a main benefit of MMPL, we will see that among the 

different types of food, fish is the most frequently consumed food directly 

coming from its nature source.  

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Meanwhile, more tenure holders also consume greens and meat from the 

forest.  Self-raised chicken is the most consumed meat by the tenured 

households, but there were also a few who claimed to have recently eaten 

wild board and squirrel.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.3a. Perceived Provider of Basic Services 

Figure 12. Food Consumption 

Table 10. Meat Consumed in the Household 
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2.3   Threats to the Environment Inside MMPL 
 

While the existence of MMPL greatly impacts the communities given 

the wide-range of benefits it provides, the presence of communities 

around MMPL could inversely affect the protected area with the 

threats that the communities cause/introduce to the environment. 

Deforestation, pollution and toxics, and forest fires are the top issues that 

are considered by MMPL residents to be serious threats to the environment. 

Other major issues are wildlife hunting and trading, extinction of species, 

and growing human waste volume inside MMPL. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Among the different species that is present inside MMPL, Kiyaw is said to be 

the most widely hunted species in MMPL, followed by wild boar and pikoy. 

 

 

  

Figure 13. Threats to the Environment Inside MMPL 

Table 11. Species Widely Hunted/Traded 



14 

 

2.4   Environmental Laws and Organizations Protecting MMPL 
 

With these growing threats in the environment inside MMPL, how 

informed are the residents on the environmental laws that should 

protect MMPL against these threats, and the authorities that should 

be in-charge in implementing the laws and the penalties 

accordingly? 

Residents are not aware of specific environmental laws particular to the 

protection and conservation of MMPL, but were able to specify activities that 

are prohibited as specified by law. Among these activities, illegal logging 

was the top mention. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Meanwhile, there seem to be no consensus within the community as to 

whether the following activities are legal inside MMPL  (1) mining, (2) 

kaingin, (3) wildlife hunting for personal consumption, and (4) harvesting of 

almaciga.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Four in ten residents outside MMPL (particularly those from Rio Tuba) 

believe that mining is allowed. The same percentage says that kaingin is 

Table 12. Environmental Laws Aware Of 

Table 13. Activities Allowed in MMPL 
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illegal. Four in ten tenure holders consider wildlife hunting for personal 

consumption to be legal, while half says that harvesting of almaciga is 

likewise permitted. 

Given this knowledge of what is legal or not, majority (80%) said that they 

will report to officials presence of such illegal activities inside MMPL. A few 

tenure holders would personally speak to the person doing illegal activities, 

while some non-tenured would do nothing. 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Residents believe that DENR is the authority in this regard and should be 

the primary organization that is responsible in protecting MMPL. 

 

 

 

 

  

Table 12. Organization Responsible for MMPL Protection (Unaided) 

Figure 14. What Will Do if See/Know of Illegal Activities in MMPL 
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3. What is the community’s take on MMPL / 
environment protection and conservation? 

3.1   General Conservation Attitude 
 

The community highly believes that it is important to protect the 

environment for the sake of the next generation. 

There is also that feeling of pride evident among tenure holders, and a 

stronger sense of the laws that should be followed for the protection of the 

environment.  

  Table 13. General Conservation Attitude 
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3.2   Concept of Wildlife Values Orientation 
 

Wildlife value orientations are components of an individual’s hierarchical 

belief structure. They are an expression of one’s values and are revealed 

through the pattern and direction of basic beliefs held by an individual 

(Fulton, Manfredo, & Lipscomb, 1996). 

As described by Fulton et al. (1996), wildlife value orientations are 

composed of “dimensions”, or sets of basic beliefs about wildlife and wildlife 

management. They are revealed through the pattern of direction and 

intensity among these beliefs. There are two main orientations toward 

wildlife that can be classified along what is known as the “mutualism-

utilitarian” value orientation dimension. Utilitarian leans towards prioritizing 

human needs over wildlife well-being while mutualism tends to assign 

rights to wildlife. 

 

 Predominant Wildlife Values Orientation 

Utilitarian Mutualism 

Ideal World  Wildlife exists for human use and 
enjoyment 

 
 Abundance of wildlife for hunting 

and fishing 
 

 Humans and wildlife live side by 
side without fear 

 All living things part of one big 
family 

 No animal suffering 
 

Principles  Manage wildlife so that human 
benefit 

 Needs of humans take priority over 
wildlife 
 

 Animals should have rights like 
humans 

 Take care of wildlife 
 Prevent cruelty to animals 

 

 

Nineteen survey item scales were used to measure Wildlife Values 

Orientation. Each attribute indicates a basic belief towards taking care of 

wildlife – 10 items for Utilitarian while 9 items from Mutualism.  

Under utilitarian are the appropriate use beliefs (6 items) and hunting 

beliefs (4 items). The philosophy behind appropriate use regarded wildlife 

utilization for human benefit while hunting beliefs regarded hunting as a 

humane and positive activity.  

Basic beliefs for mutualism include social affiliation (4 items) and caring (5 

items). Social affiliation beliefs regarded co-existence of humans and 

wildlife as if they were family while caring beliefs show desire to care for 

animals and prevent them from suffering. 

 

 

 

Table 14. Uitilitarian vs Mutualism Values Orientation 
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Wildlife Values Orientation 

Basic Belief 

Dimension 

Predominant 

Orientation 

1 
Humans should manage wildlife and fish 

populations so that human benefit 

Appropriate use 

beliefs 
Uitilitarian 

2 
The needs of humans should take priority over 

wildlife and fish protection 

Appropriate use 

beliefs 
Uitilitarian 

3 
It is acceptable for people to kill wildlife if they 

think it poses a threat to their life 

Appropriate use 

beliefs 
Uitilitarian 

4 
It is acceptable for people to kill wildlife if they 

think it poses a threat to their property 

Appropriate use 

beliefs 
Uitilitarian 

5 
It is acceptable to use wildlife and fish in research 

even if it may harm or kill some animals 

Appropriate use 

beliefs 
Uitilitarian 

6 
Wildlife and fish are on earth primarily for people 

to use 

Appropriate use 

beliefs 
Uitilitarian 

7 

We should strive for a world where there’s an 

abundance of wildlife and fish for hunting and 

fishing  

Hunting beliefs Uitilitarian 

8 Hunting is cruel and inhumane to the animals Hunting beliefs Uitilitarian 

9 Hunting does not respect the lives of animals Hunting beliefs Uitilitarian 

10 
People who want to hunt should be provided the 

opportunity to do so 
Hunting beliefs Uitilitarian 

11 
We should strive for a world where humans and 

wildlife and fish can live side by side without fear 

Social affiliation 

beliefs 
Mutualism 

12 I view all living things as part of one big family 
Social affiliation 

beliefs 
Mutualism 

13 
Animals should have rights similar to the rights of 

humans 

Social affiliation 

beliefs 
Mutualism 

14 
Wildlife are like my family and I want to protect 

them 

Social affiliation 

beliefs 
Mutualism 

15 I care about animals as much as I do other people Caring beliefs Mutualism 

16 
It would be more rewarding to me to help animals 

rather than people 
Caring beliefs Mutualism 

17 
I take great comfort in the relationships I have with 

the animals 
Caring beliefs Mutualism 

18 I feel a strong emotional bond with animals Caring beliefs Mutualism 

19 
I value the sense of companionship I receive from 

animals 
Caring beliefs Mutualism 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 15. Wildlife Values Orientation Scale, Basic Belief Dimension, and Predominant Orientation 



19 

 

People can be classified by scoring responses to survey item scales 

representing utilitarian and mutualist beliefs. The four wildlife value 

orientation types include Utilitarian, Mutualist, Pluralist, and Distanced. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.3   Wildlife Values Orientation in Southern Palawan 
 

There is an inclination towards Pluralism in Southern Palawan (both 

Mutualist and Utilitarian) with almost half of the respondents falling under 

this group. Mutualists are also common with 2 out of 5 respondents 

belonging to this archetype. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Distanced and Utilitarian are least prevalent in the area. 

 

 

 

Figure 15. Wildlife Values Orientation Quadrant 

Figure 16. WVO of our Target Population 
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Among 19 measures of WVO, social affiliation attributes got the higher 

scores particularly the views on nature as a part of family (wildlife are like a 

family hence wanting to protect them and all living things are part of a big 

family).  On the other hand, beliefs that hunting is cruel and does not 

respect the lives of animals got the least scores. 

 

  Wildlife Values Orientation Scale Score 

  Appropriate use beliefs 4.503 

1 Humans should manage wildlife and fish populations so that human benefit 6.050 

2 The needs of humans should take priority over wildlife and fish protection 5.426 

3 
It is acceptable for people to kill wildlife if they think it poses a threat to their 
life 

3.614 

4 
It is acceptable for people to kill wildlife if they think it poses a threat to their 
property 

3.522 

5 
It is acceptable to use wildlife and fish in research even if it may harm or kill 
some animals 

3.309 

6 Wildlife and fish are on earth primarily for people to use 5.098 

  Hunting beliefs 3.599 

7 
We should strive for a world where there’s an abundance of wildlife and fish 
for hunting and fishing  

5.507 

8 Hunting is cruel and inhumane to the animals 2.701 

9 Hunting does not respect the lives of animals 2.622 

10 People who want to hunt should be provided the opportunity to do so 3.566 

  Social affiliation beliefs 5.914 

11 
We should strive for a world where humans and wildlife and fish can live side 
by side without fear 

5.904 

12 I view all living things as part of one big family 5.950 

13 Animals should have rights similar to the rights of humans 5.762 

14 Wildlife are like my family and I want to protect them 6.042 

  Caring beliefs 5.389 

15 I care about animals as much as I do other people 5.946 

16 It would be more rewarding to me to help animals rather than people 4.378 

17 I take great comfort in the relationships I have with the animals 5.605 

18 I feel a strong emotional bond with animals 5.384 

19 I value the sense of companionship I receive from animals 5.633 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 16. Wildlife Values Orientation Scores by Attribute 
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3.4   Benchmarking with Other WVO Studies 
 

Comparing to other studies conducted in Western countries, Southern 

Palawan has more pluralists and much lower utilitarians. Mutualists are 

more common in European countries while Utilitarians are predominant in 

Western USA. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes: 

1. Wildlife Value Orientations Among Hunters, Landowners, and the General Public: A Danish Comparative Quantitative 

Study, Denmark, 2016 – The study used an Internet-based questionnaire sent to a representative sample of the 

Danish public in 2012 (n = 1,001) 

2. Wildlife value orientations and demographics in The Netherlands, Netherlands, 2011 – Data were obtained from a 

mailed survey (n = 353) sent to randomly selected individuals in the Dutch population. 

3. Hunting Access Management on Private Lands in Montana, Montana USA, 2009 – This study was conducted by 

Colorado State University (CSU), in cooperation with Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) 

and Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (FWP) among private landowners in Montana who own at least 160 acres.  

4. Wildlife Values in the West, Western USA (incl regional reports in Montana and Utah), 2005 – A long term research 

program to assess and monitor public values toward wildlife in the western United States launched in 2002. The 

initiative was led by the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) Human Dimensions Committee 

in cooperation with Colorado State University (CSU). Data were collected using a mail-back survey administered to 

residents and telephone interviews. 

  

Figure 17. WVO from Other Studies 
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3.5   WVO Test for Difference 
 

Wildlife values orientations in Southern Palawan were tested for difference by 

demographic characteristics (tenure, IP, municipality, gender, age, socio-eco 

class, working status, and education) and practices (participation, reporting 

behavior, talking about environment, livelihood activities, and food 

consumption) using chi-square test. 

 

Variable Segment 
Wildlife Values Orientation Chi-

squre 
p-

Value Pluralist Mutualist Utilitarian Distanced 

Tenure 

Tenure holders 52.5 29.5 6.5 11.5 47.963 0.000 

Non-tenure holders 60.0 33.5 2.5 4.0 
  

Outside MMPL 31.0 47.5 11.5 10.0 
  

IP member 
Yes 49.6 33.7 6.2 10.5 3.811 0.283 

No 46.5 39.2 7.3 7.0 
  

Municipality 

Bataraza 39.4 35.3 15.3 10.0 78.644 0.000 

Brooke's Point 31.7 47.6 6.9 13.8 
  

Quezon 50.0 38.6 1.4 10.0 
  

Rizal 68.1 28.6 1.1 2.2 
  

S. Espanola 43.3 40.0 6.7 10.0 
  

Gender 
 
 
 

Male 47.7 35.4 7.2 9.6 3.093 0.377 

Female 48.1 40.0 5.9 5.9 
  

Age group 

25-29 38.5 38.5 10.4 12.5 14.964 0.454 

30-34 49.5 36.7 5.5 8.3 
  

35-39 47.3 38.2 6.4 8.2 
  

40-44 43.3 41.2 4.1 11.3 
  

45-50 57.8 29.4 7.8 4.9 
  

51-55 50.0 37.2 7.0 5.8 
  

Socio-eco 
Class 

C2 58.3 25.0 16.7 0.0 15.090 0.088 

D1 41.7 44.7 4.5 9.1 
  

D2 41.2 47.1 2.9 8.8 
  

E 50.8 32.7 8.0 8.5 
  

Working 
Status 

Working 47.8 36.9 6.2 9.1 5.852 0.440 

Studying 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 
  

Not working/Not 
studying 

48.6 35.7 11.4 4.3 
  

Education 

No formal 
education 

59.8 25.6 4.9 9.8 22.565 0.032 

Elementary 50.9 30.8 9.4 8.9 
  

High school 42.8 46.4 4.6 6.2 
  

Vocational 50.0 37.5 4.2 8.3 
  

College 38.2 42.1 7.9 11.8 
  

Participation 
in 
Conservation 
Activities 

Participated in the 
P12M 

48.6 32.4 9.9 9.0 2.564 0.464 

No participation in 
the P12M 

47.6 37.7 6.2 8.5 
  

Reporting 
Behavior 

Inform officials 47.9 37.7 6.5 7.9 2.818 0.831 

Personally speak 
to law breaker 

44.4 33.3 9.5 12.7 
  

Table 17. Wildlife Values Orientation Distribution and Test of Independence by Demographics and Practices 
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Variable Segment 
Wildlife Values Orientation Chi-

squre 
p-

Value Pluralist Mutualist Utilitarian Distanced 

Do nothing 50.0 34.5 6.9 8.6 
  

Talked to 
anyone about 
taking care of 
environment 

Yes 50.5 37.8 6.3 5.4 1.822 0.610 

No 47.2 36.6 7.0 9.2 
  

Livelihood - 
Farming 

No 42.0 40.2 9.6 8.2 7.361 0.061 

Yes 51.2 34.9 5.2 8.7 
  

Livelihood - 
Fishing 

No 46.7 37.3 6.7 9.3 1.646 0.649 

Yes 50.5 35.7 7.1 6.6 
  

Livelihood - 
Livestock 
production 

No 43.0 38.2 8.4 10.4 5.555 0.135 

Yes 51.3 35.8 5.7 7.2 
  

Livelihood - 
Hunting 

No 47.5 37.2 6.9 8.3 4.967 0.174 

Yes 66.7 11.1 0.0 22.2 
  

Farming - 
Crop rotation 

Yes 50.6 36.4 4.9 8.0 0.386 0.943 

No 51.6 33.8 5.5 9.1 
  

Farming - 
Irrigation 

Yes 58.7 27.0 7.9 6.3 3.702 0.295 

No 49.7 36.5 4.7 9.1 
  

Farming - 
Kaingin 

Yes 51.5 33.0 5.7 9.8 1.146 0.766 

No 50.8 36.9 4.8 7.5 
  

Farming - 
Mono-
cropping 

Yes 55.9 32.7 5.0 6.4 5.051 0.168 

No 45.8 37.4 5.6 11.2 
  

Farming - 
Multi-
cropping 

Yes 45.2 38.2 6.4 10.2 4.049 0.256 

No 55.4 32.6 4.5 7.6 
  

Fishing - Use 
of nets with 
big eyes 

Yes 56.1 31.7 4.9 7.3 2.770 0.428 

No 46.0 39.0 9.0 6.0 
  

Fishing - Use 
of nets with 
small eyes 

Yes 51.8 37.5 5.4 5.4 0.645 0.886 

No 50.0 34.9 7.9 7.1 
  

Fishing - 
Spearfishing 

Yes 52.9 35.3 11.8 0.0 1.819 0.611 

No 50.3 35.8 6.7 7.3 
  

Fishing - 
Dynamite/so
dium cyanide 
fishing 

Yes 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.984 0.805 

No 50.3 35.9 7.2 6.6 
  

Fishing - 
Diving 

Yes 53.8 34.6 3.8 7.7 0.593 0.898 

No 50.0 35.9 7.7 6.4 
  

Fishing - 
Angling 

Yes 50.4 37.0 5.9 6.7 0.927 0.819 

No 50.8 33.3 9.5 6.3 
  

Fishing - 
Trapping or 
use of fish 
pens 

Yes 16.7 66.7 16.7 0.0 4.270 0.234 

No 51.7 34.7 6.8 6.8 
  

Consume- 
Meat from 
self-raised 
animals 

Yes 49.9 36.0 6.5 7.6 7.483 0.058 

Never 36.0 41.6 9.0 13.5 
  

Consume- 
Meat from 
forest/wild 
animals 

Yes 53.9 28.8 8.4 8.9 8.119 0.044 

Never 45.0 40.6 6.1 8.3 
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Variable Segment 
Wildlife Values Orientation Chi-

squre 
p-

Value Pluralist Mutualist Utilitarian Distanced 

Consume- 
Meat from 
market 

Yes 47.2 37.2 6.9 8.7 2.336 0.506 

Never 62.5 29.2 4.2 4.2 
  

Consume- 
Fish from 
own pond 

Yes 37.8 41.9 8.1 12.2 3.882 0.274 

Never 49.2 36.1 6.7 8.0 
  

Consume- 
Fish from 
river/lake/sea 

Yes 50.4 33.0 7.6 8.9 12.607 0.006 

Never 39.3 49.3 4.3 7.1 
  

Consume- 
Fish from 
market 

Yes 47.6 37.3 6.9 8.2 3.382 0.336 

Never 54.2 25.0 4.2 16.7 
  

Consume- 
Greens from 
own 
garden/farm 

Yes 51.2 36.0 5.6 7.3 25.326 0.000 

Never 26.3 42.5 15.0 16.3 
  

Consume- 
Greens from 
forest 

Yes 48.9 37.6 5.1 8.5 4.185 0.242 

Never 46.3 35.8 9.3 8.5 
  

Consume- 
Greens from 
market 

Yes 47.1 37.7 6.8 8.4 3.569 0.312 

Never 62.1 20.7 6.9 10.3 
  

 

Table 17 shows significant difference on wildlife values orientation on tenure, 

municipality, educational attainment, and consumption of meat from the 

forest, fish, and greens from own garden at 95% confidence level. 

Pluralists prevail across demographics except outside MMPL and Rizal where 

mutualists are more common. Respondents without formal education and 

attained elementary education only are dominated by pluralists while those 

who attained at least high school level are mainly mutualists and pluralists.  

This demonstrates that regard for wildlife increases with education and 

urbanization/development. 

 

   

Figure 18. Wildlife Values Orientation Across Significant Demographics 
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3.6   Concept of Connectedness to Nature 
 

The Connectedness to Nature Scale (CNS) measures to what degree people 

feel part of nature (Mayer & McPherson Frantz, 2004). Fourteen scales were 

employed to identify extent of respondents’ connectedness to nature using 

index. The scale intends to measure the level to which an individual feels 

connected with the natural world.   

 

Connectedness to Nature Item Scales 

a. I often feel a sense of oneness with the natural world around me  

b. I think of the natural world as a community to which I belong  

c. I recognize and appreciate the intelligence of other living organisms  

d. I often feel disconnected from nature  

e. When I think of my life, I imagine myself to be part of a larger cyclical process of living 

f. I often feel a kinship with animals and plants  

g. I feel as though I belong to the Earth as equally as it belongs to me  

h. I have a deep understanding of how my actions affect the natural world  

i. I often feel part of the web of life  

j. I feel that all inhabitants of Earth, human, and nonhuman, share a common ‘life force’ 

k. Like a tree can be part of a forest, I feel embedded within the broader natural world'  

l. When I think of my place on Earth, I consider myself to be a top member of a hierarchy that 

exists in nature 

m. I often feel like I am only a small part of the natural world around me, and that I am no more 

important than the grass on the ground or the birds in the trees 

n. My personal welfare is independent of the welfare of the natural world  

  

Table 18. Connectedness to Nature Scales 
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3.7   Connectedness to Nature in Southern Palawan 
 

Overall, connectedness to nature in Southern Palawan is above the neutral 

point (above 3 points) hence there’s an indication that emotional affinity to 

nature is modestly strong. Among 14 measures of CNS, thinking of natural 

world as a community for belonging, sense of oneness with the natural 

world, and appreciation of intelligence of other organisms are the top 

attributes. 

 

Connectedness to Nature Item Scales 
CNS 

Score 

a. I often feel a sense of oneness with the natural world around me  4.042 

b. I think of the natural world as a community to which I belong  4.097 

c. I recognize and appreciate the intelligence of other living organisms  4.002 

d. I often feel disconnected from nature  2.972 

e. When I think of my life, I imagine myself to be part of a larger cyclical process 
of living 3.772 

f. I often feel a kinship with animals and plants  3.830 

g. I feel as though I belong to the Earth as equally as it belongs to me  3.988 

h. I have a deep understanding of how my actions affect the natural world  3.810 

i. I often feel part of the web of life  3.868 

j. I feel that all inhabitants of Earth, human, and nonhuman, share a common 
‘life force’ 3.892 

k. Like a tree can be part of a forest, I feel embedded within the broader natural 
world'  3.993 

l. When I think of my place on Earth, I consider myself to be a top member of a 
hierarchy that exists in nature 2.192 

m. I often feel like I am only a small part of the natural world around me, and 
that I am no more important than the grass on the ground or the birds in the 
trees 2.788 

n. My personal welfare is independent of the welfare of the natural world  3.245 

OVERALL CNS SCORE 3.606 

  

Table 19. Connectedness to Nature Scores by Attribute 
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3.8   Benchmarking with Other CNS Studies 
 

CNS studies conducted from other counties mainly targeted students and 

adolescents. CNS score in Southern Palawan is at par with Southern part of 

USA - in Tennessee and Ohio.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes: 

1. The Wilderness Expedition: An Effective Life Course Intervention to Improve Young People’s Well-Being and 

Connectedness to Nature, United Kingdom, 2016 – The aim of this study was to measure the impact of wilderness 

expeditions on self-esteem (SE) and connectedness to nature (CN) among 130 adolescents aged 11 to 18 years who 

took part in the wilderness expeditions. 

2. The Relationship between Connectedness to Nature, Environmental Values, and Pro-environmental Behaviours, 

Northern Territory, Australia - Seventy-six undergraduate students of Charles Darwin University completed an online 

survey to investigate the relationship between connectedness to nature and pro-environmental behaviors. 

3. Feelings of connectedness to nature: A comparison of Park & Recreation Management students and Sport 

Management students, Tennessee, USA, 2013 - An email containing the link to the survey was sent to all 

undergraduate Sport and Leisure Management majors and Sport Management graduate students in East Tennessee 

State University. 54 students participated in the study. 

4. The connectedness to nature scale: A measure of individuals’ feeling in community with nature, Ohio USA, 2004, 

Sixty individuals (31 male, 29 female) ranging in age from 18 to 68 were approached in public places in the 

community of Oberlin. Of this sample, 30 were students; occupations of the others ranged from homemaker to office 

worker to attorney. 

  

Figure 19. CNS Score from Other Studies 
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3.9   CNS Test for Difference 
 

CNS scores by demographic characteristics and practices were tested for 

difference through Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). 

 

Variable Segment 
CNS 

Score 
N 

Std. 
Deviatio

n 
ANOVA 

p-
Value 

Tenure 

Tenure holders 3.6532 200 .37609 29.569 0.000 

Non-tenure holders 3.7164 200 .38541     

Outside MMPL 3.4496 200 .32309     

IP member 
Yes 3.6287 258 .38666 1.566 0.211 

No 3.5896 342 .37364 

 
  

Municipality 

Bataraza 3.4408 170 .33413 40.275 0.000 

Brooke's Point 3.4660 145 .32122     

Quezon 3.7418 70 .36871     

Rizal 3.8313 185 .33655     

S. Espanola 3.5214 30 .36813     

Gender 
 
 
 

Male 3.5809 415 .38192 6.146 0.013 

Female 
3.6637 185 .36854 

    

Age group 

25-29 3.5186 96 .33937 2.700 0.020 

30-34 3.5826 109 .35611     

35-39 3.5792 110 .39378     

40-44 3.6075 97 .34690     

45-50 3.6835 102 .41692     

51-55 3.6769 86 .40134     

Socio-eco Class 

C2 3.5357 12 .32874 0.393 0.758 

D1 3.5882 132 .35478 

 
  

D2 3.5903 68 .36077 

 
  

E 3.6176 388 .39272     

Working Status 

Working 3.6003 529 .38104 0.884 0.414 

Studying 3.3571 1   

 
  

Not working/Not studying 3.6561 70 .36791     

Education 

No formal education 3.6437 82 .40351 0.767 0.547 

Elementary 3.5979 224 .39124 

 
  

High school 3.6108 194 .34467 

 
  

Vocational 3.6786 24 .38839 

 
  

College 3.5573 76 .40153     

Participation in 
Conservation 
Activities 

Participated in the P12M 3.5502 111 .37619 2.929 0.088 

No participation in the 
P12M 

3.6186 485 .38040 

 
  

Reporting 
Behavior 

Inform officials 3.6065 478 .38480 0.004 0.996 

Personally speak to law 
breaker 

3.6032 63 .38225 

 
  

Table 20. Connectedness to Nature Scores (CNS) and Test of Difference by Demographics and Practices 
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Variable Segment 
CNS 

Score 
N 

Std. 
Deviatio

n 
ANOVA 

p-
Value 

Do nothing 3.6096 58 .33933     

Talked to anyone 
about taking care 
of environment 

Yes 3.5438 111 .36335 3.732 0.054 

No 3.6207 489 .38196     

Livelihood - 
Farming 

No 3.5431 219 .36596 9.760 0.002 

Yes 3.6429 381 .38277     

Livelihood - 
Fishing 

No 3.6068 418 .37694 0.001 0.971 

Yes 3.6056 182 .38628     

Livelihood - 
Livestock 
production 

No 3.5484 251 .37890 10.255 0.001 

Yes 3.6482 349 .37489     

Livelihood - 
Hunting 

No 3.6025 591 .37706 4.268 0.039 

Yes 3.8651 9 .46899     

Farming - Crop 
rotation 

Yes 3.6063 162 .37079 2.587 0.109 

No 3.6699 219 .39002     

Farming - 
Irrigation 

Yes 3.6043 63 .37771 0.765 0.382 

No 3.6505 318 .38389     

Farming – 
Kaingin 

Yes 3.6318 194 .39343 0.329 0.567 

No 3.6543 187 .37208     

Farming - Mono-
cropping 
 

Yes 3.6782 202 .39921 3.695 0.055 

No 3.6030 179 .36026     

Farming - Multi-
cropping 

Yes 3.6233 157 .38539 0.697 0.404 

No 3.6566 224 .38118     

Fishing - Use of 
nets with big 
eyes 

Yes 3.7030 82 .38628 9.956 0.002 

No 3.5257 100 .36935     

Fishing - Use of 
nets with small 
eyes 

Yes 3.6008 56 .35066 0.012 0.911 

No 3.6077 126 .40242     

Fishing - 
Spearfishing 

Yes 3.5714 17 .34442 0.146 0.703 

No 3.6091 165 .39112     

Fishing - 
Dynamite/sodium 
cyanide fishing 

Yes 3.5000 1   0.075 0.785 

No 3.6062 181 .38727     

Fishing - Diving 
Yes 3.5275 26 .39335 1.242 0.267 

No 3.6186 156 .38483     

Fishing - Angling 
Yes 3.5966 119 .39722 0.183 0.669 

No 3.6224 63 .36724     

Fishing - 
Trapping or use 
of fish pens 

Yes 3.5000 6 .16903 0.462 0.498 

No 3.6092 176 .39130     

Consume - Meat 
from self-raised 
animals 

Yes 3.6187 511 .37577 3.603 0.058 

Never 3.5361 89 .39494     

Consume - Meat 
from forest/wild 
animals 

Yes 3.6077 191 .41332 0.003 0.955 

Never 3.6058 409 .36312     

Consume - Meat Yes 3.6007 576 .38090 3.301 0.070 
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Variable Segment 
CNS 

Score 
N 

Std. 
Deviatio

n 
ANOVA 

p-
Value 

from market Never 3.7440 24 .32007     

Consume - Fish 
from own pond 

Yes 3.5164 74 .33116 4.780 0.029 

Never 3.6191 526 .38437     

Consume - Fish 
from 
river/lake/sea 

Yes 3.5991 460 .38324 0.741 0.390 

Never 3.6306 140 .36712     

Consume - Fish 
from market 

Yes 3.6060 576 .38191 0.016 0.899 

Never 3.6161 24 .32207     

Consume - 
Greens from own 
garden/farm 

Yes 3.6350 520 .38391 22.964 0.000 

Never 3.4205 80 .28841     

Consume - 
Greens from 
forest 

Yes 3.6261 354 .36815 2.328 0.128 

Never 3.5781 246 .39422     

Consume - 
Greens from 
market 

Yes 3.6011 571 .38127 2.356 0.125 

Never 3.7118 29 .33036     

Wildlife Value 
Orientation 

Pluralist 3.7810 287 .35967 70.378 0.000 

Mutualist 3.5330 221 .28535     

Utilitarian 3.1916 41 .29685     

Distanced 3.2759 51 .32420     

 

Table 20 shows significant difference on CNS scores by tenure, municipality, 

gender, age group, livelihood (farming and livestock production) and 

wildlife values orientation at 95% confidence level.  

Connectedness to nature is less evident among residents outside MMPL 

while higher among those who live in Quezon and Rizal.  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 20. CNS Score by Tenure and Municipality 
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Females are more connected to nature compared to males. On the other 

hand, there is stronger connection to the nature as age increases. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Those into farming and livestock production are more connected to nature. 

By WVO, pluralists and mutualists have stronger connection to the nature. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 21. CNS Score by Gender and Age Group 

Figure 22. CNS Score by Livelihood and WVO 
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4.    What are the practices of the community 
that have impact on the conservation and 

protection of the environment? 

4.1   Farming Practices 
 

Majority of tenure holders practice kaingin for farming, while the non-

tenured do mono-cropping. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Among those who mentioned that kaingin is allowed in certain areas only, 

about 4 in 10 tenure holders cited the banglay or areas that have been 

previously kaingin, as the area where kaingin should be practiced.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

On the other hand, those who 

practice kaingin claimed that they 

wait for 3-5 years before returning 

to a banglay.  

  

Table 21. Farming Practices 

Table 22. Area where Kaingin is Allowed 

Figure 23. How Long Before Returning to a Banglay 
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4.2   Fishing Practices 
 

Angling or pamimingwit is the most common method used for fishing. The 

non-tenured also use nets with wide holes/openings, while a few tenure 

holders still make use of sibat.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.3   Participation in Conservation Activities 
 

Participation in environment conservation activities (e.g. tree planting) is still 

low. Only about 1 in 4 tenure holders and residents outside MMPL 

participated in any environment conservation activities in the past year, 

lesser among non-tenured.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4.1 CSOs Aware Of 

Table 22. Fishing Practices 

Figure 24. Participation in Conservation Activities 
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Moreover, still very few people engage in discussions about environment 

conservation. Among the different key topics, the topic on positive effects 

of good farming methods (topic B) was discussed more. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 25. Whether Talk to Anyone about the Environment 
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5.    Drivers of good and flagged environmental 
practices 

5.1   Awareness of MMPL 
 

It was noted that awareness of MMPL can drive participation in activities 

for the environment. Those who are aware of MMPL are more inclined to 

engage in activities for the environment compared to those not aware of 

MMPL as the protected area. 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.2   Environmental attitudes and beliefs as predictors 
 

Environmental attitudes, wildlife values orientation beliefs, and CNS were 

tested as predictors of positive and bad environmental practices. 

 

  

Figure 26. Engagement in Environment Activities (Aware vs. Not Aware of MMPL) 
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Odds Ratio (OR) was computed through binary logistic regression to 

measure strength of association between an exposure (attitudes and 

beliefs) and an outcome (engagement to positive and flagged practices). 

Odds ratios that are greater than 1 indicate that the environmental practice 

is more likely to occur as the predictor increases. Odds ratios that are less 

than 1 indicate that the environmental practice is less likely to occur as the 

predictor increases. 

 

 

 

Talked to 

anyone 

about taking 

care of 

environment 

Participation 

in 

conservation 

activities 

Reporting 

of illegal 

activities 

A 
It is important to protect the environment for the 

next generation 1.48 1.50 0.91 

B 
It is important to protect the environment inside 

MMPL 1.21 0.71 1.09 

C 
Human activities affect the physical condition of 

the environment 1.09 0.96 1.75 

D Wildlife is important for my livelihood 0.94 1.12 0.85 

E 
The government is the one responsible for the 

protection of the environment 1.01 1.19 1.39 

F The nature is fragile, we need to protect it 1.01 0.77 0.70 

G 
It is acceptable to get animals and plants from 

the forest if is for my economic benefit 1.19 0.97 0.72 

H 
It is alright to lose a species in order to satisfy 

human needs 1.08 0.99 0.81 

I 
I am personally responsible in protecting and in 

ensuring the health and welfare of MMPL 0.43 0.80 1.26 

J 
There is nothing we can do to change the 

condition of the environment 0.99 1.06 0.95 

K 
It is important to follow laws that protect the 

environment and the wildlife 0.99 0.75 0.63 

L 
People breaking environmental laws should be 

punished 1.03 1.16 2.13 

M 
I will report if I see illegal activities being done in 

MMPL 1.34 0.97 0.41 

N I am truly proud that I am part of MMPL 0.72 0.90 0.47 

O 
I am proud that I am one of those in-

charge/designated to protect MMPL 0.88 1.03 1.39 

AUB Appropriate Use Beliefs Score 0.88 1.39 1.33 

HB Hunting Beliefs Score 1.13 0.79 0.97 

SAB Social Affiliation Beliefs Score 0.82 1.17 1.11 

CB Caring Beliefs Score 1.29 0.91 0.77 

CNS Connectedness to Nature Score 1.82 1.84 1.27 
   *Predictors of positive environmental practices 
 

Top predictors for spreading words about taking care of environment and 

participation in conservation activities include connectedness to nature 

(CNS) and belief on importance to protect environment for the next 

generation (A).  

Table 23. Odds Ratio of Positive Environmental Practices 
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On the other hand, strong motivators for reporting of illegal activities 

include stance on people breaking laws should be punished (L) and that 

government is responsible for the protection of the environment (E).  

Overall, Table 23 illustrates that stronger view on government being 

responsible for the protection of the environment (E), punishment for 

breaking environment laws (L), and connectedness to nature (CNS) 

consistently predicts communication and higher engagement towards 

conservation. 

 

  

Kaingin Use of nets 
with small 

eyes 

Eat meat 
from 

forest 

A 
It is important to protect the environment for 

the next generation 1.72 1.26 1.22 

B 
It is important to protect the environment inside 

MMPL 0.81 0.82 0.88 

C 
Human activities affect the physical condition 

of the environment 1.17 1.11 1.20 

D Wildlife is important for my livelihood 0.75 1.32 0.97 

E 
The government is the one responsible for the 

protection of the environment 0.96 1.04 0.92 

F The nature is fragile, we need to protect it 0.84 0.82 1.06 

G 
It is acceptable to get animals and plants from 

the forest if is for my economic benefit 0.68 1.07 0.67 

H 
It is alright to lose a species in order to satisfy 

human needs 0.83 1.11 1.15 

I 
I am personally responsible in protecting and in 

ensuring the health and welfare of MMPL 
1.14 0.81 0.98 

J 
There is nothing we can do to change the 

condition of the environment 1.06 1.03 1.24 

K 
It is important to follow laws that protect the 

environment and the wildlife 0.75 0.49 0.79 

L 
People breaking environmental laws should be 

punished 1.15 1.12 1.17 

M 
I will report if I see illegal activities being done 

in MMPL 1.06 2.20 1.05 

N I am truly proud that I am part of MMPL 1.22 0.90 1.49 

O 
I am proud that I am one of those in-

charge/designated to protect MMPL 0.60 1.01 0.79 

AUB Appropriate Use Beliefs Score 1.27 1.25 1.10 

HB Hunting Beliefs Score 0.96 0.98 0.69 

SAB Social Affiliation Beliefs Score 1.16 0.93 1.29 

CB Caring Beliefs Score 0.72 1.05 0.78 

CNS Connectedness to Nature Score 2.07 0.76 1.16 

 

Table 24 shows that those who believe on importance of protecting 

environment inside MMPL (B) and, consistently, following of laws for 

environmental protection (K) are least likely to be expected to commit 

flagged environmental practices. 

Table 24. Odds Ratio of Flagged Environmental Practices 



38 

 

6.    Disseminating Information to the 
Community 

6.1   Source of Information 
 

Among the various channels and touchpoints, the barangay is the primary 

and most trusted source of information by the tenure holders, while 

television and radio for the non-tenured. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.2   Campaign Awareness 
 

About 1 in 4 residents has heard/read/seen a campaign material about 

conservation and protection of the MMPL in the past month, mostly on radio 

and television. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Campaigns on protecting and conserving the environment and illegal 

logging were the salient messages recalled by the community. 

Figure 27. Primary and Most Trusted Source of Information 

Figure 28. Whether Have Seen Conservation Campaign 

Table 25. Where Heard/Seen/Read Conservation Campaign 
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7.    Key Insights & Moving Forward  

 


