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NETWORKING, ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT  
AND GOVERNANCE1 

 
Ben S. Malayang III2 and Ma. Zita Toribio3 

 
 
 

1.   INTRODUCTION 
 
 
Ten years after Rio, environmental sad stories still figure prominently in today’s news reports. 
Many who participated in the recent Johannesburg World Summit on Sustainable Development 
(WSSD) lament the continuing failure of nations to integrate environment in development. This 
failure has led to the aggravation of biodiversity loss worldwide, global warming, the water and 
sanitation crisis in many parts of the planet, the spread of diseases, desertification, and air 
pollution. Poverty and conflicts have accentuated as a result of the world’s deteriorating resource 
base and of the deepening income inequities within and across countries. It might not be 
farfetched to link the present ubiquity of terrorism to the failure of countries to achieve sustainable 
development. For poor countries like the Philippines, the failure to deliver on Rio translates to 
more impaired capacity to deal with all sorts of maladies – environmental (including natural 
disasters), social, cultural, economic and political. These further hinder sustainable development. 
What complicates the matter is that these hindrances develop faster than the evolution of the 
political and social institutions necessary to manage them.  
  
This paper argues that ecological problems that constrain sustainable development are best 
addressed by strengthening environmental governance systems. That is, by elevating the ability 
of environmental institutions to shape the decisions and actions, which end up becoming 
environmental policy. It discusses how networking shapes the power systems that define the 
content and direction of environmental governance.  
 
 
A.  THREE PROPOSITIONS ABOUT DEVELOPMENT, ENVIRONMENT AND GOVERNANCE 
 
There are perhaps three fundamental propositions about development, environment and 
governance: 
 

1. Development is the complex of desired economic, social and cultural transformations of a 
nation. This includes reducing poverty, raising quality of life, improving cultural 
articulation, and strengthening human and economic security. In this sense, development 
requires a robust environmental base. Development opportunities are greatly expanded if 
a nation’s environment has both the quality and integrity to support a wide mix of human 
enterprises and interests. 

 
2. Environmental conditions are a product of both the behavior of nature and human 

behavior. Not much can be done with respect to the former, except to better anticipate it 
or prepare for it. Human behavior, however, can be controlled or influenced by the 
operating institutions of society, particularly the government. A better environment 
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brought about by better human behavior lowers the risk from what otherwise might be a 
threatening behavior from nature.4 

 
3. Good governance is the complex of decisions and actions that regulatory institutions in 

society – government in particular – make or do to control human behavior and to 
harness national endowments for the common good. Good governance is a necessary 
precondition to good environment. It would be difficult to have a good environmental base 
for the development when governance is poor and weak. 

 
The relationship between environment, nature and governance is tightly knit. The quality of the 
environment is a function of favorable natural conditions and of ecologically sound human-nature 
interactions. The first is an exogenous variable while the second is a function of good 
governance: 
 
   EQ =    ƒ (NB, ES hni) 
   ES hni  =    ƒ (EG)   

Where:  EQ =    Environmental Conditions 
   NB =    Nature’s Behavior 
   ES hni =    Ecological soundness of human-nature interactions 
   EG =    Environmental Governance 
 
 
B.   THE DEVELOPMENT-ENVIRONMENT-GOVERNANCE NEXUS IN THE PHILIPPINES 
 
The Philippines has perhaps six core development concerns: 
 

1. Poverty Alleviation. The Philippines is poor. Almost 40% of the country’s population has 
incomes below the poverty threshold set by the government. In some parts like in ARMM, 
it is almost 70%. This is a sure brew for social instability and a threat to national security. 
It is to the country’s interest to improve the income of its people. 

 
2. Population Growth and Quality. The Philippine population is large (almost 80 million 

today). It must subsist on a land area that is among the 20 lowest percentile in the world 
(29.8 million ha). Its growth rate of 2.3% is among the highest in Southeast Asia 
(compared to, say, Thailand [1.17%] or Indonesia [1.6%]). It is to the country’s interest to: 
reduce population to within the it’s ability to supply its basic needs; improve population 
quality to a level in which the proportion of those which are net producers of goods and 
services would be higher than the net consumers; and expand the utilization of marine 
areas as locus for wealth-making because they are a much larger ecological base for 
development (221 million has) than land.  

 
3. Justice, Peace and Security. Since its re-establishment as a republic in 1946, the 

Philippines has been continuously wrecked by insurgency, rebellion and internal strife. 
There are continuing insurgency in Northeastern Luzon, Northern Cordillera, Central 
Luzon, Southern Tagalog and Bicol, Mindoro, Western Visayas, Central Visayas, Eastern 
Visayas, Northern Mindanao, Eastern Mindanao, Southern Mindanao, Central Mindanao, 
Western Mindanao, and in much of the Sulu archipelago. This is virtually the whole of the 
country, albeit in varying scale and intensity. The mix of the threat is both from the 
political left, in some instances the political right, and from religious minorities. Stringing 
all of them together is the common thread of poverty and skewed distribution of land and 
incomes. 

 

                                                 
4  A poor environment magnifies natural threats like flooding and earthquakes (a phenomenon earlier proposed by the 

author to be referred to as “enviromagnification”); what otherwise are severe threats from natural occurrences may be 
mitigated by a strong and robust environment. 
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4. Cultural Articulation. Many deem the Filipino as being by nature good and progressive. 
Filipinos have the capacity to care for others and to be sensitive to the needs of their 
communities. They possess the traits that find merit most elsewhere in the world like 
respect for elders, a deep sense of faith on the divine, and a healthy respect for the 
environment. And yet, we have among the highest rate of criminality in most of Asia, a 
kultur of corruption that borders on being entirely shameless, and a virtual caste system 
of social and economic elitism that routinely marginalize the poor. It is to the interest of 
the country that it is able to realign its political, economic and social orders to what are 
consistent with the native traits of the Filipino people. 

 
5. Economic Security. Beginning in the 1960s, the Philippines has had only from modest to 

low – even in some years a negative – economic growth. Unemployment has been 
steadily rising so that domestic labor has been increasingly departing our shores. 
Housing opportunities continue to be low and the economy continues to be highly 
dependent on a volatile foreign investments base. It would be to the interest of the 
country to muster its own internal capital to attain a competitive economy. 

 
6. Environmental Security. The development of the Philippines is highly constrained by the 

deteriorating quality of its environment. Some of the more critical threats (because they 
touch on the basic natural endowments and support systems for the poorest Filipinos) 
are as follows: 

 
• Illegal forest cutting. Forests provide the Philippines a number of critical ecological 

services, among them: (a) sequestration of carbon and water, (b) as sources of 
biofuels and fiber, (c) pest breaks, (d) wind breaks, (e) flood mitigation, and (f) 
biodiversity and genetic information. Yet, they have been rapidly diminished in the 
last 100 years. Today, only 17% of the total land area of the country has standing 
forest cover as compared to about 70% a scant hundred years ago. While much of 
the destruction was due to the mix of commercial logging, fire, pests and diseases, 
and agricultural conversion, one major threat is illegal cutting. 

• Illegal forest conversion. The other major threat to Philippine forests is their 
widespread conversion into agricultural lands: for small crops by swiddeners, for 
sugar, banana, pineapple, oil palm and other industrial crops by large plantation 
owners. As with illegal cutting, forest conversion is an especially serious threat 
because they are done mostly everywhere by individuals and small groups, in such 
small increments that they are hard to monitor and control. 

 
• Illegal fishing. Illegal fishing threatens almost two-thirds of the total reef fisheries in 

the Philippines. These are mostly coastal fisheries that support the subsistence of 
poor fishing communities hardly able to venture outside their municipal waters. Illegal 
fishing also threatens coral reefs and their biodiversity. Thus, its long-term impact is 
most serious indeed. 

 
• Over fishing. Together with illegal fishing, over fishing is estimated to cost the 

Philippines about US2.5 billion of foregone fisheries a year (Reefs at Risk in 
Southeast Asia, 2002). Since 1948, fishery CPUE has plummeted from about 11 t/hp, 
to less than 1 t/hp today (White and Cruz-Trinidad, 1998). 

 
• Solid waste management. The management of solid wastes is heavily eating up LGU 

budgets. It comprises 15-18% of the total expenditures of 17 LGUs in Metro Manila 
and eats up 42% of the total expenditures of MMDA. These are large amounts that 
could otherwise be invested on development. 

 
Declining environmental quality precipitates competition and conflict. It exacerbates terror 
and terrorism particularly in areas where the critical resource-base (particularly forests, 
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fisheries, land), or the tenure to them, are tenuous and not available to many. 
Environmental conflicts may add to existing tensions that have been engendered by race, 
ethnicity and religion. They exacerbate the level of existing threats to human and 
ecological security in conflict-ridden areas. Thus, they hamper development and 
resolving environmental conflicts becomes critical to improving the prospects for 
development (e.g., see IGES 2001). Governance, as a factor in environmental conflict 
prevention and resolution, becomes key to achieving development. 

 
 
 

2.   ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE 
 
Broadly defined, environmental governance is the collection of social controls on human conduct 
relating to the environment. It is the deliberate intentions of a body politic to shape the state and 
conditions of the environment and of its ability to serve humans and other life forms. This way, 
environmental governance is articulated by the decisions and actions of environment institutions. 
These institutions might be formal (like state and governmental agencies or local government 
units) or non-formal organizations and regulatory arrangements (like communities and their 
customs and tradition).  
 
In this view, environmental governance encompasses the set of purposive human decisions and 
actions intended to maintain (or to otherwise alter if they are unacceptable, e.g., if polluted), the 
physical and social components of the environment. The decisions and actions determine how 
the environment is able to produce energy, information and materials for acceptable human and 
ecological needs. In short, they determine the quality of the environment.  
 
 
A.   THE NATURE AND STRUCTURE OF ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE 
 
Decisions and actions are: 
 

1. Multi-level. They come in a hierarchy: global (e.g. treaties and multilateral agreements), 
national (e.g. executive actions and orders, legislation and court decisions), sub-national 
(e.g. regional planning by RDCs), and local (e.g. local community arrangements). 

 
2. Multisectoral.  Different groups make them or are involved in shaping and making them. 

Among these are the public sector (national government agencies, LGUs) and non-public 
institutions (civil society including NGOs and POs, research & academic institutions, 
private business groups, local community groups).   

 
3. Multi-thematic. They cover a host of concerns about the environment: forests, coasts, 

solid wastes, water, minerals, biodiversity, indigenous peoples, ozone depletion, others. 
 
The three comprise the triad dimensions of environmental governance: horizontal (the x axis 
comprising of sectors), vertical (the y axis comprising of levels), and diagonal (the z axis 
comprising of themes). They form what might be referred to as a “governance space” within 
which a decision or action occurs in a particular conjunction of level, sector and theme (Figure 1).  
 
 
B.   DECISION AND ACTION FLUXES WITHIN THE GOVERNANCE SPACE 
 
The decisions and actions that comprise environmental governance are rarely static products of 
levels, sectors and themes (Contreras 2001a; Malayang 1998a). They actually move within the 
governance space according to which elements of each axis of the space exert the most powers 
to influence their content and form. The movements are driven by which groups in different levels 
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of decision making or action taking exert the most power to shape the decision or action over 
certain environmental themes (see Figures 2 and 3). 
 
The power to influence environmental decisions and actions, however, may be viewed as being a 
two-dimensional distribution (Figure 4). It has range (a reach across sectors, levels and themes), 
and intensity (the extent of its influence across sectors, levels and themes).  The decisions and 
actions that tend to prevail over others and which then tend to become policy are those shaped 
by the highest concentrations of power within an area in the governance space where such 
powers converge (an area that may be dubbed a “policy space”) (Figures 5 and 6). 
 
 
Where D is a decision of an NGA acting at the national level (N) regarding an environmental resource, 
e.g., water (W) and A is an action of NGOs at the local level (L) against air pollution (AP). 
 
 
             LEVEL OF           THEMES 
             DECISION        Global                 Wetlands 
             MAKING        D (NGA, N, W)   Minerals 
                  Ozone Layers 
            Climate Change 
              Nat’l                               POPs                A (NGO, L, AP) 
                 Water Pollution 
             Air Pollution 
                               Indigenous peoples 
                     Biodiversity and PAs 
       Sub-Nat’l                Forests 
                          Garbage 
                  Water 
                Fisheries            
              Local        Coasts and Seas     
 
           Public   Non-Public  
                                                                       (NGAs, LGUs)            NGOs, POs, PBGs, RAI, Others 
           SECTOR INVOLVEMENT 
 
Figure 1. Three dimensions of environmental governance in the Philippines (adopted and 

modified from Magallona & Malayang 2001). 
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D = A national public sector decision on water
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Figure 2. A decision D on water as a creation of the power of government prevailing over 
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Given a vector, v i, where i are the sectors, levels and themes 
of environmental decisions and actions, power, P, is defined 
by its range of influence, r, and intensity of influence, w, across 
all i’s; thus: P = Φ (r, w).

w

r

v i, i = levels v i, i = sectors

w

r
w

r

v i, i = themes  

 
 
 
 
 
 
         

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4. Power as a 2-dimensional distribution 
 
 
 

F o r e a c h  v i,  w h e re  u  a n d l a re  th e  u p p e r a n d  lo w e r 
re s p e c tiv e ly  o f th e  d is tr ib u tio n  o f p o w e r, P  a c ro s s  v
a  p o ly g o n  c re a te d  b y  th e  in te rs e c ts  o f u i a n d  l i w h e r
d e c is io n s  a n d  a c tio n s  re s u lt in g  fro m  c o n s e n s u s  b y  
p o w e rfu l &  in flu e n tia l e n v iro n m e n ta l in s titu t io n s  w o
s o -c a lle d  “p o lic y  s p a c e ” (w h e re  p o lic y  is  d o m in a n t D

l le v e l

u le v e l

u s e c to r

u th e m e

l th e m e

ls e c to r

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5. Location of a “policy space” within the environmental governance space 
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For each vi, where m is the maxima point of the distribution 
of power, P across vi, a decision, D, or action, A, is policy 
if it lies at the point in the EG Space defined by all m’s for all P’s.  

m level

msector

mtheme

D or A, as policy

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6. Location within the environmental governance space where an action or 

decision becomes a policy 
 
 
C.   POWER AND POLICY 
 
Power and policy are interrelated events. If the preceding view of environmental governance is 
correct, it can be assumed that: 

 
• Power determines who has the capacity to influence the shape and content of the 

decisions and actions affecting the governance of the environment; 
• The decisions and actions on which there is a wide consensus among the most powerful 

and influential decision makers and action takers, tend to become policy; that is, to the 
extent that these decision makers and action takers remain to have the dominant 
influence on the decisions and actions. 

• A shift in the comparative powers of environmental decision makers and action takers is 
likely to translate to a shift on which decisions and actions will become policy; but the 
shift will likely remain within a “polygon of power” in the environmental governance space; 
policies anchored on a wide consensus across sectors, levels and themes will likely be 
stable and strong. 
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3.   THE PROBLEMATIQUE OF ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE 

 
 
The interplay of sectors, levels and themes and the varying levels of influence that groups and 
sectors exert on environmental decisions and actions, may give rise to the following conditions:  
  

1. Policy can become “shifty” when there are no clear institutions providing the dominant 
powers to influence environmental decisions and actions; 

 
2. Policy can be “tenuous” when there is no particular balance of power among 

environmental institutions; existing policies can be constantly “under siege” by other 
institutions with considerable power themselves but which is not sufficient to warrant the 
dominant ones to “accommodate” them; and 

 
3. Policy can become “weak” when it is unable to win a cohesive and widespread social 

support for it. 
When these occur, there would be a need to restore balance and integrity in the “ecology of 
power” among environmental institutions. This may require raising the level that they can exert an 
influence on environmental decisions and actions across the environmental governance space, to 
a point in which they may balance with others. While attainment of a balance would then become 
the locus of environmental governance interventions, the onus of the intervention would be to 
understand what weakens the power of some institutions, what strengthens those of 
others, and what might be done to either upgrade, maintain or downgrade the power of 
each institution. 
  
 
A.   LEGITIMACY, PUBLIC TRUST AND CREDIBILITY: THE BASIS OF AN 

INSTITUTION’S POWER 
 
Many writers5 suggest that institutions may find themselves constrained on their ability to achieve 
their mandates – and, thus, to influence policy – because they lack legitimacy, public trust and 
credibility to act for and on behalf of their constituencies. Environmental institutions can have 
unequal levels of the three and where these are low, their ability to exert an influence on the 
decisions and actions that make environmental policy would be weak in that they are hardly able 
to command public support for what they assert to do. 
 
Legitimacy refers to the degree that the constituency of an environmental institution accepts it to 
be the correct entity to exercise a mandate. Its publics recognize the validity of the institution’s 
authority. When legitimacy is low or lacking, an institution would be hard pressed to exercise 
public leadership to address environmental problems or to muster public support for its decisions 
and actions at a level that will give them clout and influence on environmental policy. To improve 
legitimacy, the core concern is to elevate the degree that the public is made fully aware of what 
an institution is doing to promote public interest. Assuming that it is in fact doing its best within its 
resources, the one sure way of convincing the public that this is the case would be to keep them 
continuously informed of its efforts.  
 
Public trust is the extent that an environmental institution’s constituency has confidence that it 
works to protect their interests and promote their welfare, and only them. When public trust is low, 
an environmental institution would find difficulty gaining public support for its programs, and 
hence the ability to influence environmental policy.  

                                                 
5  e.g., see Utting ed. 2001; IGES-SUIGES 2001; SANREM-LGSP-IIRR 2001; Contreras 2001; Grainger et al. 1998; 

Jones 1984; Barbiers 1998; Barnett & Morse 1973; Kasperson 1969; Halachmi 1995; Rambo 1984; Blondel 1995; 
Hayami 1976; Anderson et al. 1984; O’Riordan 1971; Bentley 1967. 
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Credibility is the degree that an institution’s constituency has confidence on its ability to execute 
its mandate. When low, an institution would be hard pressed to exercise public leadership in 
addressing environmental problems and to muster public support for it, at a level that will give it 
clout and influence on environmental decisions and actions.   
 
 
B.   TRANSPARENCY, ACCOUNTABILITY AND PARTICIPATION 
 
To address low legitimacy, an institution would need to win public confidence that it is doing what 
its mandate requires. This means, mainly, that it is transparent or that its publics and 
constituencies are always correctly, accurately and regularly informed of its decisions and 
actions, in a manner that will allow them to register their support or objections to them, and to 
correct them if necessary. Full knowledge of the institution’s decisions and actions would allow an 
institution’s publics to give it legitimacy. 
 
To address public trust, the core concern is to elevate public confidence that when doing its 
mandate an environmental institution seeks only to serve the public’s interests. It will not use the 
measures it can wield to address environmental problems as cover for graft or as opportunities 
for corruption, or to align public rents and environmental assets for the benefit of only a few. In 
this case, strengthening public accountability – or having working mechanisms of command and 
control, checks-and-balance, standards of due diligence, and rewards and sanctions, that, 
together, allow the institution to readily explain what it does and how it uses its resources for the 
public good – would be a key measure to be pursued to improving public trust. 
 
To address credibility, the core concern is to ensure that the decisions and actions of an 
environmental institution are technically solid and robust. That is, they reflect a wider range of 
collective wisdom that emanates from the larger public rather than from only their staff or officials. 
Technical competence and environmental wisdom must be clearly distinguished here. The first is 
a function of schooling while the second, of experience. An institution may have large 
concentrations of technical competence, but environmental wisdom is almost always ensured and 
sharpened only by deriving it from the sense of a larger public or constituency than are 
represented in its internal staffing. In this sense, one measure to address the problem of low 
credibility is for an institution to widen the participation to its processes of making decisions or 
taking actions to address environmental problems. This means routinely involving representations 
from different sectors, constituencies and stakeholders in matters affecting their interests and 
welfare. 
 
 
 

4.   NETWORKING AND ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE 
 
 
The key to the power of environmental institutions—to strengthen their ability to influence the 
content and direction of the decisions and actions that comprise environmental policy—is public 
confidence. For public confidence translates to institutional legitimacy, public trust and credibility.  
 
Thus, to the extent that legitimacy, public trust and credibility are brought about by transparency, 
accountability and participation, power is created by how much an institution makes itself 
transparent, accountable and participatory. 
 
If correct, it follows that networking creates power. That is, to the extent that networking allows 
environmental institutions to achieve higher levels of transparency, accountability and 
participatory decision-making and action taking, it generates legitimacy, public trust and credibility 
that translate to improved institutional capacities to influence policy.  
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Where these capacities are shared by a wide range of institutions, environmental policy is likely to 
be stable and predictable. 
 
 
A.   THREE MODALITIES OF NETWORKING 
 
Networking involves institutions linking for either shared or mutually beneficial purposes. It may 
involve undertaking collective action as understood by Mancur Olson (i.e., pursuing a shared 
objective with clear expectations of individual gains that surpass their own costs in the 
undertaking), or playing opposing roles to create a symbiosis of purposes (i.e., a network of 
opposites in a stable landscape of check-and-balance). 
 
The first involves the supplementation of resources to achieve a common end. This is one 
modality of networking. This is perhaps exemplified as follows: 
 
Modality 1: Supplementation of Resources  
 

• NGOs sharing a common interest to improve the management of protected areas in the 
Philippines coming together to add to each others’ capacities so that, together, they may 
achieve higher levels of protection of certain biologically-rich areas. This is the case of 
the NGO for Integrated Protected Areas, Inc. (NIPA) undertaking the Conservation of 
Priority Protected Areas Project with the DENR. 

 
• Government police and military agencies contributing to a common pool of armed warm 

bodies to combat kidnappings in Metro Manila. 
 
The second involves the complementation of capabilities to achieve either a common end or a 
mutually beneficial state of contention. These are two other modalities of networking exemplified 
as follows: 
 
Modality 2: Complementation for a Common Objective 

 
• NGOs with specialized capabilities in health, legal rights and community organizing 

coming together to provide health services for battered and prostituted women.  
 
• Government agencies and POs pooling their specialized abilities to provide technical 

assistance on the one hand and ecological wisdom and local knowledge on the other, to 
improve community forests.  

 
Modality 3: Complementation for a State of Contention  
 

• Government and civil society groups agreeing to sit together in the Philippine Council for 
Sustainable Development, to interrogate each others’ development goals and strategies, 
toward achieving a robust strategy for achieving development that pass muster to diverse 
interests for both the present and future generations of Filipinos. They come together not 
so much to confirm and affirm each other’s perspectives of development, but to involve 
themselves in a healthy debate over opposing views on how development might be made 
more doable and sustainable. 

 
• Government, civil society and community representatives coming together to comprise a 

Protected Area Management Board to bring into the processes of planning and setting 
policies for the Area the various interests of local stakeholders to the resources in the 
Area. This is stipulated by law (the NIPAS Act) to ensure that opposing interests might be 
reconciled through a process of contention within the Board. 
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B.   NETWORKING, GOVERNANCE AND POLICY 
 
In all three modalities of networking, participating institutions are provided the opportunity to be 
instructed of interests outside its own. In addition, it opens itself to scrutiny to other institutions 
and publics, and to considering an extended body of stakeholders in its own internal decision-
making and action taking processes. It opens itself as well to the need to be accountable to a 
public larger than its own. 
 
This way, networking stimulates transparency, accountability and participation so that it 
engenders legitimacy, public trust and credibility. To the extent that it does these, networking 
becomes a potentially powerful tool for enriching and strengthening environmental governance 
and policy. 
 
It is perhaps in recognition of this that the recently concluded World Summit on Sustainable 
Development in Johannesburg affirmed the principles of full public participation and of Common 
but Differentiated Responsibility – among nations and groups within nations – as two anchors of 
sustainable development worldwide. 
 
 

_______________________ 
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