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ABSTRACT
Costa Rica faces the challenge to achieve sustainable ways to protect its rich natural
environment. Community-based conservation could not only be a solution for a sustainable
protection, but at the same time could enhance local development. This study provides an indepth analysis of the implementation of a participatory management approach, which builds
on close collaboration and coordination with local communities, in the case of the wildlife
refuge Cipancí in the province of Guanacaste. The focus lays on involved institutions and the
advantages and disadvantages of this community-based approach on affected stakeholder and
the environment. A detailed description of the process of implementing the new approach and
all involved stakeholder is given and a Cost-Benefit Analysis reveals the advantages and
disadvantages for the environment, the stakeholder and their livelihoods.

The results

emphasize the importance of close communication and collaboration among key stakeholders,
the joint agreement on binding rules and infrastructure to successfully implement a
community-based approach. The community as well as the environment benefit in various
ways of this management system. This study reveals that the key to sustainable conservation
is to gain the support of local communities by generating benefits for them and that nonmonetary benefits here are as important as monetary ones.

Keywords: Costa Rica, Wildlife Refuge Cipancí, Cost-Benefit Analysis, Local Development,
Community-based Conservation, Case Study
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1. INTRODUCTION
This introductive section provides a brief insight into the researched topic. The research
context is followed by the problem statement and the resulting research questions. The section
is concluded with a brief discussion on the relevance of the study.

1.1.

Research Context

Costa Rica is well-known for its huge variety of natural habitats and microclimates and thus
existence of a wide diversity of flora and fauna. The small Central American country also is
considered as a leading country in natural conservation and implementation of eco-friendly
policies. Today around 26% of the country’s area is protected. Nevertheless, there are still
important challenges to overcome to achieve a more sustainable development (Madrigal
Cordero & Sólis Rivera, 2012; Costa Rica National Parks, 2015).
At the time Costa Rica started to create protected areas, the ‘conservation fortress’ approach
was the most common. This resulted in national parks, where nobody can live, while people
from the surrounding communities were constrained in the use of natural resources from these
protected areas. This yielded several local conflicts, where people regarded the conservation
efforts as a restriction for their own development (Boza, 1993; Madrigal Cordero & Sólis
Rivera 2012). This apprehension of affected communities is shared by several studies that
have shown that protected areas can have a negative impact on local development. Even
though these areas create potential economic benefits due to tourism, the communities face
many problems such as restricted access, changes in tenure, conflicts with wildlife, cultural
decline and social impacts from tourism (Vaughan and Katjiua, 2003; Murphy et al., 2004;
Coad et al., 2008 and Bennett, 2010). The initial theory said that taking away resources
aggravates poverty and might lead to a vicious circle since the poor are less likely to invest in
environmental conservation (Holden et al., 1998).
However, studies have also shown that protected areas can have a number of positive social,
physical, environmental, and economic benefits for neighboring communities (Koziell, 2001;
Murphey & Roe, 2004; Naughton-Treves et al., 2005; Leisher et al., 2007; Coad et al., 2008;
Cohen et al., 2008 and Bennett, 2010). And a recent study by Andam et al. (2010) concludes
that inter alia in Costa Rica protected areas reduced poverty. The numerous national parks,
wildlife refuges, forest reserves etc. not only provide a large number of environmental
services such as fresh air and water to inhabitants of Costa Rica, but also created a “positive,
9

green, and clean image for Costa Rica” (Schuit, 2011: 10, 11), which is significant to attract
large numbers of (eco-) tourists.
Recently, the Sistema Nacional de Areas de Conservación (SINAC) implemented a new
conservation approach by focusing on the involvement of local communities in the
conservation of protected areas, while at the same time allowed a regulated use of certain
environmental services from conservation (Boza, 1993; Madrigal Cordero & Sólis Rivera
2012). The Ley Biodervisidad No. 7788 demands in article 101 the intensification of the
inclusion of local communities into nature conservation efforts (MINAE 2008a). This
development can be observed worldwide and also at the international level the new
conservation approach, that encourages a close cooperation with and empowerment of local
populations is seen as chance to combine nature conservation and local development
(Campbell, 2002; IUCN, 1980). However, there still is ‘institutional resistance to accept new
conservation proposals’ (Madrigal Cordero & Sólis Rivera, 2012). Political power distribution
in Costa Rica still is very centralized and there is a lack of regional planning and
implementation for systematic use and conservation of natural resources, which complicates
the successful inclusion of locals. Also, the local institutions, including governments, lack
capacities (Sáenz-Segura and Le Coq, 2012).
In the case of the wildlife refuge Cipancí1 (Refugio de Vida Silvestre) in Costa Rica the
situation is a bit different since, the protected area never was a national park. About 25 years
ago, local entrepreneurs from the neighboring communities Bolsón and Ortega started to offer
boat tours for tourists on the Tempisque River. Soon the increasing number of tourists and
thus number of boats in the area started to threaten the environment and the government
decided that it became necessary to protect the area. Instead of a national park a refuge was
implemented to continue to enable locals to profit from tourism. The regulations for wildlife
refuges are less strict than for national parks, which is the strictest category of protected areas
in Costa Rica. Nevertheless, the actual management system that depends on integration of
locals can serve as an example for other protected areas in Costa Rica and around the world,
also for those where the original management system used to be oriented on the ‘conservation
fortress’ approach.
The research proposed in this paper will investigate the implementation and effects on both
conservation and community development of this community-based conservation area in the

1

More information on the study area can be found in Chapter 4.
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case of the wildlife refuge Cipancí. This case study will provide an in-depth analysis of an
example for a management model that builds on close collaboration and coordination with
local communities. The focus will lay on involved institutions and especially the costs and
benefits of such a management system.

1.2.

Problem Statement

Even though the idea of including local communities in decision making and managing of
protected areas today is widely accepted as a promising way to achieve sustainable nature
conservation and local development at once, there are still lots of questions to answer on how
to reach this goal. Many articles exist that point out poverty elimination and preservation of
biodiversity has to go hand in hand and that a centralized decision-making instead of selforganized monitoring impedes a successful integration of local communities (Adams et al.,
2004; Andam et al., 2010; Saenz et al., 2013; Ostrom, 2007). However, there are few studies
that provide an in-depth analysis of the required characteristics and institutions for a
successful community-based management of protected areas. Even more important are
information on costs and benefits of the implementation of such a collaborative management
system (Andam et al., 2010; Ferraro et al., 2011). Therefore, a systematical study with a
socioeconomic approach is needed to investigate in detail the effects of implementing this
kind of management system.
In case of the refuge Cipancí the integration of local communities into nature conservation
was supported right from the implementation of the refuge (SINAC, 2012). An office from
SINAC was set up in Bolsón, a village next to the refuge, and the refuge managers and
rangers working in this office were encouraged to enable and improve a close coordination
and cooperation with the local population. However, since fishing now is highly restricted and
hunting is illegal within the refuge many people lost parts of their livelihood strategies
(SINAC, 2012). Even worse is the development of the agricultural sector where lots of locals
lost their jobs. Many of them were able to shift to the tourism sector; nevertheless supporting
mechanisms for enhancing local entrepreneurships and training to improve human skills are
crucial for enabling more people to shift into touristic activities. The employees of the refuge
endeavour beyond their official tasks to create more opportunities for expanding and
improving the tourism sector in the area and thus for creating new jobs for locals. They
realized that the enhancement of the economic situation and also education is crucial for
motivating local people to support conservation efforts. They are conscious of the lack of
opportunities in the regions, in special amongst the youth and are sure that this is no good
11

precondition for motivating people to protect nature. However, the implementation of this
local development mechanism by SINAC officials is performed empirically, without a proper
socio economic study.
This case study is the first in-depth analysis of the implementation of a protected area that is
based on integrating the local population in nature conservation in the area of the wildlife
refuge Cipancí. The model can be considered a successful example, because it produces
benefits not only for local communities but also for the protected area. The study aims at
informing and reporting on characteristics and institutions that are crucial in this case for
successfully including locals in protecting the refuge. The knowledge gap that it concerns also
includes identifying and analysing the costs and benefits attached to this management system
for different stakeholders.

1.3.

Research Objective and Questions

As mentioned before, the knowledge gap this project concerns is about the effects of
implementing a protected area based on involving local communities in natural resource
conservation on both the communities and conservation in the refuge Cipancí in Costa Rica
and the needed characteristics and institutions. The idea is to compare the approach in Cipancí
with the situation before the area was protected and the use of natural resources was
restricted. To be able to fill this knowledge gap, the purpose of this project is to investigate
the advantages and disadvantages of the creation of the refuge Cipancí and the implantation of
measurements aiming at involving the local population in managing this refuge and the
corresponding tourism sector. To give a sufficient answer that could also be used as
recommendation for similar projects or policies concerning rural development or the
environment it is also important to identify the involved stakeholders and specify who
benefits and who bears costs. Furthermore, it is important to not only focus on environmental
aspects, but also on development issues. The efforts already undertaken in this refuge do not
only aim at improving nature conservation, but also on supporting the development of local
communities.
In order to increase our knowledge about how a community-based conservation approach can
be implemented and how it effects conservation and local development the following research
objectives were identified: to identify important characteristics and institutions of the
involvement of local communities; to detect the implications of the community-based
approach in Cipancí; and to analyze costs and benefits of the implementation of this refuge
with its community-based management system.
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Against this background, the following research questions have been formulated:
1. Which exactly are those activities undertaken to protect the environment and involve
local people?

2. Which institutions and characteristics are working in the case of Cipancí to
successfully involve local communities in natural recourse conservation and why?

3. What are the costs and benefits and to whom of implementing the refuge and
involving local communities in natural recourse conservation in Cipancí compared to a
situation without those measures?

1.4.

Justification of the Study

This thesis investigates the integration of the local population in decision-making and
management of the wildlife refuge Cipancí. This is done through a case study of the refuge
Cipancí and its neighboring communities Bolsón and Ortega. This research is relevant for the
following reasons. First, it provides a detailed description of all actors and institutions
involved in this management system in Cipancí and all measures undertaken to integrate local
people. The comprehensive information on the whole cluster of actors and activities that
brings this management system to success is interesting for organizations and governments
worldwide that have to accept the challenge to implement the community-based conservation
approach. The understanding of these crucial characteristics and institutions enables policy
makers to fine-tune their policy on how to manage protected areas in cooperation with
communities. Second, this study provides a very detailed census on who is affected by this
conservation approach and how many locals are benefiting. At the same time it describes what
is needed to reach this level of integration. This information can contribute to more evidence
based decision making and also can inform about the advantages and disadvantages of the
community-based conservation approach.

1.5.

Outline of the Study

This thesis is divided into 7 chapters. After this introduction, Chapter 2 presents a literature
study not only on historical development of nature conservation approaches, but also on
different conservation approaches and the theoretical framework of this research. Then the
13

methodology used in this study will be discussed in Chapter 3. In Chapter 4, the study area
and the creation of the actual governance system will be described. Subsequently, in Chapter
5 the actors and activities are looked at in detail. Chapter 6 then lines out the results of the
Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA). Finally, Chapter 7 discusses this study and provides a
conclusion.

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
This chapter will describe the development of conservation approaches and then introduce the
theories behind the mixed approach which serves as the conceptual framework of this thesis.
This mixed approach consists of the community-based conservation approach and the
prisoner’s dilemma, the actor-oriented approach and new-institutionalism. Elements of the
following theories were incorporated in the overall approach of the CBA and were important
to adequately investigate the situation in the refuge Cipancí and its neighboring communities
and to interpret the outcome of the research. The understanding of these theories was crucial
to be able to focus on the most important factors and to comprehend the situation in the study
area.

2.1. Historical development of conservation approaches
To understand the motives behind the decision of the Costa Rican government to create a
protected area that promotes local involvement it is important to explain the historical
development of conservation approaches. Additionally, the findings from the literature on
different conservation approaches were crucial for this research. They were important to
understand the situation in the study area and to identify the correlations between involved
actors and activities.
For decades, most conservation efforts, not only in Costa Rica, chose the option of the socalled ‘conservation fortress’. This paradigm focused on ‘protecting nature from human
exploitation and assumed that local people do not value wildlife the same ways that outside
people do’ (Campbell, 2002: 30). Therefore, local communities were removed from protected
areas or at least it was no longer allowed to use the natural resources within the protected area
(Campbell, 2002). But, history has shown that local communities often had become
indifferent to conservation efforts, when they were excluded from conservation management.
The exclusion of local communities often led to resistance against the establishment of
protected areas, which ‘undermine the possibility of implementing protected area status and
achieving basic environmental objectives’ (Campbell, 2002: 38). As a result of this top-down
14

approach, the desired conservation of biodiversity was in jeopardy (IUCN, 2006). In the
1980s, this insight led to a rethinking among economists and politicians worldwide and many
of them realized that the so-called ‘conservation fortress’ approach is not very sustainable.
Since then conservation efforts have shifted towards a combination of nature conservation and
local development, which becomes evident for example in The World Conservation Strategy
(IUCN, 1980). This development also is noticeable in Costa Rica. In 1993 the vice minister of
Recursos Naturales Energia y Minas already approved and published its ‘Policies for
Protected Areas’, where the importance of public participation and the need to incorporate
local communities is mentioned (Boza, 1993). The so-called community-based conservation
is defined by Western and Wright’s (1994: 7) as a conservation model that “includes natural
resources or biodiversity protection by, for, and with the local community”. This is an
approach that intends to involve local people, to gain their support for the protected area and
to be able to reduce management costs and allowing decentralization (Hulme and Murphree,
2001). The proponents of this new approach believe that involvement of locals under control
of a central agency is crucial for a sustainable conservation and development. ‘This has been
reinforced by sustainable development theory that suggests that economic development and
natural resource conservation are compatible goals’ (King, 2009: 6). But the opponents still
fear that this will encourage further degradation of natural resources (Campbell, 2002).
Brown (1998) stated one way to link conservation with development is to identify alternative
opportunities to replace existing livelihood strategies. Another way is to derive benefits from
conservation to enhance development. To go the latter way one can either generate tourist
revenues or devise management strategies for the enhancement of local livelihoods.
Compared to other sectors tourism has some important advantages as it generates unskilled
and low-skilled formal and informal employment (Ahebwa et al., 2012; Medina-Muñoz et al.,
2015; Mitchell and Ashley, 2010; Rogerson, 2012), creates forward and backward intersectorial linkages (e.g. Adiyia et al., 2015; Cai et al., 2006; Meyer, 2007; Nyaupane and
Poudel, 2011), provides markets for local products in regions with few other growth options
(Medina-Muñoz et al., 2015; Rogerson, 2012; Snyman, 2012; Torres, 2003), and stimulates
infrastructural facilities development for rural households such as roads, electricity and
running water (e.g. Mackenzie, 2012; Rogerson, 2012; Snyman and Spenceley, 2012). A
study on the Kibale National Park in western Uganda found out that employment in tourism
sector can offer a tool for rural dwellers to escape from poverty and additionally can receive
noncash benefits, such as skills development, networking possibilities and social security.
Even tough, many studies on tourism and poverty alleviation concentrate on monetary effects,
15

the importance of nonmonetary effects should not be overlooked. Tourism often positively
stimulates human capital, and consequently also local entrepreneurship and the establishment
of small enterprises with impacts on poverty alleviation on the longer term (Mitchell and
Ashley, 2010; Truong et al., 2014). Mitchell (2008: 4) argues that indirect links connecting
local stakeholders with tourism supply chains ‘‘often have a larger impact on poor people
living around a tourist destination than direct links in the form of wage employment’’. Value
chain structures allow multiplier effects in the local economy that fuel jobs and income
beyond the tourism sector.
But some studies also found that “education remains an important entry barrier for the poorest
households to access off-farm activities in general and the tourism sector in particular”
(Adiyia et al., 2016: 12), which highlights the necessity to increase the quality and
accessibility of education. However, tourism represents one of the few off-farm activities in
less developed areas (Medina-Muñoz et al., 2015).

2.2. Community-based conservation and the Prisoner’s Dilemma
The theory of community-based conservation and the prisoner’s dilemma helped to identify
the important characteristics and activities of the studied case and properly describe them. The
following theory outlines the importance of communication among actors and binding rules
and thus leads to a focus on these characteristics during the investigation.
The expression “tragedy of the commons”, first used by Hardin in 1968 became a symbol for
degradation of natural resources whenever these resources are used by many individuals in
common. He illustrated this model by taking the example of a pasture open to all. Each herder
only directly benefits from his own animals, but because resources are limited, suffers from
overgrazing by his and others animals. The dominant strategy for the rational herder would be
to increase his herd because he gains direct benefits from every additional animal, and costs
resulting from overgrazing are only shared with all herders. All herders acting the same and
increasing their herd leads to degradation of the environment (Hardin, 1968; Ostrom, 1990).
However, this phenomenon was already known since Aristotle, who realized that people do
not care much about common goods and that every person first of all thinks chiefly of his own
and not so much about common interests (Ostrom, 1990).
This model can also be described with the prisoner’s dilemma game, where either all herders
agree to equally use the pasture in a sustainable way or each herder just wants to gain the
highest possible benefit from the pasture. In the latter case, all herders would increase their
16

herds, which would lead to the problem of overgrazing and thus all animals will starve to
death and all herders gain zero or even negative profits. The problem here is the lack of
communication among herders and thus the disability to implement enforced rules. If they
would be able to agree on binding rules they all would choose the sustainable strategy.
Crucial is that all actors need to be sure that everybody complies with the rules and does not
follow his individual strategy, which would lead to a loss for all (Dawes, 1973; Ostrom,
1990).
In her book “Governing the Commons – The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Action”
Ostrom (1990) presents an alternative version of the prisoner’s dilemma game, which
illustrates another possible solution for governing commons. In this game, herders themselves
can make binding contracts “to commit themselves to a cooperative strategy that they
themselves work out” (Ostrom, 1990: 15). This game now also includes a cost for enforcing
agreements and an external enforcer. The herders jointly decide on the strategy how to use the
meadow and they will only agree on one solution if all herders gain equal and sustainable
benefits. Ostrom (1990) mentioned that this model has been almost totally ignored by leading
economists and politicians. The advantage here is that herders in this case can themselves
design their sustainable system on how to use the meadow, which makes sense since they
have the most detailed and accurate information about the natural resource. They also would
notice an infraction by other herders immediately and could report this to the external
enforcer. A centralized government in contrast would have to hire its own monitors (Ostrom,
1990).
Ostrom (1990) also points out that the difference between groups that are able to manage their
common resources in a sustainable way and others that trapped in degradation of their
resources are the existence of internal factors. These internal factors are capacity to
communicate with one another, a way to develop trust and a sense that they share a common
future. Groups that lack these internal factors need an external assistance to help them find
solutions and manage the resource system. “Appropriators in many settings are strongly
motivated to find better solutions to their problems if they can. The economic livelihood of
the appropriators depends on their ingenuity in solving individual and joint problems.”
(Ostrom, 1990: 34)
Ostrom (1990) explains that shared norms of behavior are very important for the functionality
of the sustainable management of a common-pool resource (CPR). When all members of the
group share the same norms of behavior and a person suffers shame for example in a case of a
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broken promise, all resource users can rely on the others that everyone follow the rules.
Opportunistic behavior thus will occur less.
Ostrom (1990) criticized that even though a collaborative and community-based conservation
according to the solution for the prisoner’s dilemma seemed possible, for decades leading
economists and politicians argued that the only way to protect natural resources from
degradation would be to control the resource system by a central government or private
owner. This opinion led to an extensive implementation of centralized control and regulation
of natural resources.

2.3. Actor-oriented approach and new institutionalism
The actors and institutions are crucial for the success of the involvement of local population in
the management of protected areas. Therefore this section will discuss the actor-oriented
approach influenced by new institutionalism. The new institutionalism framework is suitable
to analyze changes of policies and regulations in the management of protected areas and the
motive behind these changes. The actor-oriented approach influenced by the new
institutionalism will help to describe the situation, identify and analyze the involved actors
and institutions and describe their functions. Additionally, this framework is appropriate for
the identification and distribution of costs and benefits as it lays the focus on those individuals
who potentially bear costs or gain benefits.
Ostrom (1990) defines institutions as the ‘sets of working rules that are used to determine who
is eligible to make decisions in some arena, what actions are allowed or constrained, what
information must or must not be provided, and what payoffs will be assigned to individuals
dependent on their actions’. Important is that those rules are known by the participants and
that are actually used, monitored and enforced. Those rules reduce the uncertainty about
others actors actions and thus the so-called transaction costs decline (Haller et al., 2008).
According to Ostrom (1990), monitoring and enforcement in a conservation-fortress situation
cause transaction costs, too, and based on the new institutionalism it can be argued that the
paradigm shift from fortress to community conservation is reducing transaction costs for
protected areas in two ways (Ostrom, 1990; Haller et al., 2008).
However, based on the new institutional theory, the shift to the participatory conservation
approach not only is influenced by a reduction of transaction cost, but those institutions
involved are also “the product of the bargaining power and ideology of actors used to
legitimize and enforce rules that bring them the best benefit” (Haller et al., 2008: 122).
18

2.4. The Enhanced-Livelihood Approach
The enhanced-livelihood approach helped to identify costs and benefits, especially the nonmonetary ones, linked to the implementation of the participatory management approach in the
wildlife refuge Cipancí. It clarifies that decisions regarding conservation efforts made by local
communities not only depend on monetary effects, but also on non-monetary ones.
Brown (1998) describes in his case-study on the Mount Cameroon Project, where a
participatory conservation strategy was implemented, what characteristics are necessary for a
successful inclusion of local communities in nature conservation. He found that not only
institutional development, but also enhancement of local livelihoods are needed (Brown,
1998). The enhanced livelihood approach aims at creating sustainable livelihoods starting
from the “premise of user interest and seeking to build on locally-expressed values and
livelihood systems” (Brown, 1998: 11). A livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets
(including both material and social resources) and activities for a means of living. A
livelihood is sustainable when it can cope with and recover from stresses and shocks maintain
or enhance its capabilities and assets, while not undermining the natural resource base
(Chambers & Conway, 1991; Scoones, 1998; Carney, 1999). Livelihood resources, assets and
capitals are natural capital/assets, economic capital/assets, physical capital/assets, human
capital/capability, social capital/capability and cultural capital (Bebbington; 1999; Ellis,
2000). Brown (1998: 11-12) argues that building on people’s strengths- rather than their
needs’ – will increase local support and willingness to participate und thus will also limit
transaction costs of conservation area management.
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3. METHODOLOGY
This chapter will explain the methodology behind this study. It addresses the way primary and
secondary data was collected and describes the methods used to investigate the situation in the
study area and conduct the cost-benefit analysis. To be able to answer the research question,
first of all a description of the actual situation within the wildlife refuge Cipancí and the
neighboring communities, the involved or affected stakeholder and the activities undertaken
will be given. Before analyzing costs and benefits it is important to know as much as possible
about the actual situation to reduce the risk of failing to identify important facts or
relationships. The theories discussed in Chapter 2 were used as framework to make sure that
the situation and its characteristics were conducted as complete as possible and they helped to
develop a suitable manner of collecting and interpreting data. To investigate the costs and
benefits a CBA on the participatory management approach of the refuge will be conducted.
The description and the CBA together will help us to determine the effectiveness of this
conservation approach.

3.1. Secondary Data Collection
During the desk study secondary data was collected by using the method of literature review.
This method was used in order to review literature on related topics, to gather background
information on the theories, the methods and the study area of this study. This desk research
includes a review of concepts such as different conservation approaches, prisoner’s dilemma,
actor-oriented approach, new institutionalism and CBA. The sources of this literature include
books, papers, legal texts, reports and the internet. These documents were reviewed before
and during the process of doing field work in order to understand concepts on the theories
used as a framework in this research and cost-benefit analysis. During writing, these
documents were reviewed critically again to ensure the analysis of results matched with the
operationalized concepts and theories in attempting to answer the research questions.

3.2. Primary Data Collection
3.2.1. Choosing the Study Site

For this case study the natural wildlife refuge Cipancí in Guanacaste and its two neighboring
communities Bolsón and Ortega were chosen. The Ministerio del Ambiente y Energía
(MINAE) recently started to implement a participatory conservation approach to manage this
refuge in cooperation with the two small communities. The fact, that this implementation still
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is in progress opens up the possibility to analyze the development of institutions and
measurements needed for this management system. Even though this process is not complete
yet, this case already is a great example for a functioning inclusion of local communities in
nature conservation. However, due to this incompleteness the analysis of effects for the
protected area and the communities only can be provisional.
Both villages are located close to the protected area and tourists have to pass either of them to
reach the refuge. Inhabitants from both communities directly or indirectly benefit from the
tourism sector and thus from the protected area. Additionally, this study site is located close
enough to a city, Santa Cruz, and a tourist hot-spot, Tamarindo, to easily attract tourists,
which is essential for a successful tourism sector in this area. The Associations for
Development (AfD) in both villages, the associations of local entrepreneurs (INPROTUR)
and the management of the refuge are highly interested in cooperation with each other and in
producing benefits from the community participation for all actors involved.
Another advantage of this study site that makes it suitable for this kind of case study is the
fact that its characteristics fits the description of Ostroms (1990) preferred conducted resource
systems. She explains that she focuses entirely on small-scale CPR, where “the CPR itself is
located in one country and the number of individuals affected varies from 50 to 15,000
persons who are heavily dependent on the CPR for economic returns” (Ostrom, 1990: 26). In
those cases it is easier to study the processes of self-governance and self-organization in
small-scale CPR and serious study is more likely to penetrate the surface complexity of these
processes. Ostrom refers to a CPR as “a natural or man-made resource system that is
sufficiently large as to make it costly (but not impossible) to exclude potential beneficiaries
from obtaining benefits from its use” (Ostrom, 1990: 30). The resource system in this case is
the Tempisque River and the refuge Cipancí, while the resource units are the biodiversity and
scenic beauty of the park that attracts tourists. The revenues from the tourists that visit the
refuge, take boat tours, eat lunch at the restaurants and buy souvenirs are an important
economic factor for both communities. The fact that in both villages together only 1627
persons live makes this case definitely a small-case CPR. A more detailed description of the
study site is given in section 4.1. Another factor on the plus side of this study site is the highly
motivated population and local refuge employees that all were very interested in a case study
on their protected area and its participatory management system.
In January 2016 the study site was visited to gain a first impression on the local situation and
first insights in the way local actors are implementing the participatory conservation
21

approach. Next to this, the visit was used to present the research project and introduce
ourselves. The discussion with the refuge management helped to explore the existing actors
and measurements and provides important background information on the history and the
reasons behind the decision to implement participatory approach. This information helped to
adjust the strategy used in this study in cooperation with MINAE and CINPE (Centro
Internacional de Política Económica para el Desarrollo Sostenible).
3.2.2. Semi-structured Interviews

To identify the cluster of actors and activities and to gain insights in the whole system of
governance and its development eight Semi-structured interviews were conducted. Three out
of eight entrepreneurs that own a restaurant and/or boats, heads of both souvenir shops in
Bolsón, the presidents of both AfDs in Ortega and Bolsón and local employees of the refuge
were questioned. This selection of interviewees provided a wide range of directly involved
actors and thus was suitable to get a first impression and overview on the whole situation.
Those interviews all were conducted with a fairly open framework which allowed for focused,
conversational, two-way communication in order to leave room for discussion and to gain
new insights. This way of interviewing local stakeholders also helped to become acquainted
with community members. The interviews aimed at gaining insight in the following issues:
-

Number and kind of actors directly involved in the conservation efforts and the
tourism sector

-

The type of relationships among the different stakeholders

-

The different types of entrepreneurships within the tourism sector

-

The historical development of the area beginning from the time before the refuge was
created until today

-

The process of creating the refuge and implementing the participatory management
system

The theories discussed in Chapter 2 already helped by conducting those first interviews. Due
to the knowledge about the theories behind the prisoner’s dilemma2 many questions were
focused on the relations and communication among stakeholders. The new institutionalism
framework was useful to analyze changes of policies and regulations in the management of
the now protected area and the actor-oriented approach emphasizes the importance of the
actors and thus justified the focus on involved individuals. Together these approaches helped

2

More information on the prisoner’s dilemma can be found in Section 2.2.
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to describe the situation, identify and analyze the involved actors and institutions and describe
their functions.
The results of these interviews were used to describe the historical development of the
protected area and the implementation of the participatory management system, to create a
timeline and a cluster of all actors and activities, which are presented in Chapters 4 and 5.
3.2.3. Surveys

For this study, two different kinds of surveys have been conducted based on the theoretical
framework described in Chapter 2. First all persons that directly or indirectly are affected
from the refuge and its tourism sector were interviewed and later a sample of inhabitants that
do not gain economic benefits from this sector were questioned.
3.2.3.1. Directly Involved Actors

After all actors and activities were identified it was possible to create structured
questionnaires (see Annex I – X) for all actors that are directly and indirectly involved in the
refuge and its tourism sector. The fact that the number of those affected is very limited, all of
them could be interviewed, which makes this survey a census of the tourism sector in Bolsón
and Ortega. The interviewees include all entrepreneurs, their employees, the souvenir shops in
Bolsón and the people working there, representatives of both AfDs, all local employees of
FUNDECODES and the refuge, almost all local families that sell products to the tourist
restaurants representatives of the entrepreneurs association. They were interviewed in order to
identify all quantitative and qualitative costs and benefits that occur from the refuge and the
tourism sector. The interviews followed a structured questionnaire to make the answers
comparable. In this way 62 people were interviewed and only 5 persons who sell products to
the tourist restaurants were not accessible.
The following variables were applied in these questionnaires:
•

General information about actors and their occupation, such as enterprise or job,
including their development

•

Reasons for starting to work in the tourism sector

•

Participation in advanced training to work in the tourism sector

•

Economic benefits and costs directly resulting from the protected area and tourism

•

Non-monetary benefits and costs directly resulting from the protected area and tourism

•

Financial and non-monetary support for the community

•

General information on the tourism sector, such as number of tourists per year etc.
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•

Relations to other stakeholders/ entrepreneurs

•

Participation in associations and the cooperation with refuge staff

•

Spill-over effects/ indirectly affected people

•

Projects and activities implemented with the participatory management system

•

What would the situation be like without the protection of the area

•

Personal opinion on nature conservation, advantages and disadvantages of the refuge
and tourism

•

Local support of conservation efforts

•

Functions and organization of associations and relations among different associations
and refuge staff

•

Family members indirectly benefiting from economic impact

Some of the questions aimed at a better understanding of the situation and some were
developed based on the theoretical framework described in Chapter 2. The knowledge about
the different conservation approaches and their application in numerous protected areas
around the world, discussed in Section 2.1, indicated the focus of this research. Many
questions of this survey aimed at investigating how the conservation efforts derive benefits for
the communities and thus enhance local development. These questions asked about economic
benefits and costs directly resulting from the protected area and tourism, such as wages and
also about effects for the community, for example whether entrepreneurs in the tourism sector
support their community.
However, both literature on community-based conservation and the livelihood theory, which
are discussed in Sections 2.2 and 2.4, emphasize that not only economic capital, but also nonmonetary benefits are crucial for an enhanced development. To gather information on the
effects on natural capital of the communities, the interviewees were asked about their opinion
on how the natural environment had changed since the implementation of the participatory
approach. These questions not only asked for positive effects, such as increased biodiversity,
but also for negative ones, such as the amount of dust due to tourist busses. As human capital
seems to be quite important in these circumstances, the survey also asked for effects on
education, for example training activities that people completed in order to prepare for
working in the tourism sector. To conduct the effects on social capital some questions aimed
at identifying social networks, for example associations, of the interviewees that are direct
results of the implementation of the participatory approach. Another example is the question
for reasons to start working in the tourism sector. One possible answer would be the
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opportunity to stay in the community. This opportunity would also increase the individual’s
livelihood if living in the community would be highly valued. The last important factor of
livelihood is the cultural capital. Some questions for example asked whether or not tourism
has the effect that inhabitants are proud of their community or if the prohibition of some
activities such as hunting has a negative effect on cultural identity.
The theory on the prisoner’s dilemma discussed in Section 2.2 emphasizes the importance of
communication among actors and binding rules. To better understand how these factors are
addressed in this case questions were asked about the function and organization of the
associations and who participates in meetings of these associations or with the refuge staff.
The relations between all associations and the refuge management were important as well.
All theories discussed in Chapter 2 state that transaction costs decrease due to local support
for conservation and due to a set of rules. This was conducted by asking whether or not
stakeholders involved in the conservation and tourism sector are supporting the refuge staff by
protecting the environment, for example by denunciate those who break rules or by reporting
anomalies. All interviewees also were asked on their opinion on nature and conservation to
get an idea of their attitude towards this topic. To find out if this overall attitude towards
nature had changed since the participatory approach was implemented the interviewees also
were asked on their opinion to what extent this attitude has changed. They were not asked
about the possible change of their own attitude since it would be likely that individuals try to
draw a better picture of them as it really is. Thus the question asked for their opinion on the
attitude and its possible change of the community as a whole.
3.2.3.2. Inhabitants

The questionnaires for those inhabitants of Bolsón and Ortega who do not gain income from
the refuge and its tourism sector were created to gather information on possible spill-over
effects and the overall opinion on the refuge and the tourism sector and possible change in
mindset regarding nature and nature conservation. To select a presentative sample of all
inhabitants in a non-randomized manner, the snowball method was used. This method was
chosen due to the lack of a list of all households per village and the limited time frame made it
too difficult to draw a map of each village. This nonprobability method is necessary in cases
where populations that are inaccessible or hard to find have to be reached (Schuit, 2011).
Generally, snowballing reduces the likelihood that the sample will represent a good cross
section from the population and thus several different starting points were used. If only one
starting point is used for the snowball method you probably will end up asking only
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befriended individuals who might have similar opinions on the researched topic. By using
several starting points you can reduce this risk. Therefore, for this research the snowballing
started with different community leaders and randomly encountered inhabitants. Additionally,
local chairpersons were used as key informants to gain insights in the socio-economic
structure of the villages in order to avoid that only poor or wealthy households would be
questioned. To get a better access to the communities the help of local people were used. All
interviews were conducted face-to-face and most of them with the help of an inhabitant who
helped out in case of language difficulties and to more easily gain trust. In the end, 35 out of
about 1600 persons were interviewed.
Just as the previous survey, this survey also was developed based on the theories discussed in
Chapter 2. The following variables were applied in these questionnaires:
•

Basic information such as age and profession

•

Personal opinion on nature conservation, advantages and disadvantages of the refuge
and tourism such as infrastructure, education, disturbance by tourism

•

Possibility to influence decision-making regarding the refuge

•

Things that should be improved

This survey mainly aimed at investigating the spill-over or multiplier effects discussed in
Section 2.1, the overall impacts on communities as a whole and whether or not the community
supports the conservation efforts. Those interviewees were asked similar questions as in the
survey for the directly involved actors, described in the previous section. Especially, the nonmonetary benefits, as described in the previous section were interesting for this group of
population. According to literature on the previously explained theories, involving local
populations in conservation would lead to an increased support of the protection of nature and
thus to a decrease in transaction cost, for example for enforcing rules. Thus this survey asked
for the inhabitant’s opinion on nature and conservation to get an idea of their attitude. At the
end the survey asked for things that according to the interviewee’s opinion should be
improved to detect possible shortcomings of the implemented management system.
3.2.4. Observations

All social science research begins and ends with empirical observations (Nachimias et al.,
1996: 206). Especially in the field of nature conservation observations play an important role
as methodological complement to gather information (Schuit, 2011). Often observation of
behavior and specific conditions can help to give a deeper understanding of the situation.
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Moreover, sometimes local people just not are aware of some important characteristics or
activities; because for them it is too normal as that they would think about it. Since the
researcher lived in one of the studied communities for four months, a lot of observational data
could be collected. Together with literature review and the interviews, observation also serves
as an additional method, which enables triangulation. Which outcome could be confirmed by
observations will be stated within the results.
3.2.5. Triangulation

The use of multiple methods enables triangulation, which is one of the most powerful
techniques for strengthening credibility. This is based on convergence, which means that if
multiple sources provide similar findings their credibility is considerably strengthened (Baxter
and Eyles, 1997). Next, to credibility the method of triangulation helps satisfy dependability.
All data and research methods should be triangulated to achieve optimal benefit from the
collected data, to increase validity and to attain a deeper understanding. In this case
triangulation is very useful to combine insights from quantitative and qualitative data and to
answer the research questions described in section 1.3.

3.3. Systematization of Data
During field work, all data resulting from more than three interviewees per group were
organized in excel tables and the others were presented in Word documents. The data
gathered during the preliminary interviews additionally was presented in a cluster of all actors
and activities and a description of the development of the tourism sector, the refuge and the
participatory management system. The costs and benefits, both quantitative and qualitative,
per stakeholder were organized in a table.

3.4. Cost-Benefit Analysis
To answer the question who derives the benefits and who bears the losses/costs, the
framework of the guide for ‘Cost-Benefit Analysis for Natural Resource Management in the
Pacific’ from Buncle et al. (2013) was used. This approach was chosen because of the clear
structure which can easily be adapted to the project proposed here and moreover the type of
knowledge gaps this guide is supposed to conduct is similar to the knowledge gap in this
research. As described in the guide from Buncle et al. (2013: 2) a CBA ‘is a systematic
process for identifying, valuing, and comparing costs and benefits of a project’. Such an
analysis aims at determining whether the benefits outweigh the costs of a project. Thus the
purpose is to decide if a project is or was effective and to compare alternative project options.
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In Figure 1 the key steps of a CBA, according to Buncle et al. (2013) are illustrated. The first
step already is done as can be seen in section 1.3. The second step is about clarifying the
potential impact of the activities and the type of costs and benefits they would generate. Just
as in the guide, a with-and-without analysis is suitable in the case of refuge Cipancí. This
approach compares the costs and benefits of the ‘without’ scenario with the ‘with’ scenario. In
this research the ‘without’ scenario, or rather the baseline scenario, describes the situation
without any conservation effort and no regulation. This situation existed in the study area
before the refuge was created. To compare this ‘without’ scenario with the actual situation it
has to be assumed how the situation would be like in 2015 if the area would not have been
protected and there would still not existing any regulations. The ‘with’ scenario then is the
actual situation where several activities provide opportunities for locals to participate. It is
important for the with-and-without analysis to take into account the time trend. Especially
natural systems are dynamic and therefore the without situation itself will change over time,
irrespective of whether a project is implemented. This requires an assumption or forecast of
what would likely have happened due to a time trend. In the first instance the analysis of the
costs and benefits is performed in qualitative terms, but as soon as possible quantitative
information should be included as far as they are available. To identify costs, but especially
benefits it is important to know how to calculate quality of national parks. This has been done
in consultation with refuge employees. However, due to the high difficulty in assessing the
quality of biodiversity and the limited time frame, very few data could be collected on the
quality of biodiversity. The statements regarding this issue are based on reports from locals
and refuge employees and on other studies on the natural environment in this refuge.
The third step is valuing costs and benefits. This allows for a direct comparison of the two
scenarios. First, the inputs and outputs have to be quantified and then they have to be valued
in monetary terms, if possible. In this case many items are environmental or social effects.
Since those issues are goals of environmental and development policies, it is reasonable to
assume that the responsible ministries should more or less know what they are willing to pay
to get or prevent those outcomes. Thus it is fair to describe those outcomes in qualitative
terms, which also better suits the given time plan. Additionally, it is important how local
people evaluate costs and benefits and as Haller et al. (2008) describe in their study, for most
local people not only monetary values count. Many non-monetary values are playing a crucial
role in their decision-making process. To also take into account those qualitative costs and
benefits, the livelihood approach described in section 2.4 is used. This already is explained in
Section 3.2.3.1.
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Figure 1: Key steps of the CBA process. (Source: Buncle et al., 2013)

Aggregation of costs and benefits is the fourth step. This is done to be able to compare the
different scenarios. However, this can only be done when quantities are valued. First, present
costs and benefits have to be realized over time in present day values (discounting). Then the
present values are summed up into a single metric known as net present value (NPV).
Discounting is done by multiplying future values by a discount factor 1/(1+r)t. That is:
=

,

ℎ

PV = present value
FV = future value of benefits or costs
r = discount rate
t = time period

29

Since the activities to involve locals in the refuge Cipancí started only recently and most of
the investments were made in a quite informal way it is not possible to discount the costs. The
process of the whole structure of the refuge and the involvement of communities still is in
progress and thus it is difficult to calculate costs for every year. These yearly costs will
presumably also change in future when the tourism sector further develops. In this study the
cost and benefits for the year 2015 will be calculated as an example for the yearly costs. This
justifies an approach without discounting costs.
The NPV of each scenario equals the difference between the present value of benefits and the
present value of costs, summed over the lifetime of the conducted time period.
= ∑

¯

!

Benefits − Costs

t

A project with an NPV greater than zero provides net economic benefits and a project with an
NPV less than zero means that the project will generate a net loss to society. The greater the
NPV the more benefits are generated and thus the more efficient is the project. However, in
this case most costs and benefits will be qualitative and thus it is almost impossible to
calculate a meaningful NPV.
The next step is a sensitivity analysis to ensure that the results are robust. Thus, this step is
important to know how confident one can be in the results and making recommendations
about the project. The guide from Buncle et al. (2013) presents three key stages to conducting
a sensitivity analysis:
•

Identify the key parameters that are uncertain.

•

Determine alternative values for these parameters. A simple way to do this is to
determine feasible upper and lower limits for the parameter.

•

Calculate the impact that a change in the value of each parameter would have on the
project’s NPV.

As already explained, most of the costs and benefits are qualitative and thus a sensitivity
analysis in this case can only be described in qualitative manner and is based on assumptions.
Additionally, to carry out this analysis more accurate further data collection would be needed,
but this would have been beyond the given time frame.
As a research by King (2009) founds significant intra-community variation in the distribution
of costs and benefits it is also important to detect who bears what costs and who gains what
benefits. In the sixth step the distributional impacts of the activities are considered. This is
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done by mapping out the distribution of costs and benefits between stakeholders, by providing
a simple matrix that links benefits and costs to different affected groups. In this research it
will be assumed that we have two main stakeholders; 1) the government and 2) local
communities. The government invests in nature conservation since decades. Therefore it can
be assumed that the government’s goal is to protect nature, which makes it reasonable to
count improvements in environmental quality as government’s benefits. Governmental
investments in refuge management thus count as costs.
The last step is analyzing and discussing the outcomes. Some costs and benefits cannot easily
be measured in monetary terms and thus are not reflected in the calculated NPV. Therefore,
the scenario which offers the most valuable combination of quantified and unquantified
benefits is the most desirable.
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4. THE STUDY AREA
The research proposed in this study investigated the effects of the implementation of the
community-based conservation approach in case of the wildlife refuge (Refugio de Vida
Silvestre) Cipancí and the two local communities Bolsón and Ortega in Costa Rica. This
section will give a detailed description of national conservation efforts, the study area and
expound the situation within the study area before and after the implementation of the current
governance system. The latter is the result of the semi-structured interviews that were
conducted at the beginning of the fieldwork.

4.1. History of National Conservation Efforts
First efforts to conserve nature in Costa Rica already were made in the early twentieth
century, but then still with minimal success. In the 70s those efforts became more successful
and protected areas were established (Campell, 2002). In addition, especially during the 1990s
a large set of institutional reforms were introduced to reverse the dramatic deforestation rate
and degradation of natural resources (Saenz-Segura and Le Coq, 2012). In 1998, the
Ministerio de Ambiente, Energía y Telecomunicaciones (MINAET) brought together all
forestry, wildlife and protected areas and those now so-called Conservation Areas are
managed by the Sistema Nacionale de Áreas de Conservación (SINAC) (Madrigal Cordero
and Solís Rivera 2012). Today, the total Conservation Area includes 1.304.306 ha, which is
around 26% of Costa Rica’s national territory. Half of this area are National Parks and the
other half are Biological Reserves, Protected Zones, Forest Reserves, Wildlife Refuges,
Wetland/Mangroves and some other categories (Costa Rica National Parks, 2015; SINAC,
2015). The key conservation policies are protected areas, Payments for Environmental
Services (PSA), restrictions on timber extraction and forest clearing (Calvo-Alverado et al.,
2009). According to Boza (1993), Costa Rica’s Conservation Areas “stand as a model for the
preservation of biodiversity in the tropics”.
In 1955 the Costa Rican Tourism Institute was established and international tourism slowly
began to increase in Cost Rica (Campbell, 2002). The tourism sector was seen as a great
chance to enhance economic development by raise foreign exchange earnings, gross national
product, and tax revenues and decrease unemployment. Since the creation of the National
Chamber of Tourism and the designation of tourism as an industry in the 1970s, tourism in
Costa Rica has grown consistently. In the 1990s, the so-called ecotourism became globally
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popular, which was very positive for the tourism sector in Costa Rica. While the new
conservation approach of consuming natural resources through ecotourism, which increases
employment, foreign exchange and enhanced environmental protection, is now well
established in Costa Rica, the community-based conservation component still has been
neglected. Even though, the increasing number of tourists are beneficial for the economic
development, it is debatable whether or not local communities themselves profit, or if only
(non-local) wealthy investors, who have the economic resources, benefit. In some cases there
is also a direct consumption of natural resources possible, but there are only few examples,
such as managed cattle grazing in Guanacaste Conservation Area and National Park and a
management plan for legalized marine turtle egg harvest within Ostional Wildlife Refuge.
These efforts to involve local communities by providing business opportunities and
employment and by meeting local demands for wildlife products aim at gaining local support
for conservation (Campbell, 2002).
When the government of Costa Rica created the National Wildlife Refuge Cipancí by Decree
No. 29398-MINAE of 28 March 2001 to protect the wetlands of the middle and lower part of
the river Tempisque they decided to make inclusion of local people possible right from the
beginning. This decision was made primarily because the river already was used by locals for
touristic activities and the government aimed at regulating these activities. The case of refuge
Cipancí nicely demonstrates how local development and conservation can go hand in hand
and even support each other. Just as Brown (1998) suggested, the protected area here
generates tourist revenues and thus enhances local livelihoods.

4.2. The Refuge Cipancí
The Refuge Cipancí is located in the province of Guanacaste in the North-West of Costa Rica,
which is one of the most important regions for the development of the Costa Rican tourist
sector. Especially the basin of the Rio Tempisque attracts lots of tourists. The 108 km long
river opens into the Gulf of Nicoya and is one of the most important rivers in Costa Rica. It
not only is the biggest river, but also is indispensable for the irrigation of farmlands next to
the river (Alarcón, 2012). The government created the National Wildlife Refuge Cipancí by
Decree No. 29398-MINAE of 28 March 2001 to protect the wetlands of the middle and lower
part of the river. The refuge has an approximate area of 3,500 hectares, along the wetland
lagoon Madrigal (600 ha) and the farm Los Naranjos (275 ha). Within the sphere of influence
are other protected areas such as National Park Palo Verde, Refugio Nacional de Vida
Silvestre Mata Redonda, Refugio Nacional de Vida Silvestre Hacienda El Viejo and the
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wetland Palustrino Corral de Piedra, which sum up to a total of 13,375 hectares. They all
contribute to the protection of wetlands and their fauna and flora (SINAC, 2016; Alarcón,
2012). The refuge Cipancí comprises most of the mangrove areas and water surfaces from the
Rio Bebedero to the junction of Lajas, and also from the Isla del Toro at the mouth of
Tempisque river to the mouth of the river Charco. Since the Tempisque River opens into the
sea at the southern end of the refuge, the whole system of water surfaces is highly influenced
by the tide. During low tide the water from the river flows towards the sea, but during high
tide the water is flowing inland causing water levels to significantly rise. Figure 2 below
shows the location of refuge Cipancí in Costa Rica and Figure 3 describes its expansion in
detail.

Figure 2: Geographical Location of Refuge Cipancí (Source: Monge Quesada, 2016)

The goal of creating this refuge was the protection of mangroves, which are breeding grounds
for aquatic and terrestrial birds and different species of fish and shrimp. Mangroves generally
play a major role in maintaining the ecological balance and biodiversity of estuarine
environments. They also play a key role in providing resources to tropical estuarine systems,
hence fisheries and a wide range of indirect, tangible and intangible assets, and thus have a
great impact on human activities (SINAC, 2016).
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Figure 3: Expansion of Refuge Cipancí (Source: Monge Quesada, 2016)

Being in conjunction with the Palo Verde National Park, you can find over 750 species of
plants. This habitat for example is home to 5 of the 6 mangrove species found in Costa Rica.
Furthermore, it is possible to observe a diversity of tree species such as Pochote (Pachira
Quinata), Tempisque (Sideroxylon capiri), Cenízaro (Samanea saman), Guanacaste
(Esterolobium cyclocarpum), and many more. You can also find a wide variety of birds such
as the Jabiru (Jabirú micteria), falcons (Polyboris plancus), ducks (Anas sp.) and herons
(Casmerodius albus). There are also various mammals that can be observed, for example deer
(Odocoileus virginianus), coyotes (Canis latrans), tayras (Eira barbara), agoutis (Central
American Agouti) and pacas (Agouti paca). The various herpetofauna includes mousetrap
snakes, crocodiles, iguanas and several poisonous snakes. Due to the existence of wetlands
you can also observe large populations of tree frogs and toads (SINAC, 2016).
The conservation objectives of the creation of this refuge are to protect mangroves, and thus
the breeding of aquatic and terrestrial birds, fish, and shrimp and to maintain the ecological
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balance and biodiversity of estuarine environments (SINAC, 2016). The refuge not only
contributes to the protection of the area of Tempisque River, but also functions as a buffer
zone of the Palo Verde National Park and other important wetlands such as Corral de Piedra,
Redonda Mata and Zonsapote (SINAC, 2016). The area is important to provide resources for
the tropical estuarine system and indirect tangible and intangible assets, which represent a
great benefit for residents of surrounding areas. The refuge is a nesting site for many
endangered bird species and mammals that depend on these wetlands for their livelihoods
(SINAC, 2016). The Ramsar Convention for Wetlands declared this area as from international
importance (Alarcon, 2012).
Since this protected area is a wildlife refuge instead of a national park it is easier for locals to
benefit from its resources. While national parks are subject to more stringent rules and the use
of and even the access to those parks is highly restricted, regulations for wildlife refuges are
less stringent. The access and use of resources within refuges is restrictedly permitted. Those
restrictions are different for each refuge. The Wildlife Refuge Cipancí is divided into five
different zones, each with different restrictions for usage. The zone for restricted usage (zona
de uso restringido) for example includes the tidelands of the Tempisque River. Activities that
are allowed in this zone are for example investigation, scientific collections, environmental
education, ecotourism and the construction of infrastructure for ecotourism. Within the zone
for special usage (zona de uso especial) you can find offices for administration, bridges, fire
watchtowers and other administrative infrastructure. The zone for public usage (zona de uso
público) allows for several activities such as ecotourism and controlled fishing and
construction of wharves. The Tempisque River belongs to this zone. The zone of protection
(zona de protección) includes all mangroves and tidelands within the refuge and these areas
are closed to public use and all kinds of usage, other than for scientific purposes are expressly
prohibited. The last zone is called zone for sustainable usage of resources (zona de uso
sostenible de recursos) and allows the existence of several different projects for a sustainable
and partly traditional way of using resources. These projects have stringent restrictions and
allow for example a sustainable exploitation and use of clam, the extraction of river sand for
traditional purposes, development of aquacultures and fishing (MINAE, 2008b; SINAC,
2012).
Seven years after establishing Cipancí, the refuge has increasingly growing number of tourists
(see Figure 4) and especially foreigners visit the refuge to enjoy the scenic beauty of the river
and to see the numerous animals. In 2015 more than 33,000 foreign visitors came to see the
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refuge. This large number of tourists strengthened the local economy and in the future a
further increase in number of visitors is expected (Alarcón, 2012; FUNDECODES, 2016).

Figure 4: Number of foreign tourists from 2007 to 2015 (Source: Fundecodes, 2016)

4.3 Ortega and Bolsón
The Communities Bolsón and Ortega are part of the district Bolsón, which is located in the
canton Santa Cruz, in the Province of Guanacaste. The district of Bolsón mainly consists of
the two communities and has a population of 1627 people (in 2011), which makes it the
smallest district of Santa Cruz. Bolsón is slightly smaller than Ortega and as you can see in
Figure 5 it is located closer to the refuge Cipancí. To get to the main entrance Ballena of the
refuge, tourists have to pass both communities.
The unemployment rate of 3.7% is one of the lowest in the canton of Santa Cruz, where the
average unemployment rate is 4.4%. Most of the people with a job are working in the primary
(45.7%) and the tertiary sector (40.7%) (INEC, 2011). The most important sector used to be
agriculture (sugar cane, melons etc.) and most of the people used to be farm workers or had
cattle farms. But since the agricultural sector does not need as many workers any more due to
modernization and the collapse of the beef market, many people lost their jobs and tourism
sector became increasingly important for the economy (interviews; Alarcón, 2012). In 1994
two families invested in boats and started to offer boat tours on the Tempisque River.
Following other families entered the market, too and today tourism contributes to a large
amount of the incomes in these communities. The small distance to the city Santa Cruz (25
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km) and the tourist hot-spot Tamarindo (60 km) resulting in a comparative advantage for the
communities. This increases the opportunity to further extend the tourism sector in Bolsón
and Ortega.

Figure 5: Geographical location of Ortega and Bolsón (Source: Monge Quesada, 2016)

Next to some tourist facilities such as restaurants, there are a church, a community hall, a
kindergarten, a primary school and a sports ground in each of the two communities.
Additionally, in both communities a few small grocery stores and bars exist. A bus connects
Ortega and Bolsón with Santa Cruz twice a day and once a day there is a bus to the capital
San Jose.

4.4. The Situation Before the Refuge Was Created
The situation “before” can be characterized by three main drawbacks: 1) recurrent
environmental degradation, 2) conflicts between two groups of neighbors, and 3) poor
security for the tourists.
In the middle part of the Tempisque River watershed lie major agro productive activities of
the Region Chorotega. Sugar cane, rice and water melon plantations, which use large amount
of water, together with extensive cattle production are the most important agro productive
activities. Given the geographical position of Tempisque River at the center of the peninsula,
it is susceptible to receive all the polluting discharges from the plantations.
Before the years 2005-2006, the river suffered of at least three major polluting discharges per
year, coming from large “ingenios” (sugar processing factory). These discharges were mostly
molasses that consume the oxygen in the water, killing fishes, causing bad odors, driving
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away birds and other animals. This environmental degradation lasted several days in many
cases, which severely affected the touristic activities in the river. Besides this, the tourists
used to feed animals without any control, and the extraction of endemic plants and fledgling
of endangered birds were common.
Besides the pollution of the river, the governance for accessing the river bank where tourists
boarded the boats were totally chaotic. Formerly, the only access to the river was through
several cattle farms, thus the owners of those farms started charging a kind of “right of way”
to the touristic entrepreneurs. At the beginning, the farm owners charged $ 3 per tourists (half
of the trip cost of $6), but as long as they realized the enforcing position they had vis-à-vis the
entrepreneurs, they progressively charged up to 80% of the total trip cost ($5 out of $6).
Besides, having paid the “right of way” did not mean a smooth relation between both parties.
There were guards paid by the farm owners at the entrance of each way, who opened and
closed the gate door at discretion, and counted the number of entering tourist by hand. This
rudimentary system usually led to miscalculations on the number of tourists passing through
the farm, and thus, disagreements on the respective payment by entrepreneurs. Additionally,
sometimes the private guard closed the gate unaware that he locked in a group of tourists.
This situation caused a high tension between cattle farm owners and touristic entrepreneurs,
which also was extended to the community level because they all were neighbors.
Even when the touristic entrepreneurs started their business in the Tempisque River almost 20
years ago, they operated without any insurance, without a permit by the Port Authority in
Puntarenas that certifies the good condition of the boat and ancillaries, and with poorly trained
boat crew (in emergencies and/or managing the groups of tourists). Besides, they used to run
the boats at high speed, which caused river bank erosion. All entrepreneurs made use of an
old and rusty pier to make the tourists board the boats, a pier that everybody used but nobody
invested in maintenance, which implied a security risk for all the users.
The situation before the refuge was created is characterized with similar features as the
tragedy of the commons phenomena and the prisoner’s dilemma described in Section 2.2.
Several actors tried to benefit as much as possible from the given resource base, in this case
the river and its biodiversity, without having any regulations or rules to sustainably organize
the use of this resource. Another important factor is the lack of communication among actors,
which would have been important to enable joint organization and management of the
activities. Instead the actors worked against each other, which caused severe conflicts within
the community. Just as described in the theory of the tragedy of the commons, this behavior
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caused danger for the environment. A degradation of the environmental resource would lead
to a loss of the actors’ source of income and thus would not be in their interest. However,
without the capacity to communicate and jointly agree on binding rules and a sustainable
management system they were not able to change this situation.
This situation continuous worsening even when in the year 2001 the national wildlife refuge
Cipancí officially was created by the MINAE, through SINAC.

4.5. The Situation After The Refuge Was Created
Given the environmental and social problems described in the previous section, community
members made pressure to SINAC to intervene. Then, the SINAC office opened in Bolsón by
November 2006 with three employees. The employees not only are responsible for protecting
the refuge, but also for coordinating and implementing the Participatory Management Model
(see section 4.4.) to organize the touristic activity in the refuge. On the first task they worked
together with the ingenio “Azucarera El Viejo” (the largest sugar processor in Costa Rica) in
order to find and implement clean technologies, and thus, avoid large discharges of molasses
into the river. For the second task the SINAC officials acted more as middlemen between the
conflicting parties: mainly the cattle farm owners and the entrepreneurs in the tourism sector.
They could lower the tensions between them by ordering the access of tourists to the refuge.
They implemented a system of one single entrance-ticket sold by a SINAC employee at the
river bank, and with this centralized register they were able to provide an accurate record of
all visits. SINAC contracted a Foundation named FUNDECODES to administrate the money
from the entrance fee, which in turn directly paid the farm owners. FUNDECODES employs
four people in the office and in the refuge to take care of the financial flows and coordinate
tasks which are part of the Participatory Management Plan with the employees of SINAC and
local private actors.
SINAC officials could not stop the increasing farmers’ charges to allow entrepreneurs pass
through their farms (last charge was $5 out of $6). The next step was to obtain a credit to
finance the construction of a new road through the refuge land and thus to avoid paying for
the farmers’ “right of way”. This of course caused a high discomfort amongst farmers, but at
the end SINAC succeeded in eliminating the two sides-conflict. With this movement, SINAC
gained reputation in front of the touristic entrepreneurs, thus they could easily negotiated and
applied further regulations to them.
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Even though the office in Bolsón exists since 2006, the interviews with the two presidents of
the associations of development and the entrepreneurs suggest that functioning coordination
between the actors only goes on since 5 or 6 years. However, all actors agree that
coordination is very important and should be intensified. The importance of coordination also
is one of many outcomes of the surveys. Actors within the tourism sector and the refuge
highly value the system of communication and cooperation.
Additionally, in 2013 the entrepreneurs of the tourist sector united and formed the association
of entrepreneurs, namely INPROTUR. This step was made to more easily jointly organize the
whole sector and to represent their interests as a group. The fact that the entrepreneurs now
have a common representation of interests also simplifies the collaboration with SINAC.
Nowadays the entrepreneurs sell “packages” to the tour operators of neighboring hotels,
which include a boat trip through the river and lunch in a community restaurant. The $9 of
entrance fee directly goes from the tour operators to FUNDECODES by means of a bank
deposit. This deposit is cross-checked with the number of tickets given to each tourist brought
by a given tour operator. From this $9, $5 is used to pay the credit for the road construction,
$3 goes to the refuge SINAC office and $1 to INPROTUR. Other important changes and
regulations are: boats must have the Port Authority permit to operate, the tourist guides and
boat captains have to be trained to treat the tourists and tell them to avoid feeding animals and
extracting any plants or animals from the refuge. The refuge staff controls the compliance
with the rules.
At the beginning of the creation of the refuge its staff functioned more as an external monitor
to present a solution to the tragedy of the commons like situation. This solution mainly
consisted of encouraging communication among actors and to solve the conflict between
touristic entrepreneurs and famers. Even though the farmers were not satisfied with this
solution, the construction of a public road to the refuge smoothed the heated situation.
Further, the refuge management implemented rules for the touristic activities in the protected
area and enforces them. The next important step to implement a community-based approach
was the creation and implementation of the Participatory Management Model, which is
described in the following section.
4.6. Participatory Management Model
To combine the conservation efforts with the economic interest of the entrepreneurs MINAE
designed a Participatory Management Model (PMM) for the national wildlife refuge Cipancí.
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Its conservation objective contains the implementation of different specific plans in the areas
which are specified below:
•

Environmental Protection and Control

•

Environmental education

•

Investigation

•

Natural Resources Management

•

Ecological Tourism

•

Solid Waste Management.

Due to budget limitations, SINAC could not fully implement these plans. They were lacking
the productive resources, such as human resources, equipment required by the various
programs and the necessary capital to operationalize each one of them. Considering these
scarcities, a management model was implemented where the main axes are 1) cooperation
between private entrepreneurs, cooperation between private entrepreneurs and the state, and
2) state-private-community cooperation in order to leverage resources and strengthen
conservation actions established by the refuge Cipancí and to improve income generation for
communities. The interdependences between each of the actors are regulated by a specific
legal framework for each case. Approved regulation mechanisms are based on “Contratos,
Cartas de Entendimiento y Conveniosall” covered by the Biodiversity Law and
Environmental Law. This ensures that the actions and roles of each of the key players in this
management model are clearly defined. To enable close cooperation among all actors,
monthly meetings are organized by the refuge staff and the entrepreneurs association
INPROTUR. On a regular basis the members of the associations of development also
participate in these meetings. Next to these regular meeting, all actors maintain close contact
and communicate in an informal manner whenever needed. The creation and maintenance of
this communication platform ensures that all actors are aware of the plans and actions of all
other individuals involved and are able to discuss and jointly agree on the management of the
sector.
Involved key actors are:
•

Refugio Nacional de Vida Silvestre Cipanci-sector ACT

•

Foundation

for

the

equilibrium

between

conservation

and

development

(FUNDECODES)
•

Association of Tourist Innovation Processes of the Sector Bolsón (INPROTUR)
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•

Association for Development in Bolsón

•

Association for Development in Ortega

This participatory management model shall ensure benefits to all stakeholders, including local
communities, but most important is that it is supposed to generate resources for the
sustainability of Cipancí by financing its specific plans. It is a model of participatory
conservation where the refuge generates resources for communities, while at the same time
these communities support the conservation efforts. This way of managing natural resources
was initiated by the legislature through the Biodiversity Law for each of the country's
protected areas. This management model would not have been possible without the
participation of the private sector and its interdependence with the public sector, so that the
synergies achieved headed positively to achieving program objectives.
By implementing the PMM, the role of the refuge staff changed from being a monitor to an
external enforcer and more responsibility was transferred to local stakeholders. This step was
important to achieve a community-based or participatory conservation model in Cipancí. In
this development several characteristics are recognizable that are described in the theories of
prisoners’ dilemma and community-based conservation and partly new institutionalism in
Chapter 2. One of the motives behind choosing this model was to reduce costs for protecting
the refuge by cooperating with the communities and thereby encouraging local support for
conservation efforts. This approach already is mentioned in the theory discussed in Chapter 2.
Just like theoretically described the idea for this management model in Cipancí was to
increase income generation for local communities and as a result the local population would
collaborate with the refuge staff when it comes to nature protection. This then would lead to
decreasing transaction costs, for example for enforcing rules. Additionally, approved
regulation mechanism clearly define the function and responsibilities of each stakeholder and
reduce uncertainty. This further reduces transaction costs among all involved actors.
Transaction costs also are reduced due to the fact that opportunistic behavior will most likely
occur in very rare cases. Ostrom (1990) explains that shared norms of behavior and the
awareness that a person will suffer shame if violating rules are crucial to prevent opportunistic
behavior. In this case the group of involved actors is very small, all share more or less the
same interest, and all actors do know each other and maintain close contact. Thus it can be
assumed that opportunistic behavior is almost not existent. The involvement of all key actors
and the implementation of a communication platform addressed the further prisoner’s
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dilemma by encouraging communication and was crucial for agreeing on binding rules in this
sector.
One of the goals of this management model implemented in Cipancí was to generate benefits
for the local population. Brown (1998) explains that enhancement of local livelihoods are
needed to successfully include local communities in nature conservation. When the local
population benefits from nature conservation they are more likely willing to support and value
conservation efforts. The benefits, but also the costs will be discussed in detail in Chapter 6.

4.7. Conclusion
Nature conservation has a long history in Costa Rica and its conservation areas, which today
cover 26% of Costa Rica’s national territory, stands as a model for preservation of
biodiversity in the tropics. Costa Rica now faces the challenge of linking nature conservation
and local development, for example through the increasing sector of eco-tourism. In the case
of refuge Cipancí this challenge was accepted and now nicely demonstrates how nature
conservation and local development can be combined.
The refuge Cipancí is located in the most important region for the development of Costa
Rica’s tourist sector. The wetlands this refuge protects are from international importance and
a great variety of fauna and flora depends on its protection. The two communities Bolsón and
Ortega are located close to the refuge and thus are affected by its protection and the tourists
visiting the refuge.
The first touristic activities in this zone started in 1994, but without cooperation among the
different entrepreneurs and without regulation environmental degradation became a growing
problem and the chaotic situation lead to conflicts and a lack of security for tourists. The
situation thus had similar features as the tragedy of the commons phenomena and the
prisoner’s dilemma.
After the refuge was created in 2001, institutions such as the refuge management’s office in
Bolsón, regulations and rules and the PMM were implemented. The most important measures
that started to solve the prisoner’s dilemma problem was encouraging communication among
stakeholders, defining functions for all stakeholders, and the joint agreement on binding rules
and their enforcement. The refuge management became the external enforcer and more
responsibility was transferred to local stakeholders to achieve a community-based
conservation model. Additionally, this management model encouraged income generation for
local communities.
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As a result of involving local stakeholders and generating benefits from tourism for local
communities the local population would more likely supporting conservation efforts. In this
way both nature conservation and local development would go hand in hand.
The following chapter will further discuss the involved actors and will explain their functions
and actions based on the actor-oriented and new institutionalism theory.
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5. ACTORS & ACTIVITIES
This chapter gives a detailed description of all involved actors and all activities in the refuge
Cipancí and its tourism sector. This description is important to identify what institutions and
measures are necessary to successfully involve local communities in the management of
protected areas. All information within the following description is based on the preliminary
interviews and the surveys. In Figure 6 a cluster of all actors and activities is presented. The
actor-oriented approach and the theory of the new institutionalism, discussed in Section 2.3,
not only helped to collect the right data, but also were crucial for its interpretation.

5.1. Entrepreneurs and Employees
Eight entrepreneurs, the AfD of Bolsón and a group of women run their businesses within the
tourism sector in Bolsón and Ortega. They have souvenir shops, restaurant or/and boats. This
section only focusses on the entrepreneurs and the group of women, because the association’s
souvenir shop will be discussed in Section 5.3. From those eight entrepreneurs 50% are
female and the average age is 51 years, ranging from 43 to 62. There are three restaurants in
Ortega and one in Bolsón and 14 boats that are used for river tours. Most of the families have
more than one boat, especially those who also own a restaurant. One of the most experienced
female entrepreneurs runs the biggest business with one restaurant and five boats. Most of the
entrepreneurs, that have boats and a restaurant, only offer a boat tour plus a lunch and
entrance fee for the refuge as a package, which sometimes also includes a guide. The average
cost for those packages are $35, but can also cost up to 70$ per person depending on how
exclusive the tourist wants his tour to be. One of the owners of a restaurant in Ortega only
offers lunch, because she does not own boats. A lunch in her restaurant costs around $10. The
first entrepreneurs in this sector, a male and a female both in their early 60s, independently
from each other started to offer boat tours in 1994. However, the average time the
entrepreneurs are working for in this sector is 13 years. The youngest business started three
years ago. Five of the businesses are located in Ortega, two in Bolsón and one in Puerto
Ballena, which is a very small group of houses close to Ortega.
The average capacity of the tour boats are 19 passengers and according to the entrepreneurs
each of them serves on average 73 tourists per week in high season and 26 in low season.
Since most of the entrepreneurs were not able to report trustworthy numbers on their costs and
revenues it was impossible to calculate average incomes for them. Only the owner of the
biggest restaurant in Ortega could give detailed information on her income. She stated that she
earns about $900 per month. It can be assumed that the others gain more or less the same,
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maybe a bit less, since her business is the most professional and most developed one. All of
them stated that they finance their families with their earnings and three of them also
financially support the communities. On average their income supports 4.6 additional family
members and 36 in total. To start their business all used their own property. Only three of
them have other incomes next to their tourism businesses. One of them is accountant, another
runs a cattle farm and one sells cajetas (cookies out of milk and sugar).
The entrepreneurs have individual contracts and agreements with tour operators, which for
example include the boat tour and a lunch in one of the restaurants in their tour offers. The
tour operators then receive around 10% of the revenues for bringing tourists to the enterprises.
Two entrepreneurs rent a place in their restaurants to people from Guaitil, a community close
by, or other communities to sell souvenirs or the entrepreneurs sell the souvenirs for them. A
woman who runs a restaurant in Bolsón offers a place for free to a family from Guaitil to sell
their ceramics.
In order to support the local economy three of the entrepreneurs buy some products for their
restaurants from local families. 14 families are benefiting from tourism sector in this way
(Section 5.6. provides more information).
According to some of the entrepreneurs, especially three of them, they support the refuge
rangers with their conservation efforts by for example informing them when something is
going wrong or reporting rule violation. Especially the boat captains are important for this
kind of support since they spend the whole day on the river.
When asked about their reasons to start this kind of enterprise almost all of them stated that
they wanted to increase their income. Three of them had no income before and four of them
worked in the agricultural sector prior and earned around $340 per month. Only one of them,
who used to work in a bank and earned $1800 a month now, earns less. His main reason to
quit his job and started his tourism business was that he did not like working in an office all
day and enjoys being outside and meeting lots of people from all over the world and he loves
being self-employed and close to his family. Other reasons for them have been to generate
jobs for family members, being self-employed, being able to finance their families and
education for their children. Also the wish to be able to stay in their community and be with
their families was an important impulse for them to start this kind of business. Due to the
limited job opportunities in this area many people have to work outside their communities and
are forced to travel far distances to see their families at least for the weekends. Thus having
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the chance to work within the area is quite precious. Also all entrepreneurs stated that
supporting the community was very important for them.
To be able to run their business as good as possible all but one of them on average took part in
seven different training activities. One of the female restaurant owner even studies
entrepreneurship in University.
In total the entrepreneurs have 31 employees, who mainly work as boat captains or cook and
serve food in the restaurants. The main employer is the owner of the biggest restaurant in
Ortega, who employs 16 people in her restaurant and on the boats. 45% of the employees are
female and the average age is 42. The youngest is 23 years old and the oldest 64. Most of the
employees live in Ortega (61%) and Bolsón (29%), and only 8% come from the surrounding
area. On average the employees have 5.5 years of experience in the tourism sector, ranging
from 3 month to 25 years. Average working time is almost 7 hours in high season and 5.5
hours in low season. Most of the employees get paid the same amount of money every month
independently from the season. Average wage for employees in tourism sector in Ortega and
Bolsón is $340 per month. The employees support on average 2.7 family members with their
income and thus in total 101 family members indirectly benefit from the income gained in this
sector. All but four employees are working full time in this sector and do not have other
sources of income. Before those employees started working in these jobs 22 of them worked
in various other sectors. Most of them however worked in the agricultural sector or as laborer.
The average wages in those former jobs was $295 and thus lower than the actual wages in the
tourism sector. Thus it is no surprise that half of them stated that due to their actual job the
well-being of their families improved a lot and the other half said it improved a bit. When
asked for reasons for starting to work in this sector the employees named similar reasons as
the entrepreneurs. Almost all wanted to have a safe workplace and maximize their income to
finance their family and their children’s education. It was of great importance for them to be
able to stay in their communities to be close to their family. At least for 85% of the employees
it played a role that they were able to support their community and 63% were interested in
working in a job related to the refuge. To gain higher qualification for their job 71% of the
employees took part in training activities, each on average 60 hours.
The women group in Bolsón consists of five women between 37 and 64 years who produce
traditional handcrafts from the local fruit Jicara. This group exists since around February
2015. To sell their products they cooperate with the tourist attraction Hacienda el Viejo near
Ortega and Bolsón. Additionally, they opened a small shop in the community center in
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Bolsón, which is provided for free by the local AfD. On average 50 tourists per week buy
souvenirs in this shop. The women profit from the arrangement the AfD made with tour
operators for their own souvenir shop which is located in the same place. This arrangement is
explained in Section 5.3. The equipment for the shop was bought with the help of
CoopeGuancaste. To learn how to produce those handcrafts all women participated in a
course provided by INA (Institución de Aprendizaje). Next to the wish of earning money,
some of the women also mentioned other reasons for being part of this group. They said that
learning new skills and meeting people also played an important role.
This description of entrepreneurs and employees in the tourism sector emphasizes the
importance of the generation of economic benefits and new livelihood strategies already
discussed in Chapter 2. Just as described in theory tourism in Cipancí positively stimulates
local entrepreneurship and thus has an impact on poverty alleviation. Both the entrepreneurs
and the employees almost all are from the two communities and noteworthy is that almost half
of them are female. The eight entrepreneurs earn at least $900 per month, which is slightly
higher than the average income in rural areas in Costa Rica (Central America Data 2016).
Also their employees’ average income increased since they started to work in this sector. This
has a positive effect on their families’ well-being and according to their answers in the survey
many of them use the additional income to support their children’s education. The fact that for
almost all entrepreneurs and employees the tourism sector is their only source of income
underlines the importance of this sector in this area.
The spill-over or multiplier effects, as Mitchell (2008) calls them, are also visible in the case
of Cipancí. Not only financially support some entrepreneurs various communal projects, but
also does the increased income of entrepreneurs and employees positively affect their
families. The eight entrepreneurs directly support 36 family members and the 31 employees’
income also is beneficial for their 101 family members. Thus in total 176 people benefit from
the income of those directly working in the tourism sector. The fact that the entrepreneurs buy
products for their restaurants from local families also is a spill-over effect. Thereby local
families benefit indirectly from the tourism sector. The increased purchasing power of the
entrepreneurs and their employees is equally important and transfers economic benefits to the
whole community. Next to the spill-over effects within the community, there are also indirect
benefits for other communities. This is for example the case for the families from Guaitil
selling souvenirs to tourists in Bolsón and Ortega.
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Additionally, this description also supports the theory of the enhanced-livelihood. Brown
(1998) explains that enhancement of local livelihood is needed for a successful inclusion of
local communities to nature conservation. First of all, it is obvious that the economic capital
of those working in the tourism sector increased. But livelihood also includes non-monetary
values, which according to the answers given in the survey also increased. Almost all persons
working in this sector highly value the opportunity to stay in their communities and live with
their families, which surely increases their livelihood. Other important reasons for them to
start working in this sector expose other aspects that increase their livelihood. These reasons
are the possibility to be self-employed, to work in the refuge and to be able to support the
community. However, the statement from Adiyia et al. (2016) that education remains an
important entry barrier to the tourism sector also seems to be true for this case. One indicator
for this is the fact that almost all entrepreneurs and employees participated in training
activities to be prepared for a job in the tourism sector. Of course, the opportunity to work in
this sector could also lead to a greater motivation to achieve new skills and thus increases
human capital.
Another theory that applies in the case of Cipancí is the assumption that the local willingness
to support conservation efforts will increase if local communities benefit from the protected
resources. The entrepreneurs and employees in Ortega and Bolsón for example report
anomalies or rule violations in and around the refuge.
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Figure 6: Cluster of Actors and Activities within the Management of the Refuge Cipancí
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5.2. INPROTUR
This organization unionizes all but one local tourism businesses operating within the refuge
Cipancí and has 15 members. The entrepreneur association organizes the promotion and
marketing for the touristic activities in and around the refuge and they take care of the
infrastructure related to tourism, such as signs, roads and bathrooms. INPROTUR also is an
interest group and represents the common interests of its members towards other actors such
as the government and the administration of the refuge. Their overall goal is to strengthen and
improve the tourism sector in Bolsón and Ortega. In addition, through negotiation with tour
operators, they promote the donation of the entrance fee of $9 which is received by
FUNDECODES and distributed in the manner described in section 4.4. The president of this
organization is one of the female restaurant owners.
Part of INPROTURs activities is to support and guide existing and new entrepreneurs and
trying to coordinate with the associations for development what kind of new entrepreneurs are
needed. Currently, they are looking for a possibility to locally produce chicken meat for the
restaurants and they also try to find new opportunities to offer more services to tourists. One
of many interesting ideas is to construct a butterfly garden in the area. The organization is also
helping the AfDs of the two communities, for example by repairing streets and canals and
signs, and donations, such as new costumes for the folklore dancing group of Ortega or
renovation of the school. In 2015 INPROTUR spent approximately $3000 to the communities
in this way.
When asked for reasons to be member of INPROTOUR its members explained that they
benefit from supporting each other and that for them coordination is important to strengthen
the tourism sector in this area and the local development. The members also named the
activities within INPROTUR that are the most beneficial for their businesses. These activities
contain mainly the construction and maintenance of infrastructure such as the road to the
refuge and the quay for the tour boats, the coordination within this association and with the
other actors within this sector such as the employees of MINAE and FUNDECODES and the
AfDs, and training activities to build capacities for running a tourism business. Before the
cooperation with the refuge officials started no such projects to improve infrastructure or
build capacities existed. They also value the mutual support, the support of projects related to
tourism in the communities, for example the planned tourism information center at the refuge
entrance, the joint promotion of tourism and the support for new start-ups. Some of them also
mentioned that it is important for them to be part of a community.
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Members of INPROTUR described the time before the cooperation with the refuge officials
started as highly chaotic and inefficient. Every actor just did what he thought was beneficial
for himself and communication among actors was missing. One of the biggest problems
according to them was the lack of free access to the refuge. However, they stated that
nevertheless during this time private projects were economically successful.
For the future they hope for a better coordination of tourism in favor of the environment and
the protection. They aim at maintaining the protected area in a sustainable and productive
manner.
The members officially meet twice a month, mostly together with refuge employees and on an
irregular and unofficial base each other on various occasions. The official meetings usually
take 2.5 hours. The most important projects already realized in cooperation with the
administration of the refuge are the construction and maintenance of the road to the refuge
and the quay for the boats and the sanitary services.
The creation of INPROTUR was an important step to implement community-based
institutions with well-defined activities and duties of each actor and to jointly agree on
binding rules for the activities in the tourism sector and the refuge. Additionally, INPROTUR
in its function as representing interest of all entrepreneurs, more easily enables
communication and cooperation among all actors. This is, according to the theory on the
prisoner’s dilemma discussed in Section 2.2, crucial for a functioning community-based
conservation. The association also promotes the feeling of being part of a community, which
also counteracts the prisoner’s dilemma. The entrepreneurs now belong to a group and it is
less likely that they would act in a selfish way without taking into account the group’s
interest. Further, shared norms and that fact that a group member would suffer shame in case
of broken promises additionally decrease the risk of opportunistic behavior. The descriptions
of INPROTUR members regarding the chaotic time before the entrepreneurs started to jointly
cooperate with the refuge management emphasizes the importance of the implementation of
this management system focusing on communication and cooperation among all actors and
the possibility to jointly agree on binding rules. Their experience of the chaotic situation
before further strengthens their motivation to participate in this Participatory Management
Model. Thus it would be interesting to investigate whether or not this motivation changed in
the future, when most of the entrepreneurs do not have the same experience.
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INPROTUR also plays an important role for the communities Bolsón and Ortega. The
organization not only encourages and organizes the enhancement of local infrastructure, such
as roads, but also supports the communities in more direct ways. Additionally, INPROTUR
aims at strengthening local entrepreneurship and enabling more inhabitants to benefit from
tourism, for example by organizing training activities.

5.3. Associations for Development
Within this structure the AfDs have a significant and important role for tourism and local
development. There is an association in each community and they are independent from each
other. Their goal is to improve the livelihood and development in the communities. Their
activities mainly concentrate on supporting poor families and improve the infrastructure, such
as improving the sports grounds or painting the school. They also support local groups, such
as the youth group or the folklore dancing group.
They already have projects that are related to conservation and/or tourism sector. To clean the
environment from waste they implemented a recycling project together with a paint company
in Santa Cruz, PinturaSur. The inhabitants collect plastic waste and this waste is given to
PinturaSur. In exchange, the communities receive paint from the PinturaSur, which then can
be used to paint the school or other public buildings. The success of this project also could be
observed by the researcher. The associations also organize courses together with the INA such
as English, communication and dealing with costumers, producing handmade souvenirs and
bartender. They also organize educational projects together with the employees from the
office in Bolsón. Next to the organization of those courses the associations support
entrepreneurs by advising families or individual persons who are interested in starting a new
business. This advice for example can be about getting a credit or finding partners. As already
mentioned, the association in Bolsón also offers a place to sell handcrafts in the community
center to the women from “Artjibol: Arte en Jicaras de Bolsón”.
The AfD in Bolsón also is responsible for the maintenance of the bathrooms, which are
located in the community center in Bolsón and were constructed in 2010. For this
maintenance work they receive $1 per tourist who uses this facility from the refuge office in
Bolsón. With this money the association is able to hire a woman cleaning the bathrooms and
to finance other community projects. This money originates from the $3 per tourist that the
office receives from FUNDECODES. Thus minus the costs for maintenance and the
employee, the association earned around $9000 alone in 2015.
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In December 2015 the association in Bolsón opened a souvenir shop in the community center
in their community. This shop initially was financed by credit and with the support of the
refuge office. This support consisted of searching for souvenir suppliers in Costa Rica and
finding tour operators that were interested in cooperation. The agreement with the tour
operators states that they get 10% of the revenues from the souvenir shop earned through
those tourists the tour operators brought to the community center in order to use the sanitary
facilities there. Two members of the association are working at the souvenir shop and receive
wages. The revenues of this shop are used to finance other projects within the community and
support poor local families. Due to the fact that this shop only opened recently, there exist no
exact numbers on costs and income yet. However, the president of this AfD assumes that on
average they weekly sell products worth $250 in high season and $120 in low season.
Next to those activities, the AfDs organize several events in the communities such as sport
events and bull riding to earn money that is needed to finance local development projects or to
support poor families.
Most of their activities, but especially those that are related to environment and tourism are
coordinated with the refuge office in Bolsón.
Additionally, it is planned that once the tourist infrastructure construction is completed, the
two AfDs will then operating all non-essential services within the sector that are linked to
tourism on their own. These tasks include for example, management of car parks, souvenir
shops, coffee shops, sanitary services management, implementation and organization of
cultural activities and businesses owned by the associations that are complementary to the
previous ones.
When asked about their opinion on the actual management system of the protected area that
focusses on involvement of the local population, the president of the association in Ortega
explained that before much more conflicts existed between actors and the president from the
association in Bolsón stated that she would prefer to work even closer together with
INPROTUR and the office of the refuge. In her opinion the collaboration is extendable. The
president of Ortega’s association adds that he wishes for better relations and communication
between actors and more sincerity and comprehension. In contrast to him, the president of
Bolsón’s association does not agree that the communities are more united since the actual
management system was implemented. On the contrary, she thinks there are more conflicts
today. In her opinion the cooperation with the government or other organizations did not
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noticeably improve. However, the president of Ortega’s association thinks that cooperation
with both increased. He also said that in his opinion the actual system is beneficial for the
environment and that he is proud of his community and how they protect nature. Both
presidents absolutely agree that the locals today have an attitude pro nature compared to the
time before the actual system was implemented. They also agree that tourism is very
important for the communities and they do not think that the high amount of tourists disturbs
the village’s lifestyle.
The president of the AfD in Bolsón thinks the main advantage of the implementation of the
refuge is the regulation of the touristic activities on the river. However, she criticizes that only
few people are benefitting from this protected area and its tourism sector. The president of the
AfD in Ortega added that more information for locals is needed to motivate more people to
contribute in conservation and the tourism sector. He also thinks it is necessary to improve the
infrastructure to increase the tourism sector and that local services such as the medical clinic
should be enhanced not only for locals but also for tourists. He criticized that the refuge
administration does pay too less attention on those issues. Another disadvantage for him is
that due to the prohibition of hunting and the strict regulations of fishing leads to a loss of
local culture. However, in his opinion the refuge helps to raise awareness for environmental
issues and he values the protection of biodiversity. A major advantage in his view is the
creation of jobs and the improved communication between actors.
Just as many entrepreneurs and employees in the tourism sector also both presidents support
the conservation efforts of the employees of the refuge by reporting anomalies or
denunciation.
Just as the association INPROTUR represents the local entrepreneurs, the two AfDs represent
the local population. The associations play an important role in linking the refuge
management with the communities, by encouraging nature conservation and creating projects
for a cleaner environment, by promoting education that prepares inhabitants for a job in the
tourism sector and by supporting local entrepreneurship. Thus they are crucial for increasing
human capital and creating resources for an increased involvement of the local population in
the sector. Thereby they are involved in solving the problem of education being an entry
barrier to participate in the tourism sector, which is mentioned in Section 2.1.
By linking the refuge management and the tourism sector with the communities, the
associations communicate the importance of nature conservation and the economic
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importance of tourism to the communities as a whole and thus reach a broader audience. At
the same time they transferring monetary and non-monetary benefits to the communities and
enable that even inhabitants that are not directly involved in the tourism sector benefit.
According to theory, discussed in Chapter 2, individuals who benefit from nature
conservation are more likely to support conservation efforts and thus the associations in
Bolsón and Ortega also generate a broader support for the protected area. This increased
support is confirmed by the two presidents of the associations as they stated that the overall
attitude towards nature changed positively and also is confirmed by the communal projects for
a cleaner environment. The transfer of financial benefits to the associations also promotes
local development. This is an indicator that in the case of Cipancí, nature conservation and
local development indeed are compatible goals, just as discussed in theory in Section 2.1. In
this case the sustainable use of the natural resources by tourism generates benefits for the
enhancement of local livelihoods.
The close cooperation with the refuge staff enables more organized and thus more efficient
measures to enhance both nature conservation and local development. Just as already
described in Chapter 2, communication and joint decisions decrease transaction costs. This
cooperation also increases the responsibility of the communities and according to theory
described in Section 2.2. the advantage here is that local stakeholders can themselves design
their sustainable system on how to use the natural resource, which makes sense since they
have the most detailed and accurate information about the natural, and the human resources
and the local interests. Also the fact that both presidents wish for even more communication
among all involved stakeholders indicates that, from their view, the actual participatory
management system is beneficial for the communities.

5.4. Employees of the Refuge and FUNDECODES
The three employees of SINAC that work in the office in Bolsón manage the refuge Cipancí
and have to consider all of the tourist activities which are carried out within the refuge. One of
them is the administrator of the refuge and two of them are rangers of the refuge. The primary
role within this structure is to ensure that the infrastructure built and is going to be built are
compatible with nature conservation and that the operation of boat tours for tourists contains
adequate technical and environmental conditions. It is important to mention, that the
administration of the refuge is responsible for the coordination among key players. Thus, the
office of the refuge in Bolsón convene meetings, assign responsibilities, handle documents
dealing with governmental or private entrepreneurial affairs, taking minutes of meetings and
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they have an archive with consolidated records for each local entrepreneur. The rangers
safeguard the protected area and prevent illegal hunting and fishing activities and
deforestation. Their activities also include controlling the activities in the area and if they
observe illegal behavior or one of the inhabitants report something suspicious they enforce
rules and initiate criminal-law measures. They work in the refuge Cipancí since two to eight
years and two of them also worked for 24 and 28 years in other protected areas in Costa Rica
before. One of the rangers also has experience in working in protected area with a
management system that involves locals from his former workplace.
The four employees from FUNDECODES that work in Bolsón are responsible for the
financial matters and also collect the entry fee at the dock in the refuge. The generating of
resources through the agreed distribution, has allowed an additional annual budget on top to
the regular budget of the institution. This additional budget is intended for the implementation
of the various specific plans which otherwise would not have been possible to fully
implement. The main activities of FUNDECODES are collaborating and participating actively
in the management and consolidation of the refuge, and to advise, encourage and promote the
business sector to invest in processes seeking a major advantage in natural resources without
neglecting their conservation. FUNDECODES also promotes and encourages training,
education and outreach to help train leaders for a sustainable rural development.
FUNDECODES also financially supports the entrepreneurs’ association INPROTUR with $1
per tourist visiting the refuge. In 2015 the amount of $32,514 was transferred. This support
enables INPROTUR to implement projects the Foundation failed or were not able to perform.
The employees, both from SINAC and FUNDECODES, support the communities with
education projects. They teach the school kids, people working in the tourist sector and other
groups about nature and conservation. The office in Bolsón also financially supports the
AfDs. They transfer $1 per tourist who uses the bathrooms in Bolsón to the association in
Bolsón for maintaining the facilities and to finance other projects within the community. This
money originates from the $3 per tourist that is given to the office from FUNDECODES. In
this manner they transferred $16117 to the AfD in Bolsón alone in the year 2015.
Additionally, when the associations need financial help, they consolidate the head of the
office in Bolsón.
The office in Bolsón coordinates the activities in the tourist sector with the two AfDs and
INPROTUR. These actors for example are involved in planning the new tourist information
center that is going to be built at the refuge entrance by the end of 2016. The coordination also
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is about the capacities of the refuge and the tourist facilities. They all aim at making the whole
sector more efficient, sustainable and environmentally friendly. According to the head of in
Bolsón, the refuge staff and INPROTUR meet once to twice a month and the AfDs once a
month or once in two months. The head of the refuge’s office also supported the Souvenir
shop in Bolsón, which is run by the association, with finding monetary funds, suppliers and
tour operator. In case of the souvenir shop he also carried out negotiations with the suppliers
and tour operators. He also supports other entrepreneurs with this kind of service and the
acquisition of new entrepreneurs also is part of his activities, even though this is not officially
part of his job.
When something such as tourist facilities such as bathrooms or a new street is needed
INPROTUR, the AfDs and the office get together to find solutions. They also help to find
organizations which help to finance community projects, such as INDER (Instituto de
Desarrollo Rural) which financed the construction of the bathrooms in the community center
in Bolsón. In many cases the office also partly finances activities. They for example bore part
of the costs for the bathrooms in the community center in Bolsón. They also together with
INPROTUR, pay for maintaining the streets or the purchase of the signs.
The four employees of FUNDECODES all are experienced and work for the foundation since
two to eight years. Two of them are responsible for monitoring the touristic activities and
collecting the entrance fee at the refuge entrance. One of them works in the office and is
executive and managerial assistant and the other one is cook and housekeeper for the office.
When asked about benefits of the actual system of management they stated a greater agility to
finance projects, good relations between stakeholders, which enable a better control and
regulation of touristic activities. All employees of the refuge agree that their relation to the
population is very friendly and supportive. They explain that locals are very interested in their
work and realize that their conservation efforts are very beneficial for the environment. The
participation of locals in decision-making processes makes it easier to find a consensus and
the different actors are more united. This system also better allows canalizing and utilizing the
resources. Additionally, locals have a better knowledge of the natural resources and are aware
of their importance due to education and thus it is easier to gain their support. Examples for
this support are the collaboration of the local population whit the rangers. Locals report
anomalies in the area and help to protect the fauna and flora from illegal hunting and
deforestation. Especially the red macaw is very popular and enjoys special protection by
locals. This admiration for the red macaw also could be observed several times by the
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researcher herself. The economic use of the refuge not only achieves support from the local
population, but also provides financial resources to improve the environment and the local
development. The tourist sector provides a lot of jobs and incomes for locals. All employees
of the refuge agree that the attitude towards nature of locals changed a lot and now is much
more positive. They assume that the attitude changed because locals now have better
knowledge of the environment and value the importance of natural resources. The educational
activities raised awareness of the population for nature.
Disadvantages are in their opinion the better knowledge of locals on how to break the laws
since they are better informed on the weaknesses of the control system. Additionally, due to
the increased number of people taking part in the decision-making process, this process
sometimes takes a lot of time and conflicts between actors occur.
In their opinion INPROTUR should show a little more initiative, for example they rarely
propose projects, and usually projects that support emerging needs of the moment are
suggestion of the manager of the refuge office. A problem in their opinion is the little
disclosure to the community on progresses being made, which causes many problems with
people in the communities. Another problem is the lack of preparation of the AfDs and thus
they often fail to actively participate in the system and play a more important role.
The refuge staff functions as an external enforcer and the fact that its office is in one of the
involved communities enables closer relationships and cooperation among local stakeholders.
This is important to prevent the prisoner’s dilemma discussed in Section 2.2. The main
activities of this external enforcer are coordination of communication and cooperation among
stakeholders and enforcing rules. This is theoretically discussed in Section 2.3 and also can be
seen in the case of Cipancí. The refuge management also functions as a link between
governmental and local interests. This enhances the social capital of the local communities,
since it became easier to interact with governmental organizations. According to the theory
discussed in Section 2.4 this enhances local livelihoods. Local livelihoods also profit from the
direct and indirect transfer of monetary benefits to the communities, which in turn generates
greater local support for the refuge and at the same time promotes local development. Another
important role of the refuge staff is the promotion of sustainable local entrepreneurship, which
often goes beyond their official tasks. However, these activities are crucial for generating
livelihood opportunities and earning benefits from tourism and thus from nature conservation.
Local livelihoods are also enhanced by the provision of education and, as explained in
Chapter 2, education also reduces entry-barriers to participate in the tourism sector.
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5.5. Indirectly Involved Actors
Next to the numerous directly involved actors, there are also many people that are indirectly
affected by the management of the refuge and its tourism sector. First of all, there are a lot of
family members of those who work in the tourism sector and they also benefit from the wages
earned in this sector. Second, the purchasing power increases due to the tourism sector and the
high number of people earning wages in this sector and thus every entrepreneur in this area
that sells products or services indirectly benefits. Also very important for the community as a
whole is the local supply chain of basic products for the tourism sector. Especially those
entrepreneurs who have restaurants place special emphasis on supporting the local economy
by buying products they need for their restaurants from local families. They mainly have
informal contracts with local families from which they receive products such as firewood,
eggs, tamarindo, cheese, fruits, meet, cookies, milk and tortillas. In total there are 14 families
that benefit from selling products to restaurants. Most of those family businesses are run by
women between 34 and 64 years. None of those who run the business have other incomes
themselves. The average income per month is $250 in high season and around $70 in low
season. Since these businesses operate very informal those numbers only are estimated values.
However, 67% of those entrepreneurs stated that their families’ wellbeing improved a lot and
33% said it improved a bit. Those entrepreneurs also were asked about their opinion on
conservation and the refuge. Almost all mentioned that more job opportunities and a higher
income is an important benefit of the refuge. Many of them also think that it is beneficial the
refuge helps to protect nature. Some stated that locals gain more knowledge about
environment and the importance of the protected area due to the refuge. This also is
beneficial, because due to this knowledge locals support conservation, they explained. The
only disadvantage they mentioned is the dust in the streets due to the high amount of busses
and cars.
When asked about how they themselves support conservation in the zone one of these
entrepreneurs said that she tells children not to destroy the environment and not to disturb the
wild animals, for example the red macaws. One of them already made denunciations three
times last year.
Those so-called spill-over effects are very important in these communities and substantially
increase the total number of beneficiaries.
To gain a representative insight in the effects of the refuge and its tourism sector it also is
important to talk to inhabitants of Ortega and Bolsón who do not directly benefit from it. The
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survey to collect the opinion of those people included 35 persons between 19 and 82 who live
in one of the communities, but do not gain monetary benefits from the refuge or tourism. The
average age of these persons interviewed is 42.3 years and 46% of them are women. As the
community Ortega is bigger than Bolsón 57% of the interviewed persons were from Ortega
and 43% from Bolsón. 23% of them are housewives, 17% are working in the agricultural
sector and 17% are students. The others are salespersons (14%), pensioner (11%), laborer
(6%), hairstylist (3%), mechanic (3%), teacher (3%) and are working for security service
(3%).
Table 1: Opinion of Inhabitants on the refuge's benefits

More employment for the community
Improved economic situation
The village is livelier
The village is cleaner
Improved Infrastructure and roads
Higher quality of environment and
more wildlife
The children learn a lot about nature
and conservation
The government shows more interest
in the community
Today, locals are prouder of their
community and the nature they
protect, because they know that
tourists from all over the world come
to see the refuge and the
communities
Other benefits locals mentioned
themselves

Very important
65%
54%
69%
80%
46%
74%

important
10%
11%
29%
11%
26%
20%

Less important
25%
34%
11%
9%
29%
6%

77%

14%

9%

40%

29%

31%

89%

9%

3%

-

Tourism is a motivation to learn English
A greater diversity in fauna and flora
Greater diversity in people

When asked about their opinions of the benefits and disadvantages of the refuge most of them
said that more employment for the community and the improvement of the economic situation
are very important benefits. They also value that the villages now are livelier, cleaner and
have a better infrastructure. Another aspect they mentioned as very important benefit is the
higher quality of the environment and that due to the refuge children learn a lot about nature
and conservation. Almost 90% mentioned that they believe locals are proud of their
communities and how they protect nature, because they know that tourists from all over the
world come to see the refuge and the communities. Other benefits they mentioned are that
tourism motivates locals to learn new skills such as English, a greater diversity of fauna and
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flora and people in the communities. Table 1 gives a detailed overview of their opinion on
benefits of the refuge.
Table 2: Opinion of Inhabitants on the refuge's disadvantages

Fishing now is highly restricted
Hunting is not allowed anymore
It is not possible to use the recourses
from the refuge anymore
There are many foreign people in
the community
The numerous cars and busses cause
much of dust and noise
Very few people benefit from the
refuge and the tourism, which
causes conflicts
There are too much wild animals
near the communities now
MINAE and the employees of the
refuge are interfering to much in the
communities’ life
The decisions are made without
consulting the communities

Very important
20%
29%
23%

important
29%
0%
6%

Less important
51%
71%
71%

3%

14%

83%

29%

20%

51%

40%

6%

54%

6%

14%

80%

12%

0%

88%

34%

20%

46%

Surprisingly few people feel that the restriction of fishing, the prohibition of hunting and the
use of resources of the refuge in general are important disadvantages. Almost no one
criticized the large number of foreign persons in the communities and few think that the
numerous cars and busses disturb their lifestyle. Nevertheless, almost 50% of them think that
too few people really benefit from the refuge and stated that this is a very important or at least
important problem since it causes conflicts. Almost no one feels disturbed through an
increased number of wild animals due to the protected area or through the existence of the
employees of the refuge in their communities. However, some criticized that the decisions are
made without consulting the inhabitants. For more details see Table 2.
When asked for suggestions how the actual situation in the area could be further improved
they became quite enthusiastic and had many ideas. 40% of the inhabitants interviewed said
that more people should benefit from the tourism sector, by involving more people and create
more job opportunities. This would also motivate more people to support the conservation
efforts they argued. Almost the same number of people wishes the infrastructure such as roads
and public services would be improved. 17% of the persons interviewed think the number of
projects and attractions for tourists should be increased and the same percentage of people
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said that the money earned through the refuge should benefit more the communities for
example by advancing local development, offering training activities and education on
environment, improve the health system and supporting the establishment of new local
businesses. Some interviewees mentioned that the refuge administration should provide more
information on the processes going on in the refuge and more often consult the communities
as a whole and not only certain persons. They also hope for more tourism and think the
promotion of the refuge should be improved. Many of them also were concerned of the
environment and think that the conservation should be improved, more trees that went extinct
in this zone should be planted and the irregular use of water from the rivers and contamination
of those rivers should be prevented more accurately.
The interviewees also were asked for what is their wish for the future. Almost half of them
hope for more development of their communities and more job opportunities. An improved
infrastructure was mentioned by 20% of them and 11% said their wish is that more projects
would be realized that benefit the whole community. Many also said it would be great to have
more attractions and thus more tourism in the communities and more support for locals who
want to start a tourism business. Some desire improved security in the communities for
example by having a police station again and some said more opportunities for the youth
would be needed. However, many people also hope for an improved and sustainable
environment. They said it would be great if more people would value the environment, if the
conservation of the environment would be improved, for example by encouraging
afforestation, improving environmental payments and recovering existing lagoons.
The analysis of the indirectly involved actors confirms the theory on multiplier effects
discussed in Chapter 2. The tourism sector in the area indeed has positive effects on the whole
supply chain and generates an important source of income, for example for those families that
sell products to restaurants. Further, the overall purchasing power increased and leads to
broad economic benefits within the community. Just as theoretically discussed in Chapter 2
these economic benefits lead to an increased livelihood and further to a greater support of the
protection of the refuge Cipancí. But the community especially profits from non-monetary
benefits. The enhanced livelihood approach mentioned in Section 2.4 explains that enhancing
local livelihoods is necessary to successfully include local communities in nature conservation
and a livelihood not only compromises economic characteristics but also non-monetary ones.
Thus it is not surprising that interviewees also value effects of the refuge and tourism that
increased their human, cultural and natural capital. In this case human capital is increased by
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education and in general a greater knowledge on nature and conservation. Further, some
inhabitants mentioned the increased motivation to learn new skills such as English to be able
to participate in the tourism sector, which also enhances human capital. Cultural capital
seemed to be increased because some inhabitants mentioned that people now are prouder of
their community. The fact that many seem to value the increased quality of their environment,
such as cleaner streets, livelier communities and enhanced natural environment means that the
refuge and tourism has positive effects on their natural capital.
Only few disadvantages were mentioned such as the prohibition of hunting or the increased
amount of dust and noise due to tourism. More important for the inhabitants seem to be the
need to involve more inhabitants in tourism and to further promote local development.
Interestingly, also those inhabitants who do not directly benefit from nature conservation
think that conservation efforts should further expand and rules should be enforced more
strictly.
The attitude of these indirectly involved actors in Ortega and Bolsón nicely confirm the
theory that the enhancement of local livelihood leads to a greater support of conservation
efforts and just as already discussed before, this in turn leads to decreased enforcement costs.
Further, the theory that promises multiplier effects in tourism value chains is true in the case
of refuge Cipancí as well.

5.6. Conclusion
This detailed analysis was important to understand the processes involved in the PMM and to
identify institutions and measures necessary to involve local communities in the management
of protected areas successfully. In most aspects the development in and around the refuge
Cipancí and the two villages Bolsón and Ortega follows the theory already discussed in
Chapter 2.
The description of actors and activities emphasizes the importance of generating economic
benefits from nature conservation and alternative livelihood strategies for local communities.
In Bolsón and Ortega, tourism and the promotion of local entrepreneurship has a positive
impact on poverty alleviation and the tourism has become an important source of income for
many people in this area. More than 10% of the local population benefits from income of
those directly working in the tourism sector. In addition 14 families selling products to
restaurants gain economic benefits from tourism and thus profit from so-called multiplier

65

effects. The same effect also is beneficial for an even larger number of inhabitants as incomes
derived from tourism increase the overall purchasing power in both communities.
However, not only the improved economic situation, but also numerous non-monetary
benefits lead to an enhancement of local livelihoods. The protection of the refuge and the
implementation of the PMM had a great impact on knowledge and education within the
communities. The various monetary and non-monetary benefits for the local population, and a
greater knowledge about nature lead to a better support for conservation efforts. This for
example can be seen in the changed attitude towards nature and its conservation and the
collaboration with the refuge staff.
Another important factor is the creation or existence of local interest groups, such as the
AFDs and INPROTUR. The existence of these groups that closely work together with each
other and the refuge management facilitates communication. The creation of a communication
platform by the refuge management, even when it is quite informal, is another crucial
measurement to for example avoid a prisoner’s dilemma like situation. Communication in
turn enables close relationships and joint agreements on binding rules. Close relationships,
together with the feeling of being part of a community make those groups essential to reduce
the risk of opportunistic behavior and again reduce the risk of creating a prisoner’s dilemma.
Next to the establishment of a communication platform, close relations and binding rules, the
enhancement of local infrastructure was an important factor in this case. Infrastructure, such
as the public road to the refuge, is necessary to enable a well-functioning tourism sector and
additionally gains local support.
To ensure that communities are able to gain benefits from nature conservation and in this case
from tourism it is necessary to transfer possible benefits to the local population. Inhabitants
have to perceive the advantages of a refuge to be willing to support it. Again the local interest
groups in Bolsón and Ortega prove to be useful to solve this task. They function as a link
between the refuge management and the local population and thus can help to transfer
benefits to the communities.
The detailed description of actors and activities also was crucial to identify and analyze costs
and benefits related to the refuge and the Participatory Management Model. These costs and
benefits will be analyzed in the next chapter.
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6. COSTS & BENEFITS
This chapter provides the results of the CBA per category of costs and benefits and states how
the theory discussed in Chapter 2 helped to analyze these costs and benefits. Within these
categories the results are presented per stakeholder to explain the distribution of those costs
and benefits. To give a clear overview of the results all costs and benefits are presented in a
table. This table also helps to compare the current situation in the refuge Cipancí with the
‘without-scenario. The actual situation of involving local communities in the management
system of the refuge will be described in terms of costs and benefits and compared with a
hypothetical situation without the refuge and the involvement of the local population.

6.1. The ‘With-and-Without’ Analysis
To clearly explain the CBA undertaken in this study this section will define the ‘withoutscenario’ to which the actual situation will be compared. Afterwards, a conceptual table will
be presented to clearly show the way the ‘with-scenario’ and the ‘without-scenario’ will be
compared.
The current situation in the zone of the refuge Cipancí will be compared with the so-called
‘without-scenario’. The concept of a ‘with-and-without’ analysis already is described in
Chapter 3. The actual situation is defined as the ‘with-scenario’ and starts in 2006 with the
establishment of the office of the refuge administration in Bolsón and continues until the end
of 2015 and thus covers a 9 years period. Since the data was collected in the beginning of
2016 no accurate data existed on this year yet. This starting point was chosen, because since
this office was opened employees of the refuge started to work in the area and it was possible
to build relationships with local stakeholder and involve them. The two most important
features of this situation are the protection of the refuge and the implementation of the PMM,
which lead to an involvement of the two local communities Bolsón and Ortega. This situation
and all involved stakeholders already are described in detail in Chapters 4 and 5. To analyze
the advantages and disadvantages of these two measurements the actual situation will be
compared with a so-called ‘without-scenario’. This ‘without-scenario’ is a hypothetical
scenario only based on assumptions and describes what the actual situation would be like if
the current refuge never would have been established and the area would not be protected
today. Before the creation of the refuge the zone was not protected and locals used it for
several different activities, mainly for touristic activities, hunting, fishing and agriculture.
Without the creation of the refuge Cipancí, the PMM would not have been implemented and
the local population would be on its own. The following comparison will explain the effects
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this lack of regulation and organization would have had. This comparison only will be quite
qualitative due to the lack of specific data, but the assumptions are based on a study from
Alarcón (2012) on the effects of tourism on environmental quality in the same area. Fehler!
Verweisquelle konnte nicht gefunden werden. demonstrates the concept of how the two
scenarios will be compared.
As already explained in Chapter 3, two main stakeholders were defined. The first stakeholder
is the government and includes all issues related to SINAC, FUNDECODES and nature
conservation. It is assumed that the employees from SINAC acting on behalf of the
government and to realize the participatory approach in Cipancí the government additionally
commissioned FUNDECODES to enable local employees a more direct intervention at local
level. All effects on the environment also are counted as costs and benefits of the government,
because since many years the government’s interest is to protect Costa Rica’s biodiversity.
Nationwide the government is spending a lot of money to conserve the environment and thus
it can be assumed that positive effects on the protected area Cipancí would be counted as a
benefit by the government. The second stakeholder is the community, including inhabitants
living in Ortega and Bolsón. In this simplification all inhabitants directly and indirectly
economically benefitting from the tourism sector in this area and all inhabitants who are not
economically benefitting are seen as part of the same stakeholder. The advantages and
disadvantages will be presented per stakeholder to demonstrate the distribution of effects. The
advantages and disadvantages can be qualitative or quantitative.
All advantages and disadvantages that can be described in numbers and especially monetary
values are referred to as quantitative costs and benefits in this study and are presented as
‘Costs’ and ‘Benefits’ in Fehler! Verweisquelle konnte nicht gefunden werden.. All
advantages and disadvantages that cannot be described in numbers and especially monetary
values are referred to as qualitative costs and benefits in this study. Those costs and benefits
for example include most of the environmental effects. In this case this category is the largest
one and many of data has been gathered by surveys on the opinion of those who are working
in the tourism sector and those who are not.
Even though, in the description all costs and benefits will be counted for the whole period
from 2006 to 2015, if possible, the table will only present values for the year 2015. Since,
most data was not available for years other than 2015, for example income for those working
in the tourism sector, only the last year will be compared with a hypothetical year 2015 in the
‘without-scenario’.
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The conceptual Fehler! Verweisquelle konnte nicht gefunden werden. already presents an
overview of all advantages and disadvantages for both scenarios. These advantages and
disadvantages then will be described in more detail in the following sections. Just as in the
table, fist the effects on the government will be discussed for each scenario followed by the
effects for the communities. Finally the most important effects of both scenarios will be
discussed and compared in the conclusion.

6.2. Advantages and Disadvantages for the Government
This section will describe in detail all positive and negative effects of the ‘with-scenario’
compared to the ‘without-scenario’ for the government. Most of these effects will be related
to nature conservation and environmental quality. First the quantitative aspects will be
discussed, such as time and money, and then the qualitative aspects, such as environmental
quality or support for conservation will be explained.
Currently SINAC and FUNDECODES employ seven employees in total, and each of them
earns at least $900 per month. Next to protect the refuge the employees also spend a lot of
time with communication and cooperation with local stakeholders. Most of these tasks
officially are part of their jobs. For example the members of INPROTUR and the employees
of the refuge meet around twice a month for about 2 hours to discuss all topics around the
refuge and tourism in this area. Thus, summed up, these actors meet for 48 hours per year.
Additionally, the employees and the associations for development meet around once a month
and thus for approximately 24 hours per year. Since this only covers the official meetings and
not the informal or spontaneous meetings, both between members of INPROTUR, the refuge
employees and also the associations, it can be assumed that the real number is much higher. It
also is impossible to calculate the time spent by refuge employees on coordinate and organize
the participatory management, which officially is their job. Additionally, refuge officials
explained that they also take over responsibilities that are not officially part of their jobs.
They for example support entrepreneurs and the souvenir shop of the AfD of Bolsón by
searching for souvenir suppliers in Costa Rica and finding tour operators that were interested
in cooperation. They also help with finding monetary funds and carrying out negotiations with
the suppliers and tour operators. Acquisition of new entrepreneurs also is part of their
activities, even though this is not officially part of their job. They also help to find
organizations which help to finance community projects, such as INDER (Instituto de
Desarrollo Rural) which financed the construction of the bathrooms in the community center
in Bolsón. Also very important is maintaining relationships with locals. The time spent on
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these unofficial activities is impossible to measure and also cannot be counted as additional
costs in this analysis, but is indispensable for the functioning of the PMM.
The entrance fee for the refuge now directly goes to FUNDECODES and the office in Bolsón.
The entrance fee is $9 per tourist . Since 2011, $3 of the 9$ entrance fee are spent for building
and maintaining infrastructure such as the road to the refuge and the quay for the tour boats.
In 2015 the total amount of entrance fee was $302,580 and the costs for construction and
maintenance of the infrastructure related to the refuge was $100,860.
FUNDECODES financially supports the entrepreneurs’ association INPROTUR with $1 per
tourist visiting the refuge. In 2015 the amount of $32,514 was transferred. This support
enables INPROTUR to implement projects the Foundation failed or were not able to perform.
The AfD in Bolsón also receives financial support for maintaining the sanitary services for
tourists in the community center in Bolsón. Per tourist using this service, the association
receives $1. In 2015 $16,117 were transferred in this way.
Before the refuge was established in 2001 the area was not protected and locals used the zone
for several different activities, mainly for touristic activities, hunting, fishing and agriculture.
Several sources confirm that the environment suffered from these activities. A study on the
environmental effects especially of tourism in this area was conducted by Alarcón S. (2012)
and concludes that many boats on the river were causing problems due to the high speed. The
high noise level disturbed the wildlife and had a negative effect on the ecosystem for example
by disturbing nesting birds. The high speed of the boats also caused strong waves that lead to
erosion of the river banks. Additionally, during this study a disrespectful behavior towards
nature was observed. Many boat captains and tourist guides not only fed animals, some of
them even caught them to show them to tourists. This behavior highly disturbed the wildlife
and caused animals to act abnormal. Due to the fact that the numbers of tourist would have
increased anyway, even if not as much as in the ‘with-scenario’, these negative effects would
also have increased. Under the current management system these problems almost never
occur, because refuge rangers control all activities in the area and the local population is
aware of the importance of nature conservation.
During interviews with refuge employees, they explained that before the area has been
protected the rivers frequently have been contaminated by agricultural activities and waste of
the sugar factories. These contaminations can be prevented now, because the refuge
administration intervened.
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As already explained in section 5.2, members of INPROTUR described the time before the
cooperation with the refuge officials started as highly chaotic and inefficient. Every actor just
did what he thought was beneficial for himself and communication among actors was
missing. This chaotic situation and opportunistic behavior was dangerous for the environment,
because no one took care of the environment and the inefficiency for example lead to a higher
number of boat tours per day than would have been necessary. It can be assumed that in case
of an increase in touristic activities, this situation would be even more chaotic today and thus
would cause even more danger to nature.
The change of attitude is one of the most important qualitative effects. The positive attitude
towards nature is beneficial for the protection of the refuge and decreases enforcement costs,
because the population supports conservation efforts. The education on environmental issues,
the presence of the refuge, and the involvement of the local population lead to an increased
knowledge and awareness of nature conservation among the local communities and gained
their support for the refuge. This change of attitude not only was visible in the outcome of the
surveys, but also was confirmed by refuge staff, the presidents of the AfDs and also was
observed in various occasions by the researcher. The president of one of the AfDs thinks the
attitude changed because the refuge helps to raise awareness for environmental issues.
Some outcomes of the survey demonstrate that almost all locals value the refuge for different
effects it has on their communities. Most important of course, is the fact that it generates job
opportunities in tourism sector. This makes locals realize that the refuge and the nature it
protects is important for the communities’ economic situation. Not only almost all people
working in the sector, but also more than 90% of those who not economically benefit state
that tourism and thus the refuge is important for the communities. 63% of the inhabitants even
believe that the refuge will facilitate a better future for their family even though they are not
directly benefiting at the moment. But next to this, many also believe that nature conservation
is important in general. 45% of the employees think that protection of fauna and flora is an
important benefit of the refuge. Some also value the beautiful and healthy environment and
are sure the attitude towards nature in the communities is much more positive now due to the
way locals gain knowledge about the environment through the refuge.
The positive attitude towards nature also becomes clear when looking at the results from the
survey on the opinions of entrepreneurs, employees, entrepreneurial families and inhabitants.
The results also are presented in Figures 7, 8, 9 and 10.
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But, nature conservation also benefits in other ways. The ability to enforce rules, enabled by
regulations and their enforcement through refuge staff, is an important factor to sustainably
manage a protected area. Without this necessity some individuals might try to break rules for
their own good without caring for what would then happened to others and the natural
resources. Therefore enforcement of rules is crucial to avoid the free-rider problem. In the
case of the refuge Cipancí the system of close collaboration and communication and the small
number of people involved provides an environment where all actors know each other well
and thus it is difficult to break rules without anybody noticing. Additionally, all are aware of
what would happen if they would stop following the rules, because they still remember the
chaotic situation before they started to cooperate. In such a small community it also would be
a problem to disappoint the others by thinking in a selfish way and breaking rules since then
living together with them would become quite difficult. This helps protecting the environment
and makes enforcing rules easier for the refuge employees. That this enforcement of rules in
deed is working is proofed by the answers of those who are working in the tourism sector and
the presidents of the associations for development. Many of them support conservation by
denunciating those who break rules or reporting anomalies. Important is the fact that people
denunciated more often under the current management system. Some reasons for this behavior
might be the increased awareness of the importance of nature due to new knowledge or
economic revenues from tourism or simply the fact that since now there are seven employees
of the refuge working in the area it just became easier to find someone to tell about the
infraction. Some entrepreneurs even said they see themselves as kind of caretaker for the
environment. Other ways mentioned how locals support conservation efforts are prevention of
bush fires, just taking care of the environment; avoid hunting or hurting animals and
recycling. Some explained that they demand those who cause danger to nature to stop.
When asked employees of the refuge about potential disadvantages of the participatory
management system, they explained that in their opinion the better knowledge of locals on
how to break the laws causes dangers since they are better informed on the weaknesses of the
control system.

6.3. Advantages and Disadvantages for the Communities
This section will describe in detail all positive and negative effects of the ‘with-scenario’
compared to the ‘without-scenario’ for the communities. Most of these effects will be related
to livelihoods aspects and income sources. First the quantitative aspects will be discussed,
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such as time and money, and then the qualitative aspects, such as well-being and education
will be explained.
Five of the eight entrepreneurs started their tourism business after the actual management
system was implemented, and the other three stated that the situation before was very chaotic
and due to the close collaboration with each other and especially with the refuge
administration they are able to run their businesses much more efficient now. Also due to
joint marketing strategies and improved infrastructure the number of tourists visiting the
refuge and the two communities increased. From 2006 to 2015 the number of tourists has
tripled. Therefore, it can be assumed that at least part of their income was made possible by
the actual system of involving locals and collaborating with them. Before 2006 the tourism
businesses only offered boat tours since the first restaurant in the area only opened in 2008.
The exact income only is known from one of the restaurant owner, because the others did not
have trustworthy numbers. This person gains 910$ per month, but it can be assumed that the
others gain more or less the same, maybe a bit less, since this business is the most
professional and most developed one. Two of restaurant owner also rent a place for people
who sell souvenirs in their restaurants for $360 on average per month. It is difficult to
estimate how the tourism sector would have developed without the actual participatory
management system. It only can be assumed that it would not have developed as successful as
it did now, but it is not possible to describe the difference in numbers. Presumably, there
would be fewer entrepreneurs and they also would earn less than they do today.
Only one of the entrepreneurs earned more in their jobs they had before they started this
business than they do now. The others earned on average $340 per month before. Thus almost
all stated the well-being of their families increased and the other two said no, because one of
them does not earn more now and the other feels that his and his family’s life is more stressful
now.
The leader of the women group in Bolsón that handcrafts and sells souvenirs in the
community center stated that the establishment of this group only was possible due to the
cooperation between the refuge administration and the AfD in Bolsón. Their income, even
though it is not very high yet, can be fully counted as benefit of the actual system. All five
group members earn the same money since they share all earnings. The group started its
activity only recently and thus there still is high potential for development and also the
incomes will probably increase in the future. In 2015 the women each earned around $40 per
month in high season and $32 in low season.
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In total 33 employees are working in the tourism sector of the two communities. On average
they are earning $400 per month in high season and $385 per month in low season. Only 22
employees had a job before they started to work in the tourism sector and on average they
earned $295 per month with these former jobs, which is less than they earn now. Thus, 50%
of them stated that the well-being of their families increased a lot and the other 50% said that
the well-being increased a bit.
Including all entrepreneurs, the women group and all employees, there are 46 people from
Bolsón and Ortega who directly earn income from the tourism sector. 86% of them started to
work in this sector after the office in Bolsón was opened in 2006. It thus can be assumed that
the implementation of the PMM had positive effects on the development of the tourist sector.
Next to those who directly gain income through the tourism sector there are also many people
who indirectly benefit from the tourism revenues. First of all there are 137 family members of
those who are working in the sector. These family members also benefit from the income of
their parents, children or siblings.
There are 14 families that are selling basic products to the tourist restaurants in Ortega and
thus also benefit from this sector. These small businesses are in particular important for
women. Those 14 families on average earn $250 per month in high season and $70 per month
in low season. More than a third explained that well-being of their families increased a lot and
the other said it improved a bit. In total those families include 70 persons.
In total, at least 253 persons directly or indirectly gain economic benefits from the tourism
sector. Assumingly there are more people who benefit, for example due to spillover effects. It
can be assumed that those people economically benefitting from tourism are able to spend
more money on products or services that are offered in the community and thus kind of
sharing their income with others from their community. Due to the increased purchasing
power every entrepreneur in this area indirectly benefits. In total there are 60 people from the
two communities gaining income due to tourism and 87% of them started to work in this
sector after the office in Bolsón was opened.
Three of the entrepreneurs regularly financially support community projects, for example the
folklore dance group or to buy new paint for the school. In total they supported the
communities with $2100 in 2015.

78

INPROTUR is also helping the AfDs with enhancing local development, for example by
repair streets, canals and signs, and donations, such as new costumes for the folklore dancing
group of Ortega or renovation of the school. In 2015 INPROTUR spent approximately $3000
to the communities in this way.
The AfD in Bolsón also is responsible for the maintenance of the bathrooms, which are
located in the community center in Bolsón and were constructed in 2010. For this
maintenance work they receive $1 per tourist who uses this facility from the refuge office in
Bolsón. This money originates from the $3 per tourist that is given to the office by
FUNDECODES. In this manner they transferred $16,117 to the AfD in Bolsón in the year
2015. With this money the association is able to hire a woman cleaning the bathrooms and to
finance other community projects. Thus minus the costs for maintenance and the employee,
the association earned around $9,000 alone in 2015. The revenues of the association’s
souvenir are not known yet, since the shop only opened in December 2015. However, the
revenues from the maintenance of the sanitary services and the revenues from the shop are
used to finance other projects within the community and support poor local families. Due to
the fact that this shop only opened recently, it can be assumed that this business will further
grow and thus will generate growing revenues.
Next to these quantitative benefits, there are also various qualitative benefits. The employees,
both from SINAC and FUNDECODES, support the communities with education projects.
They teach the school kids, people working in the tourist sector and other groups about nature
and conservation. This education has a positive effect that cannot be valued in monetary
terms. Some people that benefit from the refuge and tourism stated that now more knowledge
exists about the environment and the benefits of the protected area. This also is beneficial,
because due to this knowledge locals support conservation, they explained. 86% of the
inhabitants interviewed stated that the presence of the refuge has taught children the
importance of protecting nature. This increased knowledge leads to a greater human capital of
locals and to greater support for conservational efforts.
Almost all interviewees value the refuge for different effects it has on their communities.
Most important of course, is the fact that it generates job opportunities in tourism sector. This
makes them realize that the refuge and the nature it protects are important for the
communities’ economic situation. Not only almost all people working in the sector, but also
more than 90% of those who not economically benefit state that tourism and thus the refuge is
important for the communities. 63% of the inhabitants even believe that the refuge will
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facilitate a better future for their family even though they are not directly benefiting at the
moment. Many also value the improved infrastructure and the local development. But next to
this, many also believe that nature conservation is important in general. 45% of the employees
think that protection of fauna and flora is an important benefit of the refuge. Some also value
the beautiful and healthy environment and are sure the attitude towards nature in the
communities is much more positive now due to the way locals gain knowledge about the
environment through the refuge. This is confirmed by both presidents of the AfDs who
absolutely agree that the locals today have an attitude pro nature compared to the time before
the actual system was implemented. One of them thinks this is because the refuge helps to
raise awareness for environmental issues. The refuge staff and various observations made by
the researcher herself also confirmed this positive attitude towards nature.
The positive attitude towards nature also becomes clear when looking at the results from the
survey on the opinions of entrepreneurs, employees, entrepreneurial families and inhabitants.
The results also are presented in Figures 7, 8, 9 and 10.
Almost all interviewees, independently whether they benefit from the refuge or not, are proud
of their community and the way they protect nature, because they know that people from all
over the world are coming to see the beautiful nature and their communities. Next to the
benefits on nature conservation, this also positively influences their cultural identity. The
majority is sure that in general the locals’ attitude towards nature has changed positively since
the participatory management system was implemented. This is confirmed by the answers of
inhabitants. All of them said it is important to protect nature and 80% even think that
destroying the environment would cause problems for the communities in the future.
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Opinion of Entrepreneurs
Tourism disturbs my life-style
I am proud of my community and of the way we protect
nature
Tourism is important for the communities
Actual system of cooperation is beneficial for the
environment
Cooperation between neighbours is beneficial for the
community

yes
neutral

Today the inhabitants have an attitude pro nature

no
The cooperation with other organizations improved

i dont know

The cooperation with the government improved
There are moreconflicts with neighboring communities
There are more conflicts within the community now
The community is more united now
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Figure 7: Opinion of Entrepreneurs

Also the livelihood of those working in the tourism sector not only improved in terms of
economic capital, but also improved in ways that are not measurable in numbers. This
becomes evident when looking at the reasons for them to start working in this sector. All of
the entrepreneurs said it also was very important for them to be self-employed and one of
them only started to work in this business, because he preferred to work in nature and meet
people from all over the world. All entrepreneurs and all but one employee explained it was
important for them to be able to stay in their communities rather than having to travel to their
work places and the opportunity to support local development also was an important reason
for almost all of them. Many of them also have been interested in having a job related to the
refuge.
Some employees also mentioned that working in this sector also enabled them to learn new
skills such as handcraft souvenirs or to get to know new people. By this they increased their
human and social capital. Even those who are not working in this sector explained that the
possibility to get a job there would motivate them to learn English.
The family members of those working in the tourism sector benefit in qualitative terms, too.
Just as many entrepreneurs and employees mentioned, with their income they are able to
finance their children’s education. The human capital of those family members thus increases.
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The founding of the entrepreneurs association INPROTUR initiated by the participatory
management system also has qualitative benefits. Next to strengthening the tourism sector by
coordinating activities such as marketing and supporting local development, the members of
the association also value the support for each other and the feeling of belonging to a
community. Thus, the existence of this union also increases social capital of its members. The
members also benefit from training activities and shared information and in this way can
increase their human capital. Additionally, INPROTUR enables communication and close
collaboration with other stakeholders, such as SINAC. This further improves social capital of
its members. Without the support of the refuge administration it is highly questionable if the
entrepreneurs would have found the association INPROTUR to jointly organize the tourism
sector. Its members would have missed all the benefits they now value.
Due to the participatory approach and the cooperation between SINAC, FUNDECODES, the
AfDs and INPROTUR many improvements in infrastructure have been made. The
construction of the public road to the refuge and the quay for the tour boats were the most
important to promote tourism. Next to these, bathrooms were constructed and the existing
roads were improved. Even though these improvements surely lead to increasing numbers of
tourists it is not possible to measure exact data. Therefore this benefit is counted as qualitative
benefit. The infrastructure additionally leads to a greater esteem of the refuge and nature
conservation by locals, since more than half of them explained that they too value the
improved infrastructure. Another factor that adds to this esteem is the fact that the streets have
become much cleaner since the communities want to attract tourists. The improved
cleanliness is valued by the local population too and was mentioned by almost all of the
inhabitants interviewed.
The existence of the refuge attracts the government’s attention for the whole area and obtains
governmental support for the communities. This strengthens the communities’ social capital,
because they have a closer relationship with the government.
Another benefit of the actual management system compared to the situation before this was
implemented is the improved security for tourists on the river. The refuge administration
initiated the construction of the road and the quay which not only makes it easier but also
safer for tourists to go on a boat tour. Additionally, the officials ensure that the operation of
boat tours contains adequate technical conditions and insurance policies.
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Opinion of Employees
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Figure 8: Opinion of Employees

The creation of the refuge and the implementation of the PMM of course also caused costs.
The entrepreneurs had costs in terms of time spent on training to attend tourism and on
meetings with each other and with the employees of the refuge. On average they took part in 7
training activities each between 2 and 120 hours. Thus on average all entrepreneurs together
spent around 3400 hours on training activities.
The employees did participate in training activities, too, to prepare for working in the tourism
sector. 26 of them on average took part in 5 activities each around 5 hours. Thus, in total 7800
hours of training activities were visited.
Additionally, next to the numerous people benefitting from the new system of managing the
natural resources, there are also some who lost economic resources. Around five cattle farmer
who let the tourists pay for letting them pass their lands to reach the river before the road to
the entrance was constructed lost an important source of income. They used to earn $5 per
tourist who passed their land. The road was constructed in 2011 by SINAC and
FUNDECODES and would not have been built without the implementation of the refuge or
without the realization of the PMM. In 2010 the farmers earned $90,500 from 18,100 tourists
that visited the refuge. In 2015 33,600 tourists came to see the refuge and thus the farmers
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theoretically could have earned $168,000. However, it can be doubted that the number of
tourists would have increased that much without the existence of the road. This can be argued
since the road makes the access to the refuge much more convenient and thus more attractive
to tourists. It can be assumed that most tourists always prefer the easy way to experience
nature. When the number of tourists would have increased by the same percentage as it did
during the time the road did not exist yet (between 2007 and 2010), in 2015 around 28,000
tourists would have visited the refuge. The potential income for the farmers then would have
been $140,000 in 2015. Since they lost this income due to new management system this can
be counted as a cost for those farmers.
A good example for a qualitative cost is the dust in the streets due to the high amount of
busses and cars. It is hard to measure and value this cost. Nevertheless, some people feel
disturbed by the dust and thus it decreases their livelihoods. At least almost half of the
inhabitants interviewed stated that dust and noise due to cars and busses are very important to
important problems. However, the tourists themselves do not disturb the inhabitants. Only 3%
of them said the high number of foreign people is a very important problem and 14% said it is
a problem. The other 83% do not think the tourists disturb their life-style. When asked if
tourism in general disturbs them, only 9% of the inhabitants said yes. Surprisingly, 11% each
of the employees in tourism sector and the small family enterprises said tourism disturbs their
lifestyles. One would have expected that those who economically benefit from tourism would
feel less disturbed. Even though, tourism already did exist before the refuge was created and
would still exist, it can be assumed that the number of tourists would be lower, due to a lack
of organization and joint marketing and of course areas that are protected are more likely to
attract tourists. These opinions of how tourism disturbs local lifestyles are illustrated in
Figures 7, 8, 9 and 10.
Almost half the population thinks it is very problematic or at least problematic that fishing
now is highly restricted and almost 30% said it is a big problem that hunting is not allowed
anymore. One of the presidents of the association for development said this leads to a loss of
local culture. Less than a third bother that it is not possible anymore to use other resources
from the refuge.
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Opinion of Entrepreneural Families
Tourism disturbs my life-style
I am proud of my community and of the way we
protect nature
Tourism is important for the communities
Actual system of cooperation is beneficial for the
environment
Cooperation between neighbours is beneficial for
the community

yes

Today the inhabitants have an attitude pro nature

neutral
no

The cooperation with other organizations improved

i dont know

The cooperation with the government improved
There are moreconflicts with neighboring
communities
There are more conflicts within the community now
The community is more united now
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
Figure 9: Opinion of Entrepreneural Families

Almost half of the inhabitants interviewed explained that too few people benefit from tourism
and this would cause conflicts in their communities. However, when those who economically
benefit from tourism have been asked the answers were quite unclear. 45% of the employees
said there are more conflicts in the community, but the same amount said the community is
more united now. The same results occurred when the small family enterprises were asked.
With the entrepreneurs 45% think there are more conflicts, but slightly more (50%) said the
community is more united now. The results therefore are not clear.
Very few inhabitants feel disturbed by the presence and interference of refuge employees and
also only few people think the increasing numbers of wild animals close to the communities
due to the refuge are problematic.
Other negative aspects are conflicts among different actors, due to the increased number of
people taking part in the decision-making process.
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Opinion of Inhabitants
Tourism disturbs my life-style
I am proud of my community and of the way we
protect nature
Tourism is important for the communities
The presence of the refuge means a better future for
my family
The presence of the refuge has improved the
communitie's infrastructure
The presence of the refuge has facilitated
community members to learn new productive…
The presence of the refuge has taught children the
importance of protecting the environment

yes
neutral
no
i dont know

People in the communities are the first to protect the
refuge
My family can influence decision-making on the
refuge
The existance of the refuge generates revenues for
my family
Destroy the wildlife refuge will cause problems for
the community in the future
It is important to protect the environment
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
Figure 10: Opinion of Inhabitants

However, since INPROTUR and the office in Bolsón are supporting new entrepreneurs many
existing businesses would not exist in the ‘without-scenario’. Additionally, without having a
declared refuge in the zone and without the joint activities to attract tourists it can be doubted
that the number of visitors in this area would be as high at it is today. This would further
decrease the number of jobs in tourism sector in this case. The fewer job opportunities also
would decrease the motivation to learn new skills, such as English.
The communities also would not gain financial support by INPROTUR and SINAC and this
would negatively affect the work of the AfDs. The financial support by entrepreneurs would
be less, too, because it can be assumed that the number of tourists would be lower and thus
the entrepreneurs’ income would be lower. Furthermore, the number of people gaining
income in tourism sector would be lower and thus not only purchasing power would decrease,
also many people would have to leave the community to find a job. The lack of financial
support and the lower number of job opportunities would also decrease the ability for local
development.
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6.4. Summary of CBA
This section gives an overview of the most important costs and benefits resulting from the
implementation of the participatory management system of the refuge described in the
previous sections. The main outcomes of the CBA also will be linked to theory discussed in
Chapter 2. To clearly present who gains what benefits and who bears what costs all effects are
ordered in Fehler! Verweisquelle konnte nicht gefunden werden.. To simplify the
distribution of costs and benefits the most important effects are distributed to the two main
stakeholders.
The most important features of the ‘with-scenario’ are the creation of the refuge Cipancí and
the implementation of the Participatory Management Model which aims at including local
stakeholders in the management of natural resources. Both features had positive and also
negative effects on all stakeholders.
First of all, the protection of the refuge and the inclusion of the local population lead to costs
and behalf of the government. Seven employees and the construction and maintenance of
infrastructure related to the refuge, such as the road and the office, have to be financed.
Additionally, the organization of meetings with stakeholders, the support for local groups and
entrepreneurs and the maintenance of relationships are time consuming activities and in many
cases these efforts go beyond the official tasks of the refuge staff. However, especially these
activities that are not included in the official job description of the refuge staff are
indispensable for an effective and functioning implantation of the PMM. The revenues from
the entrance fee in 2015 were summing up to $201,720. These revenues not only are used to
finance the protection of the refuge and the construction and maintenance of the
infrastructure, but in 2015 $42,632 also were transferred to the local groups INPROTUR and
the associations for development.
Another important activity of the refuge staff and the refuge in general seems to be increasing
the education on nature conservation in the communities. In the case of the refuge Cipancí
education was often mention as important factor to increase awareness for environmental
issues and thus to gain local support for conservation. Additionally, the local population
seems to have realized that tourism and thus the protection of the refuge is important for the
communities’ economic situation. Nonetheless, most of the interviewees also value
conservation just for the sake of environmental quality. Altogether this positive attitude
towards nature, which was confirmed by several sources, is highly beneficial for the
environment as it leads to local support for nature conservation.
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Crucial for nature conservation also is the establishment of regulations and the ability to
enforce those rules. The close collaboration and small size of groups involved makes it
possible to jointly agree on regulations and reduces the risk of opportunistic behavior. Again
local support is beneficial for the protection of the refuge, since it makes it easier and also
cheaper to enforce rules.
However, the inclusion of local stakeholder also might be risky. One of the refuge employees
mentioned that since locals have a good knowledge on the management of the refuge they
also are well informed about its weaknesses regarding rule enforcement.
In general it can be assumed that the development of the tourism sector was enhanced by the
creation of the refuge and the Participatory Management Model. On the one hand a refuge
surely attracts more tourists in general then a not protected area and the improved
infrastructure and organization also helped to increase the number of visitors. On the other
hand, the joint organization of the tourism sector and the support for entrepreneurs realized by
the PMM doubtless enhanced tourism businesses and further developed the attractiveness for
tourists. The development of the tourism sector generated additional job opportunities and
increased the economic situation within both communities. Not only the numerous people
who directly gain incomes through this sector benefit, but due to several spill-over effects
there are also a lot of people indirectly benefitting from tourism, too.
Also important for the transfer of benefits from tourism to the communities as a whole are
INPROTUR, the associations for development and some of the entrepreneurs. Together they
transferred around $14,100 in 2015 by financing community projects and supporting poor
local families. The association in Bolsón recently opened a souvenir shop in Bolsón, which
will surely further increase their financial resources to support the community.
Local livelihoods in general benefit from the refuge and the PMM. The most important nonmonetary benefits here are the increased education and the motivation to learn new skills
which is enhancing the communities’ human capital. Most of the interviewees are sure that
due to the refuge their communities face a more secure future in economic terms. A more
secure future and the higher chance of being able to stay with their families in the
communities increase the inhabitants’ well-being.
The local population also values the increased environmental quality, which has positive
effects on their natural capital, and the positive attitude towards nature also is crucial for
sustainable nature conservation. Further, cultural capital increases, because inhabitants are
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proud of their community and how they protect their environment and due to the intensified
communication and relations among different stakeholders social capital increased. Another
important aspect is the enhancement of infrastructure which is highly valued by the
population as well as cleaner streets.
Of course, the ‘with-scenario’ also has some negative effects on the communities. First of all,
the farmer who previously earned money by providing access to the refuge lost a potential
income of around $140,000 in 2015. They are the biggest losers in this scenario.
Additionally, this scenario seems to be quite time consuming for the stakeholders related to
tourism. They have to organize the tourism sector with each other and thus have to plan and
attend meetings. Many entrepreneurs and employees in the tourism sector also spent a lot of
time on training activities related to tourism. It is reasonable that in the ‘with-case’ on the one
hand the tourism sector developed more than it would have in the ‘without-scenario’ and thus
a larger number of people are working in this sector and on the other hand through the
implementation of PMM more training activities are offered. Thus, the ‘with-scenario’ most
likely contains more time spend on training.
Further, there are some negative effects on local livelihoods, such as dust and noise due to
cars and busses and disturbance through tourists. As already explained, it can be assumed that
in the ‘with-scenario’ the number of tourists is higher and thus these effects on livelihoods are
stronger.
However, the most important negative aspect here seem to be the dissatisfaction of
inhabitants, who criticize the, in their opinion, low number of people economically
benefitting. This potentially could lead to conflicts and thus should be avoided.
In the ‘without-scenario’ the refuge would not be protected and local inhabitants would still
be able to use the zone without any regulations. For some this would be positive, because they
still would gain economic and cultural capital from activities such as hunting and fishing and
without the construction of the public road to the refuge, the farmer would still gain income
from letting tourists pass their land. However, the lack of regulations and binding rules would
also cause several dangers to the natural environment as the contaminations of the river, the
erosion of river banks and the disturbance of wildlife would continue and assumingly even
increase due to an increase of touristic activities. The continuation of the chaotic situation
before the refuge was implemented, without the existence of binding rules on how to use the
natural resources and the lack of collaboration among stakeholders would lead to an increase
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in opportunistic behavior which further would lead to negative effects for the environment.
Without the joint organization of the tourism sector and the creation of INPROTUR, the
entrepreneurs would not be able to act as a group and would not support each other and the
communities Bolsón and Ortega. This would lead to a weaker tourism sector and local
development compared to the ‘with-scenario’. Together with a lack infrastructure such as the
road to the refuge, less training for entrepreneurs and employees in the tourism sector, and
without the declaration of a protected area this will most likely result in a less strong increase
in the number of tourists compared to the ‘with-scenario’. A lower number of tourists would
also lead to a less job opportunities and a weaker economic situation in the two communities.
The inhabitants would also not be able to benefit from increased infrastructure, education and
a cleaner and better environment. Most likely they therefore would also have a less positive
attitude towards nature as they have in the ‘with-scenario’. This would also lead to fewer
benefits for the natural environment. It also can be assumed that most of the local projects
addressing conservation would not exist and the communities would not gain financial
support by FUNDECODES or INPROTUR. However, if a lower number of tourists can be
assumed, then in turn also the negative effects from tourism such as dust and noise would be
less strong.
In this situation, the government would not have to spend time and money to protect the
refuge and manage the tourism sector, but they also would not gain revenues from the
entrance fees.
Due to the fact that, most costs and benefits in this analysis are qualitative and hard to
measure it is not easy to clearly conclude which situation offers more benefits and less costs.
However, the ‘with-scenario’ seems to generate more benefits for more individuals and also is
the only scenario with positive effects on nature. The ‘with-scenario’ generates several
monetary and non-monetary benefits to those involved in the tourism sector as well as to the
whole communities. The creation of the refuge and the implementation of the PMM have
positive effects on the development of the tourism sector and the local development as a
whole. The environment not only benefits from the protection itself but also from the positive
attitude of inhabitants towards nature and their support for conservation. Only the famers who
lost part of their income due to the construction of the road assumingly would have preferred
the ‘without-scenario’. The ‘without-scenario’ generates economic benefits for less
individuals, because the number of tourist would be lower and thus less people would gain
income in the tourism sector and the financial support for the communities through
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INPROTUR, FUNDECODES and some entrepreneurs would not exist. Additionally, many
non-monetary benefits would be missing, such as education. The only beneficiaries in this
scenario would be the few entrepreneurs and employees in the tourism sector, thus it can be
concluded that the ‘with-scenario’ offers more benefits and less costs.
Just as the theory on community-based conservation in Chapter 2 explains, also in the case of
the refuge Cipancí, the involvement of the local population not only is beneficial for the
environment but also for the development of the involved communities. By creating benefits
for the local population from protecting nature, one can gain their support for conservation
and at the same time enhance local development. These benefits increase a wide spectrum of
the so-called livelihood assets and include economic, natural, physical, human, social and
cultural capital. The enhancement of local livelihoods, as described in Section 2.4, is crucial
for successfully include local communities in nature conservation. The outcome of the
surveys confirms that inhabitants value the advantages of the refuge and its protection and
thus have a positive attitude towards nature and support conservation. It can be assumed that
this indeed reduces transaction costs, for example for enforcing rules. The case of refuge
Cipancí also serves as a good example to confirm that tourism can be a suitable tool to derive
benefits from conservation. Section 2.1 discusses the advantages of tourism and explains that
it can create forward and backward inter-sectorial linkages and provides markets for local
products, stimulates infrastructural facilities and generates non-cash benefits such as
increasing skills, networking possibilities and social security. All these advantages also can be
observed in this case study. In Bolsón and Ortega tourism created several job opportunities
and enhanced the economic situation and so-called multiplier effects generated economic
benefits for a broader group of inhabitants. The creation and maintenance of infrastructure in
the area also is beneficial for the local population and the close collaboration between actors
generates networking possibilities and social security. The entry barrier education described
in Section 2.1 is solved in Bolsón and Ortega by offering education and training activities.
In the ‘without-scenario’ the lack of communication and collaboration among stakeholders
and the missing regulations would have resulted in a situation comparable to the tragedy of
the commons or prisoner’s dilemma as described in Section 2.2. Opportunistic behavior
would have worsened the situation and would have led to degradation of the environment. In
the worst case this situation would have continued until the natural resources were destroyed
and all involved actors would have lost their source of income.
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In this study it was not possible to collect exact data on how much the environment has been
affected by the implementation of the participatory management system. However, the
numerous statements of locals and refuge employees lead to the assumption that this
management system has positive effects on local environment. The interviewees explained
that not only the nature is less threatened today, but also environment is much better off today
than it was before. One example is the frequent contamination of the river before the refuge
employees took charge of this problem. Another example is the population of red macaws that
went extinct in this zone and now are resettled since a few years. They not only benefit from a
better protection, but also from a more positive attitude towards nature and conservation and
thus locals support the protection of those birds.
The outcomes of the CBA together with all other results of the research in the refuge Cipancí
and its neighboring communities Bolsón and Ortega will also be discussed in the next chapter.
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7. DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION
Costa Rica already is considered as a leading country in natural conservation and around a
quarter of the country’s area is protected. However, combining nature conservation and local
development as it can be observed in the case of refuge Cipancí can be a promising tool to
achieve an even more sustainable development. The outcome of this case study emphasizes
the advantages of a community-based conservation approach and clearly demonstrates that
nature conservation and rural development can be goals which are connected and even
complement each other. Further, it provides information on required characteristics and
institutions for a successful implementation of a community-based conservation approach.
The CBA clearly demonstrates that it was the right decision to create the refuge and include
local stakeholder in its management.
This study not only reveals that the population of Bolsón and Ortega highly depends on the
tourism sector, but also that it can be assumed that this sector will further grow since the
refuge Cipancí is located in one of the most important touristic regions of the country, where
number of tourists is expected to further increase. However, the past had shown that a
sustainable tourism sector in this area needs regulations and a well-organized management.
The situation before the refuge was created and the PMM was implemented was lacking any
regulations and was characterized by three main drawbacks 1) environmental degradation 2)
conflicts between two groups of neighbours 3) poor security for tourists and very few growth
incentives for the tourism sector and local development. The situation had similar features as
the tragedy of the commons phenomena and the prisoner’s dilemma. At the same time the
refuge with its high variety of fauna and flora is from international importance and thus its
conservation should be highly valued.
To protect this precious biodiversity the refuge Cipancí was created in 2001 under a
participatory management approach. First, institutions such as the refuge management’s office
in Bolsón, regulations and rules and the PMM were implemented. In this case the most
important measurements to ensure a successful inclusion of local communities in conservation
are encouraging communication and joint decision-making among involved stakeholders.
This enabled joint agreements on binding rules and their enforcement. In this case the
existence of local interest groups that closely work together with each other and the refuge
management facilitates communication and enables close relationships. Close relationships in
turn, together with the feeling of being part of a community make those groups essential to
reduce the risk of opportunistic behavior and reduce the risk of creating a prisoner’s dilemma.
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The refuge management has the role of an external enforcer. The importance of
communication among actors and binding rules that can be enforced already were emphasized
by Ostrom (1990) and Dawes (1973). They explained that these characteristics are substantial
to prevent a ‘tragedy of the commons’. Due to the institutions implemented in Cipancí that
enable communication, binding rules and their enforcement all actors are now pulling in the
same direction.
Another important measurement necessary to gain local support is the generation of income
opportunities for local communities (Brown, 1998). One of the promising ways to derive
benefits for the local population from conservation is tourism (Ahebwa et al., 2012; MedinaMuñoz et al., 2015; Mitchell and Ashley, 2010; Rogerson, 2012) This study revealed that the
promotion of the tourism sector has a positive impact on poverty alleviation in Bolsón and
Ortega. More than 10% of the local population directly obtains income from working in this
sector and through the so-called multiplier effect even more people gain economic benefits.
These multiplier effect already were mentioned as an advantage of tourism by several other
szudies (e.g. Adiyia et al., 2015; Cai et al., 2006; Meyer, 2007; Nyaupane and Poudel, 2011,
Medina-Muñoz et al., 2015; Rogerson, 2012; Snyman, 2012; Torres, 2003, Mackenzie, 2012;
Rogerson, 2012; Snyman and Spenceley, 2012). However, not only the improved economic
situation, but also numerous non-monetary benefits lead to an enhancement of local
livelihoods in terms of economic capital. The most important non-monetary benefits here are
the increased education and the motivation to learn new skills which is enhancing the
communities’ human capital. But also the other livelihood assets; cultural, physical, natural
and social capital are positively affected. Local interest groups function as a link between the
refuge management and the local population and thus can help to transfer monetary and nonmonetary benefits to the communities. The various benefits for the local population, and a
greater knowledge about nature lead to a better support for conservation efforts. This for
example can be seen in the changed attitude towards nature and its conservation and the
collaboration with the refuge staff. These findings are also backed up by Brown (1998) who
outlines the importance of enhancing local livelihoods, including not only monetary aspects,
to gain local support for conservation. In Cipancí also the problem of the entry barrier to the
tourism sector, being education, could be solved. This entry barrier was mentioned by Adiyia
et al. (2016) and they explain that education in most cases is necessary to enter the tourism
sector and thus often excludes the poorest. This case study revealed that this barrier can be
overcome by offering free trainings and courses to the local population.
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The enhancement of local infrastructure also was crucial in this case. Infrastructure, such as
the public road to the refuge, is necessary to enable a well-functioning tourism sector and
additionally gains local support. Local support in turn is not only reducing transaction costs,
such as costs for enforcing rules, but also is crucial for sustainable nature conservation
(Brown, 1998). As the president of IUCN–The World Conservation Union argued “if local
people do not support protected areas, then protected areas cannot last” (Ramphal 1993).
Regarding the environment the most important benefits of regulations, binding rules and local
support are the protection against several dangers to nature such as the contaminations of the
river, the erosion of river banks and the disturbance of wildlife. The continuation of the
chaotic situation before the refuge was implemented, without the existence of binding rules on
how to use the natural resources and the lack of collaboration among stakeholders would have
led to an increase in opportunistic behavior which further would have led to negative effects
for the environment.
In the case of the refuge Cipancí, the creation of the refuge combined with the PMM not only
enhanced environmental quality, but also made the tourism sector grow, because the
protection of the area, the improved organization and infrastructure attracts more tourists.
Thus the local development increases and one can argue that this in turn leads to a greater
support for conservation efforts.
Indeed, the protection of the refuge and the implementation of the PMM not only are causing
costs for the government and are time consuming, but also mean a loss of income for some
individuals and causes an increased level of disturbance through tourists. Nevertheless, the
great benefits not only for the environment but also for the local communities emphasize the
advantage of the current system of community-based conservation.
Since the implementation of the participatory conservation approach only started recently this
study cannot draw a complete and final picture. The tourism sector and the collaboration
between stakeholders still are developing and further research should investigate the same
case in future years. Many entrepreneurs, the women’s group and the souvenir shop in Bolsón
only started their business recently and thus it was not possible to draw a complete picture of
their impact. Additionally, many activities such as the tourist visitor center at the entrance of
the refuge are not built yet and will have a great impact on local development and most likely
also for the environment. Further, it would be interesting to investigate whether or not the
stakeholders’ motivation to collaborate to avoid a prisoner’s dilemma like situation will
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change in the future, when most of the entrepreneurs do not have the same experience of the
past chaotic situation. Another interesting research topic would be the investigation of
environmental effects of the current management system.
Of course, this thesis also has some limitations. The major limitation is the low amount of
quantitative data and the limited capacity to collect data on environmental quality. The limited
amount quantitative data made it difficult or even impossible to fully go through all steps of
the CBA. The CBA was to large parts based on qualitative data; however, this also is its
strengths as it combines qualitative and quantitative data and investigates the case from
various perspectives. As this research investigated a case study it is not representative for all
protected areas and their neighboring communities. It can only emphasize the characteristics
that are important in this special case and might give a hint on what might be important, too in
other situations. Another limitation is the definition of the costs and benefits of the ‘withoutscenario’. Since, this only was a hypothetical situation all statements were based on
assumptions and clear data is missing. Further, only the effects of the combination of creating
a protected area and implementing a community-based conservation can be conducted since
both measurements were established together. It would have been interesting to conduct the
effects of both measurements independently and for example compare a situation where the
protected area already was created with a later situation where additionally a communitybased approach was implemented.
Next to the limitations regarding the study design, the validity of answers given by the
interviewees can be questioned. Since the subject of environmental protection is sensitive and
influenced by public opinion respondents might tend to give socially desirable answers such
as “there are no disadvantages of the refuge” and “we do not hunt”. It also is a pity that the
farmers, who lost part of their income, because they now are not receiving money from the
tourists that used to pass their land anymore, could not be interviewed. It is likely that their
attitude towards the refuge is not as positive as of the other inhabitants.
As a consequence of the above mentioned limitations, the conclusion drawn in this should be
interpreted with care.
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ANNEX I Questionnaire for Entrepreneurs
Hola, mi nombre es Linda Horbach y soy estudiante de la Universidad de Wageningen, en Holanda. Yo estoy
haciendo mi proyecto de investigación en cooperación con el CINPE de la Universidad Nacional y el SINAC. Mi tema
es sobre los beneficios que obtienen las comunidades de Ortega y Bolsón, al existir el Refugio de Vida Silvestre
Cipancí y de la conservación de recursos naturales en general. Quisiera pedirle amablemente unos minutos de su
tiempo para un pequeña entrevista sobre este tema.
Nota introductoria
1.

Nombre:________________

2.

Edad:____________

3.

Género: Masculino □ Femenino □

4.

Usted vive en el pueblo: □ Bolsón □Ortega □Otro:____________________

5.

Usted tiene como negocio: □Botes

Cuántos?_______
□Restaurant
□Otros

Cuántos?_______
Especifique:________________

6.

Hace cuánto trabaja en esta empresa de turismo?:__________(meses o años)

7.1

Botes:

Actividad
Numero de botes
Capacidad
Número de turistas por semana/día
Cuánto pagan los turistas por viaje
(Colones o Dólares por turista o por
bus?)
Número de empleados permanentes
Número de empleados temporales
Costo de los empleados
permanentes (por día, quincena, por
mes)
Costo de los empleados temporales
(por día, quincena, por mes)
Costos de los botes.

Época alta de turismo

Época baja de turismo

Seguro (dos veces al año)
Inspección capitanía de puerto
Equipo: Chalecos salvavidas,
flotadores, otros, radio de
communicación

Costos de operación:
Combustible
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Actividad
Costos de mantenimiento:

Época alta de turismo

Época baja de turismo

Época alta de turismo

Época baja de turismo

Bote
Motor
Otras reparaciones
Cada cuantos años remplaza el
motor? Y cuanto es esl valor del
motor?
Costo de inversión
Bote y equipo
Qué financia con las ganancias de su
negocio? (gastos familiares)
Cuáles proyectos usted contribuye a
financiar en su comunidad?
Cuánto dinero contribuye en esos
proyectos?
Formas de financiamiento:
Crédito
Dinero propio
Otros

7.2

Restaurants:

Actividad
Número de turistas por semana/día
Cuánto gasta en promedio un turista
en su restaurant (indicar Dólares o
Colones)
Número de empleados permanentes
Número de empleados temporales
Costo de los empleados
permanentes (por día, quincena, por
mes)
Costo de los empleados temporales
(por día, quincena, por mes)
Costos de operación (indicar por
semana, o por mes):
Costo de los empleados
Costo de servicios (agua,
electricidad, gas, etc.)
Costo de insumos
Alimentos
Artículos de limpieza
Otros
Costos de mantenimiento (por año):
Reparaciones
Seguros / patentes
Equipo
Costo de inversión
Local completo (infraestructura)
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Actividad
Alquiler de espacio para tienda de
souvenirs (indicar por semana, o por
mes)
Qué financia con las ganancias de su
negocio? (gastos familiares)

Época alta de turismo

Época baja de turismo

Cuáles proyectos usted contribuye a
financiar en su comunidad?
Cuánto dinero contribuye en esos
proyectos?

Formas de financiamiento:
Crédito
Dinero propio
Otros

¿Cuántas empresas familiares usted
le contrata servicios?
¿Qué productos o servicios usted les
compra?
¿Cuánto paga usted por cada uno de
esos productos/servicios (por
semana, por mes, etc.)

8. ¿Cuántas personas usted mantiene con lo que gana con sus
actividades?:______________
9. ¿Usted tiene otras fuentes de ingreso: No □ Sí □

Cuáles:____________________

10. ¿Cuál fue su principal fuente de ingreso antes de meterse en actividades de turismo?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________
11. Cuánto ganaba en esa actividad anterior (por día, por quincena, por mes)?: ________Colones o Dólares).
12. ¿Cuáles fueron las razones para meterse en actividades de turismo?
Por favor mencione en una escala de 1 a 10 que tan importantes son los siguientes objetivos para su familia (10
es lo mas importante, 1 lo menos importante)

Objetivo
1

Poder tener empleo propio

2

Maximizar ingreso

3

Poder dar empleo a otros miembros de la familia

4

Financiar gastos corrientes del hogar

5

Financiar la educación de los hijos

Peso (1 a 10)
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6

Poder quedarme en mi comunidad

7

Poder contribuir con el desarrollo de mi comunidad

8

Nuevas oportunidades con el Refugio CIPANCI

9

Otros (especfique)

13. ¿Cómo considera que está el bienestar de su familia desde que entró a estas actividades turísticas? (Marque con X una
sola opción)
Decreció
considerablemente

Decreció poco

Permaneció
igual que antes

Aumentó un
poco

Aumentó mucho

No se

14. Usted ha participado en actividades de capacitación para atender al turismo?
Sí

No:

15. Cuántas actividades de capacitación ha participado?__________
16. Cuánto tiempo en promedio le ha dedicado a cada una de esas capacitaciones?:
17. Capital Social y organización
17.1

¿Usted participa de las actividades de INPROTUR?

□ Sí

□ No

17.2 ¿Por qué?:
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
17.3 Mencione las actividades más importantes que usted realiza para INPROTUR
Actividad

Tiempo dedicado

Frecuencia (por día, semana, mes)

17.4 Mencione los principales proyectos o actividades que ha impulsado INPROTUR de los cuales usted se ha beneficiado:
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________

105

17.5 Si no existiera el actual nivel de organización para entrar a la zona del río, cuáles serían para usted los problemas más
importantes que enfrentaría
Problema

Peso (1 a 10)

1

Buscar quien de mantenimiento del actual camino de
acceso

2

Pagar por el acceso a las fincas privadas

3

Inseguridad de poder entrar y salir por propiedades
privadas

4

Desorden en el número de turistas a un mismo tiempo en
el río

5

Buscar quien de mantenimiento y seguridad de
instalaciones

6

Daños en el río, vegetación y animales

7

Falta de control en contaminación río arriba

8

Otros (especifique)

9
10
11
12
13

17.6 Si usted tuviera que pagar por pasar
desembolsar:_______________por turista o por bus?

por

una

finca

privada,

cuánto

dinero

tendría

que

17.7 Si usted tuviera que pagar por mantener el actual camino, cuánto cree que sería lo máximo que usted podría
pagar:________por mes/por año?
17.8 Si usted tuviera que pagar por mantener el actual muelle, cuánto cree que sería lo máximo que usted podría
pagar:________por mes/por año?
17.9 ¿Si usted tuviera que pasar por una propiedad privada para acceder al refugio y se presentaran problemas para entrar
y salir con los turistas de esa propiedad privada, cuánto estimaría que usted perdería?
En dinero:_______________ o En tiempo:______________ ¿Cuánto equivale ese tiempo en dinero?:_____________
18. Qué piensa usted de las siguientes proposiciones que le voy a leer
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Estoy de acuerdo

Neutro

No estoy de acuerdo

No se

La comunidad se ha
vuelto más unida
desde del sistema
actual de gestión y
coordinación de uso
de los recursos
naturales del refugio
CIPANCI, impulsado
por SINAC y las
asociaciones
Hay más conflictos en
la comunidad desde
que se implementó el
sistema actual de
gestión y
coordinación de uso
de los recursos
naturales del refugio
CIPANCI, impulsado
por SINAC y las
asociaciones
Hay más conflictos
con comunidades
vecinas

La cooperación con el
Gobierno ha
mejorado
La cooperación con
otras organizaciones
privadas ha mejorado
La gente de la
comunidad tiene
ahora una actitud pro
naturaleza
comparado con antes
de se adoptara el
actual sistema de
coordinación
La coordinación entre
vecinos es
beneficiosa para las
comunidades
El actual Sistema de
coordinación de uso
del Refugio es
beneficioso para el
ambiente en
comparación a lo que
sucedía antes
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Estoy de acuerdo

Neutro

No estoy de acuerdo

No se

El turismo es una
actividad muy
importante para la
comunidad
Yo estoy orgulloso de
mi comunidad y de
como protegemos al
ambiente porque
turistas de todas
partes del mundo
vienen a ver nuestras
riquezas naturales
El turismo disturba mi
estilo de vida porque
hay demasiado
tránsito de vehículo y
personas que no son
de la comunidad

19. Protección y conservación del ambiente
19.1 ¿En su opinión cuáles han sido las ventajas y desventajas de haberse creado un refugio tan cerca de su comunidad?
Beneficios

Desventajas

19.2 ¿Mencione usted algún ejemplo de cómo colabora usted con mantener y vigilar la conservación del refugio contra
personas que lleguen a robar animales o plantas o a causar destrucción?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
19.3 ¿Cuántas veces ha puesto una denuncia contra daños ambiente en el último año?
______veces
19.4 ¿Cuánto tiempo tendría que invertir usted en poner una denuncia por un daño contra el ambiente?
__________ horas/minutos
19.5 ¿Cuántas veces puso una denuncia contra daños al ambiente antes de que existiera la oficina del SINAC en la zona?
__________ veces
19.6 ¿En cuánto valora usted una hora de su tiempo?:________________ Colones

¡Gracias por su ayuda!
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ANNEX II Questionnaire Association for Development in Bolsón
Nota introductoria

Hola, mi nombre es Linda Horbach y soy estudiante de la Universidad de Wageningen, en Holanda. Yo estoy
haciendo mi proyecto de investigación en cooperación con el CINPE de la Universidad Nacional y el SINAC. Mi tema
es sobre los beneficios que obtienen las comunidades de Ortega y Bolsón, al existir el Refugio de Vida Silvestre
Cipancí y de la conservación de recursos naturales en general. Quisiera pedirle amablemente unos minutos de su
tiempo para un pequeña entrevista sobre este tema.

1. Nombre: ________________
2. Edad: ____________
3. Función dentro la asociación: __________________________
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Cuánta gente participa

Número aproximado de
reuniones que se necesitan
para negociar, coordinar e
implementar el proyecto

Tiempo aproximado de
duración de cada reunión

Cuánta gente participaba

Número aproximado de
reuniones que se necesitaron
para negociar, coordinar e
implementar el proyecto

Tiempo aproximado de
duración de cada reunión

Seguimiento del proyecto
(cantidad de personas que
le daban seguimiento y
tiempo)

Seguimiento del proyecto
(cantidad de personas que
le dan seguimiento y
tiempo)

Beneficios que tuvo cada
proyecto

Beneficios de cada
proyecto
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

5.3. ¿A cuántas personas pudieron beneficiar?

5.2. ¿Cuánto dinero se invertía en proyectos de la comunidad? (relacionado con la lista en cuadro 4.1)
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

5.1. ¿Cómo se financiaban los proyectos de desarrollo para la
comunidad?_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

5. Antes de la coordinación entre IMPROTOUR-SINAC:

Proyecto

4.1 Proyectos más importantes relacionados con la comunidad antes de que existiera esta coordinación entre INPROTUR y SINAC

Proyecto

4. Proyectos más importantes relacionados con el turismo y el ambiente, en coordinación con INPROTUR y SINAC

6. Asociación de Bolsón:
6.1. Proyecto: Servicios Sanitarios
Época alta de turismo

Época baja de turismo

Época alta de turismo

Época baja de turismo

Número de turistas por semana/día
Quién paga por el servicio por
semana/día
Cuánto se paga por el servicio por
semana/día (Colones o Dolares por
turista o por bus?)
Número de empleados permanentes
Número de empleados temporales
Costos de operación:
Costo de los empleados
permanentes (por día, quincena, por
mes)
Costo de los empleados temporales
(por día, quincena, por mes)
Costo de servicios (agua,
electricidad, gas, etc.)
Costo de insumos
Artículos de limpieza
Otros
Costos de mantenimiento:
Reparaciones
Seguros / patentes
Equipo
Costo de inversión
Local completo (infraestructura)
Qué financia con las ganancias de su
negocio? (gastos familiares)
Cuáles proyectos usted contribuye a
financiar en su comunidad?
Cuánto dinero contribuye en esos
proyectos?
Formas de financiamiento:
Crédito
Dinero propio
Otros

6.2. Proyecto: Tienda de Souvenirs:

Número de turistas por semana/día
Cuánto dinero gastan
aproximadamente los turistas en la
tienda por día/por visita/por
semana?
Número de empleados permanentes
Número de empleados temporales
Costos de los productos:
Costos de operación:
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Costo de los empleados
permanentes (por día, quincena, por
mes)
Costo de los empleados temporales
(por día, quincena, por mes)
Costo de servicios (agua,
electricidad, gas, etc.)
Costo de insumos
Artículos de limpieza
Otros
Costos de mantenimiento:
Reparaciones
Seguros / patentes
Equipo
Costo de inversión
Local completo (infraestructura)
Qué financia con las ganancias de su
negocio? (gastos familiares)
Cuáles proyectos usted contribuye a
financiar en su comunidad?
Cuánto dinero contribuye en esos
proyectos?
Formas de financiamiento:
Crédito
Dinero propio
Otros

7. Capital Social y organización
7.1

¿Usted participa de las actividades de INPROTUR?

□ Sí

□ No

7.2. ¿Por qué?:
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
7.3. Mencione los principales proyectos o actividades que ha impulsado INPROTUR de los cuales usted se ha beneficiado:
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________
8. Puede usted dar ejemplos cómo era la situación antes de que la coordinación de proyectos con el SINAC iniciara:
Ejemplos de lo que funcionaba mal

Ejemplos de los que funcionaba bien
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9. ¿Usted cree que hay cosas que se pueden mejorar? ¿Cuáles?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________
9.2. ¿Qué es lo que usted desea para el futuro?
10. Qué piensa usted de las siguientes proposiciones que le voy a leer
Estoy de acuerdo

Neutro

No estoy de acuerdo

No se

La comunidad se ha
vuelto más unida
desde del sistema
actual de gestión y
coordinación de uso
de los recursos
naturales del refugio
CIPANCI, impulsado
por SINAC y las
asociaciones
Hay más conflictos en
la comunidad desde
que se implementó el
sistema actual de
gestión y
coordinación de uso
de los recursos
naturales del refugio
CIPANCI, impulsado
por SINAC y las
asociaciones
Hay más conflictos
con comunidades
vecinas
La cooperación con el
Gobierno ha
mejorado

La cooperación con
otras organizaciones
privadas ha mejorado
La gente de la
comunidad tiene
ahora una actitud pro
naturaleza
comparado con antes
de se adoptara el
actual sistema de
coordinación
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La coordinación entre
vecinos es
beneficiosa para las
comunidades
El actual Sistema de
coordinación de uso
del Refugio es
beneficioso para el
ambiente en
comparación a lo que
sucedía antes
El turismo es una
actividad muy
importante para la
comunidad
Yo estoy orgulloso de
mi comunidad y de
como protegemos al
ambiente porque
turistas de todas
partes del mundo
vienen a ver nuestras
riquezas naturales
El turismo disturba mi
estilo de vida porque
hay demasiado
tránsito de vehículo y
personas que no son
de la comunidad

11. Protección y conservación del ambiente
11.1 ¿En su opinión cuáles han sido las ventajas y desventajas de haberse creado un refugio de vida silvestre tan cerca de su
comunidad?
Beneficios

Desventajas

11.2 En su opinión:
¿Quiénes serían las personas que no estarían contentos con sin el actual sistema de coordinación SINAC-FundaciónINPROTUR? Por qué?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________
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11.3. Qué pierden ellos? Dinero?
Cuánto?:_____________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
11.4. Cuáles actividades que se hacían antes ya no se pueden realizar en el refugio?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
12. ¿Mencione usted algún ejemplo de cómo colabora usted con mantener y vigilar la conservación del refugio contra
personas que lleguen a robar animales o plantas o a causar destrucción?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________
12.1. ¿Cuántas veces ha puesto una denuncia contra daños ambiente en el último año?
______veces
12.2. ¿Cuánto tiempo tendría que invertir usted en poner una denuncia por un daño contra el ambiente?
__________ horas/minutos

12.3. ¿Cuántas veces puso una denuncia contra daños al ambiente antes de que existiera la oficina del SINAC en la zona?
__________ veces

12.4 ¿En cuánto valora usted una hora de su tiempo?:________________ Colones

¡Gracias por su ayuda!
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ANNEX III Questionnaire Inhabitants
Nota introductoria
Hola, mi nombre es Linda Horbach y soy estudiante de la Universidad de Wageningen, en Holanda. Yo estoy
haciendo mi proyecto de investigación en cooperación con el CINPE de la Universidad Nacional y el SINAC. Mi tema
es sobre los beneficios que obtienen las comunidades de Ortega y Bolsón, al existir el Refugio de Vida Silvestre
Cipancí y de la conservación de recursos naturales en general. Quisiera pedirle amablemente unos minutos de su
tiempo para un pequeña entrevista sobre este tema.

1.

Nombre:________________

2.

Edad:____________

3.

Género: Masculino □ Femenino □

4.

Usted vive en el pueblo: □ Bolsón □Ortega □Otro:____________________

5.

Profesión u ofício?:___________________________

6.

¿Qué piensa usted del ambiente y la protección del ambiente?

Estoy de acuerdo

Neutro

No estoy de acuerdo

No se

Es importante proteger el
ambiente
Destruir el refugio de vida
silvestre causará problemas a la
comunidad en el futuro
El que exista un área protegida
cerca ha generado ingresos a mi
familia
Mi familia puede influenciar en
la toma de decisiones sobre el
refugio
Las personas de las comunidades
son los primeros en proteger el
refugio
La presencia del refugio ha
enseñado a los niños la
importancia de proteger el
ambiente
La presencia del refugio ha
facilitado que miembros de esta
comunidad aprenda nuevas
actividades productivas
La presencia del refugio ha traído
la mejora de infraestructura en la
comunidad
La presencia del refugio significa
un mejor futuro para mi familia
El turismo es una actividad muy
importante para la comunidad
Yo estoy orgulloso de mi
comunidad y de como
protegemos al ambiente porque
turistas de todas partes del
mundo vienen a ver nuestras
riquezas naturales
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El turismo disturba mi estilo de
vida porque hay demasiado
tránsito de vehículo y personas
que no son de la comunidad

7.

¿En su opinión cuáles han sido las ventajas y desventajas más importante de haberse creado un parque nacional tan
cerca de su comunidad? (Ordene cada oracion en orden de importancia de 1 a 10, donde 10 es el mas importante y 1
es el menos importante)

Beneficios
Más empleo para la gente de la comunidad
La situación económica de la comunidad es major
ahora
El pueblo tiene mas vida
El pueblo está más limpio ahora
Hay mejores caminos e infraestructura ahora
El ambiente es de major calidad y hay mas vida
silvestre
Los niños aprenden mas ahora sobre naturaleza y
conservación
El gobierno muestra más interés en la comunidad
La gente está más orgullosa ahora de su comunidad
y de la naturaleza que se conserva porquese sabe
que vienen turistas de muy largo solamente para
visitar el refugio CIPANCI y las comunidades
mismas.
Otros:

1 - 10

Desventajas
La pesca es restringida ahora
La caza no es permitida
No se pueden usar recursos naturales del refugio
Hay mucha gente extranjera en las comunidades
La gran cantidad de buses y otros vehículos de
turistas causan mucho ruido y polvo
Muy poca gente se beneficia del refugio y de las
actividades de turismo, lo que causa conflictos en la
comunidad
Hay muchos animals salvajes cerca de las
comunidades ahora
El gobierno y la gente del MINAE interfieren mucho
en la vida de las comunidades
Las decisiones se toman sin consultar o informar a
las personas de las comunidades
Otros:

1 - 10

8.

¿Usted cree que hay cosas que se pueden mejorar?
¿Cuáles?_________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________

9.

¿Qué es lo que usted desea para el
futuro?___________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________

¡Gracias por su ayuda!
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ANNEX IV Questionnaire Employees
Hola, mi nombre es Linda Horbach y soy estudiante de la Universidad de Wageningen, en Holanda. Yo estoy
haciendo mi proyecto de investigación en cooperación con el CINPE de la Universidad Nacional y el SINAC. Mi tema
es sobre los beneficios que obtienen las comunidades de Ortega y Bolsón, al existir el Refugio de Vida Silvestre
Cipancí y de la conservación de recursos naturales en general. Quisiera pedirle amablemente unos minutos de su
tiempo para un pequeña entrevista sobre este tema.
Nota introductoria
1.

Nombre:________________

2.

Edad:____________

3.

Género: Masculino □ Femenino □

4.

Usted vive en el pueblo: □ Bolsón □Ortega □Otro:____________________

5.

Profesión: _________________

6.

Hace cuánto trabaja en esta empresa de turismo?:__________(meses o años)

7.

Cuánto tiempo trabaja (horas por día)?:
Epoca alta:_______________ Epoca baja:________________

8.

¿Cuánto usted gana (por mes, por semana, por viaje)?

Epoca alta:_______________ Epoca baja:______________________(Colones o Dólares)
9.

¿Cuántas personas usted mantiene con lo que gana con sus actividades?:_____________

10. ¿Usted tiene otras fuentes de ingreso: No □ Sí □

Cuáles:________________________________

11. ¿Cuál fue su principal fuente de ingreso antes de meterse en actividades de
turismo?_________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________

12. Cuánto ganaba en esa actividad anterior (por día, por quincena, por mes)?: ________Colones o Dólares).
13. ¿Cuáles fueron las razones para meterse en actividades de turismo?
Por favor mencione en una escala de 1 a 10 que tan importantes son los siguientes objetivos para su familia (10
es lo mas importante, 1 lo menos importante)

Objetivo
1

Poder tener empleo propio

2

Maximizar ingreso

3

Poder dar empleo a otros miembros de la familia

4

Financiar gastos corrientes del hogar

5

Financiar la educación de los hijos

6

Poder quedarme en mi comunidad

Peso (1 a 10)
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7

Poder contribuir con el desarrollo de mi comunidad

8

Nuevas oportunidades con el Refugio CIPANCI

9

Otros (especfique)

14. ¿Cómo considera que está el bienestar de su familia desde que entró a estas actividades turísticas? (Marque con
X una sola opción)
Decreció
considerablemente

Decreció poco

Permaneció
igual que antes

Aumentó un
poco

Aumentó mucho

15. Usted ha participado en actividades de capacitación para atender al turismo?Sí

No se

No:

16. Cuántas actividades de capacitación ha participado?__________
17. Cuánto tiempo en promedio le ha dedicado a cada una de esas capacitaciones?: ________________________________
18. ¿Qué piensa usted de las siguientes proposiciones que le voy a leer?
Estoy de acuerdo

Neutro

No estoy de acuerdo

No se

La comunidad se ha
vuelto más unida
desde del sistema
actual de gestión y
coordinación de uso
de los recursos
naturales del refugio
CIPANCI, impulsado
por SINAC y las
asociaciones
Hay más conflictos en
la comunidad desde
que se implementó el
sistema actual de
gestión y
coordinación de uso
de los recursos
naturales del refugio
CIPANCI, impulsado
por SINAC y las
asociaciones
Hay más conflictos
con comunidades
vecinas

La cooperación con el
Gobierno ha
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mejorado
La cooperación con
otras organizaciones
privadas ha mejorado
La gente de la
comunidad tiene
ahora una actitud pro
naturaleza
comparado con antes
de se adoptara el
actual sistema de
coordinación
La coordinación entre
vecinos es
beneficiosa para las
comunidades
El actual Sistema de
coordinación de uso
del Refugio es
beneficioso para el
ambiente en
comparación a lo que
sucedía antes
El turismo es una
actividad muy
importante para la
comunidad
Yo estoy orgulloso de
mi comunidad y de
como protegemos al
ambiente porque
turistas de todas
partes del mundo
vienen a ver nuestras
riquezas naturales
El turismo disturba mi
estilo de vida porque
hay demasiado
tránsito de vehículo y
personas que no son
de la comunidad

19. ¿En su opinión cuáles han sido las ventajas y desventajas de haberse creado un refugio tan cerca de su comunidad?
Beneficios

Desventajas

20. ¿Mencione usted algún ejemplo de cómo colabora usted con mantener y vigilar la conservación del refugio contra
personas que lleguen a robar animales o plantas o a causar destrucción?
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_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________

21. ¿Cuántas veces ha puesto una denuncia contra daños ambiente en el último año?
______veces
22. ¿Cuánto tiempo tendría que invertir usted en poner una denuncia por un daño contra el ambiente?
__________ horas/minutos

23. ¿Cuántas veces puso una denuncia contra daños al ambiente antes de que existiera la oficina del SINAC en la zona?
__________ veces

24. ¿En cuánto valora usted una hora de su tiempo?:________________ Colones

¡Gracias por su ayuda!

121

ANNEX V Questionnaire Entrepreneural Families
Hola, mi nombre es Linda Horbach y soy estudiante de la Universidad de Wageningen, en Holanda. Yo estoy
haciendo mi proyecto de investigación en cooperación con el CINPE de la Universidad Nacional y el SINAC. Mi tema
es sobre los beneficios que obtienen las comunidades de Ortega y Bolsón, al existir el Refugio de Vida Silvestre
Cipancí y de la conservación de recursos naturales en general. Quisiera pedirle amablemente unos minutos de su
tiempo para un pequeña entrevista sobre este tema.
Nota introductoria
1.

Nombre:________________

2.

Edad:____________

3.
4.

Género: Masculino □ Femenino □
Usted vive en el pueblo: □ Bolsón □Ortega □Otro:____________________

Tipo de servicio
Qué productos usted vende a los
empresarios y en qué cantidad?
Qual es el precio de su producto?
Número de empleados Temporales
or permanentes
Costos de operación:

Epoca alta

Epoca baja

Costo de los empleados
Costo de servicios (agua,
electricidad, gas, etc.)
Costo de insumos:
Alimentos
Artículos de limpieza
Otros
Costos de mantenimiento:
Reparaciones
Seguros / patentes
Equipo
Costo de inversión
Local completo

5. ¿Cuántas personas usted mantiene con lo que gana con sus actividades?:______________
6. ¿Usted tiene otras fuentes de ingreso: No □ Sí □

Cuáles:____________________

_________________________________________________________________________
7. ¿Cómo considera que está el bienestar de su familia desde que entró a estas actividades? (Marque con X una sola opción)
Decreció
considerablemente

Decreció poco

Permaneció
igual que antes

Aumentó un
poco

Aumentó mucho

No se
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8. ¿Qué piensa usted de las siguientes proposiciones que le voy a leer?
Estoy de acuerdo

Neutro

No estoy de acuerdo

No se

La comunidad se ha
vuelto más unida
desde del sistema
actual de gestión y
coordinación de uso
de los recursos
naturales del refugio
CIPANCI, impulsado
por SINAC y las
asociaciones
Hay más conflictos en
la comunidad desde
que se implementó el
sistema actual de
gestión y
coordinación de uso
de los recursos
naturales del refugio
CIPANCI, impulsado
por SINAC y las
asociaciones
Hay más conflictos
con comunidades
vecinas
La cooperación con el
Gobierno ha
mejorado
La cooperación con
otras organizaciones
privadas ha mejorado
La gente de la
comunidad tiene
ahora una actitud pro
naturaleza
comparado con antes
de se adoptara el
actual sistema de
coordinación
La coordinación entre
vecinos es
beneficiosa para las
comunidades
El actual Sistema de
coordinación de uso
del Refugio es
beneficioso para el
ambiente en
comparación a lo que
sucedía antes
El turismo es una
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actividad muy
importante para la
comunidad
Yo estoy orgulloso de
mi comunidad y de
como protegemos al
ambiente porque
turistas de todas
partes del mundo
vienen a ver nuestras
riquezas naturales
El turismo disturba mi
estilo de vida porque
hay demasiado
tránsito de vehículo y
personas que no son
de la comunidad

9. ¿En su opinión cuáles han sido las ventajas y desventajas de haberse creado un refugio tan cerca de su comunidad?
Beneficios

Desventajas

10. ¿Mencione usted algún ejemplo de cómo colabora usted con mantener y vigilar la conservación del refugio contra
personas que lleguen a robar animales o plantas o a causar destrucción?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
10.1. ¿Cuántas veces ha puesto una denuncia contra daños ambiente en el último año?
______veces
10.2. ¿Cuánto tiempo tendría que invertir usted en poner una denuncia por un daño contra el ambiente?
__________ horas/minutos
10.3. ¿Cuántas veces puso una denuncia contra daños al ambiente antes de que existiera la oficina del SINAC en la zona?
__________ veces
10.4. ¿En cuánto valora usted una hora de su tiempo?:________________ Colones

¡Gracias por su ayuda!
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ANNEX VI Questionnaire Women’s Group in Bolsón
Hola, mi nombre es Linda Horbach y soy estudiante de la Universidad de Wageningen, en Holanda. Yo estoy
haciendo mi proyecto de investigación en cooperación con el CINPE de la Universidad Nacional y el SINAC. Mi tema
es sobre los beneficios que obtienen las comunidades de Ortega y Bolsón, al existir el Refugio de Vida Silvestre
Cipancí y de la conservación de recursos naturales en general. Quisiera pedirle amablemente unos minutos de su
tiempo para un pequeña entrevista sobre este tema.
Nota introductoria
1.

Nombre:________________

2.

Edad:____________

3.

Género: Masculino □ Femenino □

4.

Usted vive en el pueblo: □ Bolsón □Ortega □Otro:____________________

5.

Hace cuánto trabaja en esta empresa de turismo?:__________(meses o años)

6.
Época alta de turismo

Época baja de turismo

Número de turistas por semana/día
Cuánto dinero gastan
aproximadamente los turistas en la
tienda por día/por visita/por
semana?
Número de empleados permanentes
Número de empleados temporales
Costos de los productos:
Costos de operación:
Costo de los empleados
permanentes (por día, quincena, por
mes)
Costo de los empleados temporales
(por día, quincena, por mes)
Costo de servicios (agua,
electricidad, gas, etc.)
Costo de insumos
Artículos de limpieza
Otros
Costos de mantenimiento:
Reparaciones
Seguros / patentes
Equipo
Costo de inversión
Local completo (infraestructura)
Qué financia con las ganancias de su
negocio? (gastos familiares)
Cuáles proyectos usted contribuye a
financiar en su comunidad?
Cuánto dinero contribuye en esos
proyectos?
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Formas de financiamiento:
Crédito
Dinero propio
Otros

7. ¿Cuántas personas usted mantiene con lo que gana con sus
actividades?:______________
8. ¿Usted tiene otras fuentes de ingreso: No □ Sí □

Cuáles:____________________

9. ¿Cuál fue su principal fuente de ingreso antes de meterse en actividades de turismo?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________
10. Cuánto ganaba en esa actividad anterior (por día, por quincena, por mes)?: ________Colones o Dólares).
11. ¿Cuáles fueron las razones para meterse en actividades de turismo?
Por favor mencione en una escala de 1 a 10 que tan importantes son los siguientes objetivos para su familia (10
es lo mas importante, 1 lo menos importante)

Objetivo

Peso (1 a 10)

1

Poder tener empleo propio

2

Maximizar ingreso

3

Poder dar empleo a otros miembros de la familia

4

Financiar gastos corrientes del hogar

5

Financiar la educación de los hijos

6

Poder quedarme en mi comunidad

7

Poder contribuir con el desarrollo de mi comunidad

8

Nuevas oportunidades con el Refugio CIPANCI

9

Otros (especfique)

12. ¿Cómo considera que está el bienestar de su familia desde que entró a estas actividades turísticas? (Marque con X una
sola opción)
Decreció
considerablemente

Decreció poco

Permaneció
igual que antes

Aumentó un
poco

Aumentó mucho

No se
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13. Usted ha participado en actividades de capacitación para atender al turismo?
Sí

No:

14. Cuántas actividades de capacitación ha participado?__________

15. Cuánto tiempo en promedio le ha dedicado a cada una de esas capacitaciones?:
16. Capital Social y organización
16.1

¿Usted participa de las actividades de INPROTUR?

□ Sí

□ No

16.2 ¿Por qué?:
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
16.3 Mencione las actividades más importantes que usted realiza para INPROTUR
Actividad

Tiempo dedicado

Frecuencia (por día, semana, mes)

16.4 Mencione los principales proyectos o actividades que ha impulsado INPROTUR de los cuales usted se ha beneficiado:
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________
17. Qué piensa usted de las siguientes proposiciones que le voy a leer
Estoy de acuerdo

Neutro

No estoy de acuerdo

No se

La comunidad se ha
vuelto más unida
desde del sistema
actual de gestión y
coordinación de uso
de los recursos
naturales del refugio
CIPANCI, impulsado
por SINAC y las
asociaciones
Hay más conflictos en
la comunidad desde
que se implementó el
sistema actual de
gestión y
coordinación de uso
de los recursos
naturales del refugio
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CIPANCI, impulsado
por SINAC y las
asociaciones
Hay más conflictos
con comunidades
vecinas
La cooperación con el
Gobierno ha
mejorado
La cooperación con
otras organizaciones
privadas ha mejorado
La gente de la
comunidad tiene
ahora una actitud pro
naturaleza
comparado con antes
de se adoptara el
actual sistema de
coordinación
La coordinación entre
vecinos es
beneficiosa para las
comunidades
El actual Sistema de
coordinación de uso
del Refugio es
beneficioso para el
ambiente en
comparación a lo que
sucedía antes
El turismo es una
actividad muy
importante para la
comunidad
Yo estoy orgulloso de
mi comunidad y de
como protegemos al
ambiente porque
turistas de todas
partes del mundo
vienen a ver nuestras
riquezas naturales
El turismo disturba mi
estilo de vida porque
hay demasiado
tránsito de vehículo y
personas que no son
de la comunidad

18. Protección y conservación del ambiente
18.1 ¿En su opinión cuáles han sido las ventajas y desventajas de haberse creado un refugio tan cerca de su comunidad?
Beneficios

Desventajas
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18.2 ¿Mencione usted algún ejemplo de cómo colabora usted con mantener y vigilar la conservación del refugio contra
personas que lleguen a robar animales o plantas o a causar destrucción?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________
18.3 ¿Cuántas veces ha puesto una denuncia contra daños ambiente en el último año?
______veces
18.4 ¿Cuánto tiempo tendría que invertir usted en poner una denuncia por un daño contra el ambiente?
__________ horas/minutos
18.5 ¿Cuántas veces puso una denuncia contra daños al ambiente antes de que existiera la oficina del SINAC en la zona?
__________ veces
18.6 ¿En cuánto valora usted una hora de su tiempo?:________________ Colones

¡Gracias por su ayuda!
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ANNEX VII Questionnaire FUNDECODES
Hola, mi nombre es Linda Horbach y soy estudiante de la Universidad de Wageningen, en Holanda. Yo estoy
haciendo mi proyecto de investigación en cooperación con el CINPE de la Universidad Nacional y el SINAC. Mi tema
es sobre los beneficios que obtienen las comunidades de Ortega y Bolsón, al existir el Refugio de Vida Silvestre
Cipancí y de la conservación de recursos naturales en general. Quisiera pedirle amablemente unos minutos de su
tiempo para un pequeña entrevista sobre este tema.

1.

#employees involved in coordination and management of refuge Cipanci (in Bolsón and outside)and since when
they are working there
2. Wages payed to these employees
3. Official tasks of employees
4. Monthly or yearly expenditure for Cipanci (since this system was implemented)
5. Projects of the associations that were financed with the help of FUNDECODES
6. Sum of financial support for associations since this system was implemented
7. Sum of financial support for INPROTUR since this system was implemented (the 1$ per tourist)
8. Did they spend more money than they earned from tourist entry fees?
9. And where there still see problems and potential for improvements?
10. What are most important benefits (and disadvantages) due to this system of coordination with the communities
(for the communities and the environment)?
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ANNEX VIII Questionnaire Refuge Staff

Hola, mi nombre es Linda Horbach y soy estudiante de la Universidad de Wageningen, en Holanda. Yo estoy
haciendo mi proyecto de investigación en cooperación con el CINPE de la Universidad Nacional y el SINAC. Mi tema
es sobre los beneficios que obtienen las comunidades de Ortega y Bolsón, al existir el Refugio de Vida Silvestre
Cipancí y de la conservación de recursos naturales en general. Quisiera pedirle amablemente unos minutos de su
tiempo para un pequeña entrevista sobre este tema.

1.

Nombre:________________

2.

Function:______________________

3.

Main actividades:__________________________________________________

4.

¿Cuántas horas por semana trabaja usted?______________________________

5.

¿Cuánto tiempo lleva usted trabajando acá en el refugio Cipancï?_______________________

6.

¿Cuánto tiempo lleva usted trabajando acá en áreas protegidas?_______________________

7.

¿Usted considera que las comunidades cercanas a las áreas protegidas en donde usted trabajó anteriormente
fueron incluidas en algún proceso de uso y conservación del área protegida misma?
Si: □ No: □ Porque?:
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________

8.

¿Cuáles son los beneficios y desventajas del actual Sistema de coordinación (SINAC-Fundación-Improtour)?
Para el ambiente:
Beneficios

Desventajas

Para las comunidades:
Beneficios

Desventajas
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9.

¿La gente de Bolsón y Ortega colaboran con reportar actividades de caza illegal o extracción de plantas en el
Refugio? Si No Por qué

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
10. ¿Cómo sería la situación ambiental del refugio sin la colaboración de la gente de las comunidades?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
11. ¿Cómo sería la situación ambiental del refugio sin el actual sistema de coordinación SINAC-FundaciónIMPROTOUR?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
12. Tendrían que invertir mas dinero y tiempo en proteger por ellos mismos el refugio?
Si No Cuánto
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
13. La actitud de los pobladores hacia proteger el refugio cambiaría? Si No Por qué?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
14. ¿Quiénes serían las personas que no estarían contentos con sin el actual sistema de coordinación SINACFundación-IMPROTOUR? Por qué?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
15. ¿Cómo es su relación con las personas de la comunidades que trabajan en el turismo con el refugio?
Amigable □
No amigable □
Neutro □
16. La gente se interesa en el tipo de trabajo que usted hace para el refugio?
Si No Por qué?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
17. Cuanto usted gana por mes?

Menos de 300.000 Colones □
Entre 300.000 y 400.000

□

Entre 400.000 y 500.000

□

Mas de 500.000

□

¡Gracias por su ayuda!
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ANNEX IX Questionnaire INPROTUR
Hola, mi nombre es Linda Horbach y soy estudiante de la Universidad de Wageningen, en Holanda. Yo estoy
haciendo mi proyecto de investigación en cooperación con el CINPE de la Universidad Nacional y el SINAC. Mi tema
es sobre los beneficios que obtienen las comunidades de Ortega y Bolsón, al existir el Refugio de Vida Silvestre
Cipancí y de la conservación de recursos naturales en general. Quisiera pedirle amablemente unos minutos de su
tiempo para un pequeña entrevista sobre este tema.

1.
2.

Nombre:____________
Función dentro de INPROTUR:_______________________

3. Cantidad de miembros de INPROTUR:__________________
4. Qué tan Antigua es esta asociación:_______________
5. Cuál o cuáles fueron las fuerzas que impulsaron a crear IMPROTOUR (motivos)?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
6. Cuáles son las principales funciones de INPROTUR:
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
7. Proyectos más importantes de INPROTUR
Proyecto

Cuánta gente
participa

Número
aproximado de
reuniones que se
necesitan para
negociar, coordinar
e implementar el
proyecto

Tiempo
aproximado de
duración de cada
reunión

Seguimiento del
proyecto
(cantidad de
personas que le
dan seguimiento y
tiempo)

Beneficios de
cada proyecto

8. Antes de la coordinación entre IMPROTOUR-SINAC:
8.1. ¿Cómo se financiaban los proyectos de desarrollo para la comunidad?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
8.2. ¿Cuánto dinero se invertía en proyectos de la comunidad? (relacionado con la lista en cuadro 4.1)
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
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8.3. ¿A cuántas personas pudieron beneficiar?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
9.

Puede usted dar ejemplos cómo era la situación antes de que la coordinación de proyectos con el SINAC iniciara:

Ejemplos de lo que funcionaba mal

Ejemplos de los que funcionaba bien

10. ¿Usted cree que hay cosas que se pueden mejorar? ¿Cuáles?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
11. ¿Qué es lo que usted desea para el futuro?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
¡Gracias por su ayuda!
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ANNEX X Questionnaire Association for Development in Ortega
Hola, mi nombre es Linda Horbach y soy estudiante de la Universidad de Wageningen, en Holanda. Yo estoy
haciendo mi proyecto de investigación en cooperación con el CINPE de la Universidad Nacional y el SINAC. Mi tema
es sobre los beneficios que obtienen las comunidades de Ortega y Bolsón, al existir el Refugio de Vida Silvestre
Cipancí y de la conservación de recursos naturales en general. Quisiera pedirle amablemente unos minutos de su
tiempo para un pequeña entrevista sobre este tema.

1. Nombre: ________________
2. Edad: ____________
3. Función dentro la asociación: __________________________
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Cuánta gente participa

Número aproximado de
reuniones que se necesitan
para negociar, coordinar e
implementar el proyecto

Tiempo aproximado de
duración de cada reunión

Cuánta gente participaba

Número aproximado de
reuniones que se necesitaron
para negociar, coordinar e
implementar el proyecto

Tiempo aproximado de
duración de cada reunión

Seguimiento del proyecto
(cantidad de personas que
le daban seguimiento y
tiempo)

Seguimiento del proyecto
(cantidad de personas que
le dan seguimiento y
tiempo)

Beneficios que tuvo cada
proyecto

Beneficios de cada
proyecto
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

5.2. ¿Cuánto dinero se invertía en proyectos de la comunidad? (relacionado con la lista en cuadro 4.1)

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

5.1. ¿Cómo se financiaban los proyectos de desarrollo para la comunidad?

5. Antes de la coordinación entre IMPROTOUR-SINAC:

Proyecto

4.1 Proyectos más importantes relacionados con la comunidad antes de que existiera esta coordinación entre INPROTUR y SINAC

Proyecto

4. Proyectos más importantes relacionados con el turismo y el ambiente, en coordinación con INPROTUR y SINAC

5.3. ¿A cuántas personas pudieron beneficiar?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
6. Capital Social y organización
6.1

¿Usted participa de las actividades de INPROTUR?

□ Sí

□ No

6.2. ¿Por qué?:
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
6.3. Mencione los principales proyectos o actividades que ha impulsado INPROTUR de los cuales usted se ha beneficiado:
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
7. Puede usted dar ejemplos cómo era la situación antes de que la coordinación de proyectos con el SINAC iniciara:
Ejemplos de lo que funcionaba mal

Ejemplos de los que funcionaba bien

8. ¿Usted cree que hay cosas que se pueden mejorar? ¿Cuáles?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
8.2. ¿Qué es lo que usted desea para el futuro?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
9. Qué piensa usted de las siguientes proposiciones que le voy a leer
Estoy de acuerdo

Neutro

No estoy de acuerdo

No se

La comunidad se ha
vuelto más unida
desde del sistema
actual de gestión y
coordinación de uso
de los recursos
naturales del refugio
CIPANCI, impulsado
por SINAC y las
asociaciones
Hay más conflictos en
la comunidad desde
que se implementó el
sistema actual de
gestión y
coordinación de uso
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de los recursos
naturales del refugio
CIPANCI, impulsado
por SINAC y las
asociaciones
Hay más conflictos
con comunidades
vecinas
La cooperación con el
Gobierno ha
mejorado
La cooperación con
otras organizaciones
privadas ha mejorado
La gente de la
comunidad tiene
ahora una actitud pro
naturaleza
comparado con antes
de se adoptara el
actual sistema de
coordinación
La coordinación entre
vecinos es
beneficiosa para las
comunidades
El actual Sistema de
coordinación de uso
del Refugio es
beneficioso para el
ambiente en
comparación a lo que
sucedía antes
El turismo es una
actividad muy
importante para la
comunidad
Yo estoy orgulloso de
mi comunidad y de
como protegemos al
ambiente porque
turistas de todas
partes del mundo
vienen a ver nuestras
riquezas naturales
El turismo disturba mi
estilo de vida porque
hay demasiado
tránsito de vehículo y
personas que no son
de la comunidad
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10. Protección y conservación del ambiente
10.1 ¿En su opinión cuáles han sido las ventajas y desventajas de haberse creado un refugio de vida silvestre tan cerca de su
comunidad?
Beneficios

Desventajas

10.2 En su opinión:
¿Quiénes serían las personas que no estarían contentos con sin el actual sistema de coordinación SINAC-FundaciónINPROTUR? Por qué?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
10.3. Qué pierden ellos? Dinero?
Cuánto?:_____________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
10.4. Cuáles actividades que se hacían antes ya no se pueden realizar en el refugio?

11. ¿Mencione usted algún ejemplo de cómo colabora usted con mantener y vigilar la conservación del refugio contra
personas que lleguen a robar animales o plantas o a causar destrucción?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
11.1. ¿Cuántas veces ha puesto una denuncia contra daños ambiente en el último año?
______veces
11.2. ¿Cuánto tiempo tendría que invertir usted en poner una denuncia por un daño contra el ambiente?
__________ horas/minutos
11.3. ¿Cuántas veces puso una denuncia contra daños al ambiente antes de que existiera la oficina del SINAC en la zona?
__________ veces
11.4 ¿En cuánto valora usted una hora de su tiempo?:________________ Colones

¡Gracias por su ayuda!
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