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RESUMEN 

 

Los conflictos de conservación en áreas naturales protegidas están estrechamente 

relacionados con la afectación a los medios de vida de las poblaciones locales, 

especialmente en países del Sur Global. Lograr la conciliación entre bienestar social y 

conservación continúa siendo un desafío al que muchos factores contribuyen. La 

necesidad de abordar tal desafío resulta vehemente si consideramos que, por ejemplo, en 

México, 60% de la superficie de las áreas naturales protegidas se encuentra en 

comunidades rurales y/o indígenas, dando cuenta de la correlación entre altos niveles de 

biodiversidad y la presencia de estas poblaciones humanas. A partir del estudio de casos 

en dos reservas de la biósfera de la Península de Yucatán, las Reservas de la Biósfera Los 

Petenes (RBLP) y Calakmul (RBC), exploramos los elementos que ayudan o entorpecen el 

manejo de estos conflictos de conservación. Asimismo, buscamos explicar por qué estas 

áreas protegidas, a pesar de considerar de manera explícita el involucramiento local, 

continúan siendo fuente de conflictos de conservación. A partir del análisis de tres 

conflictos en las RBLP y RBC identificamos que los principales obstáculos para su manejo 

se relacionan con la política de conservación y el marco institucional a través del que ésta 

se articula en la práctica, y con las perspectivas de las partes (e.g., administraciones de 

reservas de la biósfera y poblaciones afectadas). Por otro lado, hallamos sólo dos 

elementos que contribuyen al manejo de conflictos: el interés compartido por la 

conservación y la detección temprana de conflictos potenciales. Finalmente, identificamos 

que la emergencia continua de conflictos de conservación en reservas de la biósfera está 

asociada tanto a i) la tensión existente entre los intereses de conservación y los intereses 

de uso de recursos naturales, como a ii) los desafíos de la implementación efectiva de 

reservas de la biósfera. Si bien la definición de estrategias para el manejo de los conflictos 

de conservación es altamente contexto-dependiente, identificamos que el planteamiento 

conjunto de medios de vida alternativos compatibles con las expectativas locales y metas 

de conservación es un elemento clave para avanzar en el proceso de manejo de conflictos. 
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ABSTRACT 

 

Conservation conflicts in Protected Areas are deeply linked to impacts on local livelihoods, 

especially in countries of the Global South. Achieving the reconciliation of social well-being 

with conservation, remains challenging. A stark example is Mexico, where 60% of 

protected areas is inhabited by rural or indigenous communities, showing the correlation 

between high biodiversity levels and the presence of human population. From two case 

studies in the Yucatan Peninsula, Los Petenes Biosphere Reserve (LPBR) and Calakmul 

Biosphere Reserve (CBR), we explored the elements that help or hinder conservation 

conflict management process. We also analyzed why these protected areas, despite 

explicitly considering local involvement, continue to be sources of conservation conflicts. 

Drawing from the analysis of three conflicts in LPBR and CBR, we identified that the main 

obstacles for their management are related to conservation policies and institutional 

frameworks through which they are implemented, as well as to stakeholders´ 

perspectives. Furthermore, we found only two elements contributing to conflict 

management: shared interests in conservation and early detection of potential conflicts. 

Finally, we suggest that the continuous occurrence of conservation conflicts in biosphere 

reserves is a result of i) the existent tension between conservation interests and natural 

resource use interests and, ii) the challenges embedded in effective implementation of 

biosphere reserves. Even when the definition of conflict management strategies is highly 

context-dependent, we identified that the joint planning and implementation ꟷamong 

reserves´ administration and affected populationsꟷ of alternative livelihoods matching 

local expectations and conservation aims, is a key element for advancing the management 

of conservation conflicts. 
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CAPÍTULO 1. INTRODUCCIÓN 

 

A nivel global, existe consenso sobre la necesidad de conservación de los recursos 

naturales y la biodiversidad (Sutherland et al. 2009, OECD 2012, IPBES 2019), lo que 

constituye uno de los desafíos de la sostenibilidad para el mantenimiento de los sistemas 

de soporte de vida (Kates 2011, CBD 2011, Martín-López & Montes 2015, ONU 2015, 

IPBES 2019). La creación de áreas naturales protegidas (ANP) es la estrategia y 

herramienta institucionalizada más difundida para enfrentar el desafío de la conservación 

in situ (Laurance et al. 2012, Barnosky et al. 2013, Sarukhán et al. 2015, Eklund et al. 

2019). Sin embargo, el establecimiento y operación de las ANP puede generar conflictos 

socioambientales en su entorno de aplicación (Clements et al. 2014, Durand et al. 2015, 

García-Frapolli et al. 2018). Cuando estos conflictos están asociados a ANP se los 

denomina conflictos de conservación (sensu Redpath et al. 2013). Dada la relevancia y 

vigencia de las ANP como estrategias de conservación (Godet & Devictor 2018), el 

abordaje de los conflictos asociados a ellas resulta de gran relevancia en la búsqueda de la 

efectividad de las áreas protegidas así como de mejores resultados sociales producto de 

su aplicación.  

Desde su conceptualización, la estrategia de ANP ha sido criticada por mantener 

una perspectiva occidental (Smardon & Faust 2006, Martín-López & Montes 2015), así 

como por ser parte, en algunos casos (e.g., México), de una política pública centralizada, 

desvinculada de sus ámbitos específicos de aplicación y de las poblaciones locales. Esta 

falta de vinculación con los contextos locales ha traído como consecuencia deficiencias de 

gestión (García-Frapolli et al. 2009, Oliva et al. 2014, Martín-López & Montes 2015) e 

impactos sociales (Robinson 2011, Clements et al. 2014, Woodhouse et al. 2015). 

Inicialmente, hacia fines del Siglo XVII y hasta la década de 1970, las ANP perseguían 

metas de protección estricta, siguiendo 1) la consigna de una mínima presencia humana 

como pauta para la protección de la biodiversidad (Méndez-Contreras et al. 2008, Martín-

López & Montes 2015, Mathevet et al. 2016) y 2) la ausencia de aprovechamiento de 
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recursos naturales por parte de las poblaciones locales (Smardon & Faust 2006). A partir 

de la década de 1970, la comunidad científica, los gobiernos y la sociedad civil 

comenzaron a resaltar el impacto social de las ANP y la necesidad de considerar los 

derechos y aspiraciones de las poblaciones locales en la conservación, lo que 

gradualmente se tradujo en la incorporación de objetivos sociales en las estrategias de 

conservación (Roe 2008, Miller et al. 2011). En la década siguiente, los modelos de ANP 

pasaron de ser segregativos a adoptar un enfoque integrativo, considerando, además de 

la conservación, la colaboración y establecimiento de alianzas con los actores locales, así 

como proyectos de desarrollo para promover el bienestar local (Therville et al. 2018, Karst 

& Nepal 2019).  

La figura de Reserva de la Biósfera (RB) surge en respuesta a este proceso de 

cambio en la concepción de ANP, con el objeto de abordar el desafío de conciliar la 

conservación de la biodiversidad con su uso sostenible, promoviendo el desarrollo 

económico de las comunidades locales y manteniendo sus valores culturales (UNESCO 

1996). La evaluación de las prácticas en RB es un tema de interés para las ciencias de la 

sostenibilidad desde que se creara la figura de estas ANP (Reed 2018). Al igual que a las 

ciencias de la sostenibilidad, a las RB subyace la premisa de satisfacer las necesidades 

básicas humanas y al mismo tiempo preservar los sistemas de soporte de vida (UNESCO 

1996, Kates et al. 2000). Así, las RB reconocen de manera explícita el involucramiento de 

los actores locales en las estrategias de conservación, admitiendo el desarrollo de 

actividades productivas por parte de las poblaciones ubicadas dentro de sus polígonos de 

acuerdo a una zonificación (i.e., zonas núcleo, zonas de amortiguamiento) o bien, en su 

zona de influencia (UNESCO 2011).  

Sin embargo, a pesar de que las RB permiten el aprovechamiento de recursos 

naturales, el establecimiento y operación de estas áreas protegidas puede generar un 

impacto social en las comunidades locales y en sus estrategias de vida (García-Frapolli et 

al. 2009, Robinson 2011, Clements et al. 2014, Woodhouse et al. 2015), dando origen a 

conflictos de conservación (Redpath et al. 2013). Estos conflictos pueden implicar 1) la 
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limitación en el uso de recursos naturales por parte de las poblaciones locales, o 2) la 

relocalización de estas poblaciones fuera de los límites de las reservas (Redpath et al. 

2013, Clements et al. 2014). Los conflictos de conservación emergen cuando dos o más 

partes (e.g., comunidades locales y administradores de áreas protegidas) mantienen 

percepciones y perspectivas contrapuestas respecto al uso y conservación de los recursos 

naturales (Young et al. 2010) y cuando se percibe que una de las partes satisface sus 

intereses a costa de la otra (Redpath et al. 2013), presentándose un escenario de 

ilegitimidad asociado a las acciones y medidas de manejo adoptadas. 

El manejo de conflictos de conservación, para lo que un abordaje interdisciplinario 

resulta de gran utilidad, busca la conciliación de los objetivos de conservación con los 

medios de vida de las poblaciones afectadas, permitiendo la construcción de una relación 

sostenible entre el medio social y el medio natural (Kates et al. 2000, Redpath et al. 2013). 

Para esto, se ha señalado que resulta fundamental lograr un entendimiento compartido 

entre las partes, acerca del conflicto y de las alternativas para su manejo (Redpath et al. 

2013). Numerosas disciplinas y técnicas son empleadas para el manejo de conflictos a lo 

largo del mundo, dependiendo de las características del conflicto, su gravedad y el 

contexto en que se presenta (Soliku & Schraml 2018). Encontrar los medios adecuados 

para el abordaje de los conflictos continúa siendo uno de los ámbitos poco explorados, 

para lo cual es necesario obtener mayor evidencia de los resultados de manejo de 

diferentes estrategias (Redpath et al. 2013). 

El Sureste mexicano presenta una gran riqueza cultural y biológica, que se ha 

traducido en la creación, desde 1983 hasta la fecha, de nueve RB terrestres y marítimas 

(CONANP 2018). En el estado de Campeche se encuentran dos de estas áreas protegidas, 

las Reservas de la Biósfera Los Petenes (RBLP) y Calakmul (RBC), que presentan contextos 

naturales, culturales e institucionales contrastantes. En la región de Petenes la presencia 

de la RBLP, a pesar de haber contado con un cierto grado de participación local en el 

diseño de su programa de manejo (Pat-Fernández & Hernández-Bahena 2004, Pat-

Fernández et al. 2006), parecería haber generado un número considerable de conflictos 
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de conservación, aún poco explorados (e.g., conflictos asociados al aprovechamiento de 

subsistencia de fauna silvestre; Oliva et al. 2014). Por otro lado, en la RBC, existe un 

número considerable de conflictos de conservación asociados a la relocalización de 

comunidades, así como a la restricción de acceso a los recursos naturales (Galindo-Leal 

1999, Ericson 2006, Ruiz-Mallén et al. 2015a). En muchos casos, el origen de estos 

conflictos está asociado al proceso de diseño altamente excluyente de la reserva (Galindo-

Leal 1999).  

Sirviéndonos de la compatibilidad que existe entre lo que busca el manejo de los 

conflictos de conservación (i.e., conciliar metas de conservación y medios de vida dignos; 

Redpath et al. 2013) y el doble objetivo de conservación y desarrollo de las reservas de la 

biósfera, con este estudio buscamos entender los procesos de manejo de conflictos en 

este escenario de conservación. Para ello, reconocimos que el enfoque de ciencias de la 

sostenibilidad ofrecía herramientas útiles para realizar este análisis, en tanto busca la 

vinculación del conocimiento científico con la atención de problemas de la práctica. En 

dicha búsqueda, se consideran a) las escalas global (e.g., el incremento de la superficie de 

ANP contemplado en las metas de Aichi) y local (e.g., impacto de las ANP en las estrategias 

de vida locales), b) el desafío de satisfacer el bienestar de las generaciones actuales (e.g., 

subsistencia de poblaciones en el entorno de RB) y generaciones futuras, conservando al 

mismo tiempo la biodiversidad, c) el involucramiento de los actores en la toma de 

decisiones que afectan sus vidas y entorno, y d) el diálogo entre los múltiples actores 

involucrados (Kates et al. 2000, Jerneck et al. 2011). Estos elementos fueron discutidos al 

analizar los casos de las reservas de Los Petenes y Calakmul, y los conflictos que se 

presentan con algunas de sus comunidades. 

A partir del estudio de conflictos en tres comunidades rurales de la Península de 

Yucatán, que presentan una gran riqueza en biodiversidad, pero un nivel de marginación 

alto, se analizaron los procesos de manejo de conflictos de conservación en las RBLP y 

RBC. Este trabajo de investigación buscó responder las siguientes dos preguntas: 1) 

¿cuáles son los principales factores que obstaculizan y que favorecen el manejo de los 
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conflictos de conservación en comunidades asociadas a las RBLP y RBC?, y 2) ¿por qué, a 

pesar de contemplar explícitamente objetivos de conservación y desarrollo, las reservas 

de la biósfera continúan originando conflictos de conservación? La Figura 1 resume el 

planteamiento del problema de investigación, así como los referentes teóricos que fueron 

utilizados para abordarlo. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figura 1. Esquema conceptual del problema de investigación. Partiendo del reconocimiento global 

sobre una disminución de la biodiversidad, emerge la necesidad de conservar sus componentes, 

resaltando aquellos recursos bióticos y genéticos críticos para la sostenibilidad humana. Para 

enfrentar esta problemática, la principal estrategia adoptada a nivel internacional es el 

establecimiento de áreas naturales protegidas (ANP), que procuran la conservación de la 

biodiversidad in situ, respondiendo a un enfoque proteccionista. A mediados de los 70s, mediante 

la creación de la figura de Reservas de la Biósfera, se buscó la incorporación de aspectos sociales y 

culturales al esquema de conservación estricto de los parques naturales. Sin embargo, a pesar de 

la consideración explícita de las poblaciones locales, las reservas de la biósfera (así como otras 

ANP) pueden generar un impacto social en estas poblaciones, exigiendo ajustes en sus estrategias 

de vida y dando origen a conflictos de conservación. El manejo de estos conflictos busca conciliar 

metas de conservación con medios de vida legítimos de las poblaciones afectadas. Dado su doble 
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objetivo de conservación y desarrollo, las reservas de la biósfera constituyen un escenario idóneo 

para estudiar el manejo de este tipo de conflictos.  

 

Dada la relevancia de las ANP como estrategias de conservación (Godet & Devictor 

2018), la generación de conflictos asociados a su implementación representa un problema 

que requiere atención inmediata y creciente para reducir los impactos sociales que 

generan y lograr la efectividad de esta estrategia de conservación. Esta tesis aporta a 

dicha necesidad de investigación, que aborda el desafío de integrar metas de conservación  

de la biodiversidad con el bienestar humano, mismo que ha cobrado relevancia en la 

política ambiental internacional desde la década de 1990 (UN 1992) y en la actualidad 

(IPBES 2019). Como resultado de este trabajo se documentan tres conflictos de 

conservación y sus procesos de manejo. A partir del análisis y discusión de los casos de 

estudio, se aporta al debate académico internacional y a la política de conservación de 

ANP en términos de 1) elementos para enriquecer los procesos de negociación entre las 

partes de los conflictos estudiados, 2) identificación de aspectos clave para el manejo de 

conflictos de conservación y su contribución en el abordaje del desafío vigente de conciliar 

la conservación y el bienestar humano, y 3) abundar en la discusión académica sobre la 

política de conservación mediante ANP y su relación con los conflictos de conservación. 

 

Referentes teóricos para el abordaje del problema de investigación 

1.1. Las Áreas Naturales Protegidas como política pública de conservación  

Actualmente, existe una tendencia creciente de establecimiento de ANP (CBD 2011, OECD 

2012), lo que confirma la aplicación de esta estrategia como una de las principales 

herramientas para hacer frente a la pérdida de biodiversidad (Sarukhán et al. 2015). El 

instrumento de política pública de conservación de mayor relevancia a nivel internacional 

es el Convenio sobre Diversidad Biológica, derivado de la Cumbre de la Tierra de Río de 

Janeiro en 1992 (CBD 2019). México es signatario de este convenio que, en su Plan 

Estratégico para la Diversidad Biológica 2011-2020, instituye las metas de Aichi. Entre 
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ellas, la Meta 11 de Aichi establece el incremento de la superficie de ANP terrestres a un 

17% y de ANP marinas a un 10% para el año 2020 (CBD 2011).  

En México, la política de conservación de la biodiversidad desde un inicio estuvo 

marcada por un enfoque antropocéntrico, utilitario y centralista, frecuentemente 

creándose ANP, incluidas las RB, de manera impositiva (Smardon & Faust 2006, García-

Frapolli et al. 2009). Desde este modo de definir y operar la política de conservación, el 

gobierno federal ha mantenido el control sobre la biodiversidad y los recursos naturales, 

excluyendo del diseño y manejo de las RB, y otros tipos de ANP, los valores y perspectivas 

locales en torno al uso de dichos recursos (García-Frapolli et al. 2009, Durand et al. 2015, 

García-Frapolli 2015, Legorreta-Díaz & Márquez-Rosano 2015). La figura de reservas de la 

biósfera resulta de particular interés en este contexto, en tanto constituye un tipo de ANP 

que por definición reconoce el papel de las poblaciones humanas en el mantenimiento de 

los ecosistemas y la importancia de su participación en el manejo de los mismos (Halffter 

2011). Los administradores de RB, 42 en total en el territorio mexicano (CONANP 2016a & 

b), se enfrentan así a desafíos operativos que pueden comprometer la efectividad de estas 

áreas protegidas: por un lado, deben ajustarse a las disposiciones nacionales en cuanto al 

manejo de RB (que responden a acuerdos internacionales como el Convenio de Diversidad 

Biológica) y, por otro lado, son los responsables de empatar ese modelo generalista y 

centralista con las realidades locales del área protegida particular bajo su administración 

(García-Frapolli et al. 2009). Como se aborda más adelante, el manejo de conflictos de 

conservación en RB tiene el potencial de constituirse en una vía para acercar la política 

pública de conservación y los procesos de toma de decisiones con los actores locales, 

quienes se ven afectados directamente por la ejecución de dicha política (Kates et al. 

2000, García-Frapolli 2006).  

 

1.2. Impacto de las Reservas de Biósfera en las estrategias de vida  

Aunque la estrategia de RB busca ser incluyente, frecuentemente estas áreas protegidas 

se establecen de manera impositiva u operan sin el involucramiento de los actores locales, 
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generando un impacto social en las comunidades locales y en sus estrategias de vida 

(García-Frapolli et al. 2009, Robinson 2011, Clements et al. 2014, Woodhouse et al. 2015). 

En México, el 60% del territorio donde se establecen las ANP pertenece a comunidades 

rurales, muchas de ellas indígenas, donde existe un uso social de los recursos naturales 

(Smardon & Faust 2006, Clements et al. 2014, Legorreta-Díaz & Márquez-Rosano 2015, 

Belcher et al. 2015). Por ello, el establecimiento de las ANP implica, en la mayoría de los 

casos, la pérdida de acceso a recursos naturales de las poblaciones locales, para quienes 

esos recursos constituyen la base de sus estrategias de vida (Legorreta-Díaz & Márquez-

Rosano 2015). Las estrategias de vida son la forma de combinar y usar diferentes recursos 

(i.e., naturales, sociales, económicos, financieros, físicos e institucionales) para la 

satisfacción de las necesidades de una población (Scoones 1998, DFID 1999). 

De la mano con la creación de las RB, se establecen las regulaciones de los recursos 

naturales que las reservas resguardan. Siguiendo una zonificación, las RB permiten 

actividades de aprovechamiento en sus zonas de amortiguamiento, mientras que 

prohíben actividades productivas o recreativas dentro de su zona núcleo, considerada de 

protección estricta (UNESCO 1996). Como consecuencia de este tipo de restricciones en el 

acceso a recursos naturales, las poblaciones locales se ven en la necesidad de ajustar sus 

estrategias de vida a un nuevo marco y conjunto de reglas institucionales (i.e., programas 

de manejo de las reservas) (Oliva et al. 2014).  

Es importante resaltar que las RB deben proveer los medios para el desarrollo de 

actividades económicas que sustituyan los ingresos de las poblaciones locales en caso de 

que vean restringidas o prohibidas sus actividades dentro de la reserva (UNESCO 1996). A 

pesar de estas consideraciones, es común que las administraciones de estas áreas 

protegidas no consideren de manera adecuada los medios necesarios para que la 

población local desarrolle estrategias de vida alternativas (Bennett & Dearden 2014), lo 

que deriva en la asunción local de los costos de conservación (Legorreta-Díaz & Márquez-

Rosano 2015). 
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A este respecto, se ha reconocido que los costos y beneficios asociados a las RB 

pueden distribuirse de manera desigual entre los diferentes actores sociales (Miller 2013, 

Dower 2015, Legorreta-Díaz & Márquez-Rosano 2015, Anderson et al. 2016). Por ejemplo, 

en la práctica de la política de conservación mexicana, se dedican esfuerzos a hacer 

cumplir las restricciones de uso de recursos naturales que las RB traen consigo, mientras 

que no ocurre lo mismo con el compromiso de generar mecanismos para promover el 

bienestar local y compensar los costos de conservación asumidos localmente (Legorreta-

Díaz & Márquez-Rosano 2015). 

Por otra parte, el carácter excluyente del diseño, establecimiento y operación de 

las RB mina la disposición de las poblaciones locales a colaborar en la consecución de 

objetivos de conservación (Mathevet et al. 2016). Ante esto, se busca involucrar a los 

actores locales mediante procesos de participación, bajo la premisa de que los esfuerzos 

de conservación tienen más probabilidades de ser exitosos a largo plazo si involucran a las 

poblaciones locales y proveen oportunidades para mejorar su bienestar económico 

(Millennium Ecosystem Assessment 2005, Reed 2008, McShane et al. 2011, Wright et al. 

2016). Ejemplo de ellos son algunas de las concesiones forestales en la Reserva de la 

Biósfera Maya, Guatemala, donde Radachowsky y colaboradores (2012) encontraron 

mejores valores de conservación (i.e., menor incidencia de incendios, menor tasa de 

cambio de uso de suelo) en áreas sujetas a aprovechamiento que fuera de la reserva.  

Se esperaría que la particularidad de las RB de reconocer de manera explícita el 

involucramiento de los actores locales en la conservación (UNESCO 1996), contribuyera a 

alinear los intereses de los diferentes actores implicados y a generar logros más 

sistemáticos en los objetivos de conservación, así como un menor impacto en las 

estrategias de vida locales por la creación de estas reservas (Pimbert & Pretty 1995). Sin 

embargo, es posible que la continua emergencia de conflictos asociados a reservas de la 

biósfera esté relacionada con atributos propios de esta estrategia de conservación o con 

su forma de implementación (e.g., desvinculación de los actores locales).  
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1.3. Conflictos de conservación y su manejo 

Los procesos de imposición y operación excluyente de áreas protegidas, la falta de 

consideración de actores locales y sus intereses, los procesos de participación inefectivos, 

las diferencias de poder en los procesos de negociación para conciliar diferencias y llegar a 

acuerdos entre las partes, la afectación de los medios de vida locales por las regulaciones 

de áreas protegidas, son algunas de las causas detrás de la emergencia de los conflictos de 

conservación (Clements et al. 2014, Durand et al. 2015, Redpath et al. 2015). En términos 

más generales, estas disputas surgen porque las partes (e.g., poblaciones locales, 

administradores de ANP) mantienen opiniones opuestas sobre objetivos de conservación 

(Redpath et al. 2013), o cuando una parte percibe un agravio o menoscabo en su 

bienestar, medios de vida o derechos a raíz del comportamiento o accionar de la otra 

parte (de Pourcq et al. 2015). En estos casos, el conflicto puede generarse por la 

relocalización de poblaciones, o por la restricción de su acceso a recursos naturales 

(Robinson 2011, Redpath et al. 2013). La emergencia de conflictos de conservación está 

asociada a relaciones de poder, cuando los objetivos de conservación son impuestos a 

otros (e.g., poblaciones locales excluidas de áreas protegidas) y a los diferentes valores de 

los actores (i.e., deseos, necesidades, intereses, ideales, y aspiraciones). Reconocer los 

distintos valores de las partes en un conflicto es relevante en tanto esto puede implicar un 

entendimiento diferente entre las partes acerca de la conservación, de los recursos 

naturales y del conflicto mismo (Redpath et al. 2013, Holland 2015). 

El manejo de los conflictos de conservación busca abordar el desafío de conciliar la 

conservación con los medios de vida de las poblaciones humanas (Redpath et al. 2013, 

Woodhouse et al. 2015). Cuando los conflictos no se manejan de manera efectiva, 

entorpecen la sostenibilidad, en tanto obstaculizan el desarrollo económico, la equidad 

social y la sostenibilidad de los recursos naturales (Redpath et al. 2013). Por otro lado, se 

considera que un conflicto es manejado de manera exitosa o efectiva cuando el resultado 

es aceptable para las partes, y ninguna de ellas percibe que la otra está satisfaciendo sus 

intereses a costa de la otra. Cabe mencionar que mejores resultados del manejo de 
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conflictos no necesariamente implican mejores resultados de conservación de la 

biodiversidad. Uno de los principales elementos para el manejo de los conflictos es que las 

partes los perciban como un problema compartido, en el que la cooperación puede 

llevarlos a una estrategia de manejo con resultados favorables para ambos (Redpath et al. 

2013, Mathevet et al. 2016). 

Por lo anterior, entre las pautas para un adecuado manejo de los conflictos de 

conservación, se propone la participación efectiva y el involucramiento de las partes, así 

como la consideración de los valores de todos los actores implicados (Reed 2008, Redpath 

et al. 2013, Bennett & Dearden 2014, Elston et al. 2014). El estudio de factores 

socioculturales resulta de gran importancia, ya que las estructuras sociales y percepciones 

locales influyen en los comportamientos y actitudes hacia la conservación (Waylen et al. 

2013, Woodhouse et al. 2015), consideración fundamental para que las decisiones de 

manejo y conservación sean perdurables en el tiempo (Reed 2008, Young et al. 2013). Así, 

el manejo de los conflictos de conservación enfatiza el involucramiento de los actores 

locales, reconocido como elemento fundamental para el éxito de las estrategias de 

conservación (Reed 2008, Salafsky 2011, Sarkar & Montoya 2011, Young et al. 2013). En el 

caso de México, esto representa un desafío dado que la política nacional de conservación 

enfrenta serios obstáculos para lograr la incorporación efectiva de las poblaciones locales 

en el manejo de las ANP (Smardon & Faust 2006, García-Frapolli et al. 2009). 

Redpath y colaboradores (2013) proponen una guía con dos etapas para el estudio 

de los conflictos de conservación: a) el mapeo y b) el manejo del conflicto. En la primera 

etapa se busca mapear el conflicto a partir de la identificación de variables sociales (e.g., 

identificar los actores involucrados y sus posiciones, reconocer los impactos sociales del 

conflicto, entre otros) y variables ecológicas (e.g., impactos ecológicos), así como el 

contexto sociopolítico del conflicto. La segunda etapa, concentrada en el manejo del 

conflicto, se centra en los procesos de búsqueda y generación de soluciones alternativas. 

De esta forma, la guía para el mapeo y manejo de conflictos permite articular distintas 

disciplinas (i.e., de las ciencias sociales y naturales) así como orientar el estudio de 
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problemas prácticos a la búsqueda de soluciones. En este proceso de manejo (i.e., 

búsqueda de soluciones) se vincula el conocimiento generado con las acciones requeridas 

para atender los conflictos (Miller 2013). 

Las RB, por su consideración explícita de objetivos de desarrollo socioeconómico 

local, representan el escenario idóneo para estudiar el manejo de los conflictos de 

conservación de que son parte. Esto último, debido a que se esperaría que las reservas de 

la biósfera establezcan estrategias para paliar los impactos sociales generados (e.g., 

promoviendo actividades productivas alternativas y la apertura de espacios de 

participación efectiva), constituyendo acciones para el manejo de los conflictos. 

 

 

1.4. Objetivos 

Objetivo general: 

Analizar los procesos de manejo de conflictos de conservación en las Reservas de la 

Biósfera Los Petenes y Calakmul, identificando elementos que contribuyan a proveer las 

bases para la coexistencia de metas de conservación y medios de vida locales. 

 

Objetivos particulares: 

1. Mapear tres conflictos de conservación en comunidades ubicadas en los ámbitos de 

las dos reservas  

 

2. Explorar los procesos de manejo de los conflictos de estudio desde la perspectiva de 

las partes involucradas 

 

3. Determinar cuáles han sido los aspectos y procesos claves en el manejo de los 

conflictos de conservación estudiados 
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A continuación, en el capítulo 2 se presentan los Aspectos Metodológicos, donde 

se describe el área de estudio y los métodos empleados para la colecta de datos y análisis 

de la información. En los capítulos 3 y 4 se presentan los resultados de los casos de 

estudio en la RBLP y RBC, respectivamente. Los tres objetivos específicos de esta tesis son 

abordados en estos dos capítulos. En el capítulo 3, se presenta el caso de la producción de 

carbón vegetal como un conflicto potencial entre la comunidad de Los Petenes y la RBLP, y 

se analizan los obstáculos que la legislación actual impone para encontrar una solución 

que satisfaga los intereses de ambas partes. En el capítulo 4, se analiza el papel del 

entendimiento compartido entre las partes para el manejo de dos conflictos de 

conservación asociados a aspectos territoriales en la RBC, y se identifican otros elementos 

relevantes para los procesos de búsqueda de soluciones a los conflictos. Finalmente, en el 

capítulo 5 (Discusión), se retoman los principales hallazgos de los tres casos de estudio 

para discutirlos en términos de las preguntas de investigación de este trabajo.   
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CAPÍTULO 2. ASPECTOS METODOLÓGICOS 

 

2.1. Área de estudio 

El área de estudio comprende las RBLP y RBC junto con sus zonas de influencia, ambas 

reservas ubicadas en el Estado de Campeche, en la Península de Yucatán, México (Fig. 2). 

La RBLP se decretó en 1999, con 282,857 ha (64% marina, 36% terrestre). El clima de la 

región es cálido subhúmedo, con una temperatura media mensual de 26°C y una 

precipitación media anual de 819 mm (Yañez-Arancibia 1996). En la reserva se presenta 

principalmente selva mediana subperennifolia, manglar, matorral xerófilo y pastizal 

(Flores & Espejel 1994). Se destaca la presencia de islas de vegetación arbórea (selva-

manglar) o petenes, inmersos en terrenos cubiertos, en su mayoría, por pastizal natural 

(e.g., Typha dominguensis y Cladium jamaicense) y elementos dispersos de selva y 

manglar (estructuralmente más bajos que los encontrados en petenes) (Mas & Correa-

Sandoval 2000, Montiel et al. 2006). El humedal costero de la reserva cuenta con el 

reconocimiento internacional de Sitio Ramsar (2004). La RBLP no tiene poblaciones en su 

interior, encontrándose todas ellas en la zona de influencia. Se trata de una zona con 

población maya, donde las actividades de subsistencia (e.g., agricultura de temporal, 

cacería) están marcadas por un fuerte arraigo sociocultural (CONANP 2006).  

Por su parte, la RBC se decretó en 1989, con una superficie total de 723,185 ha 

(CONANP 1999, Galindo-Leal 1999). Constituye el relicto de selva tropical más grande de 

México (CONANP 1999), y cuenta con la denominación internacional de Patrimonio Mixto 

de la Humanidad (UNESCO 2014), en reconocimiento a sus atributos culturales y 

naturales. El clima en la región de Calakmul es cálido subhúmedo, con una temperatura 

media mensual de 26.2 °C y una precipitación media anual de 1,223 mm (Porter-Bolland 

et al. 2006). Las condiciones geológicas, climáticas, edáficas y de vegetación de la región 

ofrecen un ambiente que permite el desarrollo de selvas altas y medianas, así como selvas 

bajas temporalmente inundables (CONANP 1999). De acuerdo con diversas 
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investigaciones (Galindo-Leal 1999, Ruiz-Mallén et al. 2015b), en la creación de la RBC no 

se tomó en cuenta a la población local. Desde su creación, esta reserva cuenta con 

poblaciones en su interior, incluso en su zona núcleo. Aunque es común que las reservas 

se establezcan en áreas previamente habitadas, en el caso particular de la RBC, se 

desconocían las condiciones sociales del sitio al momento del decreto (i.e., proceso de 

colonización en marcha). La falta de participación de las comunidades en los procesos de 

planeación y toma de decisiones de la RBC han sido causa de conflictos de conservación 

en esta área protegida desde un inicio (Galindo-Leal 1999, Haenn 1999, Ericson 2006, 

Sosa-Montes et al. 2012, Porter-Bolland et al. 2013), reflejados en la relocalización de 

comunidades (e.g., Unión 20 de Junio, El Sacrificio) y en la restricción de actividades de 

subsistencia, especialmente en las comunidades que están dentro del polígono de la 

reserva. 

 

Figura 2. Área de estudio, en la Península de Yucatán. Se muestran las Reservas de la Biósfera Los 

Petenes (área con líneas verticales) y Reserva de la Biósfera Calakmul (área con puntos) así como 

las comunidades de estudio (líneas continuas en azul). Fuente: elaboración propia. 
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2.2. Comunidades de estudio 

Se seleccionaron tres comunidades de estudio: Los Petenes (siguiendo la referencia de 

lugar1 empleada por León & Montiel 2008), en el municipio de Hecelchakán, en la zona de 

influencia de la RBLP, y Centauro del Norte y El Sacrificio, ambas en el municipio de 

Calakmul y dentro de la RBC (Fig. 2). Estas tres comunidades representan conflictos con 

diferentes características de interés para abordar el objetivo general de este trabajo, 

dadas las particularidades de cada problemática y los procesos de manejo del conflicto en 

cada caso. La información acerca de estos conflictos en la zona de estudio está escasa o 

nulamente documentada. 

Los Petenes es un ejido con población maya yucateca (Tabla 1) donde se practican 

actividades tradicionales de subsistencia como la agricultura de temporal y la cacería, y 

donde la producción de carbón vegetal es la principal actividad generadora de ingresos. 

Esta práctica artesanal se realiza desde hace al menos dos generaciones. Si bien el 

aprovechamiento de madera y la producción de carbón se llevan a cabo en terrenos 

ejidales, existe una preocupación por parte de las autoridades de la RBLP acerca de la 

intensidad de la actividad, que podría estar superando las tasas de regeneración de la 

vegetación, motivando a los productores a buscar nuevas áreas de explotación. Dada la 

cercanía con la reserva, sus autoridades temen el ingreso de los productores de carbón al 

área de la reserva para extraer madera, planteando el escenario de un conflicto potencial. 

Por su parte, tanto Centauro del Norte como El Sacrificio tienen parte de sus 

polígonos dentro de la RBC. En ambos casos, estas poblaciones se formaron por la 

migración de familias que salieron en busca de tierras desde otros estados del país 

(principalmente Chiapas, Veracruz y Tabasco en el caso de Centauro del Norte, y Chiapas y 

Campeche en el caso de El Sacrificio). Centauro del Norte es un Nuevo Centro de 

Población Ejidal, sin presencia indígena, donde se practican actividades tradicionales de 

 
1 Se utiliza el nombre de “Los Petenes” para este caso de trabajo con el fin de tener consistencia con los 

estudios previos en la zona y para preservar la identidad de la comunidad dado el carácter legalmente 

comprometido de la producción de carbón, actividad analizada en el caso de estudio. 
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subsistencia, además de la apicultura, de gran relevancia para la economía local. Este ejido 

presentó y ganó, en 1992, una demanda de amparo por la cual la comunidad quedó 

exenta de las regulaciones de la reserva. A pesar de ello, la comunidad parecería continuar 

viviendo restricciones por parte de la RBC. El Sacrificio es una comunidad conformada por 

pequeñas propiedades sin titular (i.e., los habitantes no cuentan con títulos de propiedad 

ni otro documento que respalde la legal tenencia de la tierra), ubicada al sur del municipio 

de Calakmul; allí también se practican actividades de subsistencia como la agricultura de 

temporal y la cacería, y destaca la escasez de alternativas para la generación de ingresos, 

más allá de la producción de chile jalapeño durante dos meses del año. El caso de El 

Sacrificio se trata del desplazamiento de cuatro comunidades (i.e., 22 de Abril, Las 

Delicias, Aguas Amargas y Aguas Turbias) que estaban dentro de la reserva y fueron 

reubicadas en un asentamiento llamado Santo Domingo (dando lugar así a la creación de 

El Sacrificio). A pesar de que el desplazamiento se dio para evitar la superposición con la 

reserva, tras la relocalización, en 1999, el polígono de la comunidad quedó nuevamente 

dentro de la reserva, lo que ha impedido la titulación de las tierras, trayendo además 

restricciones de uso de recursos naturales. 

 

Tabla 1. Principales características socio-territoriales de las comunidades de estudio. 

Atributo 
Comunidad 

Centauro del Norte El Sacrificio Los Petenes 

Año de creación 1987 1999 1997 

Población 236 habitantes 
 
Sin presencia indígena 

540 habitantes 
 
Grupos indígenas: chol, 
tzeltal y tzotzil 

885 habitantes 
 
Grupos indígenas: 
maya yucateco 

Régimen de tenencia 
de la tierra 

Nuevo Centro de Población 
Ejidal 

Pequeña propiedad Ejido 

Ejidatarios/propietarios 67 ejidatarios 99 propietarios 104 ejidatarios 

Superficie 10,024 ha, de las que: 
 
2,640 ha en zona núcleo de la 

2,160 ha, de las que: 
 
215 ha en zona núcleo 

5,811 ha, todas 
fuera de la RBLP 
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RBC 
 
 7,384 ha en zona de 
amortiguamiento de la RBC 

de la RBC (12 predios) 
 
1,024 ha en zona de 
amortiguamiento de la 
RBC (52 predios) 

 

 

2.3. Métodos 

Esta investigación corresponde al tipo observacional, con tres estudios de caso (Newing 

2011), uno en la Reserva de la Biósfera Los Petenes y dos en la Reserva de la Biósfera 

Calakmul. El objetivo de estos estudios de caso fue describir a profundidad y entender las 

variables que han incidido y afectan actualmente los conflictos de conservación en las tres 

comunidades de estudio, así como el manejo de los mismos. La selección de casos en dos 

reservas nos permitió analizar aspectos de la emergencia y manejo de los conflictos de 

conservación en contextos diferentes (i.e., en términos culturales, ecológicos, de su 

historia y administración) y, a partir de ello, aportar elementos que contribuyan tanto al 

abordaje de los conflictos particulares estudiados y al manejo de estas reservas, así como 

a la discusión académica sobre el tema. Por otra parte, los tres casos se seleccionaron en 

función de criterios prácticos, como la factibilidad de trabajar en las comunidades (i.e., 

experiencia previa en Los Petenes, y recomendaciones de actores clave en Centauro del 

Norte y El Sacrificio), así como por aspectos teóricos asociados a la relevancia y carácter 

simbólico de los conflictos referida por actores clave de ambas regiones (i.e., los 

directores de las reservas y, especialmente en Calakmul, practicantes de la conservación y 

promotores de desarrollo local pertenecientes a organizaciones de la sociedad civil con 

prolongada presencia en la zona). 

La colecta de datos se llevó a cabo mediante entrevistas semiestructuradas a jefes 

y jefas de familia en las comunidades de estudio, entrevistas a profundidad a actores clave 

pertenecientes a las comunidades y fuera de ellas (i.e., autoridades gubernamentales y 

actores clave asociados al manejo de los conflictos estudiados). Se llevó a cabo 

observación participante y no participante en las comunidades de estudio durante las 
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estancias en ellas. Para el análisis de la información, se aplicó estadística descriptiva y 

pruebas estadísticas no paramétricas, además de métodos cualitativos para el mapeo de 

los conflictos, siguiendo la guía para el manejo de conflictos propuesta por Redpath y 

colaboradores (2013). Información más detallada sobre la colecta y análisis de datos en 

cada caso de estudio se presenta en los capítulos 3 para Los Petenes y 4 para Centauro del 

Norte y El Sacrificio.  
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Abstract
Management of conservation conflicts is a challenge of growing relevance for the effectiveness of protected areas
worldwide, particularly in the case of socially inclusive areas such as biosphere reserves. For a successful management of the
protected area, is critical to consider the social use of natural resources carried out by local populations linked to reserves,
especially in socio-ecological contexts facing potential conservation conflicts (i.e., conflicts that have not yet arisen). We
addressed the importance of an early detection of potential conflicts through the study of artisanal charcoal production by
Yucatec Mayan communities located in the zone of influence of a biosphere reserve in Northwest Yucatan Peninsula,
Mexico. Through semi-structured interviews with charcoal producers and in-depth interviews with environmental authorities
linked to the reserve, we discuss the advantages associated to early detection of potential conservation conflicts for biosphere
reserves’ management.

Keywords Potential conservation conflicts ● Protected areas ● Forest management ● Stakeholders engagement

Introduction

Conflicts are an inherent element in the establishment and
management of protected areas (PAs) (Lewis 1996; De
Pourcq et al. 2017). Deciding how and where to put con-
servation into practice has put conservation institutions,
whether governmental or not, in confrontation with local
populations (García-Frapolli et al. 2018). Conflicts in PAs
arise because of a clash of interests between different

stakeholders (e.g., PA administration, local populations)
regarding the use of natural resources, and because one of
the parties imposes its position over the interests of the other
(Redpath et al. 2013). Addressing conservation conflicts is
crucial for the effective management of PAs (Carmen et al.
2015). On a global level, the occurrence of this type of
conflict is widely documented, and an incipient biblio-
graphy exists that analyzes the different strategies for
managing and solving them (Baynham-Herd et al. 2018;
García-Frapolli et al. 2018; Soliku and Schraml 2018a).
Nevertheless, little emphasis has been given to the impor-
tance of anticipating the detonation or the escalation of
these conservation conflicts.

As has been widely documented, the use of natural
resources in PAs contributes to the livelihoods of many
local populations located inside and outside the areas under
protection (Anaya and Espírito-Santo 2018; García-Frapolli
et al. 2009). The overlap of conservation areas and local
populations who make social use of natural resources is a
scenario that favors the emergence of conservation conflicts,
since local interests regarding the use of natural resources
can diverge from the conservation interests of a PA (Red-
path et al. 2013). Thus, the establishment and operation of a
PA inherently entails potential conservation conflicts.
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Because of the social use of ecosystems occurring within
the context of PAs, management of conservation conflicts
should focus on reconciling local livelihood strategies with
conservation goals (Redpath et al. 2013). Biosphere
reserves, which hold the dual objective of conservation and
socio-economic development (UNESCO 2014), could be
seen as a PA model for facing this conservation challenge
and its associated conflicts, particularly in regions where
various extractive practices contribute to local livelihoods
(Oliva and Montiel 2016).

Biosphere reserves explicitly consider the involvement
of the human population and their socioeconomic devel-
opment as part of their conservation strategy (Halffter
2011). Nevertheless, although these reserves allow natural
resource use by local populations in accordance with
specific zones (e.g., buffer and core zones; UNESCO
1996), it has been seen over the years that they face dif-
ferent obstacles in achieving their conservation and
development goals. Among these are difficulties in
achieving effective social participation and adequate
management implementation, as well as a lack of financial
and human resources for their operation (Cooper and
Kainer 2018; Lu et al. 2012; Van Cuong et al. 2017).
These findings have shown that conservation conflicts are
an additional obstacle for effective management of bio-
sphere reserves.

Redpath et al. (2013) identified two particularly relevant
stages for conducting effective conflict management in the
context of PAs: mapping (i.e., understanding and descrip-
tion), and the management of the conflict. Figure 1b indi-
cates aspects related to the description and understanding of
a conflict, and its management. It begins with the definition
and identification of stakeholders (and their perspectives),
as well as the characterization of the sociopolitical context
and the collection of evidence (social and ecological)
regarding the conflict and its impact. In a subsequent stage,
if a willingness between the parties to engage in a dialogue
exists, they proceed to seek consensus in designing alter-
natives for conflict management. In this paper, we propose
the incorporation of an initial stage (Fig. 1a) within this
management model. The initial stage proposes the early
identification of a potential conservation conflict, when an
interaction of different interests (e.g., extraction versus
protection) occurs between the local population and con-
servation authorities. We argue that the early detection of a
potential conservation conflict could improve its manage-
ment, for instance by encouraging the early engagement of
stakeholders in the management process.

To illustrate our proposal for identifying potential con-
servation conflicts, we address the case of artisanal charcoal
production in the setting of the Los Petenes Biosphere
Reserve (LPBR), located in the Northwest Yucatan Peninsula,
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Fig. 1 Stages for approaching conservation conflicts
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Mexico. The LPBR, unlike other reserves in the region, has
no human settlements in its terrestrial area (36% of the PA).
Nevertheless, as part of its zone of influence (ca. 1125 km2

along the reserve’s eastern border) there are at least 20
Yucatec Maya communities that have historically reproduced
the multiple natural resource use strategy characteristics of the
Yucatec Maya culture (Barrera-Bassols and Toledo 2005;
Oliva et al. 2014). One of the activities shaping the liveli-
hoods of inhabitants living near the LPBR, which is of great
relevance to their household economy, is the artisanal pro-
duction of charcoal through “earth kilns.” This is the oldest
and most rudimentary traditional technique for charcoal pro-
duction (Wolf and Vogel 1985), which involves the proces-
sing of firewood obtained from agricultural plots or
communal forests (CONANP 2006; León and Montiel 2008).

In this context, a situation of potential conflict between
the LPBR’s authorities and the charcoal producing com-
munities is revealed, because (1) a potential ecological
impact exists from charcoal production in areas neighboring
the LPBR (e.g., exceeding the natural regeneration rate of
the forest), with the possible spreading of this ecological
effect to the interior of the LPBR, and because (2) charcoal
production is of great relevance for local livelihoods. We
define this situation as a potential conservation conflict (i.e.,
it has not yet emerged), because there is still no direct
dispute regarding the use of the natural resource (in this case
the forest) among the involved parties. If the firewood used
to produce the charcoal were to be extracted within the
LPBR, a current concern of the PA administration, it would
create a clash of interests between the LPBR and the local
charcoal producers regarding the use and conservation of
the forest, which would lead to the emergence of a con-
servation conflict. We argue that the potential character of
such a conflict provides the opportunity for intervening in
its anticipated management and, thus, offering the possibi-
lity of avoiding social and ecological impacts. Similarly, the
anticipation of negative impacts could translate into a more
effective management of the biosphere reserve.

Using this case study on charcoal production in the
LPBR’s zone of influence, in this paper we explore the
opportunities for the early detection of conservation conflicts.
In addition, we analyze the challenges that arise regarding the
management of this conflict, and we conclude by emphasizing
the advantages that the early detection of potential conflicts
represents for the management of biosphere reserves.

Methods

Study Area

The study area covers the domain of the LPBR, located in
the state of Campeche, in the Yucatan Peninsula (Fig. 2).

This reserve was decreed in 1999, and covers 282,857 ha
(64% marine, 36% terrestrial) (CONANP 2006). The
reserve’s predominant vegetation is called petenes, com-
posed of medium sub-deciduous forest and mangroves that
develop naturally on slightly elevated ground in a matrix of
natural grassland (Flores and Espejel 1994). The coastal
wetland that it hosts has had Ramsar site recognition since
2004. The communities neighboring the LPBR are Yucatec
Maya, whose subsistence activities (e.g., seasonal agri-
culture, hunting) are marked by strong sociocultural roots
(CONANP 2006; Rodríguez et al. 2012).

In particular, charcoal production is of great importance
in various communities near the LPBR. One of these
communities is Los Petenes (community reference used by
Rodríguez et al. 2012), which has 885 inhabitants, mostly
Yucatec Maya, and has a high degree of marginalization
(INEGI 2010). The landholding system is communal, called
ejido, which is a form of land tenure that emerged as an
outcome of the land redistribution and restitution policies
following the Mexican Revolution. Decisions regarding the
use of the land are taken by ejidal assembly, comprised
exclusively of ejidatarios (Haenn 2006). Los Petenes is
endowed with 5811 ha (INEGI 1997) located in the LPBR’s
zone of influence. The communal land is divided into
individual work areas called plots (parcelas) of 50 ha each.
In these plots, local producers obtain the raw material for
charcoal production, and build the earth kilns. There is also
a portion of land that is not distributed among ejidatarios
but remains as common land. On occasion, common land is
used collectively for conservation or productive projects
(e.g., payment for ecosystem services).

In Los Petenes, charcoal production has been practiced
for at least two generations. The production technology is
artisanal, by making earth kilns which are built on the sites
where firewood is obtained. Fifteen species are used for
charcoal production, the most common being jabín (Pisci-
dia communis), kitinché (Lonchocarpus rugosis), tzalam
(Lysiloma bahamensis), dzidzilché (Gimnopodiu flor-
ibondum) and chukun (Phytecellobium albicans). No
infrastructure is required, since the kilns are built by
stacking the firewood, which is then covered with grami-
noids (e.g., Cladium jamaicense) and soil obtained from the
surroundings. The firewood is obtained by the complete
felling of an area (a method known as matarrasa felling), a
practice that consists of extracting all the arboreal indivi-
duals in a given area.

Data Collection and Fieldwork

Thirty-six semi-structured interviews were undertaken with
charcoal producers, landowners or ejidatarios, and those
without land rights or pobladores. We interviewed 82% of
inhabitants engaged in charcoal production to obtain
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information regarding the following: (a) charcoal production
activity, (b) impact of the reserve’s regulations and the legal
framework on the activity’s development, and (c) local per-
ceptions and perspectives regarding the productive activity
and the potential conflict with the reserve’s authorities. In the
community, the interviewees were selected using the snow-
ball method (Newing 2011), starting with two key informants
who helped identify the other charcoal producers.

In addition, semi-structured interviews were performed
with the community authorities, addressing the following
themes: (a) the community’s relationship with the reserve,
(b) the community’s participation in the Technical Advisory
Committee of the LPBR (liaison entity between the bio-
sphere reserve authorities and the local populations), and (c)
opinions about the current charcoal production situation in
relation to forestry official permits and the enforcement
authorities (the Secretary of the Environment and Natural
Resources [SEMARNAT] and the Federal Attorney of
Environmental Protection [PROFEPA]). Similarly, an in-
depth interview was undertaken with the director of a local
non-governmental organization (NGO), who is fostering an
alternative program of forest management (the Plot Man-
agement Program [PMP]).

We performed participant and nonparticipant observation
to complement and triangulate the information obtained
with the information from the interviews with the charcoal
producers. This observation offered useful data for
describing the productive and organizational context in the
community, as well as the attitudes and perceptions
regarding the environmental authorities—mainly SEMAR-
NAT and PROFEPA.

To obtain the official perspective of potential conflict,
an in-depth interview was undertaken with the director of
the LPBR, asking for: (a) his perspective regarding
charcoal production issues in the reserve’s zone of influ-
ence, (b) the strategies that have been implemented or are
currently being developed to address the issues associated
with charcoal production, and (c) the limitations and
advantages identified for this conflict’s resolution. In
addition, the head of the Natural Resources Use and
Regeneration Unit of the SEMARNAT (henceforth
SEMARNAT) was interviewed. This unit is responsible
for awarding the permits for charcoal production. In this
case, we sought to understand the procedures and requi-
sites for the aforementioned activity, as well as to evaluate
the legal feasibility of the PMP proposal.

Fig. 2 Study area location in the northwest of the Yucatan Peninsula. Los Petenes Biosphere Reserve (LPBR) is denoted by the gray area, with its
core area delineated in white. The area of charcoal production (green oval) is located in the LPBR’s zone of influence

Environmental Management (2019) 64:52–63 55



Data Analysis

Following the method of Redpath et al. (2013), we
approached the conservation conflict through its mapping,
considering the following variables: (1) the identification of
the involved stakeholders and their positions, (2) the char-
acterization of the sociopolitical context of the conflict
(legal forestry framework), (3) the collection of evidence of
the conflict, (4) the recognition of the social and ecological
effects of the conflict, and (5) the evaluation of the will-
ingness for a dialogue between the parties. In the second
stage, we acknowledged the existing alternatives for
addressing the potential conflict.

Data obtained from interviews with householders was
coded through the identification of key themes and patterns
of information. Codes were primary defined in the interview
guides, and new ones emerged during the elaboration of the
database. By applying descriptive statistics to codes, we
identified the attributes and opinions representative of the
majority community perspective, and used them to define
some of the variables corresponding to the conflict mapping
(items 1, 4, and 5 of the conflict mapping).

To construct the official perspective of this case study,
we used information obtained through interviewing the
LPBR director and SEMARNAT. We also analyzed the
contents of the reserve’s management program (CONANP
2006), as well as official norms regarding forest use that
included the General Law of Sustainable Forest

Development (LGDFS 2018), its regulation (Regulation
LGDFS 2005), and the State of Campeche’s Law of Sus-
tainable Forest Development (LGDFS for the state of
Campeche 2018). As a result of coding data from these
official documents and the interviews with the LPBR and
environmental authorities, we obtained the official per-
spective regarding the regulations and social aspects of
forest use and charcoal production, and about the potential
conflict associated with this activity. We used this data for
describing variables 1, 2, and 5 of the conflict mapping.

Results

Charcoal Production

Among the activities practiced by the local people of Los
Petenes, charcoal production was the main source of income
for 64% of the interviewees and their families. Thirty-three
percent of the charcoal producers mentioned the com-
plementary and seasonal nature of charcoal production,
together with other activities that are part of their livelihood
strategies. The other activities that are implemented are agri-
culture, poultry breeding, apiculture, hunting, small-scale
cattle ranching, and wage work outside the community.

The process of transforming firewood into charcoal by
using earth kilns (Fig. 3) mainly takes place (in 94% of the
cases) in the plot of each producer. In many cases (39%)

Fig. 3 The main stages of artisanal charcoal production with earth
kilns. The firewood is piled in the form of a volcano (a), then the
volcano is covered with dry grass and soil. While it burns, the oven is
regularly visited (two or three times daily) to verify that the charcoal
transformation process is proceeding adequately (b). When this

process finishes, after five days on average, the kiln is dismantled with
the help of sticks and rakes and then extinguished with water (c).
Finally, the resulting charcoal is manually placed in sacks of
approximately 20 kg each for subsequent sale to the local intermediary
(d)
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producers use the sites employed in subsistence agriculture
(i.e., milpa, the traditional shifting cultivation of maize, beans
and squash [Eastmond and Faust 2006]), as well as the fire-
wood obtained from clearing those lands, for making the
charcoal. Furthermore, the areas used for firewood extraction
are periodically rotated, allowing forest regeneration that,
according to interviewees, takes approximately 10 years to
recover and be subject to new use. Fifteen tree species are
employed to make charcoal, none of which are under the
protection of Mexican legislation (NOM-059 2001). Ninety-
two percent of producers sell the charcoal to a local inter-
mediary. If producers want to sell the charcoal outside the
community, where the price is 67% higher, official permits
supporting the legal origin of the product are required—
documentation that producers currently do not have.

Conflict Mapping and Management

We structured this section according to an adapted synthesis
from the guide for the effective management of conserva-
tion conflicts, by Redpath et al. (2013) (Fig. 1b).

Definition of the potential conflict

Although the use of wood and charcoal production occur in
the producers’ plots, in ejidal lands, where the LPBR has no
legal jurisdiction, a concern on the part of the reserve
authorities exists regarding the intensity of these activities.
As there is no information documenting the charcoal pro-
duction intensity and its changes over time, we can take the
number of charcoal producers in the community as an
indicator of the intensity of the activity. We found that there
have not been changes in the last decade (45 producers
reported by Arrocha and Villena [2012], 44 producers
identified in the present study). However, according to the
perceptions of the LPBR authorities, the intensity of char-
coal production in the area could be exceeding the rates of
natural regeneration of the vegetation. The LPBR argues
that this poses a threat to forests within the reserve that,
given its proximity, would be the natural choice for con-
tinuing firewood extraction by charcoal producers. We refer
to this situation as a potential conflict, since the community
does not currently use the forest inside the LPBR. If that
was the case, it would mean a direct clash of interests
between the reserve authoritie’s protection interests and the
local producers’ interests of use.

Identification of stakeholders and their perspectives

Local perspectives regarding the potential conflict The
majority of charcoal producers (94%) work individually or
with family members, and expressed no interest in working
in groups. Regarding production permits, no interviewee

indicated they needed them. In relation to the LPBR, the
majority of charcoal producers (81%) know of its existence,
and indicated there was no problem with them regarding
charcoal production (97%), since the reserve does not
intervene in decisions about the activities performed in the
plots (69%). The majority of the interviewees (72%) did not
perceive a decrease in available raw material (firewood) in
the ejidal area. Regarding the required actions for improv-
ing production conditions and the commercialization of
charcoal, the need to obtain permits to sell charcoal outside
the community (53%) and to improve its sale price (22%)
were the main issues mentioned.

Official perspectives regarding the potential conflict The
LPBR’s official position is that, as a result of intense
exploitation of the forest for charcoal production, an eco-
logical impact exists for the forests surrounding the LPBR.
Currently, there is no formal representation of the Los
Petenes community in the reserve’s Technical Advisory
Committee, which hinders fluid communication between
the reserve and the community. The reserve’s proposal to
create a Charcoal Production Committee (a locally inclusive
working group for approaching this productive activity,
referred to in section “Alternatives for conflict manage-
ment”), is a way of establishing a direct link with charcoal
producers, and to compensate for their lack of participation
in the biosphere reserve committee.
According to the LPBR, budget cutbacks suffered by the

Mexican environmental and productive sector over the last
few years (e.g., elimination of support for subsistence
agriculture) have hindered the possibility of the reserve
having a more active presence in neighboring communities,
limiting its ability to promote conservation practices in
these communities.
It is important to highlight that the official position of

SEMARNAT does not award authorization for the
nonselective explotation of the forest (i.e., matarrasa
felling), even though there is no legal basis for this in
Mexican legislation. Neither does SEMARNAT alllow the
transformation of firewood into charcoal in extraction areas.

Characterization of the sociopolitical context: Regulatory
aspects of charcoal production

During the process of charcoal production, different permits
bestowed by the appropriate federal authority, SEMARNAT,
are required. Among the required permits is the Program of
Forestry Management (PFM) that regulates wood extraction,
as well as a series of forest documents to legally support the
transportation of firewood, its transformation into charcoal in
authorized sites, and finally, the transportation of the charcoal.
Los Petenes has a PFM: however, it expired in 2016 and is
pending renewal. The majority of the interviewees in Los
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Petenes (89%) did not know that the PFM existed, nor the
necessity of renewing it. This lack of awareness was even
demonstrated by the ejidal authority, who is responsible for
handling these affairs. Since none of these permits are in place
in Los Petenes, currently charcoal production occurring there
could be considered illegal.

Analyzing the legal instruments that regulate charcoal
production in the case study (the LGDFS and its regula-
tion, the corresponding law for the state of Campeche, and
the management program of the LPBR), and contrasting
them with the local ways of using the forest and the local
expectations regarding charcoal production, we found
some significant incompatibilities which may become
obstacles for the local artisanal practice. Among the most
relevant obstacle for this practice, according to forestry
regulation, is the need to obtain authorization to (1)
extract firewood, (2) register the sites where the kilns are
located, and (3) transport the firewood and the charcoal. In
the community, there is no clarity regarding the permits
required for forest use. Particularly, there is confusion
regarding who must obtain the permits for charcoal pro-
duction, with 44% of the interviewed producers believing
that it is the charcoal buyer’s (the local intermediary)
responsibility. A total of 25% believed that each producer
should obtain the permits, 14% thought that the ejidal
authority should, while 17% did not know who held the
regulatory responsibility.

Evidence of the conflict

Referring to the ecological evidence of the potential conflict
(i.e., the conservation status of the natural resource
employed), we found no documented information support-
ing the alleged degradation of the exploited forest in the
ejido, nor inside the reserve, as a consequence of firewood
extraction for charcoal production. Neither does information
exist about the rates of vegetation regeneration after
this use.

Identification of impact

Similarly to the lack of ecological evidence, there is no
registered information about the impact of charcoal pro-
duction on the rate of deforestation in the ejidal land area or
in the LPBR. The assessment of the decrease in vegetation
cover expressed by the LPBR is based on flyovers per-
formed in the region, and visits to the rural area by envir-
onmental authorities (pers. comm. LPBR director).

In contrast, in relation to the socioeconomic effects, we
identified a potential concern for local livelihoods given the
restrictions that could be established regarding forest use in
the LPBR’s zone of influence. Similarly, we identified that
currently, the local population is being affected by the

surveillance activities conducted by the environmental
authorities (rounds of surveillance by PROFEPA in the
producing communities) in the ejidal common land areas, as
well as by the enforcement of sanctions for firewood or
charcoal transportation without the corresponding forestry
documentation. There is a complex and strict regulatory
framework for the conditions of rural artisanal production,
such as the need of specific knowledge, money (approxi-
mately USD $1337 for all permits) and time (six months
approximately until permits are emitted)—neither of which
local peasants usually have (CCMSS 2008). There is a
forest law inadequate for the ecosystem dynamics of
peninsular forests (considering its regeneration rates
(Román-Dañobeytia et al. 2014). As a result, the activity is
currently illegal. This impedes access to better sale prices
for the charcoal, and places families in a context of inse-
curity in terms of performing the local activity of the highest
relevance as a source of income.

Willingness to dialogue

According to interviewees, the LPBR’s administration
shows a willingness to dialogue, as demonstrated by its
initiative to form a working committee specifically for
addressing charcoal production, to promote trust between
the reserve’s authorities and the charcoal producers. With
respect to the willingness of the charcoal producers to enter
the dialogue, they seem to be less willing to modify their
productive practice and to adapt themselves to the current
legal framework. This, according to interviewees, has to do
with factors such as a lack of internal cohesion and disin-
terest in working in groups.

Alternatives for conflict management

Currently, two proposed alternatives exist for approaching
this conflict. One of the proposals is the Committee for
Charcoal Production proposed by the LPBR, and the other
is the PMP, proposed by a local NGO. The Committee for
Charcoal Production aims to create a working group com-
prised of key regional stakeholders related to charcoal
production (e.g., ejidal authorities from the charcoal pro-
ducing communities, members of civil society and acade-
mia, and the LPBR, among others), who will promote a
long-term vision of sustainable forest use for charcoal
production. This represents a first step in building bonds of
trust between the local charcoal producers and the reserve’s
authorities. Similarly, the committee seeks to support the
proposal of a PMP (described in the following paragraph),
particularly in relation to the attainment of permits for
charcoal production and the strengthening of the relation-
ships between the stakeholders interested in accomplishing
this management proposal.
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The PMP is the second identified proposal, which seeks
to create a forest management program adapted to the local
production practices, while addressing the obstacles that the
legal framework and the enforcement authorities present:
the matarrasa felling practice and the transformation of the
firewood into charcoal in the extraction areas. The PMP
consists of a management model within a rotating use cycle
of 10 years.

As a summary, in Table 1 we show the elements of the
mapping and management of potential conflict in Los
Petenes discussed above, according to the most relevant
stakeholders’ positions in the conflict.

Discussion

Performing activities for family subsistence (like charcoal
production) in conservation contexts is of crucial relevance,
because of the potential social impact that the restrictions
imposed by a biosphere reserve can generate for local
livelihoods (Robinson 2011; Woodhouse et al. 2015). In the
case of Los Petenes, while a conservation conflict with the
authorities of the LPBR does not exist currently, we define
the situation as a potential conflict. As such, a direct clash of
interests does not exist regarding the forest resource, cur-
rently and in the same territory, between the LPBR and the
charcoal producers. However, the possibility of this

situation occurring in the near future exists. If the firewood
extraction that is presently performed in the producers’ plots
within the zone of influence of the LPBR was extended to
the reserve, a conflict of interests could occur between the
local population and the LPBR.

Thus, we define a potential conflict as the situation in
which a possible dispute between different stakeholders
over a natural resource, with opposing interests regarding
this resource (e.g., protection versus use), is detected early
on. Literature on conflicts in protected areas has not
emphasized the advantages of identifying and addressing
conflicts before they emerge. For instance, Soliku and
Schraml (2018b) state the importance of co-management for
avoiding conflict escalation, but they do not focus on con-
flict prevention. Likewise, Young et al. (2016a) mention the
anticipation of future conflicts, based on issues emerging
from monitoring existent conflicts, but do not address the
need to consider situations where conservation interests and
local use of natural resources converge in order to detect
possible arising conflicts. The proposal of this conflict
characterization as potential, and its associated early
detection, bring certain advantages for biosphere reserve
management, which we discuss toward the end of this
section.

At present, although no standing conflict exists with the
LPBR and charcoal production in surrounding areas, a
conflict does exist between charcoal producers and

Table 1 Synthesis of the potential conflict and the main positions regarding it

Stages of conflict Most relevant stakeholders

LPBR Charcoal producers

Conflict mapping

Definition of the
conflict, and
Main stakeholders’
positions

Perceive an imminent entry of local producers in the LPBR for
firewood extraction. Need to establish forest management practices
that permit local livelihoods, oriented toward the sustainability of
the activity and of forest use

Do not perceive a conflict with the LPBR, since it does
not interfere in the common lands where the forest use
takes place. They feel an impairment of their
susbsistence interest on the part of other federal
environmental authorities (PROFEPA and
SEMARNAT)

Characterization of
the sociopolitical
context

Inadequacy of the forest regulatory framework for the socioecological conditions of the region.

Operational criteria of SEMARNAT: the local charcoal production practices are not authorized (i.e., matarrasa felling;
transformation of firewood into charcoal in exraction areas)

Evidence of the
conflict, and
Identification
of impact

There is no evidence of the ecological impact on the forest as a
consecuence of charcoal production

Impact on the local livelihoods by limiting access to
better charcoal sale prices (outside the community), by
the continued fear of sanctions from the federal
environmental authorities and of potential restriction of
forest use

Willingness to
dialogue

Yes Partial

Conflict management

Alternatives for
conflict
managementa

Committee of Charcoal Production, Plot Management Program No local proposals exist for conflict management

aAt the time of this research, none of the alternatives were underway
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environmental authorities in charge of forest regulations and
surveillance (i.e., SEMARNAT and PROFEPA). This
conflict situation with environmental authorities has been
categorized as “conflict with conservation authorities”
(De Pourcq et al. 2017), or as “conflict with the law, leg-
islation and policies” (Soliku and Schraml 2018a). The need
to englobe this type of conflict under a specific categor-
ization reveals the frequent occurrence of this clashing of
interests among local populations and official authorities in
conservation contexts.

Our work documents a social impact on the local
population from the ongoing conflict with environmental
authorities regarding forest use, which is part of conflict
mapping. This impact affects the local livelihoods as a
consequence of federal legislation, which, despite recog-
nizing the need for government to support community forest
management (Merino-Pérez 2013), hinders the use of the
natural resources (Román-Dañobeytia et al. 2014). In light
of the absence of alternative sources of income, this situa-
tion fosters a context for illegal charcoal production
(Gardner et al. 2016). The implications of a legislation
disconnected from local contexts, that hampers a sound
local forestry practice, are that ecological impacts could
occur in the reserve, thereby compromising its conservation
effectiveness.

We documented the nonexistence of studies regarding
the ecological impact of regional charcoal production,
which would be a crucial element in better understanding
the conflict. This gap in information about the ecological
impact of charcoal production is relevant for two reasons.
First, it could lead to a possible application of the precau-
tionary principle on the part of the LPBR regarding forest
use, resulting in restrictions on resource use for the local
population, as has previously happened with other natural
resources in the same region (see Oliva et al. 2014). This
could lead to an exacerbation of poverty in the community
(Gardner et al. 2016). A precautionary reasoning (sensu
Meijboom and Brom 2012) seems to prevail in the man-
agement of the LPBR, sustained by a lack of ecological
information about the conservation status of animal and
plant species in the reserve. In turn, this lack of information
could be associated with the scarce availability of financial
and human resources for the adequate operation of the
reserve, a common cause of ineffectiveness of PA man-
agement worldwide (Lu et al. 2012; Van Cuong et al. 2017).
Second, the absence of ecological information is relevant
because it supports the need to study the ecological effects
resulting from the local use of the forest. The resulting
information would enable better decision-making for man-
agement (Redpath and Sutherland 2015). Such information
would allow the existence or inexistence of an ecological
impact on regional forests derived from charcoal production
to be determined, as well as allowing definition of the long-

term potential for the sustainability of this activity (Gerez-
Fernández and Alatorre-Guzmán 2007). This data becomes
vitally important for the management of a potential conflict
(Redpath et al. 2013) and would permit (1) knowledge
regarding whether the current local practices and forest
management are sustainable, and (2) reduction of the social
impact of possible restrictive measures on forest use aimed
at the preservation of this natural resource.

The producers do not perceive a decrease in the avail-
ability of firewood in their plots, which contradicts the
views held by the reserve’s authorities that firewood
extraction to make charcoal is severely affecting the forest.
There is no evidence that charcoal extraction is envir-
onmentally destructive, hence no argument against this
activity (Smith et al. 2017). This implies the need for eco-
logical studies that can reveal the impact of the current rate
of forest exploitation (Mohibbi and Cochard 2014).

Similarly, the assumption (without evidence) of the
occurrence of an ecological impact caused by charcoal
production, with no existing information to support it,
suggests top-down management decision-making, which
labels the local practice as an ecologically unsound one
without having the information to support this (Brown
2007; Martín-López and Montes 2015). This, together with
the prioritization of conservation objectives over local
interests (Whitehouse 2015) and the imbalance of power in
the management of the natural resources (Carmen et al.
2015; Dawson et al. 2018; Durand et al. 2015), leads to the
subsequent application of restrictive conservation measures
disconnected from local realities (Oliva and Montiel 2016).
This illustrates the importance of promoting strategies that
address these conservation conflicts (potential and current)
without rejecting the local ways of using the environment,
and assessing the viability of the local practices to be
continued sustainably instead of assuming that they must be
adjusted to comply with the standing legal regulations
(Cooper and Kainer 2018; Smith et al. 2017; Wali et al.
2017).

Forcing the local management of natural resources to
adjust to a regulatory framework can lead to an ineffective
use of financial resources by imposing solutions from per-
spectives incompatible with those of local stakeholders
(Wali et al. 2017), which would reinforce the conflict
(Redpath et al. 2015) and could exacerbate the level of
poverty in the community by restricting an activity relevant
to local livelihoods (Gardner et al. 2016; Kefa et al. 2018).
Similarly, in its last report regarding the worldwide state of
forests, the Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO)
recognized the need to reconcile the interests of all parties in
the policy framework, oriented to sustainable forest man-
agement (FAO 2018). This reinforces the need to appraise
local perspectives and practices during the development of
this kind of policy. The need to design policies locally

60 Environmental Management (2019) 64:52–63



linked to socioecological contexts and participatory imple-
mentation has been widely documented (see, for example,
García-Frapolli et al. 2009, Bennet and Dearden 2014,
Méndez-López et al. 2015, Bouamrane et al. 2016, Oliva
and Montiel 2016). In particular, in contexts with a long
history of community forest management, such as in
Mexico, forestry policy needs to include local perspectives
and should also rely in an adaptive knowledge and man-
agement which considers local experiences and expecta-
tions regarding forest use (Merino-Pérez 2013), such as
those of Maya populations in the Yucatan Peninsula.

With its proposal to create a Committee of Charcoal
Production, the LPBR is addressing two primary aspects of
the management of conservation conflicts: building trust
between the parties (Cooper and Kainer 2018; Reed 2008;
Young et al. 2016b) and, resulting from the former, building
a shared understanding by proposing a dialogue between
local producers and other relevant stakeholders in the con-
flict (Dawson et al. 2018). The existing synergy among the
proposals for conflict management in Los Petenes, like the
Committee of Charcoal production and the PMP, shows the
alignment among the intentions of the stakeholders with the
greatest power to undertake conflict management actions.
Nevertheless, although one of the most important elements
for conflict management exists—a mechanism for building
trust and promoting dialogue between parties (Redpath et al.
2013)—the legal framework is disconnected from the local
practices and this hinders the conflict resolution process,
demanding actions and interventions that exceed the areas
of incidence of the involved parties.

Addressing potential conflicts presents a series of
advantages that affect the effectiveness of conflict man-
agement, and consequently of the biosphere reserve.
Among these advantages, we found that the early detection
of potential conflicts permits the evaluation of the impact of
a human activity (in this case, charcoal production) in a PA
zone of influence before it extends to the PA, which could
in time act as a trigger for conservation conflict. In this
sense, the anticipation of conflicts through early detection
would allow: (1) use of the time prior to the occurrence of
impact inside the reserve to estimate the ecological impact
of the anthropogenic activities in the PA’s zone of influ-
ence, (2) reduction of the uncertainty in management by
using this information, (3) the development of strategies for
preventing or mitigating these ecological effects, and (4)
consideration of the social impact of these preventive stra-
tegies on the human populations that base their livelihoods
on the natural resources within the PA.

The time saved by the early detection of potential conflicts,
before ecological or social effects occur, creates the possibility
of carrying out stakeholders processes, which often involve
long periods of time and effort (Reed 2008). Such stakeholder
processes involve the building of trust and the establishment

of a dialogue between the parties, which are key factors in
managing conservation conflicts (Redpath et al. 2013, 2015).
Both the dialogue and the trust contribute to the building of a
shared understanding among parties, laying the foundation for
arriving at consensual solutions and, thus, to greater equity in
PA management (Dawson et al. 2018). Thus, early detection
enables the building of consensual solutions from the early
involvement of those affected (Madden and McQuinn 2015),
integrating conservation and the well-being of local popula-
tions (Wali et al. 2017).

Finally, the potential stage of the conflict emphasizes the
relevance of working with alternatives for the early
approach to its management, searching for a reconciliation
between local livelihoods and the conservation of the eco-
system (Redpath et al. 2013). This could replace the fre-
quent application of corrective or compensatory actions in
conflict management. Because of the possibility of relying
on evidence and information about the potential impact of
the conflict, the uncertainty of the management itself is
reduced (Jerneck et al. 2011), granting more room to
maneuver in the process, which could positively mitigate
the socio-ecological impact of the conflict.

Conclusions

Our study suggests the potential of early detection of con-
flicts as a way to foster conservation conflict management,
thereby enhancing the effectiveness of biosphere reserves.
Through our case study, we reaffirm the need to address
human activities performed in conservation contexts, such
as PAs and their zones of influence, particularly when these
activities form part of the livelihoods and subsistence
practices of the PAs’ neighboring populations. By doing so,
the early detection of conservation conflicts is favored.

The main advantage of early potential conflict detection
is that it permits reduction of the uncertainty in management
processes, enabling the collection of evidence and scientific
information before the occurrence of socio-ecological
impacts, making conservation efforts more efficient. In
addition, we emphasize that this early approach contributes
to conceiving management strategies that allow the devel-
opment of stakeholder and social processes that require
plenty of time, and that are key for the management of
conservation conflicts in PAs throughout the world.

Finally, because conservation conflicts are inherent in the
establishment and operation of PAs, we emphasize the
importance of applying a preventative focus to address
them. Early attention to potential conflicts could lead to
better management solutions for the conflict itself, and for
the PAs overall. More research is needed on the monitoring
of early addressed conflicts, which will allow evaluation of
the results of preventive management.
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Abstract 

Conservation conflicts in biosphere reserves are widespread around the globe, 

compromising the conciliation of conservation goals with local livelihoods. For managing 

these conflicts, one of the main strategies comprises building a shared understanding 

among the parties involved. In doing so, it is important to understand parties’ perspectives 

on the conflict and possible solutions. However, there is little empirical evidence on how a 

shared understanding contributes to conservation conflict management. Based on two 

communities in Calakmul Biosphere Reserve (CBR) in Southeast Mexico, we analysed the 

existence of a shared understanding by contrasting reserves’ administration and local 

populations’ perspectives on conflicts, and the implications of a shared understanding for 
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their management. We found that a shared understanding might not be a determining 

factor for conflict management when the conflict solution demands actions that exceed 

the main stakeholders’ attributions. While a shared understanding does help the global 

process of conflict management, i) the local impairment resulting from the exclusionary 

creation and operation of protected areas and ii) the lack of clarity regarding 

stakeholders´ scope of action, represent significant hinderers in conflict management.  

 

Keywords: stakeholder perspectives; social exclusion; protected area management; 

Yucatan Peninsula 

 

1. Introduction 

The establishment of biosphere reserves, widespread around the globe, has generated 

social impacts on local populations, giving rise to conservation conflicts and compromising 

the effectiveness of these protected areas (Durand et al., 2015; Bouamrane et al., 2016; 

Woodhouse et al., 2018). International conservation policy, specially the Aichi Target 11 of 

the Convention on Biological Diversity, promotes the use of protected areas to fight 

biodiversity loos (CBD 2011). This is of special concern considering the inheritance of 

protected areas, and biosphere reserves, to generate conservation conflicts (de Pourcq et 

al., 2017). In such conflicts, stakeholders do not share their opinion about how to manage 

or use natural resources (Young et al., 2010): some stakeholders (e.g. protected area 

managers) foster biodiversity protection, while others (e.g. local populations) are keener 

to use natural resources, frequently for subsistence purposes (Dower, 2015).  

In the context of conflicts in protected areas, a shared understanding among 

parties or stakeholders is key for such conflicts´ management. Acknowledgment of conflict 

as a shared problem, where parties recognize responsibilities both regarding the conflict 

and for seeking solutions, is also crucial to advancing in conflict management processes 

(Redpath et al., 2015b). The former stands on the recognition that conservation conflicts 

arise because of a clash of interests: if neither party had an interest in preserving 



 

36 
 

biodiversity, there would be no conflict, just as there would be no conflict if neither of the 

parties had an interest in using natural resources (Redpath et al., 2013). 

The management of conservation conflicts aims at conciliating conservation goals 

with local livelihoods, generating processes in which people can share their opinions on 

conservation (Young et al., 2016). The latter is considered to lead to an improvement in 

the understanding among parties, thus contributing to finding shared solutions. Shared 

understanding refers to how different stakeholders perceive conflicts (what parties 

conceive as the problem) and the alternatives for managing them (Redpath et al., 2013; 

Mathevet et al., 2016; Young et al., 2016). 

In the context of biosphere reserves, which hold a similar dual objective to conflict 

management (i.e., achieve conservation and local wellbeing), a shared understanding 

among parties becomes especially relevant given the explicit recognition of the need of 

the protected area to consider local interests. Perceptions of local inhabitants inside or 

near biosphere reserves, therefore becomes another key factor for conflict management 

(García-Frapolli et al., 2009; Durand et al., 2015). Local perceptions help understand the 

expectations that communities have regarding the reserve´s management (Hernes and 

Metzger, 2017) contributing to the conflict management process. 

Accordingly, for advancing in the building of shared understandings, it is critical to 

comprehend the different perspectives of parties, especially local ones (Bennett, 2016), in 

order to consider the different values and worldviews of all actors involved (Redpath et 

al., 2015b; Bennett and Dearden, 2014; Hernes and Metzger, 2017). The fact that parties 

frequently hold different worldviews is precisely what makes reaching shared 

understandings challenging (Redpath et al., 2015b). Understanding the way in which 

different stakeholders conceive conflicts is important because those conceptions 

determine the perspective of alternative solutions or ways of managing conflicts 

(Chamberlain et al., 2012).  

Considering the widespread existence of conflicts in protected areas (Cumming, 

2016; Oldekop et al., 2015; Baynham-Herd et al., 2018; Soliku and Schraml, 2018), the 

stated relevance of a shared understanding as central for conflict management (Redpath 
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et al., 2015b; Young et al., 2016) and the limited evidence on the former, this paper 

analyses two case studies situated within the territory of an emblematic exclusionary-

decreed reserve (Galindo-Leal, 1999; Ericson, 2006), the Calakmul Biosphere Reserve 

(CBR), located in Southeast Mexico. Here, we describe and disentangle the elements of 

two different conservation conflicts related to the protected area, for which we aim to i) 

understand the main parties´ perspectives on the conflicts; ii) define if there exists a 

shared understanding on the conflicts; and iii) comprehend the relevance of a shared 

understanding for conflict management.  

 

2. Material and methods 

2.1. Area and study communities  

The CBR was decreed in 1989 through a non-participative process, excluding stakeholders´ 

opinions (CONANP, 1999; Galindo-Leal, 1999). Its 723,185 ha harbours the most important 

tropical forest relict in Mexico (CONANP, 1999). The reserve holds a large human 

population since its creation, whose non-participation in the planning and decision-making 

process of the CBR has been considered to have caused several conflicts since its 

establishment (Galindo-Leal, 1999; Porter-Bolland et al., 2013; Ruiz-Mallén et al., 2015a). 

The two communities where the study took place are Centauro del Norte (CN) and El 

Sacrificio (ELS), which are located in the south of the CBR and both overlap with the 

reserve (Fig. 1). These communities were selected because they represent two of the most 

salient conflicts in the context of the CBR, each one with singularities on the way conflicts 

were managed, which allows the particularities of the processes to be explored.  

CN was created in 1987, two years before the reserve was decreed. The 

community has a communal land tenure regime, known in Mexico as ejido, and its 

population is of 236 inhabitants (INEGI, 2010) with generally no indigenous origin. This 

ejido spans 10,024 ha, of which 2,640 ha overlap the reserve´s core area. The rest, 7,384 

ha, is part of the buffer zone of the reserve (INEGI, 1996). Each landholder (i.e., ejidatario) 

has usufruct rights to 100 ha plot. On the other hand, ELS was created in 1999 through the 

relocation of four other communities originally located in what was then defined as the 
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core area of the reserve. This community has a population of 540 inhabitants (INEGI, 

2010), having a private property land tenure regime. However, local people do not have 

official land titles, which has been a conflicting issue since the establishment of ELS. 

Community land spans 2,160 ha, of which 215 ha are within the reserve´s core area, and 

1024 ha in its buffer zone (Periódico Oficial, 2000; CONANP, 2015). Family’s plots are 20 

ha large. Chol, Tzeltal, Tzotzil indigenous groups as well as mestizo families are present in 

this community. 

Figure 1. Calakmul Biosphere Reserve in Campeche, Mexico (grey area). The area within the white 
dashed line is the core area of the reserve. The study communities, El Sacrificio and Centauro del 
Norte, are delimited with a red line.  
 

 

2.2. Data collection and fieldwork  

Thirty-three semi-structured interviews were applied in each community to landholders 

and to those without land rights (i.e., pobladores), selected through simple random 

sampling from population lists provided by local authorities (Newing, 2011). Through the 

semi-structured interviews we collected data on a) the community context (e.g., local 
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livelihoods, presence of non-governmental organizations (NGOs), history of the 

relationship with the reserve); b) the impact of the reserve and its regulations on local 

livelihoods; and c) local perspectives regarding conflicts. This information was used for 

describing the conflicts and as an input to assess the existence of a shared understanding 

with the reserve´s authorities. Semi-structured interviews were also performed with 

community authorities, mainly regarding the history of conflict management. 

To understand the official perspectives of conflicts, an in-depth interview 

(following Bryman, 2001) was performed to the director of the CBR. This interview aimed 

at understanding whether the reserve recognized conflicts perceived by communities, the 

role that different actors involved played, as well as the causes of the conflicts, and their 

management constraints. 

In-depth interviews were also performed to NGO´s staff, whose role has been to 

work in ELS since its creation. Additionally, we applied unstructured interviews (Newing, 

2011) to agrarian authorities [Secretariat of Agrarian, Territorial and Urban Development 

(SEDATU) and Agrarian Attorney (PA)], for knowing the position of these institutions 

regarding the study communities´ land tenure situation.  

Finally, participant observation (Newing, 2011) was carried out in the studied 

communities to complement data obtained through interviews. Observation offered 

useful information to understand the organizational context in the communities, as well 

as perceptions regarding other stakeholders. The research took three years and during 

this time the first author resided in the study region, which allowed in depth participant 

observation regarding the different institutions involved (i.e., federal agencies, NGOs, 

local organizations, and the CBR). Residency in the study area also permitted multiple 

unstructured interactions with CBR´s personnel, as well as with local stakeholders (i.e., 

NGOs, people from communities), and promoted a wider understanding of the complex 

social and interinstitutional framework that characterizes the region.  
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2.3. Data analysis 

2.3.1. Conflict mapping 

Following Redpath et al. (2013), we mapped the conflicts considering 1) the identification 

of the involved stakeholders and their positions, 2) the characterization of the 

sociopolitical context, 3) the evidence of the conflict, 4) the recognition of the social and 

ecological impacts of the conflict, and 5) the willingness for dialogue between the parties. 

 

2.3.2. Coding, patterns and statistical analysis   

The information generated through interviewing household members was coded for 

identifying key themes and patterns of information (Newing, 2011). Codes were also used 

for performing a homogeneity test, in order to compare perspectives between 

communities (Frankfort-Nachmias and Leon-Guerrero, 2009). When conditions for 

performing a homogeneity test were not met (>20% of the expected frequencies were 

<5), we used the test for the differences between two population proportions instead 

(Frankfort-Nachmias and Leon-Guerrero, 2009) (i.e., productive activities promoted by the 

reserve in the community, willingness to engage in dialogue with the reserve). We used a 

significance level of α = 0.05 for all analyses. 

 

2.3.3. Shared perspectives 

In order to determine the existence of shared understanding, we compared the opinions 

of the main stakeholders involved in conflicts (i.e., local communities and CBR 

administration) regarding six relevant topics for conservation conflict management: i) 

definition of the conflict; ii) responsibilities for finding solutions; iii) main obstacles for 

conflict management; iv) type of interest in territory and natural resources; v) need to 

conserve natural resources; and vi) alternatives for conflict management. These topics 

were derived from conservation conflict literature (Redpath et al., 2013; 2015a; 2015b; 

Mathevet et al., 2016; Young et al., 2016), and from salient socioecological issues 

associated to the studied communities. Three possible outcomes for shared 

understanding were stablished: yes, when perspectives on the topic were similar or 
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compatible, no when they were not, and intermediate when there was a certain level of 

coincidence between parties´ perspectives, but not complete agreement. 

 

3. Results 

3.1 Conflict mapping 

In 1992, the community of CN presented a lawsuit (“juicio de amparo” which guarantees 

the protection of an individual’s constitutional rights) against the Mexican Federal 

Government, claiming their rights to land due to the prior establishment in the area 

(1987), before the reserve was created (1989) (Fig. 2). The community won the lawsuit, 

and contrary to the rest of the surrounding communities, it became exempt from the 

reserve and its regulations. However, local people stated that they currently face 

restrictions on the use of their natural resources. 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Timeline of the conservation conflict in Centauro del Norte, Calakmul, Campeche. 

 

On the other hand, ESL is a relocated community. When the CBR was decreed in 

1989, many communities fell inside the protected area and four of these were relocated 

into a new area a decade after its establishment, forming the ELS (Fig. 3).  

Despite its relocation, part of the community´s territory still fell inside the 

protected area. For this reason, property titles of the new community were never given 

out to families. The lack of documents supporting the legal land tenure has hindered the 

Creation of the ejido

1987

CBR decree

1989

Amparo lawsuit (feb)

1992

Amparo sentence favored 
community (oct)

1992
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community´s participation in development projects and other supports given by the 

government and NGOs. Besides this legal uncertainty regarding land tenure, the 

community faces a restriction of natural resources’ use on the part of the reserve.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Timeline of the conservation conflict in El Sacrificio, Calakmul, Campeche. 

 

 Further descriptions of conflicts, following Redpath et al. (2013) categories for 

conflict mapping, is presented in Figure 4. In both cases, the conflict refers to the 

overlapping of the communities with the reserve’s polygon. This has resulted in a 

permanent tension between production and conservation objectives in the CBR.  

 

1.1 Stakeholders’ perspectives 

1.1.1 Local stakeholders 

There is a general negative perception of the CBR, especially in ELS, where respondents 

said that the reserve does not consider local interests or generate benefits for them, but 

on the contrary, brings difficulties to the community. However, when asked about the 

willingness to engage in dialogue, none of the interviewees answered “no” (Table 1). This 

shows disposition from the community to interact with the reserve´s authorities, even 

when there exists a local feeling of impairment and the expectation of being compensated 

by the government for past actions (i.e., relocation without compensation) and for the 

current conservation that local people state to be carrying out in their lands that overlap 

with the reserve´s polygon. 

Aguas Turbias

Aguas amargas

Las Delicias

22 de Abril

Colonization

CBR decree

1989

Relocation

Creation of El 
Sacrificio

1999

Ongoing land titling 
procedures

2000

Titling stopped

2007

Apparent 6 plots´
received titles, but
no concreed

2013

Reactivation of
titling procedure
by SEDATU

2016

6 titles come out, 
outside the CBR

2017
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Table 1. Comparison of local perspectives and opinions in both study communities. 

LOCAL PERSPECTIVES ABOUT 
CONSERVATION AND THE CBR 

CENTAURO  
DEL NORTE 

EL 
SACRIFICIO 

HOMOGE-
NEITY TEST; χ 

2 

How is the relationship between the 
community and the reserve? 

No answer Good * 

Does the reserve consider local interests? Yes No * 

Did the reserve bring difficulties to the 
community? 

No Yes * 

Do you decide what activity to perform in 
your plot? 

Yes No * 

Does the reserve bring you benefits? Yes1 No * 

Has the reserve promoted productive 
activities in the community? No 

 

Is there willingness to dialogue with the 
reserve?  

Yes 

 

Is conservation of nature necessary? Yes  

Is it possible to conserve an area and to 
develop your livelihoods in the same place? Yes 

 

1“Yes” means that community receives subsidies from the reserve.  

* Significant P value (< 0.05) 

 

In CN, the absence of markets for local products is acknowledged as one of the obstacles 

for developing productive activities. In contrast, in ELS, a lack of productive and economic 

alternatives was identified. According to inhabitants in ELS this relates to the bad quality 

of soils and to the fact that most plots have been already “worked” (i.e., deforested). Also, 

27% of interviewees in ELS mentioned that plot size (i.e., 20 ha) is a limiting condition for a 

family’s livelihood. In CN, plots are as large as 100 ha, so it is not considered a constraint 

for productive activities. Local inhabitants consider that with 100 ha, they can perform 

subsistence activities and still leave a portion of the plot without productive or extractive 

use, where the forest is preserved. On the contrary, the plot size in ELS was not 

considered to be big enough for combining conservation and livelihood activities, but 

interviewees had the opinion that both activities would be possible if the available surface 

was larger. In both communities, interviewees mentioned that conservation opposes the 

use of natural resources and that there should be compensation for the forest 

conservation they are carrying out by not using natural resources on most of their plots.  
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CENTAURO DEL NORTE 

The conflict 

Parties’ position 
Community: 
Should be compensated ($) by the 
government for conserving their territories. 
CBR is responsible for solving the conflict. 
 

CBR: 
Community located in core and buffer areas of 
the reserve. 
Community can use only a small surface of 
their lands each year for subsistence activities. 
 

Agrarian federal authorities:  
Community lands officially recognized and 
registered in the National Agrarian Registry. 

buffer zone 

core area 

2,640 overlapping with core area 

7,384 ha overlapping with buffer zone 

Sociopolitical context 

Evidence of conflict 

Willingness to engage in dialogue 

Adoption of international conservation policy 
(i.e., Aichi Target 11) by federal conservation 
agency, and application in local contexts 
without adjustment to social conditions and 
historical context. 

Social impact: local feeling of being 
constrained by the reserve, on their   
activities (and fear of being punished). 
Ecological impact: no official evidence, 
but freely accessible satellite images 
(GoogleEarth) show deforestation in 
some areas. 

Community: yes, under the assumption 
that they have the legal protection through 
the amparo, and the expectation that the 
reserve could bring good proposals for 
local development. 
 
CBR: yes. 

Reserve overlapping the community´s 
polygon. 
 

In 1992 the community won an amparo 
lawsuit against the Federal Government (no 
reserve´s regulation was to be applied in that 
specific community). 
 

However, the reserve still imposes restrictions 
to the community.  

Sociopolitical context 

Adoption of international conservation policy 
(i.e., Aichi Target 11) by federal conservation 
agency, and application in local contexts 
without adjustment to social conditions and 
historical context. 
 
Evidence of conflict 

Social impact: local population 
development opportunities constrained 
because of lack of land titles. 
Ecological impact: no official evidence, 
but freely accessible satellite images 
(GoogleEarth) show deforestation in 
much of the community lands. 

Willingness to engage in dialogue 
Community: yes, but permeated by 
historical resentment, and an expectation 
that it is the reserve who should bring 
solutions.  
 

CBR: yes, but not willing to visit the 
community until they have a feasible 
solution or proposal to offer. 

EL SACRIFICIO 

1,024 ha overlapping with buffer zone 

215 ha overlapping with core area 

buffer zone 

core area 

The conflict 

Reserve overlapping community´s polygon, 
even after community was relocated to 
resolve a former overlapping. 
 

Titling stagnation mainly because of 
overlapping, increasing local vulnerability due 
to legal uncertainty on land tenure, and 
preventing local community´s participation in 
development projects. 
 

The reserve still imposes restrictions to the 
community.  
 

Parties’ position 

Agrarian federal authorities: 
Inexistence of community´s file or record. 
 

Since lands are inside a federal biosphere 
reserve, they cannot grant titles. 
 

Community: 
Expectation of receiving a compensation from 
the government for the impairment suffered 
in relocation process and titling stagnation. 
 

Blame on the reserve and the government for 
title process stagnation. 
 

CBR: 
Not empowered to grant lands´ titles. 
 

Heir of past mismanagement of the conflict by 
former reserve´s administration and other 
government agencies. 
 

Need of support from the State government 
for getting titles. 
 

 

(CBR continue…) 
 

Proposed to modify the reserve´s polygon to 
disincorporate community and thereby 
enable titling. 
 

Recognizes community´s right to land. 

A 

B 
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Figure. 4. Description of the conflict in Centauro del Norte (A) and in El Sacrificio (B). The map 
shows with the green line the polygon of the CBR, and its core area with the yellow line. Blue line 
depicts communities´ polygon. Coloured in blue, we show the overlapping of the communities 
with the buffer zone of the reserve and coloured in red the overlapping with the core area. 

 

People felt deceived by the reserve. Both in ELS and CN, a quarter of interviewees 

mentioned distrusting the CBR and third parties (i.e., the NGO that accompanied ELS), and 

that there have been broken promises from the part of the government, the reserve, and 

NGOs. In general, there is a tired feeling among community members regarding the 

government and other stakeholders’ interventions.  

Regarding the perceived impacts of the conflict, both communities identified a 

restriction on the use of their natural resources, only being allowed by the reserve to use 

a small portion of their land for subsistence purposes. Additionally, in the case of ELS, 33% 

of interviewees mentioned the impossibility of receiving subsidies and development 

programs due to the lack of land titles, which is a fundamental requisite for participating 

in this kind of support.  

In CN, 27% of interviewees stated that they would be willing to collaborate with 

the reserve if there was a good proposal. Additionally, approximately 15% mentioned that 

the reserve is not giving enough financial support to the community and that there is a 

need to receive support from the government to develop productive activities in the 

community. In both cases, it was appreciated that there was a lack of clarity regarding the 

attributions and functions of different government agencies, manifested in expressions on 

those responsible for conflict resolution. 

 

1.1.2 CBR authority  

There is a recognition from the current CBR administration of the impairment caused to 

local communities by the imposed establishment of the reserve and of the agrarian debt 

regarding the assurance of land rights to ELS. These two reasons are acknowledged by the 

reserve director as the basis of the conflict between the reserve and the communities. 

This applies particularly to the case of ELS that have no land titles. Regarding CN, from the 
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CBR administration perspective, there is no conflict, because the reserve´s management 

program allows productive activities in the area where the ejido is located.  

Concerning the strategy for managing the conflict in ELS, the reserve director has 

proposed the disincorporation of the community from its polygon. The argument 

sustaining this proposal is that the lands occupied by ELS have already been deforested. 

However, a reduction of the reserve´s surface by disincorporating a community, even 

when there was a proposal for incorporating new land to compensate for the surface lost, 

was not accepted by the National Commission of Natural Protected Areas (CONANP).  

In the case of CN, it was proposed by the reserve’s director to compensate 

ejidatarios with an annual payment of US$21/ha for the conservation of their lands. Local 

people did not accept this offer because it represents less money than the benefit they 

could obtain by working their plots. 

Regarding the obstacles for managing the conflicts, the reserve’s director 

acknowledges four main issues: i) the intervention of the NGO, considered a non-

legitimate third party representing ELS, which impedes a direct dialogue with local people; 

ii) a conservation policy that does not allow for a reduction of the protected area surface 

for recognizing the land of ELS; iii) institutional limitations for enacting management 

measures (e.g., reserve cannot grant land titles, which is an attribute of the agrarian 

authority [SEDATU] which has no jurisdiction inside a federal protected area); and iv) 

passivity and lack of will from the state government and communities in supporting the 

reserve for conflict management. 

From participant observation we appreciated CBR’s activities, meetings and the —

sometimes limiting—conditions in which the reserve has to operate, such as insufficient 

budget (e.g., lack of fuel for vehicles to visit communities), and the need to abide by 

CONANP norms. 

 

1.1.3 Third parties 

Agrarian authorities (PA and SEDATU) do not assume any responsibility for the entitling of 

lands in ELS, indicating that because lands are inside a federal protected area, they have 
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no attributions for entitlement. Furthermore, the PA authority mentioned that it would be 

frowned upon if the surface of the biosphere reserve was reduced by the disincorporation 

of a community (i.e. ELS). 

 There is one NGO that has been working closely with the ELS community since the 

beginning of the conflict, when the relocation took place. At that time, an agreement was 

signed by the community and the state government, establishing that: i) the government 

would give local people construction materials for building new houses; ii) people would 

be allowed to use the forest for subsistence purposes; and iii) the government would pay 

for all the expenses related to tilting processing. The agreement was breached, as the 

NGO’s representative and community members mentioned. Some of the main events 

related to the non-compliance of the agreement were that construction material was not 

delivered to families and the fact that 24 out of 73 plots did not receive government 

payment for titling process. 

 

1.2 Shared understanding 

By comparing main parties’ perspectives on conflicts and considering the primary topics 

relevant for conflict management, we identified different levels of shared understanding 

(Table 2). We found contrasting perceptions among stakeholders. Of a total of six issues 

reviewed, half of them lacked a shared understanding, while for other two, there was no 

clear agreement or disagreement among parties. The primacy of a lack of a shared 

understanding among local communities and CBR administration can be appreciated.  
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Table 2. Shared understanding on relevant topics for conflict management in the CBR, Mexico. 

Topic 

Stakeholder perspective 
Shared 
 perspectives/ 
understanding Comments 

Centauro del 
Norte 

El Sacrificio CBR´s administration Yes No Inter
medi
ate 

What the conflict is 
about  
 

CBR 
constraining 
local natural 
resource use 
 
Debt from 
government 

CBR impeding 
land titling 
and 
constraining 
local natural 
resource use 
 
Debt from 
government 

Ecological impact by 
local productive 
activities 
SEDATU impeding land 
titling 
Historical agrarian 
debt and reserve 
imposition 
No conflict recognition 
regarding CN 

  X 

There is partial agreement that the government 
should grant land rights to communities (titles 
and right of use), but there is no agreement 
regarding the type or intensity of activities 
allowed on those lands 
 
Since the management program of the reserve 
admits productive activities in the buffer and 
core area, for the CBR there is no conflict with 
CN  

Who is responsible for 
solving the conflicts 
 

Mainly CBR 
 
 

State government 
(support for pressuring 
federal government) 
 
Federal government 
(SEDATU) 

 X  

Communities expect and demand CBR to solve 
the conflicts 
There is a tendency to hold the others 
responsible for the irresolution of conflicts 

Main obstacles for 
conflict management 

Predominance of conservation 
interest  
 

Lack of local and 
political will 
Third party’s 
involvement  
Institutional 
constraints 

 X  

Neither party acknowledges itself as a hinderer 
of conflict management 

 CBR not giving 
titles 

Interest over territory 
and natural resources 

Use and conservation Conservation and 
regulated use 
Acknowledgement of 
local livelihoods need 

 X  

Opposite prioritization of interests (use and 
preservation) 
Even though there is a recognition of the need 
to fulfill local livelihoods, there is a message of 
not using natural resources 
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Need of conservation  Yes, for livelihoods Yes, for preserving 
biodiversity X   

This is the only topic in which parties agree, 
though the reasons for these opinions differ 

Alternative for 
managing the conflict 

CBR enabling productive 
activities and providing 
opportunities for development 

Compensation and 
ecotourism in CN 
Disincorporation of ELS 
from the reserve´s 
polygon 
 

  X 

In principle, aims are shared (to foster 
community development, to enable titling), but 
contextual elements hinder the implementation 
of these resolutions, which exceed direct 
stakeholders´ attributions 
 
 

 CBR enabling 
titling 

Compensation for conservation 
from government 
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4. Discussion 

Even when we found the primacy of a lack of shared understanding among the parties, we 

could determine that the existence or not of this shared understanding might not be a 

determining factor for conflict management, in situation where conflict resolution 

demands actions that exceed main stakeholders´ attributions. While a shared 

understanding does help the global process of conflict management, i) the local 

impairment resulting from the exclusionary creation and operation of protected areas, 

and ii) the lack of clarity regarding stakeholders´ scope of action, represent significant 

hinderers in conflict management. We discuss the elements that led to these main results, 

according to stakeholders´ perspectives and the existence or not of a shared 

understanding among them. 

 

4.1. Stakeholders’ perspectives on conflict and its management 

Conflict definition 

Conflicts in both case studies mainly regard restrictions to local livelihoods on part of the 

CBR. Impact to livelihoods has been identified as one of the main impacts of protected 

areas on local populations (Clements et al., 2014; Woodhouse et al., 2015), which has 

previously been reported for Calakmul (Ericson, 2006; Sosa-Montes et al., 2012). A lack of 

prior consultation with local communities for the establishment of the reserve has 

resulted in local people holding an impairment feeling (Durand et al., 2015; de Pourcq et 

al., 2015), which does not seem to diminish over the years, especially in ELS, where people 

have had no land titles for 20 years now. On the contrary, time seems to have increased 

the impairment feeling, mining the local willingness to collaborate with the reserve 

(García-Frapolli, 2015; Mathevet et al., 2016), after a history of broken promises and 

development projects´ failure.  

 

Conflict responsibility 
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There is no shared understanding on the allocation of responsibilities regarding conflict 

resolution. On the one hand, CBR and agrarian authorities both argue that land titling in 

the case of ELS is not their responsibility. On the other hand, local communities 

acknowledge the CBR as responsible for conflict resolution. However, political and 

bureaucratic obstacles result in CBR not having enough power to solve conflicts, as is the 

case in other protected areas (Oliva et al., 2019; Karst and Nepal 2019). Local communities 

lack a precise understanding of governmental institutions´ attributions and functions. This 

leads to a simplistic blaming of these actors, perceived as more powerful, for the 

irresolution of conflicts, without acknowledging their actual attributions and limitations.  

 

Exclusion and willingness to collaborate 

Even if there is an official recognition of the imposition process by which the CBR was 

established, as well as the existence of an agrarian historical debt, there is not necessarily 

the acknowledgement on the part of the CBR of its current exclusionary and top-down 

operation (Ruiz-Mallén et al., 2015a). Achieving a level of local participation that 

encompasses the power for decision making, increasingly acknowledged as necessary for 

conservation (Ruiz-Mallén et al., 2014; Karst and Nepal 2019) and key to biosphere 

reserves´ effectiveness (Oldekop et al., 2015; Cuong et al., 2017; Engen et al., 2018), 

seems to be a very distant goal to reach (Durand et al., 2014). This represents a significant 

obstacle for collaboration with local communities and reaffirms the commonly found lack 

of social acceptance of protected areas (Therville et al., 2018).  

In our study communities, the willingness to engage in dialogue is subject to 

certain conditions and tied to each stakeholder’s perspective on the conflict. The 

existence of such a willingness might be explained by the ineluctable coexistence of the 

reserve and the communities, given that they share the same territory, where 

conservation and local use interests converge (Oliva et al., 2019). In this sense, the 

reserve´s administration acknowledges that local people have a determinant role in 

conserving/depleting natural resources (Carmen et al., 2015). We found a local willingness 

to engage in dialogue and collaboration with the reserve. However, this willingness is not 
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granted, but conditioned to feasible solution proposals from the reserve´s part. Due to 

tiredness over numerous projects´ failure in the past, local people seem to be more 

selective regarding proposals they would endorse.  

 

Demand for compensation 

The communities´ demand for compensation from the government is based on i) the lack 

of prior consultation of when the reserve was established (Hernes and Metzger, 2017; 

Masterson et al., 2019); and ii) the conservation of forests that communities currently 

carry out on their lands. These arguments appear valid when considering that biosphere 

reserves aim at fostering local development (UNESCO, 1996; Therville et al., 2018), and 

the acknowledgement that economic incentives are required to promote local 

collaboration in protected areas (Soliku and Schraml, 2018; Ward et al., 2018). 

Additionally, people in communities argue that benefits from local conservation are 

perceived at a higher scale (Wünscher and Engel 2012; Dower, 2015), for which they 

should receive economic revenue. Costs of conservation are frequently locally assumed 

under the form of livelihood restrictions (Miller, 2013; Dower, 2015; Anderson et al., 

2016). A more even distribution of conservation costs and benefits would address this 

local impairment, also being a way to tackle social injustices that remains a challenge in 

protected areas (Therville et al., 2018). 

The fact that plot size influences local perceptions of the feasibility of conservation 

is related to the local conception of conservation as opposed to use. Such conception 

hinders conflict management, as it establishes a negative attitude towards conservation, 

having been identified as a stressor (Ruiz-Mallén et al., 2015a) and an impediment to 

livelihoods.  

It has been said that biosphere reserves´ administrations do not adequately 

consider the means for local populations to develop alternative livelihoods (Bennett and 

Dearden, 2014). However, it is difficult for biosphere reserves to operate in ways that are 

more socially linked (e.g., by complying with productive activities locally expected) due to 

bureaucracy and financial constraints faced by protected areas in Mexico (García-Frapolli 
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et al., 2009; CONANP, 2018). In this regard, a local understanding of these institutional 

operational limitations could improve the conflict management process. As Peet and 

Watts (1996) have suggested, in developing countries environmental problems are not as 

related to deficient management but to political and economic constraints. Lack of 

financial resources is still found as one of the major effectiveness limitations for protected 

areas (Peres, 2011; Oliva et al., 2014; Cuong et al., 2017). 

 

Conflict management alternatives 

Legal support is a strategy followed by communities to resist protected areas (Holmes, 

2013) and has been used to manage conflicts (Baynham-Herd et al., 2018). In the case of 

CN, despite having “legal protection” (juicio de amparo -won the lawsuit), they still face a 

conflict related to the perceived impairment on their natural resource use. This shows 

that solving the legal aspect of a conflict does not necessarily mean that the conflict is 

solved (Trouwborst, 2015). We consider that for ELS, a legal solution (i.e. obtaining land 

titles) would be a step forward for conflict management and the community wellbeing 

(Ruiz-Mallén et al., 2015b), by securing family´s land tenure - widely acknowledged as a 

cornerstone for conservation (Pacheco and Benatti 2015; Allendorf et al. 2018). However, 

it would not mean a resolution to the conflict since the community might still face 

restrictions on their livelihoods. 

The primary strategy that the CBR proposed for solving the land issue in ELS was its 

disincorporation from the reserve´s area. This proposal was roundly discharged by 

CONANP because it goes against the federal conservation policy, aligned with Aichi Target 

11, which aims at increasing the protected area surface nationwide (CBD 2011; CONANP 

2016a). Subscription to the international conservation policy, adopted without 

adjustments to local contexts, is a hinderer for conflict management in our case studies, 

with consequences for conservation in the long run.  

Cumming (2016) proposed re-evaluating socioecological conditions of protected 

areas to determine their pertinence. Applied to ELS, it would support the argument of 

disincorporation, as plots seem to no longer represent the ecological value that justifies 
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them as part of a biosphere reserve. However, this argument might be polemic, because it 

could lead to the intended depletion of natural resources inside protected areas in order 

to ask for disincorporation. Alike, it could foster the downsizing in other protected areas, 

contributing to protected area downgrading, downsizing, and degazzetement (PADDD) 

(Mascia and Pailler, 2011), which is a process that has intensified over the last two 

decades (Golden-Kroner et al., 2019). However, the socioecological complexity of the 

conflict makes it necessary to discuss the convenience of this trade-off (i.e., downsizing a 

protected area for social benefit), especially considering that trade-offs tend to be the 

most feasible strategies for conflict management (Redpath et al., 2015a; Karst and Nepal, 

2019).  

 

4.2. Shared understanding and its utility for conflict management 

The only aspect in which we found shared interests was the acknowledgement of the 

need for conserving biodiversity: local populations hold a willingness to maintain their 

environment and the reserve aims at preserving biodiversity. This scenario highlights that 

the conflict is not about different interests regarding conservation as a general idea 

(Holland, 2015), but about how to satisfy livelihoods without depleting ecosystems. This 

conservation–wellbeing binomial might be feasible through a balanced approach to 

natural resource use in protected areas (Cooper and Kainer, 2017). As has been proposed 

before, we highlight the utility of these shared views as starting points to develop conflict 

management processes (Marshall et al., 2007; Lecuyer et al., 2018). 

Nevertheless, as we found only one aspect on which stakeholders agree, even 

when it should be taken as a starting point for dialogue and collaboration, it is necessary 

to address other aspects. Focusing on topics for which there is not a shared understanding 

(like conflict resolution responsibilities in our case studies) might be cornerstone in this 

context, given it represents one of the main hinderers in the conflict management 

process. Identifying disagreement among parties is relevant because this points to 

sensitive aspects that require special treatment (Marshall et al., 2007), such as those 

issues that hinder conflict management.  
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 One of the main issues in which a shared understanding is needed in our case 

studies is on the actual attributions of parties involved in the conflict. For instance, we 

found that the lack of clarity regarding the reserve´s attributions constituted a relevant 

hinderer in local people’s understanding of the reserve administration´s position and the 

alternatives they suggested for conflict management. Consequently, local people were not 

willing to negotiate as they blamed the reserve for not solving the conflict, and they 

assumed that the reserve had the power and faculties to do so (e.g., providing land titles 

to ELS). Being aware of the constraint’s other parties face might improve parties´ 

tolerance towards conflict management processes. 

 Shared understanding has been conceived as the level of agreement among 

stakeholders regarding what the conflict is about and how to manage it (Redpath et al., 

2013; Young et al., 2016). From our findings, we suggest that it might be useful to 

conceive shared understanding not only as agreement on particular issues, but also as 

knowing the reasons underlying the position of the other party. In this sense, reaching a 

shared understanding would not necessarily be to say that parties reach a certain level of 

agreement (Redpath et al., 2013; Lecuyer et al., 2018). We suggest that efforts on 

improving a shared understanding, besides identifying the level of agreement, should 

focus on helping parties understand each other’s position and the reasons behind those 

positions (e.g., institutional constraints protected areas face), concentrating on 

understanding what the other party is able and not able to do. This is particularly relevant 

for dealing with the blame being projected from one party to another (i.e., do I know what 

the other party is actually empowered to do?) and might help increase tolerance between 

parties.  

 

5. Conclusions 

We found that a shared understanding might not be determining for conflict management 

in protected areas when i) there has been an imposition or exclusionary process from the 

protected area, which derives in a persistent local impairment; and ii) stakeholders are not 

empowered or do not have the attributions to solve conflicts. On the other hand, when 
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dealing with protected areas that have been imposed and operate through exclusionary 

processes, it is worth questioning the demand for impaired populations to understand the 

position of those who have negatively affected their livelihoods. In this context, we 

highlight the importance of identifying key topics on which a shared understanding is 

needed in each singular conflict for advancing its management. Additionally, we propose 

that it might be useful to conceive shared understanding not only as a certain level of 

agreement among parties, but also as knowing the reasons why others adopt a certain 

position, since it might increase tolerance in the process of searching for solutions. Finally, 

we recommend that in the building of a shared understanding, the antecedent of the 

conflict (e.g., imposition of protected areas, distribution of conservation costs and 

benefits) it should be considered, as it is arguable that acknowledging this kind of issue 

would lay the groundwork for a more even negotiating process among the parties, hence, 

more effective management of the conflict. 
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CAPÍTULO 5. DISCUSIÓN 

 

 

It takes concrete histories to make any concept come to life. 

Anna L. Tsing 

-The Mushroom at the End of the World, 2015- 
 

 

En esta tesis se mapearon tres conflictos de conservación, uno en la RBLP y dos en la RBC. 

Para dar respuesta a nuestra primera pregunta de investigación, identificamos los 

elementos que inciden en el éxito o fracaso del manejo de dichos conflictos. Atendiendo a 

nuestra segunda pregunta, reflexionamos sobre los motivos por los que las RB continúan 

ocasionando conflictos de conservación a pesar de tener el objetivo expreso de involucrar 

a las poblaciones locales y promover su desarrollo. En este capítulo se discute sobre los 

principales hallazgos de la investigación a la luz de la literatura actual para, a partir de ello, 

generar aportes al debate sobre conflictos de conservación. Esta tesis contribuye al campo 

de manejo de conflictos de conservación en ANP, campo emergente y de creciente 

relevancia (UNESCO 1996, Redpath et al. 2013, Soliku & Schraml 2018), en términos del 

abordaje de los principales desafíos que enfrentan 1) los administradores de las RB, al 

establecer acciones para lograr sus objetivos de conservación y desarrollo, que permitan 

un tránsito hacia escenarios sostenibles, y 2) las poblaciones locales cuyos medios de vida 

se ven afectados.  

Podemos clasificar los obstáculos para el manejo de conflictos de nuestros casos 

de estudio en aquellos relacionados con i) aspectos institucionales y de política pública de 

conservación, o bien con ii) las perspectivas de las partes. La literatura sobre conflictos en 

ANP ha identificado previamente la influencia de ambos temas en la ocurrencia y manejo 

de conflictos de conservación (West et al. 2006, Allendorf 2007, Redpath et al. 2013, 

Clements et al. 2014, Durand et al. 2015, de Pourcq et al. 2017, MacKenzie et al. 2017, 

Soliku & Schraml 2018, Hodgson et al. 2019). 
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5.1. Obstáculos para el manejo de conflictos 

5.1.1. La política pública y aspectos institucionales 

En países del Sur Global, las alternativas de manejo de conflictos que han resultado más 

efectivas incluyen la promoción de alternativas de vida para las poblaciones locales 

afectadas por ANP, así como su mayor participación en el manejo y la incorporación del 

conocimiento local en dicho manejo (Soliku & Schraml 2018). A pesar de ello, continúan 

habiendo deficiencias en la incorporación efectiva de la participación local, así como de 

prácticas productivas locales (Assefa & Hans-Rudolf 2017, Eastwood et al. 2017). Esto lo 

apreciamos en los casos de Calakmul, con la operación excluyente de la RBC, y en Los 

Petenes, donde el marco legal y las autoridades de la reserva descartan la práctica local de 

producción de carbón vegetal, aún sin contar con evidencia científica del impacto o 

sostenibilidad de la actividad. La toma de decisiones sin evidencia científica, misma que 

resulta clave para el manejo de conflictos (Redpath & Sutherland 2015), impide el 

establecimiento de medidas de manejo con impacto social reducido como, por ejemplo, la 

definición de tasas de aprovechamiento sustentables de la vegetación utilizada para 

producir carbón (Mohibbi & Cochard 2014), que permitan la coexistencia de metas de 

conservación y bienestar local.  

Otro de los obstáculos que continúa siendo identificado como uno de los 

principales impedimentos para la implementación efectiva de RB, es la falta de recursos 

financieros (Peres 2011, Oliva et al. 2014, Cuong et al. 2017). Tanto en la RBLP como en la 

RBC, la insuficiencia de recursos financieros que el sector ambiental ha sufrido en México 

en los últimos años afecta su operación, la promoción del desarrollo local y el 

involucramiento local efectivo. A esto se suma el centralismo, burocracia y limitantes 

institucionales para la efectiva implementación de la política de conservación en México 

(García-Frapolli et al. 2009, Challenger et al. 2018), que hacen de la operación socialmente 

vinculada de las ANP un desafío mayor. Tal desafío se ve reflejado, por ejemplo, en la 

dificultad de las administraciones de RB de abordar las necesidades y expectativas locales 

propias de cada contexto (e.g., alternativas económicas que las comunidades desean 

desarrollar), y al mismo tiempo atenerse a las pautas regulatorias y operativas de 
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CONANP-central que, a su vez, están alineadas con la política internacional de 

conservación (i.e., Metas de Aichi) (CONANP 2016a, Challenger et al. 2018).  

México es signatario del Convenio sobre Diversidad Biológica, lo que ha llevado a 

que la política pública nacional de conservación mediante ANP esté directamente ligada a 

las directrices que este convenio establece. Un claro ejemplo de ello es la adopción de la 

Meta 11 de Aichi en el Programa Nacional de Áreas Naturales Protegidas, mismo que 

plantea el objetivo de incrementar la superficie nacional bajo ANP para 2020, así como el 

cumplimiento de compromisos internacionales asumidos por el país (SEMARNAT 2014). La 

Meta 11 de Aichi ha sido aplicada por diversos países con una perspectiva cuantitativa, 

centrándose en indicadores de superficie (Visconti et al. 2019). Esta Meta ha tenido un 

efecto criminalizador de la reducción de superficie de ANP, lo que, por ejemplo, en el caso 

de ELS, ha actuado como un impedimento tajante para el manejo del conflicto (i.e., 

rechazar la desincorporación de la comunidad del polígono de la reserva). De esta forma 

vemos cómo instrumentos de política internacional (i.e., Convenio sobre Diversidad 

Biológica y sus Metas de Aichi), aunque surgen a una escala global, tienen repercusiones 

significativas a niveles locales, lo que muestra cómo el contexto de la política internacional 

afecta a la práctica de conservación en contextos específicos (Martens 2006, Leenhardt et 

al. 2013).  

Más allá del incremento de la superficie bajo protección, incluso desde antes de las 

Metas de Aichi, se ha resaltado la importancia de la efectividad e implementación 

adecuada de RB y otras ANP (Dudley et al. 2004, Oliva et al. 2014, UNESCO 2016). La 

misma Meta 11 contempla también que las ANP deben ser manejadas efectiva y 

equitativamente, cubriendo así aspectos del bienestar de las poblaciones asociadas (CBD 

2011). Ante esto, una interpretación integral de la Meta, que considere la superficie de 

ANP siempre y cuando cumpla con criterios de efectividad en el manejo, redundaría en 

promover la implementación efectiva de estas áreas y desmotivaría la creación de 

“parques de papel” (Visconti et al. 2019), sirviendo de mejor manera a fines de 

conservación y bienestar social. A través de los ejemplos de Los Petenes, donde el marco 

legal obstaculiza el principal medio de vida local (i.e., producción de carbón vegetal), y la 
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Meta 11 de Aichi que impide avanzar en la solución del conflicto en ELS, vemos cómo la 

política pública desvinculada de contextos locales entorpece el manejo de conflictos de 

conservación en reservas de la biósfera. 

 Las diferencias en las escalas también se manifiestan al hablar de los costos y 

beneficios de la conservación, cuya desigual distribución es una de las causas de conflictos 

socioambientales a nivel global (Wünscher & Engel 2012, Dower 2015, Engen et al. 2019). 

En nuestros casos de estudio, la percepción local de esta relación desigual, donde existe 

una asunción local de los costos de conservación (Miller 2013, Dower 2015, Anderson et 

al. 2016, Engen et al. 2019) por el mantenimiento de las selvas, está fuertemente 

arraigada, y permea la posición de las comunidades locales en el manejo de conflictos. 

Una distribución más equitativa de los costos y beneficios de la conservación abordaría la 

demanda local de una compensación por la conservación de facto que las comunidades 

llevan a cabo (Engen et al. 2019), al mismo tiempo que abordaría los aspectos de injusticia 

social, que continúan siendo un desafío en las áreas protegidas (Therville et al. 2018, 

Lecuyer et al. 2018).  

Sobre las formas convencionales de compensación por los impactos sociales en 

ANP (e.g., pago por servicios ambientales, ecoturismo), se ha señalado una consideración 

insuficiente de los valores culturales de las poblaciones locales (Masterson et al. 2019). Se 

ha sugerido también que, particularmente en paisajes tropicales, el alcance de resultados 

sostenibles de conservación requiere de enfoques situados (Boedhihartono et al. 2018), 

especialmente si consideramos que las estrategias de vida de la gente buscan estar ligadas 

a su historia étnica y política (Tsing 2015). La implementación de propuestas de 

compensación sin consultar los intereses y expectativas de la población local sobre las 

actividades que están dispuestos a desarrollar da como resultado una historia de intentos 

fallidos de proyectos productivos y/o de desarrollo local, tal como se ha visto en otros 

casos y se confirma en lo expresado por los entrevistados en las tres comunidades de 

estudio (Bologna & Spierenburg 2015). Tales antecedentes de intervenciones poco 

efectivas, que pueden exacerbar los problemas existentes (Bulte & Rondeau 2007), 

condicionan la disposición local a colaborar con las RB.  
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Cabe preguntarse, si es tan ampliamente reconocido ¿por qué las RB no 

implementan proyectos de desarrollo localmente deseados, por ende, más viables? Una 

posible respuesta tiene que ver con la dificultad para operacionalizar principios de 

manejo, como la participación (Eastwood et al. 2017) o el desarrollo local, debido a la falta 

de condiciones habilitantes. Reaparecen aquí las limitantes derivadas del carácter 

centralista de la política de conservación, que define las vías, rubros y acciones de apoyo a 

aplicarse en todo el territorio nacional. Así, las RB deben maniobrar con los 

ꟷdecrecientesꟷ recursos financieros (CONANP 2018) y humanos de que disponen, bajo 

programas con objetivos de apoyo ya definidos, que no necesariamente coinciden con las 

expectativas o necesidades locales (Durand & Figueroa 2014). Ante este escenario, para 

hacer un uso más eficiente de los limitados recursos disponibles, la consulta a 

comunidades para planificar las formas de impulsar el desarrollo local resultará clave para 

que esas iniciativas gocen del apoyo local (Nautiyal 2011) y tengan mayores 

probabilidades de éxito.  

En este mismo sentido, destaca también como obstáculo el que los proyectos de 

conservación, como RB, no contemplan de manera paralela proyectos de desarrollo u 

otras acciones para promover el bienestar local. La falta de consideración de factores 

sociales como i) resolver los asuntos de tenencia de la tierra en El Sacrificio, ii) la 

construcción de alternativas económicas viables en Centauro del Norte y iii) el desarrollo 

de actividades productivas vigentes de relevancia local como el carbón vegetal en Los 

Petenes, atenta contra el bienestar local y se traduce en serios impedimentos para el 

manejo de conflictos.  

 

5.1.2. Las perspectivas locales 

El reconocimiento de las diferentes perspectivas, especialmente de los actores locales, ha 

sido reconocido como un factor de suma relevancia para alcanzar metas de conservación 

(Martín-López & Montes 2015, Bennett 2016, Engen et al. 2019) y para el manejo de los 

conflictos de conservación (Redpath et al. 2013, Stepanova et al. 2019). Por ello, la 

persistencia del sentimiento de menoscabo por parte de las poblaciones locales resulta un 
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obstáculo significativo al manejar conflictos. Tal menoscabo no es fácilmente superado 

con mecanismos que intentan paliar el impacto social generado, por ejemplo, con 

subsidios o procesos de participación donde los actores locales no tienen poder de 

decisión ni incidencia en el manejo (Durand et al. 2015, Young et al. 2016b, Eastwood et 

al. 2017). 

La construcción de confianza entre actores, particularmente mediante procesos de 

participación justa, ha mostrado favorecer el manejo de conflictos (Young et al. 2016b). En 

el sentido opuesto, la historia de desconfianza en el manejo de reservas y la persistencia 

del menoscabo local, como se observó en las comunidades de estudio, influye 

fuertemente en la inexistencia de un entendimiento compartido. Sin embargo, parecería 

que el entendimiento compartido, identificado como un elemento clave para el manejo 

exitoso de conflictos (Redpath et al. 2013), no es determinante para su resolución cuando 

las partes no cuentan con el poder para realizar las acciones necesarias para tal fin (por 

ejemplo, cuando existen obstáculos legales o limitantes financieras). 

5.2. Coadyuvantes para el manejo de conflictos de conservación 

Por otra parte, respecto a los elementos que contribuyen al manejo de conflictos, en esta 

investigación se identificaron dos elementos importantes: i) el interés compartido por la 

conservación y ii) la importancia de la detección temprana de conflictos potenciales. 

Coincidiendo con la tendencia de comunidades rurales a nivel global (Wali et al. 2017), las 

poblaciones locales en las RBLP y RBC tienen un interés por conservar los recursos 

naturales, base de sus medios de vida. A pesar de este interés compartido con las 

administraciones de ambas RB, continúa siendo un desafío llegar a acuerdos sobre cómo 

conciliar los medios de vida locales con el mantenimiento de los valores ecológicos. En 

este sentido, sugerimos que la búsqueda de alternativas de medios de vida se realice 

enfatizando la viabilidad local de su implementación. Al decir viabilidad, nos referimos a 

que las actividades a impulsar sean localmente deseadas y factibles de desarrollar en las 

condiciones existentes, o bien en condiciones plausibles de alcanzar. Asimismo, la 

búsqueda de alternativas necesariamente deberá hacerse de manera conjunta con las 

poblaciones involucradas. 
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El abordaje temprano de conflictos potenciales presenta ventajas para el manejo, 

que se pueden sintetizar en la reducción de la incertidumbre (Jerneck et al. 2011), al 

permitir 1) la colecta de información sobre el conflicto (respondiendo al problema de la 

ausencia de evidencia científica), 2) desarrollar procesos de actores con las partes 

involucradas desde antes que el conflicto estalle, y 3) tomar mejores decisiones con base 

en la información colectada. Asimismo, permite reemplazar los enfoques y acciones 

correctivos y compensatorios que generalmente se aplican en el abordaje de conflictos.  

 

5.3. La continua emergencia de conflictos de conservación en reservas de la biósfera 

A pesar de que las RB, por su objetivo dual de conservación y desarrollo, tendrían el 

potencial de evitar o abordar de manera más efectiva los conflictos de conservación, 

desde hace cerca de una década se ha identificado que estas áreas protegidas no han sido 

efectivas en buscar alternativas para favorecer el desarrollo económico, la equidad social 

y la sostenibilidad de los recursos naturales (Halffter 2011, Redpath et al. 2013). Los 

hallazgos de este estudio coinciden con lo previamente reportado acerca de la necesidad 

de mejorar la implementación de la figura de RB (Halffter 2011, Elbakidze et al. 2013, 

Oliva et al. 2016, UNESCO 2016, Cuong et al. 2017, 2018). Para ello, es fundamental el 

involucramiento (Ward et al. 2018) y trabajo colaborativo con agentes locales (Redpath et 

al. 2015a), orientado a que las comunidades establezcan sus propios caminos de 

desarrollo, en vez de que estos sean decididos desde afuera y las comunidades los sigan 

pasivamente (Elbakidze et al. 2013, Cuong et al. 2017, 2018, Ward et al. 2018).  

 

5.4. Conclusiones 

El presente trabajo permitió identificar los principales factores asociados al manejo de 

conflictos de conservación en el contexto de dos reservas de la biósfera de la Península de 

Yucatán. Uno de los principales hallazgos muestra que la política pública desvinculada de 

los contextos socioecológicos en que se aplica representa un obstáculo significativo en los 

procesos de manejo de conflictos. Esto se observó en los casos de Los Petenes, donde la 

ley forestal (LGDFS 2018) impide la práctica productiva local de mayor relevancia para el 
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sustento familiar (la producción de carbón vegetal), dificultando al mismo tiempo su 

manejo regulado, y de El Sacrificio, donde la adopción de las Metas de Aichi, por México, 

se convirtió en un impedimento para obtener certidumbre sobre la tenencia de la tierra. 

Otro de los obstáculos identificado para el manejo de conflictos se refiere a las 

dificultades para superar el sentimiento de menoscabo mantenido por las poblaciones 

locales como consecuencia de la imposición del área protegida (en el caso de Calakmul), 

así como de su operación excluyente y de las restricciones que la presencia de las reservas 

ha significado en el pasado e implica actualmente. La persistencia de dicho sentimiento 

local de menoscabo no ha logrado ser superado o compensado por los intentos de 

involucrar a las poblaciones en algunas acciones de manejo y conservación de las reservas. 

Tales medidas han tenido un carácter paliativo del impacto social ocasionado, sin 

alcanzarse la gobernanza efectiva de las reservas. Sin embargo, es importante resaltar que 

la implementación efectiva de procesos de involucramiento o participación enfrenta 

serios desafíos contextuales y operativos asociados al sector ambiental en México (e.g., 

escasez de recursos financieros y humanos), encontrados comúnmente en otros países del 

Sur Global.  

De esta forma, se aprecia que los principales obstáculos en el manejo de conflictos 

de conservación se asocian en gran medida a la inexistencia de condiciones habilitantes 

(e.g., políticas, económicas, sociales), de una adecuada o efectiva implementación de la 

estrategia de reservas de la biósfera y las acciones planteadas para abordar los conflictos 

de conservación. En este mismo sentido, se encontró que aspectos sociales, tales como el 

entendimiento compartido entre las partes de un conflicto, parecería no ser determinante 

en el proceso de manejo de los conflictos, cuando los actores no cuentan con las 

atribuciones o el poder para llevar a cabo acciones claves para avanzar en la solución de 

dichos conflictos. Finalmente, considerando que el menoscabo local es difícilmente 

superado y que las condiciones contextuales favorables para el manejo de conflictos 

vigentes son elusivas, el abordaje temprano de conflictos de conservación potenciales 

representa ventajas significativas para un mejor manejo de las reservas, en la búsqueda 

de conciliar los medios de vida locales con metas de conservación. Este doble objetivo, en 
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el que se combinan el bienestar social y el mantenimiento de la biodiversidad y los 

ecosistemas, cada vez más aparece como una estrategia insoslayable en la búsqueda de 

trayectorias sostenibles y justas. Los conflictos de conservación, que comprometen el 

balance entre bienestar y conservación, seguirán ocurriendo en la medida que persista la 

implementación unilateral de metas de conservación, sea mediante reservas de la 

biósfera u otras regulaciones ambientales. La tensión entre intereses de preservación 

ambiental y de desarrollo local continuarán existiendo; el desafío radicará en el abordaje 

de estas tensiones, para lo que aproximaciones colegiadas entre los actores involucrados, 

mediadas por el respeto a los derechos de cada parte, resultarán un primer paso hacia 

una operación más efectiva de las estrategias conjuntas de conservación y desarrollo. 
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