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Abstract  This paper questions the conduct of key processes and outcome of preliminary actions leading to national 
engagements and commitment for the management of transboundary protected areas and how these fit into the broader 
picture of multi-stakeholder negotiation and collaboration framework. Using the participatory learning and action method, 
authors accompanied stakeholders (consultants, facilitators, experts and Ministers from Angola, Democratic Republic of 
Congo (DRC) and Congo) in negotiating the Mayombe forest transboundary protected area. Main activities carried out were 
baseline studies, internal meetings and multiparty meetings organized in the respective countries, Kinshasa (DRC) and 
Cabinda (Angola). Results show that the negotiation process was initially win-lose during the first multiparty meeting. These 
worsen to a lose-lose scenario in the second meeting. At this stage the process was rather externally-driven. After serious 
internal meetings and the intervention of senior officials it finally moved to a win-win situation as a result of increased 
national ownership. Since the ministers from the three countries were able to reverse the negotiation outcome, it appears that 
the views of high level government authorities are essential in preliminary arrangements in transboundary dialogue and 
cooperation. As such, protected areas negotiation schemes should not be limited to technical expertise but rather be inclusive 
of politics at the national and regional level. It is expected that increased national-level and local-level ownership would 
further improve the win-win tendencies 

Keywords  Angola, Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) and Congo; Mayombe forest transboundry protected area; 
negotiation; participatory learning; stakeholders 

1. Introduction 
Natural resource management problems are generally in-

terdependent and transcend boundaries[1] complicating their 
management. This is even worst for transboundary forest 
resources in states in states with weak governance and law 
enforcement, which often constitute violent and lawless 
border areas[2]. Such forest landscapes (like the Mayombe 
forest1) are generally characterised by high migration and 
poverty rates, presence of armed groups, circulation of small 
arms, difficult accessibility due to poor infrastructural de-
velopment and high uncontrolled transboundary economic 
and social exchanges ([3-8]).  
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1
 Located between Angola, Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) and Congo 

Improved resource management does not only depend on 
the cooperation of field stakeholders but also on interstate 
engagements and regional polities (form and process of 
government that could influence decisions and outcomes that 
may affect the landscape at the local, national and regional 
levels).  

Transboundary dialogue and cooperation is not new in 
Africa. Many countries have various landscapes of common 
interest like the Sangha Trinational Park (between Cameroon, 
Congo and Central Africa Republic (CAR)), the Virunga 
landscape (between Rwanda, Uganda and DRC), the TRI-
DOM landscape (between Cameroon, Gabon and CAR) etc 
([4,9]). Most articles on multi-stakeholder negotiation and 
collaboration processes often focus on technical issues and 
actual interaction between implementing partners in the long 
run ([1,9,10]). Such analyses fail to capture high level policy 
negotiations and level of influence. As well, they do not 
document the initial forms of and approaches used in 
reaching agreements between countries (parties). By not 
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taking into account such preliminary efforts, these analyses 
do not provide a complete picture and substantial learning 
lessons on the ground rules guiding the negotiation and 
collaboration processes. This can obscure real implementa-
tion, future evaluation processes and the resolution of con-
flicts that might arise. Our research and subsequent analysis 
attempts to link and build a foundation for transboundary 
dialogue and cooperation by seeking answers to the follow-
ing questions: 1.What are the key processes and outcomes of 
the preliminary efforts in these negotiations? 2. How do the 
preliminary efforts fit into the broader picture of multi- 
stakeholder negotiation and collaboration framework? 3. 
What are the subgroups? 4. What is the role of each subgroup? 
5. What is the level of influence of each subgroup? 

With these questions in mind, this paper depicts how pre-
liminary arrangements that set the ground rules for further 
collaboration on the Mayombe landscape transpired. These 
include action that resulted to the signing of agreements and 
other engagement acts between Congo, DRC and Angola. It 
links practice on first lessons from igniting negotiations on 
joint management of the forest ecosystem to theories on 
multi-actor negotiation and collaboration. Results will pro-
duce evidence on the way national engagements and polities 
combined to produce outcome to guide natural resource 
management processes.  

2. Description of the Mayombe Forest 
Landscape and the Mayombe  
Transfrontier Project 

The Mayombe forest is shared between the Republic of 
Gabon, the Republic of Congo, the Democratic Republic of 
Congo and Angola. It contains 6 Protected Areas: Myumba 
National Park (Gabon), Conkouati-Douli National Park, 
Dimonika Biosphere Reserve and Tchimpounga Nature 
Reserve (Congo), Luki Biosphere Reserve (DRC), and the 
recently gazette Maiombe National Park (Angola). (Figure 
1). The situation in DRC, Congo and Angola are peculiar 
following decades of yet unresolved political and economic 
instability and high population densities. Thus, in these 
countries, its forest and ecosystem are subjected to high 
rates of deforestation and degradation mainly through heavy 
agricultural activities, illegal logging and poaching 
([11,12]). Moreover, the most important oil reserves for 
Congo and Angola are found here in spite the fact that the 
poverty of the local populations is high ([5-8]). 

The Mayombe ecosystem is a home for species of out-
standing universal interest, such as two species of great apes 
– chimpanzee and lowland gorilla ([13-15]). Despite these 
potentials of the Mayombe Forest, it is virtually unprotected 
in law or practice in all three countries2. There are several 
proposals for establishing additional protected area.  

Previous recommendations 3  and proposal made from 

                                                             
2
 Analysis presented in Consultants’ report 2010 [17] 

3
 As stated in the speeches of the three ministers 

pioneer conservation efforts in Cabinda indicated the need 
for joint regional efforts ([8,12]) around the Mayombe area. 
Two international organisations (denoted as conservation 1 
and conservation 2)4 and a donor worked to facilitate the 
establishment of a Mayombe forest transboundary protected 
area (Mayombe forest) between these three countries. A 
project 5 entitled: “Forest conservation, environmental co-
operation and improved human livelihoods in ecosystems of 
international importance in the Congo Basin” was identified 
to start activities. This will be referred to in the subsequent 
sections as the Mayombe project. The long-term objective of 
this project include the establishment of a transboundary 
protected area within which there will be Biosphere Re-
serve(s) and a regional cooperation mechanism in the 
southern part of the Mayombe Forest ecosystems between 
DRC, Congo and Angola.  

 
Figure 1.  Map showing the existing protected areas of the Mayombe 
Source: [3] 

Negotiations on the Mayombe site gained force around the 
year 2000 after previous talks between these countries. The 
year 2000 was mainly for the concept and process initiation 
and 2002 for initiating transboundary negotiations on coop-
eration in the conservation of the Mayombe forest ecosys-
tems. Discussions continued on a positive note and the first 
draft of the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was 
written by a consultant in 2006 alongside the project docu-
ment 6. Information presented here is from the launching 
activities of the Mayombe project which included the nego-
tiation process of the MOU in 2009/2010. The main aim of 
the MOU was to design ground rules for further collabora-
tion between the three countries on the establishment of the 

                                                             
4 The names of these organisations as well as the donor have been withheld for 
confidentiality reasons 
5 The project document was based on a proposal and documents produced during 
2000-2004 through extensive participatory work done in Cabinda, Angola[12, 
14]. 
6 The initiative was first proposed in 2000 following a pioneer conservation work 
in Cabinda, Angola [12, 14]; negotiations initiated between Angola and R Congo 
in 2002. 
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transboundary area. The article does not include information 
after March 2010.  

The results will focus on describing how the negotiation 
process went while linking it to the phases of multiparty 
collaboration framework. In this section we shall also talk 
about the outcome of the negotiation process – the engage-
ments made by the three countries and how this was done. 
Subsequently, the discussions section links all these ex-
periences to the theories of multi-actor negotiation and 
collaboration framework and brings out the lessons learnt.  

3. Theoretical Framework and   
Methodology 

 This section will be on the theoretical framework and 
methodology. In the theoretical framework, we shall outline 
the multi-stakeholder negotiation and collaboration phases, 
processes and the underlying assumptions. On the method-
ology we shall emphasize the importance of participatory 
processes and the strengths of expert knowledge in analysing 
and reporting findings. 

3.1. Theoretical Framework 

Authors were inspired by the multi-actor collaboration 
framework[16]. Although this framework focuses on nego-
tiation between users group, it has been adapted to be used 
for negotiation between national stakeholders. Here, we 
present the negotiation and collaboration process in terms of 
issues and stakeholders; the exploration of alternatives; how 
it culminates in reaching a negotiated agreement and finally 
the institutionalization of the agreements. In so doing, we 
used examples from what happened to demonstrate how the 
theories of negotiation and collaboration processes actually 
work in practice at the early stages of setting ground rules for 
a negotiation process.  

This framework uses a phase model that includes three 
broad phases namely: problem-setting, direction-setting and 
implementation phases. In the Mayombe project, these 
phases are described on table 1. A similar framework brings 
different actors together and integrates frames in one per-
spective or solution[10]. Within the Mayombe project, 
integrating frames in one perspective is concretized by 
signed documents to indicate commitment and engagement 
by the diverse group of stakeholders. The underlying as-
sumption of this framework is that all stakeholders work 
together around a shared issue (the Mayombe forest) as if: 
Ø they all have equal or not very contrasting power to 

influence the decision making process; 
Ø although they may maintain different positions, their 

underlying interests are the same or at least reconcilable; 
Ø they all collaborate voluntarily[10].  

3.2. Methodology 

Authors accompanied stakeholders in the negotiation 
process and were able to map, model, observe, compare and 
diagram trends and issues through participatory learning and 

actions. Participatory methods now present depth; richness 
and realism of information. Since local analysts are usually 
committed to getting detail, complete and accurate data, 
from their personal experience, they can interpret change and 
causality[18]. Authors engendered diverse views used in 
negotiating the Mayombe project and linked them to theories 
on multi-actor negotiation processes by using expert 
judgement, content analysis and field observations. [19] 
describes this as social learning in participatory processes. In 
analysing the different rationales/modalities they present, 
[19]substantiates the strengths of ‘participative methodology’ 
and notes that they can be theoretical - meaning people don’t 
change without ‘involvement’; ideological/normative 
meaning people have the obligation to participate and above 
all political because of the wish to empower. Thus, authors 
were focused on capturing how involvement and participa-
tion took place and the polities involved in the overall 
process. In doing so, we monitored for five categories of 
multi-actor processes as described by[17]: interacting 
ground rules, framing and reframing, representation and 
boundary management, negotiation strategies and finally 
leadership and facilitation.  

On-stage events involved in the negotiation process were 
meetings and surveys. These were the various internal 
meetings, multiparty meetings in Kinshasa/Cabinda, closed 
door ministerial session in Cabinda and the signing cere-
mony in Cabinda. Additionally were the baseline surveys by 
six consultants and a preliminary spatial data analysis survey 
and mapping. Elsewhere, authors kept close contact with the 
national focal points, consultants and expert groups to fol-
low-up off-stage processes as impromptu internal meetings, 
internal/bilateral arrangements and debates. Speeches, re-
ports and other documentations during these events served as 
the main sources of data. These are summarised on table 2. 

Results are presented using narratives in tables and boxes. 
Intentionally, some sensitive details on the performance of 
stakeholders in the negotiation process will not be reported 
by country but will be generalized. This will provide a global 
picture of what happened and readers could attribute details 
in any of the cases. 

4. Processes and Outcome of       
Preliminary Actions 

Putting together the personal experience of authors and 
information summarized from various data sources; this 
section presents a situational analysis (problem identification, 
goal formulation, implementation and outcome) of prelimi-
nary actions.  

4.1. Problem Setting Phase 

This phase consist of refining the project document, the 
MOU, the road map and the baseline studies to bring out a 
common definition of the problem as seen by individual 
countries and by the region. Then it analyses factors that 
generate commitment to collaborate and how actors are 
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identified and legitimated. From the project narratives and 
debates, the problems identified clustered within domains as 
policy/conservation level problems, subsistent livelihoods, 

multinational companies, civil conflict, urbanization and 
national development (Table 3).  

Table 1.  Phase model of multi-actor negotiation process of the Mayombe forest transboundary protected area 

Phase Period Main activity 

Problem setting 
phase 

2000 - Present Collectively viewing the degradation of the Mayombe area as a problem and identified solutions as follows: 

2000 - 2009 

Conservation efforts in Cabinda, Angola, preliminary ecosystem status and threats evaluation, and an 
extensive consultation process with communities and other stakeholders, yielded the mayombe transfrontier 
concept and first proposal in 2000, first presented internationally in 2003 [12, 14]Drafting the project 
document, based on the proposal prepared in Angola [12] and looking for funds 

2009 Baseline studies on the three sites[5-8] 
2006 - 2009 Drafting the tripartite agreement (Memorandum of Understanding) 
2009 Preliminary spatial information study and mapping[3] 

Direction 
setting phase 

2008 - 2009 Identifying a convenor 
2009 Multiparty meeting in Kinshasa/internal meetings in three countries 
2009 multiparty/internal meetings in Cabinda 
2009 Closed door ministerial session in Cabinda 

Implementation 
phase 

2009 Institutionalization of agreements (Signing of agreements/documents in Cabinda) 

2009 - 2010 
Recruitment of project staff and effective start of project activities 
Strategic guiding documents prepared, through a consultancy during February-March 2010 [17] 

Ongoing 
Identification of potential donors/strategizing for funding/Working to increase local, national and sub- 
regional ownership 

Source: Author 

Table 2.  Information sources 

Name of document Authors Event 

Project document Conservation 2/Conservation 1 Defining the problem 

Report of baseline studies Six national experts – two from each country Baseline studies on three sites 

Kinshasa report Conservation 2/Conservation 1 Expert meeting in Kinshasa 

Spatial Information and Information Gaps report World Conservation Monitoring Centre Consultancy report to produce map of Mayombe site 

Three speeches of the ministers 
Ministers in-charge of forestry and environ-
ment in Congo, DRC and Angola 

Ministerial session in Cabinda 

Cabinda declaration Three ministers Close door of ministerial session 

Cabinda report Conservation 2/Conservation 1/MEF- Congo Ministerial session in Cabinda 

Source: Authors 

Table 3.  Problems7 identified in the Mayombe area by domain 

Policy/conservation level problems Subsistent livelihoods 
Multinational compa-
nies and individuals 

Civil conflict 
Urbanization and 
national development 

1- Demarcation of Mayombe area; 
2- Law inadequacy and poor 
enforcement; 
3- Clear definition/status of the 
Mayombe area; 
4- Loose national boundaries 
around the Mayombe area; 
5- Weak spatial data on conserva-
tion priorities 

Fuelwood search/ 
subsistence poaching 
and unsustainable 
agricultural practice; 
Few alternative 
sources of livelihoods 
Harvesting of Non 
Timber Forest Prod-
ucts 

Illegal or unsustainable 
logging; 
Illegal/anarchic/or 
unsustainable mining 
and exploration; 
Commercial poaching 
and cross-border traffic 
in endangered species; 
Installation of multina-
tion companies 

1- Presence of armed 
groups; 
2- Many migrants and 
displaced people; 
3- High circulation of 
weapons; 
4-Difficulties to control 
transboundary movements 
5- Poverty resulted from 
prolonged armed conflicts 

1- Road construction; 
2- Land tenure for 
construction; 
3- High population 
densities; 
4-Weak 
socio-economic data; 
5-Fast urbanization 

Source: Ministers’ speeches and consultants’ report. 

                                                             
7It should be noted that there are significant differences in ecosystem’s integrity and endangered species’ survival, between the different components of Mayombe 
forest, with several “conservation islands” (e.g., in Cabinda and in the northern part of the Mayombe ecosystems) 



 International Journal of Agriculture and Forestry 2012, 2(3): 121-131 125 
 

Table 4.  Common definition of the problem by by the three governments together and individually 

For Who? What is the main issue? 
Ministry of Environment, Nature Protection and 
Tourism (MECNT) in DRC 

Enlarge and effectively protect the Luki biosphere reserve, while sustaining local livelihood 

Ministry of Forestry Economy (MEF) in Congo 
Rehabilitate and effectively protect the Dimonika biosphere reserve, while ensuring national 
development and urbanization 

Ministry of Environment (MINAMB) in Angola 
Demarcate the Mayombe area, effectively create and manage a protected area around the 
Mayombe ecosystem 

All three stakeholders 

Maintain the integrity of the Mayombe forest ecosystems; 
Coordinate the individual efforts of countries and strengthen local and national institutions; 
Cooperate in ensuring biodiversity conservation and regional stability; 
Improve on living standards and human wellbeing. 

Source: By authors – model adapted from [20] 

Common definition of the problem: From the ministers’ 
speeches, the main problem was to maintain and restore the 
integrity of the Mayombe ecosystem and ensure biodiversity 
conservation in order to promote regional stability and im-
prove livelihoods of the population (see table 4). Globally, 
studies showed that there were transboundary movements 
difficult to control. As such, law application became com-
plex as the migrants hardly respected the laws on another 
territory and the authorities found it difficult to apply the law 
on them because it required other bilateral arrangements. 
Poaching was difficult to control because of the presence of 
armed groups and the circulation of small arms within family 
units, as well as networks of illegal cross-border traffic in 
wild species and in their derivatives.  

As solution pathways, the spatial data analysis of the area 
[3] suggests that priority should for example be placed on 
identifying the remaining areas of intact primary forest that 
are still available for conservation in the region. This would 
entail considering existing multinationals such as logging 
and mining concessions. Detailed maps of such priority areas 
could be used for stakeholder consultation on the estab-
lishment of new protected areas and/or enlargement of ex-
isting protected areas. Integrated land use planning will need 
to be informed by the best spatial information on biodiversity, 
ecosystem services and socio-economic factors currently 
available for the region. Finally, it is necessary to think of 
readjusting the conservation objectives in these reserves in 
order to face realities. 

Generating commitment to collaborate: Commitment to 
collaborate was activated by the problems identified on 
specific sites as summarized on table 4. In Angola, it was 
weak application of the law on fuelwood and other forest 
exploitation activities. Fragmentation of the forest would be 
detrimental despite specific commercial and other interests 
in doing so. Delimiting the zone under the Mayombe forest 
was cumbersome. Therefore deforestation, land degradation 
and poaching continued to increase at immeasurable rates. It 
should be noted though, that the highest ecosystem's integ-
rity and biodiversity richness, in the southern part of the 
Mayombe forest, exists in the Angolan component ([8] and 
[6]).  

In DRC, more than 2/3 of the Luki biosphere reserve 

(RBL) was occupied by agricultural activities and forest 
concessions. This reserve was characterised by high popu-
lation density. There were multiple sources of conflicts 
which resulted partly from the disproportionate attribution of 
land and a great pressure on the ecosystem resources. The 
area was enclave and there was a need to re-demarcate the 
reserve and clarify boundaries. Also law enforcement was 
weak and application tools were insufficient, obsolete or 
incompatible with the present state of the art[7].  

In Congo, the current situation showed that the area of the 
Mayombe forest was in a state of advanced degradation due 
to the presence of more road infrastructures and assets. This 
situation follows the establishment of a new national road 
which was close to the central zone. It contributes to the 
existing pressure on the area resulting from activities of 
traditional mining and illegal exploitation of timber[5].  

Participating countries had a similar history, socio- eco-
nomic and political tendencies meaning that a joint solution 
could work similarly for them. In addition, countries like 
DRC and Congo had stakeholders with specific experiences 
on the Mayombe ecosystem ([3, 5-8]) that could benefit each 
other and the other sites. All these were motivating factors 
that generated the committed to collaborate. 

Identifying and legitimating relevant stakeholders, and 
finding a convenor: The Cabinda declaration portrayed 
national engagement and commitment to collaborate. The 
MOU was a framework and a formalised basis of collabora-
tion between negotiating parties. It contained many articles 
describing the modalities of collaboration between parties. 
This made easier defining actors, rules in the implementation 
process and could help in redefining the problem jointly and 
looking for common solutions to benefit all three countries.  

Through the baseline studies, networking and proposals 
from national governments, many stakeholders involved 
with activities on each of the Mayombe sites were identified. 
These stakeholders fell into categories as: National and local 
government, regional institutions, development partners 
(community based organizations, associations etc), Non- 
governmental organizations (NGO), local communities and 
municipalities. Some of these stakeholders were invited to 
the experts’ meeting in Kinshasa and Cabinda while others 
were to be consulted during field work. In all, most of these 
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partners were consulted by the consultants in doing the 
baseline studies. Nevertheless, the initiation of the negotia-
tions process was rather externally driven, and characterized 
by a top-down approach. 

The initial project was funded by the donor through 
Conservation 2 who identified Conservation 1 as a facili-
tating institution. As such Conservation 1 through its forest 
conservation program based in Yaoundé, Cameroon worked 
hand in hand with Conservation 2 as a facilitator of the 
activity. This facilitation process was made easier through 
Conservation 1’s office in DRC.  

Present resources for the ignition phase included financial 
resources from the donor, human and material resources 
from national governments in all three countries and tech-
nical expertises from international conservation organisa-
tions. Additional resources were to be mobilized throughout 
the implementation process of the project. All the stake-
holders had different links and relation depending on their 
purpose, expected action and outcome as summarized in 
table 5. Conservation 1 as convener represented Conserva-
tion 2 on the field. As such, Conservation 1 followed-up, 
monitored and reported the progress of activities to Con-
servation 2 as per their signed agreements. Since the main 
players in the negotiation process were the three national 
governments, many other internal arrangements took place 
following their national rules and regulations. This some-
times delayed a step. But since no stakeholder had the right 
to push the other, all stakeholders including the convener 
were bound to lobby and encourage the delaying partner to 
react. The convener played a major rule to coordinate ac-
tivities and follow-up the actions of each stakeholder through 
frequent telephone calls, emails and personal discussions 
when possible. 

4.2. Direction Setting Phase 

Direction setting involved establishing ground rules, 
agenda setting, organizing subgroups, joint information 
search, exploring options and reaching an agreement. The 
basic rule for the parties was that the ministers in charge of 
environment had to champion the negotiation process in each 
country. To do so, a contact person (focal point) had to be 

appointed by the minister to serve as a liaison between the 
country involved and other players. Other ministries and 
administrations had to be contacted and involved to get their 
own viewpoints nationally. During the expert meeting, 
at-least three experts per country were to be present although 
if the country could, more experts could be represented. This 
is the case of the expert meeting in Kinshasa and Cabinda 
where Congo was represented by more than ten experts.  

On the part of the convener, an agenda was set which de-
tailed the main activities and steps to be realized until the 
signing of the agreements. The convener drafted these steps 
and circulated them to the national governments for com-
ments and amendments in each case. These activities which 
helped in organizing the sub groups constituted the terms of 
reference of conservation 2-the convener. They were:  

Box 1: Details for direction setting in negotiating the 
Mayombe Project idea 

Ø A survey and data collection exercise of Mayombe forest 
in Luki (DRC), Cabinda (Angola) and Dimonika (Congo): Six 
consultants were hired two each in DRC, Congo and Angola to 
carry out a baseline study on the state-of-the-art on the pro-
posed Mayombe project sites in the three countries. The 
objective of this assessment was to provide stakeholders with 
the current environment, social and economic situation of 
selected Mayombe sites and produce a small field report. The 
results of this exercise were presented during the experts 
meeting in Kinshasa. 
Ø Experts meeting in Kinshasa, DRC (16-17 April 2009): 

The objective of this meeting was to brainstorm, exchange, 
finalize and validate at the expert level the documents of the 
Mayombe project: mainly the project document prepared by 
Conservation 2/Conservation 1, the implementation strategy 
and roadmap, the work plan and a draft MOU. A recommen-
dation during this meeting was on translating the documents 
into Portuguese, French and English which were the main 
languages of communication in the Mayombe area.  
Ø Ministers’ field visit to Luki (DRC), Cabinda (Angola) 

and Dimonika (Republic of the Congo): The field visit of the 
Ministers in charge of forestry did not take place due to the 
conflicting schedules of the three ministers. 
Ø A Ministerial Session in Cabinda, Angola: The objective 

of this was for the ministers to endorse the project document 
and road map; and sign the MOU. This was modified to 
include an experts meeting and a close-door ministerial ses-
sion. 

Source: Project document, Conservation 2 and Conservation 1contract/Expert 
knowledge 

Table 5.  Dependencies among stakeholders in negotiating the Mayombe forest area  

Stakeholders’ links Means of Legitimating link Type of link Purpose 

Conservation 1-Donor Project document 
Financial commit-
ment 

Funding of project 

Conservation 2/Conservation 1 
Signed agreement to put in place 
project activities 

Convener Facilitate the negotiations process 

Conservation 1-National governments in 
DRC, Congo and Angola 

Project document Convener-Expert Negotiate MOU and other documents 

Conservation 2 / -Consultants Contracts Professional Realize specific tasks 
Conservation 2 -Local partners/international 
organizations 

Conference/workshop attendance Professional 
Debate/amend documents before 
signature 

Conservation 2 – Ministers in three countries Political commitment Political Sign project documents 

Source: Authors
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The main subgroups involved in this process were the 
consultants, the ministers and the experts. The experts 
groups were organized through constant internet communi-
cation, phone calls and meetings. The consultants’ for base-
line studies did not have a lot of relationship between them 
but they had similar terms of references for data collection 
and report write up. The main means of communication with 
the consultants was the internet. The ministers being high 
level authorities with many socio-political responsibilities, it 
was difficult coming to an agreement on their schedule. 
Therefore only the national focal point plus some high au-
thorities in Conservation 2 and Conservation 1 were able to 
interact with them. However, many informal and off-stage 
discussions took place which were not registered but influ-
enced the process a great deal.  

After exploring many options, main agreements reached at 
during the Kinshasa meeting included: 

Box 3: Agreements reached at during the Kinshasa 
meeting 

Ø Consultants prepared reports that were edited and ac-
cepted by the national governments and conveners; 
Ø Experts refined documents – mainly the project docu-

ment, the roadmap, the work plan and a draft of MOU. These 
were to be validated during the experts’ technical meeting in 
Cabinda which was to proceed the ministerial session. 
Ø Ministers agreed to meet in Cabinda for the signing of 

the documents.  
Source: Kinshasa meeting report 

4.3. Implementation Phase 

The implementation phase consisted of 1) the experts re-
porting the outcome of the Kinshasa meeting to ministers 2) 
national internal meetings being organized to further discuss 
the documents 3) the ministerial session being organized and 
the documents endorsed and signed. 

Through the final communiqué and the deliverables of the 
Kinshasa meeting, national focal points were charged with 
organizing internal meetings, informing the ministers and 
concerting on their schedule to organize the 1) ministers’ 
field tour and 2) ministerial session in Cabinda. This was 
done and could be verified through the speeches of the 
ministers who congratulated the experts for their tireless 
efforts to accomplish the negotiation goals. Nevertheless, the 
field tour could not be organized due to the conflicting 
schedules of the ministers.  

Little could be reported on the internal meetings because 1) 
they took place in the individual countries and was thus very 
expensive to be attended by the facilitators 2) as a rule in 
multi-stakeholder negotiation process, internal meetings are 
suppose to be attended only by constituency members and to 
an extent other members of the negotiating parties to do 
some off stage arrangements 3) facilitators were informed of 
on-going negotiation processes through phone calls and 
emails and they aided with clarification and advice. 

Activities during the ministerial session were: a technical 
meeting amongst experts; a close door session of the minis-
ters and the signing ceremony of the documents. The out-

come of the ministerial session was as in box three below 
Box 4: Outcome of the Ministerial session in Cabinda 

Ø Signing the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
titled “Memorandum of Understanding between the govern-
ments of: The Republic of Angola, the Republic of Congo, 
and the Democratic Republic of Congo pertaining to the 
conservation of the Mayombe transboundary area; 
Ø Producing and signing the Cabinda Agreement titled: 

“Cabinda declaration pertaining to the Mayombe transbou-
dary protected area and their peripheries”; 
Ø Endorsing the action plan for the implementation of the 

Mayombe Project ; 
Ø Endorsing the Mayombe project document. 

Source: Cabinda meeting report 

As a means to build external support, many international 
organizations, diplomatic missions, ambassadors and donors 
were invited and took part in the signing ceremony in 
Cabinda. There were in all eighty high level participants 
during this event. Although the convener invited these 
partners, each country made additional efforts to invite 
partners that they deemed could be of national interest 
thereafter.  

In connection with putting in place the project, the head 
office of the transboundary protected area was located in 
Point-Noire in Congo. In this case, the project coordinator 
was not to come from Congo. Next to the head office was to 
be three national offices located in the three sites. Here, 
Congo was to start chairing the steering committee meeting 
which entailed some financial implications. The MOU pro-
vided a structure for three steering committees – the minis-
ters’ steering committee, the regional steering committee and 
the national steering committee. These were to be led by the 
Ministers one by each, on a rotation basis for a given period 
of time. The aim was to monitor the implementation of the 
MOU at the national, regional and international levels.  

5. Learning Points on the Way National 
Engagements and Polities Combine to 
Guide Transboundary Negotiation 
Processes 

From the beginning, it was noted that this paper presents a 
process to depict how preliminary arrangements that set the 
ground rules for further collaboration transpire in natural 
resource management. These include arrangements that lead 
to signing the MOU, the Cabinda declaration and endorse the 
Mayombe project document and roadmap by Congo, Angola 
and DRC. These documents were meant to serve as guiding 
principles to be used for future actions in putting in place the 
Mayombe forest transboudary protected area. Here we pre-
sent how the events that lead to these outcomes relate to 
theory in multi-stakeholder negotiation and collaboration to 
bring out main lessons learnt. 

5.1. Relating Experience on Joint Management of the 
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Mayombe Landscape to Theories in Multi-actor 
Negotiation and Collaboration Processes  

Igniting the Mayombe initiative had six main activities 
during 2006-2010 – elaboration of project document and 
MOU based on project concept written in 2000 ([12]); 
Baseline studies and many internal meetings; Kinshasa 
meeting; Cabinda expert meeting; close door ministerial 
meeting and the signing ceremony. The first two activities 
set the ground work for the various meetings (See table 6). 
The internal meetings are not elaborated here because these 
were where each party planned its strategy and they took 
place in many forms.  

All multi-stakeholders’ meetings had plenary sessions and 
group work. Throughout all sessions, national experts al-
ways sat together to facilitate group tactics. During the 
Kinshasa meeting, national experts were split up into three 
mixed groups following their various areas of competence to 
discuss the MOU, project document and the stakeholders’ 
mobilization strategies. The second and third groups were 
further charged with finalizing the action plan, the road map 
and the terms of references and the composition of the 
various steering committees. Because the negotiation proc-
ess could not be complete, most of these issues were carried 
forward to be discussed and redefined at the national level 
and then to be finalized during the Cabinda experts’ meeting. 
Thus experts stocked to their constituencies and were less 
willing to concede and compromise.  

At the national level, each party had many exchanges with 

the facilitators while defining their national strategies so that 
they could be able to maintain a more favourable position 
during the Cabinda meeting. Thus most of the internal 
meetings were politicized with partners hoping to capitalize 
their national strength to persuade the other parties to align 
with them. Such strengths included availability of experience 
and data on the Mayombe site that could benefit the others, 
location of their site etc.  

Even so, in Cabinda, it was difficult to come to a com-
promise during the experts meeting and so the debates were 
moved over to the Ministers’ table. This was the main point 
of discussion in the closed door ministerial session. They 
finally agreed on the terms of the documents to be signed by 
accepting to gain and loose something at each point. The 
processes of this negotiation are summarized on table 6. 

For their part, apparently not all Conservation 1/ Conser-
vation 2 facilitators were seen by parties to be acting a neu-
tral role. Some were viewed as trying to promote specific 
interests of specific countries, especially in relation to the 
headquarters location and budgetary management. This 
increased tension as well as national commitment. As a 
solution, in several points of the negotiation process the 
facilitators were put aside even though this did not stop the 
accusation from parties in different circumstances. The 
effects of these accusations were positive as it increased 
national ownership of the negotiation process and stream-
lined the intervention of the facilitators shifting the negotia-
tion process from externally to nationally driven . 

Table 6.  Outcome of the negotiation on main processes  

Process Kinshasa meeting Cabinda expert meeting Close door ministerial meeting Signing ceremony 

Interacting 
ground rules 

Experts did not understand the 
content/context of the nego-
tiation – thus rules were not 
clear 

Rules were clearer but the 
experts had different 
mandates which they each 
wanted the other party to 
see with them 

Positions differed but ministers were 
bound to agree in some way and 
therefore the rule was for each party to 
head specific aspects7 in other to share 
power and authority. 

All documents were 
prepared upfront and 
signing was done 
normally. 

Framing and 
reframing the 
issues in the 
problem domain 

Problem definition highly 
debated included the location 
of project main office, fund-
raising strategies and national 
financial engagements 

All stakeholders went into 
direct suggestions on 
financial issues and project 
head office but all these 
were conflicting. 

The ministers went into the deal by 
looking for ways of compensat-
ing/compromising each other’s ideas. 
E.g. Site offices had a lot of autonomy, 
national financial engagements were 
revised and flexible as expressed in 
the signed documents 

Many decisions were 
left in the hands of the 
steering committees 
for more flexible 
execution. 

Representation 
and boundary 
management 

Mutual stereotyping occurred. 
Representatives held strictly 
to constituencies position 

Mutual stereotyping con-
tinued and divergence of 
interests persisted. 

Recognition of mutual interdepend-
ence dominated thus ministers re-
versed and balanced some issues, they 
renegotiated the laid down terms 

Each national interest 
was well represented 
in the agreements 

Negotiation 
Strategies 

Win-lose scenario: 
Proposed outcome not at-
tained because documents 
were not validated. However, 
all the delegations were more 
comfortable with this situation 

Lose-lose scenario: Three 
heads of delegation were 
tensed and preferred to 
revert to their hierarchy 

It was difficult to say Win-Win scenario 

Leadership and 
Facilitation 

Leadership was not clear 
however the negotiations were 
externally-driven with Con-
servation 2/Conservation 
acting as facilitators 

The negotiations were still 
externally-driven but the 
facilitators’ view did not 
matter as tension rose 

Facilitation was standby because the 
meeting took a different format of 
discussing only between the Ministers. 

Rotating type of 
national leadership 
was suggested for the 
rest of the project 

Source: Authors 
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5.2. Lessons Learnt in Negotiating Multi-actor Processes 
on Ecosystems, Protected Areas and Forest    
Conservation 

Recalling that 1) natural resource management problems 
are interdependent and transcend boundaries and that 2) 
improved resource management do not only depend on the 
cooperation of field stakeholders but also on interstate en-
gagements and regional polities, the following learning 
points could be underlined from the outcome of this pre-
liminary negotiation process. Such points could guide actual 
implementation in many ways.  

Divergence of interest are common but mutual interde-
pendence always dominate: In multi-actor processes, a 
diversity of norms and rules need to be deliberated and 
accepted by all. The Mayombe initiative had two main 
challenges – 1) negotiating the MOU and 2) the pilot activi-
ties of the Mayombe project. The experts in negotiating these 
documents were faced with the challenge of sticking to their 
national requirements, norms and standards. Even so, na-
tional experts had diverging viewpoints. Such interests of 
partners influenced many processes like changing the agenda 
of the Kinshasa meeting. Still, in Kinshasa, they were unable 
to completely revise and validate the required documents – 
the MOU, the project document, the road map and the 
stakeholders’ mobilization strategy. However, they all rec-
ognized that they needed the MOU signed and activities on 
putting in place the transboundary protected area started. As 
such, after the failure to agree in Kinshasa, all three parties 
had several internal meetings and serious deliberations with 
the facilitators. This was to help strengthen their position in 
the negotiation process. Since they all worked at almost 
equal rates during these internal meetings and off stage 
negotiation processes, the negotiation during the experts’ 
meeting in Cabinda turned out to be a lose-lose arbitration. 
After an all-night conciliation, focal points and experts were 
so tense at this stage and had urgent internal meetings to 
agree on what to go and report to their national authority – 
the Minister. Despite all this, the closed-door Ministerial 
session took longer than expected. However, the ministers 
finally concluded on the crucial points and agreed to go 
ahead with the signing ceremony.  

Observations here show that a) negotiating and putting in 
place a protected area needs an interaction between a multi-
plicity of national players whom within themselves have 
specific interests; b) outcome of internal meetings were far 
different from the expectations of the multi-actor forum and 
thus made heavy the whole process; c) there was knowledge 
gap between experts from the same country even though 
each country was supposed and assumed to have prepared its 
experts upfront through internal meetings; d) the negotia-
tions process initiated as externally-driven by Conservation 
1/Conservation 2 facilitators, while the facilitators were not 
all synchronized with each other, and not all were viewed as 
impartial by the negotiating parties; and e) In all, ecosystems 
negotiations processes are cumbersome and bulky at the 
national and regional levels. This is what[21] describes as 
chaos and order entwined in the dynamic nature of ecosys-

tems. [18]noted that the chaos theory leads to a clearer 
understanding that patterns and directions of change can be 
sensitive to small differences in starting conditions. Thus, 
differences in information, power positions and national 
preparedness were important factors that caused divergence 
of interest. However, the need for improved livelihoods and 
natural resource conservation were push factors that called 
for synergy. 

Funding and signed documents are necessary and could 
stimulate real action: The idea of a Mayombe transboundary 
area between these three countries started far back in 2000. 
Most of the arrangements have been through correspon-
dences and ‘tete a tete’ discussions, exchange of information, 
and consultations with a range of stakeholders. These actions 
created the basis for negotiating cooperation between the 
countries. Recently with the funding, based on the project 
document and with the need to sign the MOU, interactions 
became more active. This prompted each national player to 
get more engaged in the process and follow-up the baseline 
studies more keenly. Although the suggested funding was 
not enough to put in place the transboundary protected area, 
national stakeholders were more motivated and ready to 
make the project a reality. After the signing of the MOU, the 
project staff were recruited and an office space identified. 
These are all evidence of real action – thanks to the MOU 
that laid down ground rules.  

Multi-actor processes need to be very flexible and off 
stage arrangements are strategic push factors: All docu-
ments for validation and signature were prepared upfront by 
consultants and agreed upon by national experts separately. 
For this to become a reality, many things were readapted. For 
example, first, although all negotiating parties validated the 
Kinshasa agenda, during the meeting, national experts at 
each point concerted and came up with new ideas which at 
one point ended up in changing the agenda for days two and 
three. Even so, the negotiation outcome ended up in a 
win-lose situation. Each national team was satisfied that they 
did not let go their point and believed that the other parties 
will take their concern into consideration during the next 
meeting.  

Secondly, a ministers’ field tour was planned to be exe-
cuted after the Kinshasa meeting to meet other local experts. 
Experiences from the Kinshasa meeting, the internal meet-
ings and the complicated schedule of the ministers, showed 
that the main issue on negotiating the MOU was not the field 
actors but national and regional polities. Thus, for success, 
emphasis had to be laid on information sharing and cross- 
border dialogue. As such the whole negotiation framework 
was refocused.  

Finally, during the Cabinda experts’ meeting, constitu-
ency members remained stereotyped and focused on their 
position. Following the rigidity observed and in order to 
change positions, urgent internal meetings were convened in 
the night to readapt their strategy and position. This is what 
helped in informing the Ministers during the close door 
ministerial session. 

Internal Meetings need to be taken more seriously: Ini-
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tially there were signs that internal meetings were not well 
prepared. Thus outcomes during the Kinshasa meeting were 
far from expectation because 1) stakeholders did not master 
the project document and terms of the MOU upfront, 2) 
stakeholders were only interested in defending their national 
interest without considering the time frame for the discus-
sions 3) Some countries had a better knowledge of the issue 
than others 4) some stakeholders had a stronger national 
political influence than others - thus their opinions domi-
nated and biased the discussions.  

With the results of the Kinshasa meeting, internal meet-
ings were reinforced and during the Cabinda experts’ meet-
ing, national stakeholders from each country spoke the same 
language. However, the negotiation process became more 
severe. This is because each group of national actors thought 
their position was clearly understood by the others in Kin-
shasa - which was not right. To sort this out, impromptu 
internal meetings were held in Cabinda to enable the experts 
agree on which ground rules to change taking into consid-
eration the position of the other experts as well as the opinion 
of the respective ministers. Even so, internal meetings were 
unable to complete the negotiation process. Therefore, the 
three ministers had to go into a closed-door ministerial 
session which took longer than planned. This indicates that 
the negotiation process between the ministers was also very 
intense. All in all, internal meetings within each constituency 
are very vital in addressing conflicts of interest and the 
opinion of high level authorities are overriding.  

Leadership and Facilitation is important but can be 
cumbersome and very expensive in transboundary negotia-
tion process: The experience in the Mayombe forest trans-
boundary initiative is that leadership and facilitation could be 
made cheaper by the use of new communication technolo-
gies like internet and telephone discussions. However, this 
means that the facilitators should have strong understanding 
of the guiding principles of multi-actor processes and the 
ground rules of the negotiation. Elsewhere, this is good as it 
allows for each party to build their internal strategies unin-
fluenced. Rise in tension when well managed by facilitators 
is a good development. It allows for the facilitators to remain 
neutral and provokes a shift from an externally-driven to 
national/regional ownership of the negotiations process, 
which could eventually lead to a win-win scenario. 

6. Conclusions and Recommendations 
Stakeholders from Congo, DRC and Angola worked to-

gether around the shared issue of the Mayombe forest fol-
lowing the underlying assumption of the multi-actor col-
laboration and negotiation framework [10] However, experts 
all had contrasting power to influence outcome. In the 
process described in this paper, national commitment was 
made tangible by participating in the negotiation meetings 
and signing the documents. We notice that after every other 
multiparty meeting, temperaments changed, divergence 
increased, but participation was reinforced. This made the 

negotiation process tougher but more binding as each 
member of the negotiating team was very interested to see 
that they come to an agreement even though none of them 
was willing to give up their position. Consequently, experts’ 
negotiations turned out to be win-lose and lose-lose scenar-
ios from the 1st to the 2nd meeting. The intervention of the 
ministers, resulting with a shift from the preliminarily ex-
ternally-driven negotiations process, to increased na-
tional/regional ownership, lead finally to a win-win scenario. 
This means that negotiating transboundary protected areas 
have multilevel power positions and decision making that 
must be considered, and that regional, national and indeed 
local ownership of the process are essential. Sometimes, it 
needs the help of high level authorities to come to a com-
promise as was the case here, in which only the Ministers 
were able to conclude on the documents to be signed. 

Although negotiating parties may maintain different po-
sitions, their underlying interests were the same and they all 
collaborated voluntarily to ensure that this first step of set-
ting ground rules to guide the putting in place of the 
Mayombe forest transboundary protected area was success-
ful and well-presented and represented of the three con-
stituencies. As such, they often organized impromptu inter-
nal meetings to agree on crucial issues. Accordingly, we 
found that, in negotiating rules for transboundary protected 
areas, basic points of emphasis should be to identify recon-
cilable interests and use these as entry points. In this way, 
stakeholders will deliberate on common goals and diver-
gence of interest will be limited. In the Mayombe project, 
this was done through the upfront project document, baseline 
studies and the spatial analysis study. Even though tension 
was still high, results of these studies helped a great deal in 
clarifying technical issues and convincing stakeholders to 
share a common vision. This means that written materials are 
essential to facilitate negotiation processes. 

Now that the documents have been signed and endorsed, 
the project facilitators have guiding principles on how to put 
in place the Mayombe forest transboundary protected area 
between Angola, DRC and Congo. One thing to be verified 
in the cause of the project will be how these rules really work 
in practice, what was changed and why, and what was 
adopted and how it affected the implementation process. 
Also, it will be interesting to follow-up and analyse how field 
stakeholders perceived and respected the signed documents, 
and how their views are to be incorporated in the decision 
making process. Globally speaking, in putting in place 
transboudary projects, efforts should not be limited to tech-
nical considerations but rather be inclusive of polities, 
grassroot issues, technical aspects and national, regional and 
international agendas.  
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