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SShhaarreedd  LLeeaarrnniinngg  aanndd  PPaarrttiicciippaattoorryy  EEvvaalluuaattiioonn::    

AA  CCAASSEE  OOFF  MMUULLTTII--SSTTAAKKEEHHOOLLDDEERR  AASSSSEESSSSMMEENNTT  AANNDD  SSYYSSTTEEMMAATTIIZZAATTIIOONN  OOFF  
TTHHEE  SSUUSSTTAAIINNAABBLLEE  DDEEVVEELLOOPPMMEENNTT  PPRROOJJEECCTT  IINN  TTHHEE  AANNDDEESS,,  AARRGGEENNTTIINNAA.  

 Esteban Tapella1 

Abstract 

This paper addresses the topic of Multi-stakeholder strategies in the context of 
a case study. The approach was used for the assessment of the Sustainable 
Development Project (DAS), supported by the Global and Environmental 
Facility (GEF) and implemented by the National Park Administration from 2002 
to 2006 in the buffer zone of San Guillermo National Park, San Juan, Argentina. 
The paper highlights the lessons learned by adopting a multi-stakeholder 
strategy to evaluate the sustainability of interventions that link social and 
environmental concerns. By setting a collaborative approach to protected area 
management between the public, private and NGO sectors, the DAS was aimed 
at supporting improved community land use practices through productive 
projects, applied studies and training activities. DAS consisted on financing a 
variety of small scale projects that would reduce threats to protected areas, 
promote new sustainable land uses in buffer zones and improve local 
stakeholder welfare. Although the case and its results are described, the paper 
concentrates mainly on the methodology of systematization, a multi-stakeholder 
tool adopted to assess the intervention.   

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

In the sustainable development field there are a wide range of experiences that are 
insufficiently known and/or not properly valued and documented. Although technical staff and 
teams from NGOs, public or private institutions and cooperation agencies usually reflect and 
discuss implementation, positive results and mistakes of their intervention, and also discuss 
how their actions and projects could be improved in the future, this reflection and knowledge 
are rarely documented and systematically communicated. Argentina is not an exception and 
many interventions in the field of sustainable development are not assessed.  

In order to present the context for this case study, it can be said that Argentina has a broad 
mix of ecological regions and rich biological diversity. Its National Park System (APN) 
represents important economic revenue; however, the irrational use and overexploitation of 
natural resources continues at an alarming rate. Apart from that, most of people living in 
buffer zones of protected areas are extremely poor and usually excluded from any 
developmental aid. Given this context, the discussion on how to reach equilibrium between 
sustainable development and conservation is on the public agenda. It is believed that (a) the 
more environmental programmes focus on poverty alleviation; the more difficult it is to 
achieve natural resource sustainability; and (b) the higher the level of conservation practices, 
the more poor farmers will be excluded from natural resources use. The assessment of a 
project aimed at solving this ‘trade-off’ between natural resource sustainability and poverty 
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alleviation is a case where lessons from sustainable development interventions can be 
drawn. 

BBuutt,,  hhooww  ttoo  ddoo  tthhaatt??  HHooww  ttoo  ddrraaww  lleessssoonnss  ffrroomm  tthhee  eexxppeerriieennccee?? Learning from action does 
not happen by accident; it needs to be planned for in project design, in staff job 
requirements, in the cycle of meetings and reflections, in the general project culture, and so 
forth (Gujit et al., 2006). Most development projects are not designed to be action-learning 
processes. Therefore, the challenge is how to promote, design and conduct learning 
processes for experiences that were not designed with that purpose in mind. The decision to 
systematize an experience, whether a project or a programme, lies in the idea that 
experiences must be used to generate understanding and that lessons learned can improve 
ongoing implementation and contribute to wider knowledge. This was the main idea when 
deciding to assess this case by adopting the methodology of systematization, a very useful 
multi-stakeholder assessment tool2. 

The evaluation described in this paper adopted the methodology of ssyysstteemmaattiizzaattiioonn, a multi-
stakeholder approach developed in Latin America that brings participatory research and 
evaluation into one methodological tool. This is a methodology oriented to assess the 
progress, outcomes and impact of a set of programming initiatives, assessing the capacity of 
a cluster of projects to achieve the desired results, analyzing one or more cross-cutting 
themes (i.e., land uses, project sustainability, applied technologies, participant’s involvement, 
project management, etc.). Power relations are often important when working with 
communities, especially within a broader multi-stakeholder context on the field of 
environmental conservation and sustainable development. In this context, the necessity and 
difficulty of incorporating local perspectives is greatest, particularly in developing countries 
where poverty, literacy, language, culture, and access can all pose obstacles to effective 
engagement. 

Therefore, this approach was aimed at obtaining a more effective involvement of local 
stakeholders, incorporating community knowledge, preferences and values. The 
systematization of this experience focused on (a) the involvement of different stakeholders in 
the whole process, (b) sustainability of community and institutional changes, and (c) lessons 
learned about drivers of, and barriers to, project implementation. This ‘challengeable’ 
methodology was implemented in two of four national parks, and it was aimed at learning 
from the successes and failures of this experience in order to shape the future policy of APN, 
which is currently designing a sustainable development policy for fifteen new buffer zones. 
This study produced new knowledge based on testing assumptions behind the project itself, 
and a deeper understanding of crucial factors and limitations that influence sustainable 
development interventions.  

In this paper I concentrate more on the methodology of systematization rather than the case 
in itself, since it is based on a novel experience about evaluation of sustainability and the 
major contribution to understand the methodology. The paper is organized in three main 
sections. After introduction, the paper concentrates on the methodology of systematization 
by presenting its concept, principles and method, as it was applied in the study case. The 
following section presents the study case in order to understand the context and the 
programme where the methodology was implemented. Finally, the paper highlights basic 
conclusions and lessons learned from this methodology and the study case.    

2 SYSTEMATIZATION: a Useful Multi-stakeholder Assessment Tool 

“Sistematización! What’s that?” This is a common response on hearing this strange sounding 
term for a Latin American methodology for critical reflection and shared learning. Translated 
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into English, systematisation, which has its origins in Latin America in the 60s, loosely means 
‘the act of organizing something according to a system or a rationale’. Through 
systematisation the people critically reflect on and make sense of development experiences, 
turning the lessons we derive from that reflection into new knowledge, that is explicit, which 
can inform the new round of practice, and be communicated to others who may also benefit 
(Barnechea-G and Morgan-T, 2007; Jara, 2006).  

When thinking on ‘knowledge’ it is necessary to think also on ‘reflection’ and ‘learning’. As 
many other multi-stakeholder approaches, both reflection and shared learning represent a 
core concept in systematization. Learning is a social and collective process; learning should 
be focused on practice; learning involves questioning what we know and building new critical 
knowledge for change; and learning flourishes best in supportive learning environments. 
Systematization, as a methodology, has all these core elements. 

The process of learning and generating new knowledge from the experience is not an 
individual act. The process of systematization encourages participation by implementing 
collective reflection on how a shared experience developed.  It strengthens the abilities, skills 
and capacities of the main actors and other stakeholders to look at the evolution of the 
experience and identify lessons and insights for future interventions.   

This section aims at conceptualizing systematization as one of the multi-stakeholder 
assessment approaches. It presents a description of the methodology as it was used to 
assess the case study and highlights its guiding principles. Moreover, it describes the six 
basic steps to be considered when systematizing an experience.  

2.1 Systematization: an Operative Concept. 

In general terms, systematization is the participatory and thoughtful process of reflecting 
about different aspects of a specific project or general intervention: its actors, actors’ 
interaction, outcomes, results, impact, problems, process. Systematization is a methodology 
that facilitates the on-going description, analysis and documentation of the processes and 
results of a development project in a participatory way (Selener, 1996). According to the 
Fondo Mink’a de Chorlaví (2002), systematization is the process of reconstitution and critical 
analysis of a development experience, carried out with the direct, active participation of the 
agents who developed the initiative to draw the lessons that may make it possible to improve 
the efficiency and effectiveness of that and other development processes.  

According to Oscar Jara (1998), systematization involves a critical reconstruction and 
interpretation of an experience. It is aimed at explaining the logic of the project, the external 
and internal factors that influenced the experience, and why it had the results it did. For 
Morgan and Quiróz (1988) systematization attempts to identify lessons from the experience 
by describing, organising and analysing the development of an activity in respect of different 
aspects (such as the theory of change and the project methodology, the institutional, social 
and historical context, the relationship between local and external social actors) and 
describing the organization process; including obstacles and facilitators as well as results 
and impact of the intervention.  

In general terms, systematization intends to answer the following questions:  

  What was the nature of the project/programme? What was the experience about? 
Who were the actors? How do they relate to each other? 

  What was done, how, why, for what purpose and for whom?  

  How did cultural, economic, geographic, institutional and political factors influence the 
intervention?   
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  Which expected and unexpected processes and results occurred during the 
experience?  

  What were the results and impacts of the intervention or project and why did they 
happen?  

  What were the problems the project had to face and how they were addressed?  

  Which were the factors that facilitated or hindered the achievement of objectives? 

  What lessons did the different actors involved in the experience come out with? 

  Which lessons can be communicated or taken into account for future experiences?  

It is important to recognize that in many cases different interventions do not happen as 
planned in the proposal. The path to achieving project outcomes and impacts is not a straight 
road but a bumpy and turning one; or, as Long and van der Ploeg (1989) put it, “[…] 
intervention never is a ‘project’ with sharp boundaries in time and space as defined by 
institutional apparatus of the state or implementing agency”. Thus, the systematisation of our 
interventions is useful because it allows us to learn from the curves and the bumps on the 
project road (Schouten, 2007).  

As mentioned, mutli-stakeholder involvement is crucial in any systematization process, since 
critical reflection and the identification of lessons can not be done in isolation. It needs to be 
done with partners and communities as they will bring new dimensions and interpretations to 
what we are learning; they will bring their stories of how they lived the experience which will 
be, in sum, the story of the project or experience. The story of a project or experience can 
not be told by one actor alone, but only by all actors involved. Through the interpretation and 
the telling of the project’s story, systematization puts the power of the story’s reconstruction 
on the ones that were involved. This is one of the key contributions and the richness of 
systematization. 

Systematization is a methodology that proposes shared and participatory group dynamics. 
This implies creating a space where people can share, confront, and discuss opinions based 
on mutual trust so we are talking here of analysis and reflection of a participatory nature. 
There is no single way of learning but instead there is critical engagement in the 
interpretation of the experience and mutual and collective learning. A multi-stakeholder 
approach requires that staff learn with and from other people (usually poor and excluded 
people) and different social actors. In this sense, systematization encourages to open the 
room for all actors be heard and fully represented in the construction of the story. 

In sum, systematization is a methodology that helps project staff and stakeholders to 
carefully track meaningful moments and events in the project’s life or experience. It enables 
reflection and analysis of key moments and events. Systematization is a tool to put in 
practise a basic principle of multi-stakeholder assessment, that is, the principle of critical 
engagement and mutual learning by stimulating and encouraging the reconstruction of the 
experience and production of new knowledge built on practice and reality.    

2.2 Basic Guiding Principles of Systematization 

Based on the brief conceptual framework presented above and other contributions, the 
following set of basic principles can be used to guide a systematization process, as it was 
done for the case study: 

  IItt  iiss  aa  pprroocceessss  ooff  aannaallyyttiiccaall  tthhiinnkkiinngg  aanndd  ccrriittiiccaall  rreefflleeccttiioonn  oonn  eexxppeerriieennccee. It focuses on 
what was done, why it was done, why it was done in this specific way, what were the 
results and impacts, why these results were useful or not, how sustainable the results are 
and the likelihood of the experience being sustainable and replicated.   
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  TThhee  ppuurrppoossee  iiss  ttoo  lleeaarrnn  ffrroomm  tthhee  ssuucccceesssseess  aanndd  ffaaiilluurreess  ooff  tthhee  pprroojjeecctt. The conclusions 
drawn from the experience should contribute to generating new knowledge that could be 
useful for other interventions.  

  EEmmpphhaassiiss  iiss  ggiivveenn  ttoo  tthhee  pprroocceessss. Systematization is a structured and focused way of 
capturing the process of change that a project aims to bring about, the activities and 
interactions between stakeholders, the issues and contextual factors. Results and 
impacts are important, and their analysis is part of the systematization, but they are not 
the central focus of the analysis. Rather, it is more important to explain ‘why’ certain 
results were obtained. Systematization tracks the process of an intervention: what 
happened, how it happened and why it happened.   

  As a systematic and analytical process, ssyysstteemmaattiizzaattiioonn  iinnvvoollvveess  oorrggaanniizziinngg  iinnffoorrmmaattiioonn  
iinn  ssuucchh  aa  wwaayy  tthhaatt  ddiiffffeerreenntt  ssttaakkeehhoollddeerrss  hhaavvee  aann  ooppppoorrttuunniittyy  ttoo  rreefflleecctt  aanndd  lleeaarrnn  aabboouutt  
tthhee  pprroocceessss. The whole experience has to be organized by identifying different elements 
connected with the experience. No only does the project have to be explored but, for 
instance, the context, project objectives and results, activities, etc. Systematization is a 
systematic way to reflect, analyze and discover patterns that help or hinder change.      

  TThhee  mmoorree  pplluurraalliisstt  aanndd  ppaarrttiicciippaattoorryy  tthhee  pprroocceessss,,  tthhee  bbeetttteerr  tthhee  rreessuulltt. It should involve as 
many stakeholders as possible, not only to get different points of view but also to widen 
the angle of analysis and bring in various dimensions (political, economic, cultural, social, 
etc). Knowing that different people have been involved in the experience and that each 
one of them will have different viewpoints and interests, it should be expected that there 
will be different opinions regarding what was done and achieved. As Chavez-Tafur et al. 
(2007) state, rather than aiming to achieve a consensus, it will be easier to identify 
lessons learnt, and generate knowledge if that diversity of opinions is taken into account 
and it is fully represented. 

  SSyysstteemmaattiizzaattiioonn  ddiissttiinngguuiisshheess  bbeettwweeeenn  ccoonncclluussiioonnss,,  rreeccoommmmeennddaattiioonnss  aanndd  lleessssoonnss  
lleeaarrnneedd. A ‘conclusion’ is a synthesis of confirmed facts that relate to a certain situation 
(e.g. project ‘A’ did not fulfil its objectives). A ‘recommendation’ is a specific idea about 
how to deal with concrete problems or take advantage of concrete opportunities in a 
given situation (e.g. to improve the quality of water supply, technological innovations 
should be adopted). Finally, a ‘lesson learned’ is a generalized statement of what is likely 
to work and/or what has to happen to achieve (or prevent) a certain result (e.g. collective 
guarantee systems based on group credit have been shown to be an effective instrument 
to improve repayment rates with poor rural communities in Central America). 
Systematization focuses on lessons learned. 

2.3 How to Systematize an Experience? 

There are various methodological approaches to systematize experiences. I will present here 
a basic ‘method’ that has been applied in different projects and it is based on the personal 
experience (Tapella, 2009) and the work of several authors like Cadena (1987), Morgan and 
Quiróz (1988) and Berdegué et al. (2000). 

This approach adopted a multi-stakeholder assessment perspective and involves different 
inter-linked steps. As shown in Figure Nº 1, the starting point is the selection of a project or 
experience carried out by a team or group. This step is called identifying the object of study 
and its main aim is to set the boundaries of the experience to be systematized. The second 
step involves the identification of key social actors involved in the experience. In the third 
step the initial situation of the experience and the context are described. Step four has to do 
with identifying the main objectives and the description of the experience. Step five relates to 
analysis of the final or current situation. Finally, step six refers to analysis of the 
achievements and lessons learned.  
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Figure Nº 1. Basic Steps of Systematization 

These six steps include different 
aspects that should be documented 
and analyzed during the 
systematization process by using tools 
for gathering of data. Some of the tools 
used for this case study are mentioned 
as follows: (a) interviews with the 
people directly involved and other 
stakeholders, (b) participatory 
observation, (c) analysis of secondary 
information, (d) focus group, meetings 
and workshops, (e) discourse-based 
valuation, (f) participatory mapping, (g) 
construction of future scenarios and 
spider grams, among others.  

 

 

 

 

2.3.1 Identification of the object of study 

Since systematization is a process for producing knowledge, it is necessary to define the 
`object' of knowledge, that is to say, to determine what is going to be systematized.  

This step helps us to set the boundaries of the experience. It is quite difficult to systematize 
the whole experience, so it is needed to define the problem or aspects of the experience to 
be analyzed, highlighting out the most significant aspects for our systematization. The idea is 
to first select an experience; it could be the project implementation in it self, a particular 
moment of the experience like a training activity, a fundraising initiative, a particular sub-
project within a programme, a particular methodology that crosscut the whole intervention, 
etc. Then, it is necessary to define the main items or aspects or parts of that experience that 
we will be looking at. 

2.3.2 Identification of the key actors 

People’s participation in experiences and projects is not the same; some have a more direct 
participation than others; some participate more at the beginning than in the end, etc. As 
mentioned, systematization is a multi-stakeholder assessment, so it seeks the opinion and 
points of view of a large number of the actors as all have different visions, opinions, 
perceptions and interpretations of the experience. As there will not be time to interview all of 
them, we should try at least to involve the most important actors or those who we know have 
different points of view and can enrich the reflection.  

Once actors have been identified3 we need to decide who will be most useful or relevant to 
be involved in the process. Some of them may be only a source of information for specific 
aspects, while others should participate in the whole process. It is also necessary to identify 
a coordinator, someone who will be responsible for coordinating a plan of work and ensuring 
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that the different activities take place, meetings are called, and objectives are achieved. 
Some questions for this step are:  

  Who managed the project and who took the core decisions in respect of the 
experience?  

  Who provided human, material, financial and technical resources?  

  Who are the actors involved in the experience? How did they relate to the 
experience? In which moments? 

2.3.3 The initial situation and the context 

All experiences and projects have a starting point (initial situation), in which at least two 
aspects should be identified: (a) the problem to be addressed by the project or intervention, 
and (b) an opportunity, that is the change/s the project wanted to achieve (more work, less 
poverty, women integration in decision making process, adoption of a new technology to 
make agriculture more sustainable, etc). In this step we need to describe the problem and 
the opportunity or change before the intervention.  

There are also external factors that influence the project’s life and are not controlled by the 
actors. Those are called the context and they are made up of the issues that surround the 
development of the project. According to Chavez Tafur et al. (2007), these factors can be 
economic, political, social, geographical, environmental or others (e.g. local election 
processes taking place in a particular moment, migration trends, drought or heavy rainfall 
conditions, etc.). For the purpose of the systematization, we should try to focus on the factors 
that limited local agency to address the problem and those that contributed to the success.  

The following questions can guide this step: 

  What were the historical, social, political and economic contexts in which the 
experience took place? 

  How did the context influence the project and the participants? What particularities 
did the context have that need to be taken into account in the reflection? What was 
the situation at the beginning of the experience?   

  What was the institutional context (institution, objectives, scope and organizational 
structure, human, technical and material resources)?  

  What was the relationship between the stakeholders and the organization funding the 
project/experience? How was power exercised among the various stakeholders? 

  What were the participants’ expectations at the beginning of the experience? 

2.3.4 Intention and description of the experience 

In every systematization it is necessary to analyze the main purpose of the experience to 
have a clear idea of what drove the project. It is also necessary to analyse the project, 
methodology and intervention’s approach. Then we need to reconstruct and analyse the 
experience to get a general picture of the project, the dynamics of its process and 
implementation and the changes that occurred.    

The intention 

The identification and analysis of the objectives of the project over the short, medium and 
long term is needed. The following questions can guide this step:  

  What were the changes that the project expected to obtain?  

  What were the beliefs about the nature of the problem and the assumptions that 
guided the project intervention?  
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  What were the problems prioritized by project participants and why?  

Background information on the organization and a general framework of the project or 
experience will be useful (what the organisation is about, why it is working there, what is the 
project’s team composition, what is the relationship of the organisation with other actors in 
the geographical area such as grassroots organisations, government and other local 
authorities, etc.) 

Nature and characteristics of the project  

This level includes all those aspects that will help us to describe and analyze how the project 
was organized and formulated. Some key questions to consider are: 

  What was the orientation, approach or strategy followed by the project 

  How did the idea of the project come out?  

  What methodologies were used to design and formulate the project?  

  How did people participate in the identification of the main problems and the 
formulation of the project? 

  What types of activities and strategies were designed to assure the sustainability of 
the project?  

Project implementation 

The systematization of an experience is mainly based on the description and analysis of the 
project’s cycle and life. The main aim here is to look at and reflect on the experience. This 
allows for a description and analysis of the project in order to learn from its dynamics and 
results.  

In this stage we identify the activities and achievements during the selected period of time. It 
includes: (a) the ‘components’, the main areas around which the work was organized, the 
boundaries of the experience to be systematized (step 1); (b) the ‘activities’, a list of the most 
important activities for each component, indicating the role played by different stakeholders 
and number of events; (c) the ‘main achievements’, the results in relation to objectives of the 
project, including people’s different points of view; (d) the ‘difficulties’, all problems or 
negative factors which affected the implementation of the project as a whole or some of its 
activities; and (e) the ‘unexpected results’, positive or negative results that were not aimed at 
the beginning but later on proved to be relevant.  

Some questions that may help during this stage are:  

  What was done (activities)? With what resources and at what cost? 

  When was it done (organization in time)?  

  Who did it (the actors)? How did the different actors participate in the process?  

  What monitoring and evaluation was implemented, and to what extent did it help to 
improve the project and its results during implementation and in the long run?  

  How was it done? What were the main methods and tools? Why were those methods 
and tools chosen and how well did they work? What were the expected and 
unexpected results? Which external factors influenced the project’s outcomes and 
impact?  

  What were the project’s strengths and weaknesses?  What were the team’s strengths 
and weaknesses?  

  What changes, if any, were introduced during the project’s life in relation to 
objectives, methodologies, tools and resources?  Why?   
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2.3.5 Final or current situation 

The main aim of this step is to describe the results and impact of the experience.  This can 
be done during the implementation or immediately after the end of the experience. 

The results of the experience are presented comparing the initial situation with the current or 
final situation, or the situation ‘with’ and ‘without’ intervention. Positive and negative results 
should not only be considered regarding project objectives but also in relation to the process. 
It is important to highlight both the achievements and the causes and conditions that 
contributed to them.     

Some of the key questions to ask here are:  

  What can we say about the current situation compared with the initial situation?  

  What improved? What did not and why?  

  What are the tangible and intangible results? For whom? 

  How do people see or think on the results?  What they will do now that the project is 
over? 

2.3.6 Achievements and lessons learned 

As mentioned, one of the main purposes of systematization is to produce knowledge based 
on the experience. In this step we need to identify the new knowledge that came out of the 
experience. This knowledge is important for the team and the actors and stakeholders 
involved such as the target group, local authorities, government representatives, people from 
other institutions, etc. This knowledge is also important for other institutions who might 
eventually implement a similar project in another context or region.  

Identifying lessons is basically the attempt to scale up the analysis from the immediate 
context of the project. Not only should the lessons be shared and communicated but also 
institutionalized.  

Conclusions, lessons and recommendation should be analyzed with the organization that 
implemented and supported the project and the stakeholders. The findings of the 
systematization should also be communicated to those people external to the project.  This 
will bring new insights to others as well as opening space for them to comment on the 
lessons learned which will enrich the systematization’s outcomes. 

In order to take advantaged of the lessons drawn from the experience, the new knowledge 
has to be properly communicated4 and socialized by taking in mind the points described in 
Figure Nº 2.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
4 In order to replicate successful practices and based on the case presented in this paper, a film entitled “People from 
Highlands: the Human Dimension of Conservation” was produced and it is available in Spanish and English. The film can be 
asked by emailing to the author or downloading from  http://www.emprendedor.tv/video49.html  
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As highlighted by Guijt et al. (2006), the following points should be considered when thinking 
on conclusions, lessons and recommendations. 

  It is easier to find ‘conclusions’ and ‘recommendations’ than ‘lessons’.  

  To Identify ‘lessons learned’ it is necessary to discard some specific features and 
focus the analysis on underlying logics and ideas.  

  Although this makes a considerable demand on the analytical capacity of participants, 
it is the only way to scale up the analysis from the immediate context of the project.  

  Lessons should be relevant knowledge that can be shared among all stakeholders, 
since they represent generalizations on the main components of the intervention that 
are common to most projects, leaving out project-specific aspects.  

  To be sure the lesson is comprehensible for others, it is important to include a 
description of the context in which the lesson was learned, the topic under 
investigation, the project, the group and the audience of the documented experience. 

As mentioned, the final stage of the systematization process is not just the action of drawing 
knowledge from the experience and communicating the lessons learned. This new 
knowledge needs to be institutionalized and integrated. It is important to disseminate and 
popularize the main results of the systematization and ask team members to analyze and 
suggest specific recommendations to improve future interventions.   

In order to institutionalize lessons learned, or transform them into action points, it is important 
to analyze the lessons, eliminate whatever has already been taken into account or is no 
longer relevant, discuss the implications of the remaining recommendations, and write up a 
plan identifying the changes to introduce in this or other experiences.  

 

Figure Nº 2.  Basic points to consider when communicating lessons learned. 
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3 THE CASE STUDY: Sustainable Development in the Andes, Argentina. 

This section presents the Sustainable Development Project (DAS), the case systematized 
with the multi-stakeholder methodology described above. This section starts with a 
description of the context and the project. Then, the DAS case, its intervention and 
assessment processes are characterized.  

3.1 The Context and the Project 

In the past two decades there have been dramatic changes in both Latin American and 
Argentinean rural societies. Structural adjustment programmes, the expansion of trans-
national corporations and the integration of agriculture into the global agro-industrial food 
regime, have drastically transformed the agricultural sector. Globalization resulted in more 
concentration and centralization of capital as well as a more inequitable distribution of 
wealth. Peasant participation in the economy decreased, open competition produced 
unequal growth and rural poverty increased (Tapella, 2004; Tapella & Rodriguez-B, 2008).  

In Argentina, most of the natural reserves and conservation areas are located in regions 
where intensive agriculture is not possible or profitable. However, due to Argentina’s 
extensive latitudinal and altitudinal ranges, and the resulting climatic variability, the country is 
characterized by a broad mix of ecological regions and rich biological diversity, which 
represents an important economic resource, with major tourist attractions that provide 
significant sources of revenue through the National Park System. In spite of the global 
significance of the country’s biological resources, their irrational use and overexploitation 
continues at an alarming rate. Over the last century, Argentina lost more than two thirds of its 
original forest cover. Apart from that, most of the people living in the buffer zones of national 
parks are peasants or rural poor. Trends described above for the peasant sector in Argentina 
are sheared by people living in buffer zones of National Parks. They were rarely involved in 
sustainable development projects; thus, the use of natural resources in those areas is not 
always rational and most of the time produces a negative impact on its biodiversity (Bucher 
et al, 1996). 

The DAS is one of the Social Funds implemented under the auspicious of the World Bank in 
the 90’s, in this case connected with environmental issues. It was developed under the 
Biodiversity Conservation Programme (PCB), implemented by the National Parks 
Administration (APN) in Argentina and mainly financed by the Global Environmental Facility 
(GEF).  

The general goal of PCB was to conserve particular areas with biodiversity of global 
importance. The specific objectives were to: (a) expand and diversity the exiting protected 
areas including inadequately protected eco-regions, (b) create conditions for their 
sustainable management through investing in institutional strengthening, refined mechanism 
of consultation and participation, and improved biodiversity information management, and (c) 
support sustainable development projects run by local actors living in the buffer zones of 
protected areas (GEF, 1997). 

3.2 Sustainable Development in the Buffer Zone of the San Guillermo National 
Park 

As mentioned, PCB was implemented in different National Parks. In this paper I concentrate 
on the case of the San Guillermo National Park, particularly in the case of sustainable 
development activities implemented with people living in the buffer zone.  
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Figure Nº 4. San Guillermo National Park, 
located in San Juan, Argentina 

San Guillermo National Park is located at the 
southern border of the Andean Puna, in the 
district of Iglesia, San Juan province, almost 
370 kilometres at the north from the Capital 
City (see Figure Nº 4).  Surrounding 3500 
metros over the see level, the park is root 
within the San Guillermo Biosphere Reserve, 
which has a surface of 996,000 hectares, 
being the protected area of 150,000 hectares. 
It was created in 1998 to mainly contributing to 
the conservation of the highest concentration 
of vicuña in South America, but also to protect 
the cultural and historical heritage from pre-
Hispanic population whose presence is 
situated 8.500 years back.  

The experience of PCB had two main fields of 
action: (a) biodiversity conservation activities 
concerning the protected area, and (b) 
sustainable development projects that focuses 
on local actors living in the buffer zones. 
Concerning the protected area, the PCB in 
San Guillermo National Park has implemented 
different activities, described as follows: (1) technical and financial support for boundary 
demarcation; (2) determination of the biodiversity base-line; (3) preparation and 
implementation of operational plans; (4) implementation of environmental assessment and 
other specialized studies and activities associated with the establishment and management 
of this area (equipment, buildings, trucks, etc.); and (5) designing a biodiversity information 
system as an essential tool for decision makers in order to contribute to their effective 
management and protection of the area (Tapella, 2003). In the following paragraphs the 
paper concentrates on the Sustainable Development project (DAS). 

Being one of the main components of the PCB, DAS was aimed at supporting improved 
community land use practices through pilot projects, applied studies, and support to 
extension and training activities. Pilot activities consisted on financing a variety of small scale 
projects (e.g. testing of improved land management models, organic agriculture, honey 
production, rural tourism and handicraft production, recovery of depredated natural 
grasslands, fire management, and the implementation of complementary biodiversity studies) 
that would contribute directly to the sustainable use and conservation of biodiversity in 
national parks and buffer zones (GEF, 1997).  

The DAS in San Juan was implemented in four Andean communities, located in micro 
irrigated oasis, where agriculture, forest, fruit and cattle production are the most common 
economic and productive activities of local actors (See more details in Figure Nº 4, following 
page).  

3.2.1 The intervention process 

The idea of involving multi-stakeholder perspectives in project design, intervention and 
assessment was always a leading principle. From this type of intervention, the DAS expected 
to have a significant positive impact in supporting innovative approaches to biodiversity 
conservation. Therefore, from the very beginning, including the process of systematization 
described in this paper, the intervention adopted a collaborative approach to protected area 
management between the public, private and NGO sectors. It stimulated public participation, 
and promoted a new sustainable land use in buffer zones in order to reduce threats to 
protected areas.  
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Figure Nº 4. Brief characterization of communities involved in the project and the 
process of systematization. Source, Tapella (2003)

The communities within the buffer 
zone of the San Guillermo National 
Park are located at approximately 
2000 metros over the see level in a 
longitudinal valley between the 
Andes picks (5000 to 6000 metros) 
and the pre-cordillera mountains 
(3000 to 4000 metros).  

Population in these communities 
have settled down almost 400 
years ago, within micro oasis 
irrigated through small rivers, 
stream and canals, most of them 
self-constructed.  

Small plots of land, where 
peasants and small farmers 
produce vegetables, meat, milk 
and eggs for both local market and 
self consumption, characterize the 
area.  

In general terms, they are self-
employed with very basic wages, 
and sell their product through 
informal mechanisms and 
intermediaries. Consequently, they 
usually obtain lower prices for their 
goods and buy raw material at a 
higher price than they can afford.  

The area has been marginalized 
for many years from rural extension 
services and technical or financial 
assistance, being excluded from 
new and updated technologies or 
credit systems. 

In these communities, as in many 
others in his country, there was an 
accelerated process of 
impoverishment and exclusion, 
particularly as a consequence of 
policy changes during the last two 
decades. Most of local actors live 
precariously and are socially 
isolated, and many of them do not 
have access to basic infrastructure 
such as clean water, energy, 
decent roads and public services 
(health and education), or social 
security.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For the implementation of the DAS in the San Guillermo National Park, there was a process 
of debate among local stakeholder and different institutions linked to the area in order to re-
think previous assumptions and expectations. The complex equilibrium between sustainable 
development and conservation was put on the context of structural changes and the increase 
of rural poverty during the last two decades. These types of interventions usually face a 
‘trade-off’ between natural resource sustainability and poverty reduction. It is believed, the 
more programmes focus on poverty alleviation; the more difficult it is to achieve natural 
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resource sustainability. The higher the level of strict use and conservation of resources; the 
more institutions tend to ‘exclude’ the poorest farmers since the chances for developing any 
alternative production are narrower. How to link these apparently two extremes is the core 
issue for any intervention in this field.  

Three main considerations were settled as an operating background for all projects. It was 
decided that DAS would support productive project only when they fulfil the following 
requirements: (a) activities should protect and conserve the basic resources where the 
project is based (land, soil, water, air, etc.); (b) projects should be aimed at satisfying basic 
needs and reduce rural poverty; and (c) projects should be not only technically and 
environmentally feasible, but also economically sustainable, since beneficiaries would be 
required to cover project costs in future productive cycles (APN, 2006:4).  

The DAS based its intervention in a sort of Rapid Rural Appraisal study, made during 2003. 
This study was aimed at characterizing and analysing social, cultural and productive 
questions of local communities, involving different aspects like demography; dynamics of 
productive systems; distinct income sources; housing, education and health conditions, etc. 
The study contributed to identifying local heterogeneities in order to orient the types of 
production projects to be supported.  

The study also attempted at identifying and characterizing the existing institutional capacity 
to provide technical assistance to beneficiaries and support productive and training project 
that would be designed according to local expectations and needs. These institutions, which 
worked as a counterpart of PCB, had the responsibility to identify, formulate, select and 
finance small scale projects for local settlers and communities of limited resources, which in 
turn should contribute to a better use of renewable natural resources in order to achieve 
economic, social and environmental sustainability in the buffer zones of San Guillermo 
National Park. To some extent, these institutions were mainly in charge of making the 
assumptions and expectations of the PCB possible at the local level; something that is easier 
to say than to do.   

As a consequence of identifying different needs and expectations, as well as an important 
level of heterogeneity, distinct types of institutions were invited to participate in DAS 
experience. These were: (a) NGOs connected with rural development projects, honey-bee 
production and environmental issues, (b) different departments of National University of San 
Juan, (c) local civil society organizations, (d) different departments and ministries of the 
provincial government of San Juan, (e) National Institute of Water (INA), and (f) the National 
Institute for Agriculture and Technology (INTA), among others. 

3.2.2 Projects and main results  

Under the auspicious of DAS more than 25 small scale projects were developed benefiting 
almost 300 families. Almost 1 million dollars was invested to support different type of 
productive and training activities like honey production, organic agriculture, infrastructure and 
services connected with handicraft and rural tourism, goat milk and cheese production, 
strengthen of grassroots and civil society organizations, among others.  

The experience of DAS, as they were highlighted during the process of systematization and 
multi-stakeholder assessment, got many positive results. Due to the extension of this paper, I 
just present the most outstanding outcomes, described as follows: (a) increase in the 
availability of resources, infrastructure and tools to produce goods and services, contributing 
to capitalize the poorest people in these communities; (b) adoption of appropriate technology 
for developing sustainable productive activities without depending on external resources: (c) 
household income increase based on new productive activities like honey-bee production, 
organic agriculture, goat and caw milk and the development of rural tourism services; (d) 
food security improvement based on the adoption of household organic orchard oriented to 
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produce for self consumption; (e) quality of life improvement by adopting solar electricity and 
biogas systems at the household level; (f) strengthen of civil society, NGOs and grassroots 
organizations, involving those who never had participated before; and (g) articulation and 
strengthen of different public, private and NGOs institutions that had never worked together 
before, by joining them into a cooperative network on the filed of sustainable development for 
the area. But most outstanding, it was possible to link the paradigm of ‘conservation’ to 
‘poverty reduction’, two extremes apparently opposed. In other words, it was possible to 
developed different types of projects, environmentally and economically feasible, by involving 
and discussing distinct sustainable strategies with local actors. This has never been done 
before in Argentina.    

3.3 Mid-term and Final Multi-stakeholder Assessment and Systematization of 
the experience 

Apart from the DAS results that were summarized above, this paper highlights the 
methodology to assess the case. Section two of this paper presented systematization, a 
multi-stakeholder tool used to assess DAS experience. In this section, the way by which the 
DAS was assessed during and ex-post intervention is described.  

The case had two main evaluations. A Participatory Mid-term Evaluation (EMTP) was 
implemented during the intervention process, and -after finishing the programme- a final 
assessment by using the methodology of systematization was developed in order to share 
the lessons learned through the experience. Although this paper concentrates mainly in the 
final assessment, I will briefly describe the EMTP, since it was part of the whole approach 
and contributed to the final success of the multi-stakeholder assessment.  

The general purpose of the EMTP was to create a space where all the stakeholders involved 
in the project could have the chance to dialogue and discuss on what they were doing. The 
main idea was to assess critically not only institutions in charge of projects but also local 
people involvement and participation. Three basic objectives were prioritised, as follows: (a) 
to analyze partial outcomes of each sub-project in each community, (b) to identify the main 
difficulties and problems in the implementation of each project and analyze the reasons for 
that, (c) to make recommendations and arrive to basic and operative agreements on the 
manner to solve problems and improve intervention in order to contribute to general and 
particular objectives of each sub-project.  

The methodology was very simple. All social actors related to the intervention were invited to 
community meetings to assess the intervention (one workshop per community). People 
directly involved in specific projects, rural extensionistas from all local and regional 
institutions that were participating in co-supporting projects, local authorities and any other 
local actor that could be interested in the project participated in these meetings. In the first 
moment, the idea and purpose of the meeting was presented. Later, participants were 
divided into small groups, according to the type project they were participating. In these small 
groups they discussed the following three issues: (a) positive partial outcomes and benefits, 
(b) difficulties and problems in the on going implementation of the project, and (c) decisions 
and things that should be done (at different levels) in order to overcome those problems to 
reach the final objective. After finishing group work, participants shared their conclusions in a 
plenary session. After each group presented, authorities and project staff were asked to 
answer local people questions and comments, and -when the reason of the problem 
corresponded to any institutional decision- express their compromise to solve problems. The 
information was systematized and distributed in a document to all participants.    

The other multi-stakeholder assessment activity was the systematization of the experience. 
For this case, the methodology described in section 2 was adopted. The systematization was 
aimed at producing knowledge based on testing assumptions behind the project itself, and a 
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deeper understanding of crucial factors and limitations that influence sustainable 
development interventions. It focused on (a) the involvement of different stakeholders in the 
whole process, (b) sustainability of community and institutional changes, and (c) lessons 
learned about drivers of, and barriers to, project implementation.  

Not only during the EMTP but also during the systematization process, there was a very 
good level of participation. Although technical decisions and control of the assessment was 
mainly made by the evaluation team, there was a high inclusiveness in the process, since 
almost 90 % of beneficiaries were there, and also an important number of people not directly 
benefited by the project and local authorities participated in different groups. During the 
workshops, power relations among participating stakeholders were usually handled by 
animators in small groups. As a preliminary conclusion, it can be said that by crating an open 
forum for free expression, Project Staff got excellent insights from different stakeholders what 
contributed to their empowerment, opening also a new space for participation within National 
Park System, a very conservative and traditional institution in Argentina.  Figure Nº 6 shows 
some moments of both evaluations.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

But, wwhhoo  ppaarrttiicciippaatteedd  iinn  tthhee  MMuullttii--ssttaakkeehhoollddeerr  aasssseessssmmeenntt?? The main strategy for the multi-
stakeholder assessment was to identify different social actors that have distinct 
interpretations on the value, opportunity and effectiveness of the assessed intervention. For 

Figure Nº 6. Local social actors and stakeholders participated at different levels 
during the process of ongoing evaluation (EMTP) and systematization. 
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the EPMT and the systematization process, particularly in the second step (see section 
2.3.2. identification of key actors), the stakeholder analysis approach was adopted. The 
process consisted on: (1) identifying stakeholders associated with the intervention of DAS, 
(2) drawing up an issue-based stakeholder table that serves to classify stakeholders 
according to their interests, values, positions, etc.; and (3) developing a relationship matrix. 
To identify the stakeholders the Dalal-Clayton and Bass (2002) criteria was used, basically 
considering the following aspects: (a) location (different areas within the same region), (b) 
ownership (different socio-economical conditions and positions to access resources), (c) 
function (separating producers, support institutions, control institutions, unions, and so on), 
and (d) scale (type of producers, or scale and scope of institutions).  

To implement the assessment it was needed to ‘catch’ the opinion and points of view of the 
majority of social actors and stakeholders involved or related to the intervention, as they 
surely had different visions, opinions and interpretations about the experience. As it was not 
possible to interview all of them, the most important actors (those actors with different points 
of view) were contacted in order to enrich the reflection on the case. Some of them get 
involved in the evaluation process only as a source of information, while others participated 
during the whole process of systematization. Different groups of actors were identified, as 
follows: (a) those who has participated in the management of the project and who took the 
core decisions of the experience (members of the NGOs or local institutions who designed 
projects, negotiated the funds with GEF and implemented the main activities); (b) those who 
had provided financial support (World Bank’s project official, APN and DAS Staff, and local 
government) and other human, material and technical resources (like professionals from 
universities or state institutions that provided technical assistance); and (c) target population 
(families involved as beneficiaries but also people that were no benefited directly by the 
project). 

In order to obtain the different actors’ points of view, distinct tools were combined. For APN 
Staff members or government authorities it was used mainly interviews and thematic 
workshops. For NGOs or local organizations, it was developed workshops at the beginning 
(to discuss the evaluation aims and agree the agenda), during the EMTP and during the 
process of systematization (to present and discuss partial results of evaluation), and at the 
end of the assessment (to share the findings and decide different ways of communicating 
lessons learned). Interviews with local actors, community meetings and focus groups, 
selected according to the type of activities, were also developed with other social actors.  

To obtain a more effective involvement of local stakeholders and create an open space to 
incorporate community knowledge, preferences and values, different tools like discourse-
based valuation (Wilson and Howarth 2002), participatory mapping (Sheil et al. 2002 & 
2007), future scenarios and spider grams (Lynam 1999, 2001), among others, where 
adopted when following the different systematization steps.  

4 FINAL REMARKS 

The experience of DAS not only resulted in very valuable outcomes for local people but also 
contributed to generate new knowledge on how to intervene with participatory strategies in 
the buffer zone of national parks in Argentina5. Apart from that, the systematization process 
in itself generated lessons on how to use this methodology in other similar cases. It is not 
possible to summarize here all lessons learned during the process of systematization and 
multi-stakeholder assessment. However, in this final section basic remarks on lessons 
learned regarding the methodology and the case study are presented.   

                                                           
5 For a complete report of this Multi-stakeholder Assessment and Systematization, and the movie based on the experience, 
contact the author by email. 
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4.1 Final remarks on the methodology 

Section 2 of this paper has developed the methodology of systematization. This particular 
multi-stakeholder approach basically aims to bring all social actors we can to organise 
available information, analyse it in detail to understand what has happened, draw 
conclusions which will help generate new knowledge, and present the results in the chosen 
format. Systematization can be used to document single and short-time project or longer and 
more complex programmes or development interventions. It can be carried out by 
community-based groups or organisations, NGOs, networks or large institutions. As it was 
described, this is a general framework for orientation that can be adapted to various contexts 
and particular institutional interests. 

The most important thing to have in mind is that systematization of experiences helps to 
improve future interventions. As Schouten (2007) states, it may enable projects to raise 
issues of general interest and stimulate reflection and debate in wider society. 
Systematization is a tool to make development experiences more relevant, effective, 
replicable and sustainable.  

As mentioned, the core principle of any multi-stakeholder assessment is ‘participation’. In 
order to promote participation in its deep and complete sense, the principles of participation 
described by Duraiappah (2005) are very useful. When people (who have a ‘stake’ on the 
project) feel that the project might benefit them, and by participating they contribute not only 
to the project implementation but also with them selves, so participation should be 
stimulated. In this sense, it is quite important to adequately manage people’s expectation 
from the very beginning. Here, it is important to adopt the principles of inclusion and 
transparency. Apart from that, in cases where people have an interest on the issue, they 
should feel the right, and should have the opportunity, to get involved and participate. This 
has to do not only with inclusion, but also with equal partnership and empowerment 
principles. Moreover, at the time of identifying the key stakeholders, all sectors should be 
contacted, no only social, economic and environmental sectors, but also NGOs, private, 
academia, government, community and other sectors or groups  that might be interested on 
the issue. This has to do with equal partnership and sharing power principles. 

In spite of previous statements, a multi-stakeholder perspective should avoid becoming 
‘stakeholderism’. The idea that stakeholders should be there, everywhere, just because, 
might become a sort disease, and certainly will not contribute to the spirit of a multi-
stakeholder assessment. As Leeuw (2001) concluded, as danger as no-stakeholders is to 
have too many stakeholders being involved just because you are in the time of “please give a 
stakeholder”. In these cases it is very difficult to manage how to respond to so many 
interventions or opinions, and consequently risking to waste participation or stakeholder 
involvement. So, one lesson learned is to identify and select only those stakeholders that are 
crucial for the assessment, those social or institutional actors whose interventions or opinions 
will be taken into account in some way or another.  

Other lesson learned has to do with the difficulty of having stakeholders with quite different 
positions or antagonist interpretations on the case, different opinions and priorities, 
particularly at the local level. Sometimes, the evaluation faced the risk of creating a sort of 
‘boxing ring’ just to let them fight for what local people believe is the truth. In theses cases, 
the evaluator should be a sort of moderator of stakeholder participation, someone ‘neutral’ 
that give spaces for participation but focus on a clear question or point. Sometimes it is 
unavoidable to select only one point or aspect for people to get involved. A way to do that is 
by using tools (group dialogue techniques) for highlighting different points and getting to a 
consensus (if possible).  

For stimulating participation, the use of participatory tools or games has been widely adopted 
in this type of assessments. However, not always they contributed to get a deep involvement 
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of different stakeholders. Many lessons have been learned in this field, particularly on using 
and selecting tools to facilitate participation of local actors or stakeholders. The main lesson 
here is to consider tools as so, only ‘tools’. To be a good participation promoter it is not 
enough having the best set of tools for participation or the whole package of technologies 
(TV, power point presentation system, videos, simulation games, etc.). The most important 
lesson here has to do with having the will, the attitude, to stimulate participation. The mental 
and institutional willpower to open participatory spaces is the very best thing to take in mind.  

Apart from that, it is important to take in mind the following lessons. First, there is not a set of 
‘successful’ tools just to apply in any case. The experience and creative understanding of 
any particular situation may help a lot. Second, tools rarely can be applied in a ‘pure’ way, as 
they appear in the book or manual. According to the situation, is necessary to adapt tools by 
modifying partially or totally, but keeping the objective of this session or meeting. Third, tools 
can not be applied in any or every circumstances. Four, before selecting and using a tool, it 
is important to identify its particular characteristics and scope. Some evaluators tend to force 
reality, and try to get much more information or conclusions, from one single tool. It should 
not be expected more than what a tool can provide. Five, it is important to know very well the 
tool, how to manage not only the tool, but the situations that can be generated by 
implementing the tool. Sometimes, certain tools can generate conflicts that animators are not 
prepared to handle well. So, tools must be adapted to the situation, the number of people, 
their social and cultural characteristics, the time for the activity, and, particularly, the capacity 
to handle situations that tools can generate. Six, before selecting or using a tool, it is 
necessary to clarified very well the objective to reach by using this tool. Seven, material and 
financial resources, and the physical environment where the activity is going to be developed 
are very important things.  

Finally, it is worth to highlight the contribution of this multi-stakeholder assessment 
methodology for this and other cases. Systematization certainly contributed to improve the 
quality of APN intervention, since it created and environment to reflect on DAS assumptions, 
actions and results. By testing the project theory of change, the systematization also 
contributed to understand crucial factors that influence the nature of the problem and the 
project’s life. By encouraging stakeholders to reflect on their own practice, systematization 
contributed to strengthen all stakeholders’ capacity. By producing the final report, a picture 
exhibition, a magazine and a documentary movie, systematization contributed to share 
recommendations and lessons learned with a wider audience working on sustainable 
development issues.  

4.2 Lesson learned from DAS experience. 

Although it is not possible to summarize here all lessons learned from this case, I will present 
most outstanding conclusions. The experience demonstrated that the idea of creating a sort 
‘conservation islands’ by building a sort of walls surrounding the parks and pushing local 
people outside the buffer zone, a strategy that was sustained for many years by APN, is not 
any longer valid. Instead, it is much better for the conservation purposes to support local 
people in order to: (a) develop productive and social activities that have the condition of 
improving quality of life but also conserving natural resources; (b) modify and replace those 
productive practices that produce a damage to natural resources by supporting new more 
sustainable activities; (c) provide incentives to make local people feel the owners of this area, 
highlighting the idea that it is possible to use natural resources in a way that satisfy their 
basic need and keep them for future generations; (d) involve local institutions in participatory 
process to asses the initial situation, manage the whole process and monitoring and 
evaluating the protected area. From this experience it can be stated that these new principles 
have much more chances to really contribute to both conserving natural resources and 
alleviating poverty. 



 20

The previous statement is not only valid for this case. By shifting toward people-centered 
methodologies, there is a growing general consensus in Latin America on how to manage 
protected areas and promote sustainable development. To some extend, the mainstream on 
development theory from the late 70s and early 80s, such as appropriate and small-scale 
technologies, local empowerment, popular participation and democratization has moved to 
center stage again.  Apart from that, there are many international agreements and 
conventions that put into the agenda of protected areas management the social and 
economic concerns. From the Brundtland Commission in 1987 to more specific agreements 
like (a) the UN Conference on Environment and Development (the Rio Earth Summit) in 
1992, (b) the World Congress of Protected Areas in Durban 2003, (c) the Latin American 
Congress of Nature in Argentina in 2007 and (d) The statements on sustainable development 
defined by the Millennium Development Goals, the assumptions behind DAS experience are 
being widely support. Fortunately, based on the results and lessons learned from this case, 
this experience is being replicated in other fifteen protected areas in Argentina.    
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