
Panos Media Briefing No. 25/ June 1997  

People and Parks: Wildlife, conservation and communities  

Table of Contents  

Key Facts  

Introduction  

1. The Washington Convention (CITES)  

2. Putting Animals First  

Paper parks  
A colonial concept  
Africa  
Winners and losers  

3. The New Animal Agenda  

Is anywhere wild?  
Megafauna  
Tiger conservation in India  
Conservation backfires on biodiversity  
Playing politics with elephants  

4. Park Wars  

Human rights  
Community forest management in India  

5. Reconciling People and Wildlife  

The Korup conundrum  
Conserving a good meal  
Sustainable environmentalism  
Is CAMPFIRE a new model?  

6. The Future  

References  

Contacts  

 



Key Facts  

? Some 5,000 national parks and nature reserves cover over 3 percent of 
land on Earth  

? Many parks exist only on paper, with minimal management. In others 
there are fierce conflicts between those hired to protect wildlife and 
communities intent on reasserting their right to the land and to earn a 
living from the wildlife in their midst  

? Research indicates that most of the Earth's supposedly "pristine" 
wilderness areas ware in fact successfully managed and conserved by 
traditional land users  

? The World Conservation Union (IUCN) lists some 5,000 species regarded 
as threatened by extinction in the wild, including around a quarter of all 
mammals  

? Overseas market demand for such products as elephant ivory, rhino horn 
and tiger bones has placed some wildlife species under extreme threat of 
extinction  

? Around 2,000 people are alleged to have been killed and 30,000 driven 
from their homes to create a wildlife reserve in Burma  

? A return to safari hunting by Western tourists is being widely promoted in 
Africa as a way to ensure long-term conservation of large mammals. 

 

Introduction  

Southern African countries are set on a collision course with conservationists 
over an almost total ban on international trade in elephant ivory. Zimbabwe, 
Botswana and Namibia intend to press for the eight-year-old ban to be 
overturned at the 10th full meeting of the Convention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species of Fauna and Flora (CITES), to be held in Zimbabwe 9-20 
June. All three will claim that, with the region's elephant population now restored 
to over 150,000 and rising, there is no ironclad reason for barring them from 
profiting once more by the trade.  

Their dissent comes amid claims that legitimate conservation concerns have 
been hijacked by animal rights activists. And it will focus attention on a world -
wide rash of "park wars", arising from moves by former inhabitants to reclaim the 
right to hunt, farm and occupy customary homelands fenced off for wildlife or 
habitat conservation.  

Western-style conservation has, according to many of its practitioners, become 
increasingly hard to justify in the face of such disputes. On the plains of Africa, in 
the tiger reserves of Asia and the rainforests of South America, hunters have 
been outlawed as poachers and themselves hunted down. Suspicion is growing, 



too, that repressive governments are using conservation as an excuse for land-
grabbing.  

Some observers believe that a new conservation scenario is slowly emerging 
from such clashes, in which people rediscover ways to live in harmony with 
wildlife, rather than be totally separated from it. They reason that wildlife has a 
rightful economic as well as biological and cultural value. The more that 
economic value can be harnessed to aid local communities, the greater the 
likelihood that conservation will be successful.  

Advocates of this pragmatic approach include a former head of the World 
Conservation Union (IUCN). They picture a 21st century in which national parks 
and nature reserves as we know them could all but disappear. Instead, protected 
areas would become commonly owned resources managed so that local people 
earn material benefits from the wildlife in their midst, by harvesting meat, ivory 
and other wild produce, and by claiming revenues from safari tourism and 
controlled trophy hunting.  

The debate over ivory goes to the heart of how wildlife in developing countries 
can best be preserved: by sustainable and profitable use, or by protection behind 
the fences and armed game warden patrols of National Parks. There are many 
local voices calling for national responses to national problems. They claim that 
CITES is a 'sledge-hammer to crack a nut'. But its defendants say that on the 
whole it is working, and that there are few alternatives.  

illustration  

 

1. The Washington Convention (CITES)  

This June 9-20, the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of 
Fauna and Flora (CITES) will be back in the headlines. Established in 1973 and 
now adopted by 135 nations, CITES exists to curb trade in endangered animals 
and plants, and goods derived from them. It bans trade in "all species threatened 
with extinction" and sets  strict safeguards over other species seen as under 
lesser threat.  

Critics say that CITES operates without due regard for the interests of people on 
whose land endangered species roam. They claim that in recent years it has 
been a vehicle for richer urbanised countries to keep large animals under official 
protection not to save them from extinction but to uphold romantic ideals of 
"animal rights". The business of protecting biodiversity is (they point out) different 
from, and sometimes incompatible with, protecting particular "star" species. 
These issues will dominate the 10th full meeting of CITES in Zimbabwe.  



The biggest bone of contention will be elephant ivory. The host nation, along with 
Botswana and Namibia, has submitted new proposals to the meeting to revive a 
limited trade in elephant ivory, which they want to sell to Japan. This trade has 
been banned since 1989, following claims that legal limits on trade had been 
widely flouted, leading to the slaughter of half of Africa's population of elephants 
during the 1980s. But the three countries claim that with southern Africa's 
elephant population now at 150,000 and rising, there is no scientific case for 
invoking risk of extinction. Moreover, the animals are a threat to both farmers and 
protected ecosystems [1].  

"CITES has been hijacked by fundamentalist animal rights groups, mainly in the 
US, who are happy to come here, take a photo and let the elephant go without 
looking at the damage it is causing to the environment and the people," claims 
Tawona Tawengwa of the Communal Areas Management Programme for 
Indigenous Resources, which promotes sustainable communal use of wildlife in 
Zimbabwe [2].  

While East African governments have broadly supported the trade ban since it 
was introduced in 1989, southern African countries have argued that, since 
licensed culling became necessary to stabilise their elephant populations, there 
is no sound reason for them not to earn revenue by selling culled ivory.  

Before 1989, sales of elephant ivory and hide earned more than a quarter of the 
income of Zimbabwe's National Parks Department. "In southern Africa, the 
bottom line is that elephants are fundamentally in conflict with man and we have 
too many of them," asserts Jon Hutton, project manager of the Africa Resources 
Trust, based in Harare. "Elephants need to pay their way if they are not to be 
pushed back by agriculture and livestock [1]."  

But some conservation groups, including the London-based Environmental 
Investigation Agency (EIA), warn that an internal CITES report has accused 
Zimbabwe of illegally trading in ivory on the world market from the 28,000-tonne 
stockpile held by the National Parks Department. And last December a 
Zimbabwean committee of MPs reported that the parks department was "riddled 
by corruption, i nfighting ... and low morale", which was prompting an upsurge in 
poaching. The Department's Director, Willas Makombe, has vehemently denied 
the charges, but the EIA claims that they prove how impossible it would be to 
sustain a controlled legal ivory trade. The vote on the proposal to revive the ivory 
trade will be close, say observers [1].  

The debate over ivory goes to the heart of how wildlife in developing countries 
can best be preserved: by sustainable and profitable use, or by protection behind 
the fences and armed game warden patrols of National Parks. "There is a feeling 
in the West that once you give commercial value to wildlife this encourages 
people to go and shoot the animals," says Robert Munro, general secretary of the 
Africa Resources Trust, "but that is not true." When the Nile crocodile was totally 



protected it faced extinction, he says, but after a limited trade in its skins was 
allowed "the numbers increased and now we have too many crocodiles". There 
is, he says, no known species that has suffered extinction as a result of trade. "If 
you give value to wildlife, people want to manage and protect it because they 
know the benefits [2]."  

 

2. Putting Animals First  

Around three percent of the Earth's land surface is under protection in some 
5000 national parks, nature reserves and other zones valued for wildlife or 
landscape features. Some, such as India's Project Tiger reserves or China's 12 
Giant Panda reserves, were set up specifically to protect individual threatened 
species, but many more are intended to protect a broader range of species, 
habitats and ecosystems.  

Despite the impression often conveyed by TV wildlife programmes, few of these 
havens are pristine uninhabited areas. In India, for instance, about three million 
people live inside the country's 500 national parks and sanctuaries. Some parks 
exist only on maps. Many developing country governments cannot afford to 
police remote protected areas. In places, war or civil breakdown has made the 
job impossible. Recent cases include the Kahuzi-Biega National Park for 
mountain gorillas in eastern Zaire, the Air and Tenere desert reserve in Niger and 
the Manas tiger sanctuary on the border between India and Bhutan. Human 
rights watchers were appalled when recent genocide in Rwanda aroused more 
concern in some quarters for the fate of Rwanda's gorillas than for the human 
victims of the conflict.  

Paper parks  

Philip Fearnside of Brazil's National Research Institute for the Amazon in Manaus 
describes many of the officially protected areas in his country as "paper parks". 
In 1994 five national parks declared by the Brazilian government were de-listed, 
because the government had failed to live up to legal requirements to buy the 
land. In her recent study for the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) of Brazil's 
Jau National Park, the world's largest rainforest reserve, Brazilian journalist 
Barbara Cornell comments: "It is one thing to draw a line on a map marking off 
an area roughly the size of Israel and call it a national park, as the Brazilian 
government did nearly 15 years ago. It is another to manage the real-world 
tangle that occurs when nature gets embroiled with scientists and tourists, not to 
mention the one thousand or so people who call this rainforest home [3]."  

Regardless of such misgivings, the writ of national parks runs ever wider. Parks 
once covered a few national biological "treasures", such as supposedly pristine 
rainforest areas. Now a wider range of ecosystems is gaining protection. More 



than 500 wetlands are officially designated as conservation sites under the 
Ramsar Convention on Wetlands Important as Waterfowl Habitat, currently 
adopted by 96 countries. Mountain and desert parks also abound. The world's 
largest protected area is Antarctica, an entire continent designated by signatories 
to the Antarctic Treaty as a "world park". WWF recently agreed terms with the 
Russian government to establish a series of large national parks in the Siberian 
Arctic.  

Nature conservation's expanding remit makes it increasingly liable to come into 
conflict with the interests of local people. Too often, the result is conflict, in such 
forms as:  

? Conflict between indigenous ideas of land management and those of 
Western science and organisations, including non-governmental 
organisations (NGOs) that run conservation projects or pressure groups 
with a "media agenda" agenda  

? Conflict between centrally-planned, capital-intensive economic 
development to boost national wealth, and locally-based development 
from the "grass roots" up  

? Human rights conflicts over access to land, other natural resources and 
heritage  

? Conflicts arising from "globalisation" of the world economy, which can 
force poor countries to stake all on earning foreign currency by selling off 
natural assets  

? Conflicts over international concern for popularly prized or "charismatic" 
wildlife species such as tigers, pandas, elephants and rhinos. 

A colonial concept  

The idea of sheltering nature behind official boundaries is a Western invention. 
The world's first National Park, and model for thousands that followed, was 
Yellowstone in the US, established in 1872. But the conservation heritage is 
much older and more universal, says R. Michael Wright, President of the African 
Wildlife Foundation. "Sacred groves" of old -growth trees, for instance, have been 
customarily preserved by many societies for thousands of years. The Indian state 
of Maharashtra alone has records of more than 400 sacred groves that are still 
honoured [4].  

Some reputedly "primitive" or pre-scientific cultures display outstanding expertise 
and powers of stewardship in their relations with wild environments. The Kuikuru 
people in the Upper Xingu valley of the Amazon rainforest, for example, can 
differentiate between 262 kinds of tree and 600 kinds of animal, and have found 
lasting use for up to half of them as sources of food, medicines, cosmetics and 
other commodities.  



Traditional conservation practices were, and are, about sustaining food supplies 
as well as cultural or religious heritage. "Conservation originated in prehistory as 
practices that satisfied human needs, not as an altruistic concern for animals and 
plants," says Wright. But thinking on this score has long diverged from that 
standard.  

In the 19th century, Western philosophers concerned with nature protection 
began to divide into two camps: utilitarians concerned with obtaining the greatest 
benefit from natural resources for the greatest number of people and romantics 
bent on protecting wildlife and wilderness for its own sake and at practically any 
human cost.  

Early National Parks were mostly founded on a utilitarian impulse to provide open 
space for the recreation of the masses. But a rival preservationist tradition grew, 
calling for the creation of pristine parks dedicated to preserving nature in the raw. 
The divide has become what Wright calls "a deep rift in the conservation 
movement" that survives today in the tensions over issues such as whaling and 
the ivory trade, pitting Green pressure groups motivated by animal rights or 
'nature first' agendas against groups more interested in sustainable or 'people 
first' development [4].  

In the view of both camps the State was the agency to be given charge of 
conservation. This was as true in the colonies of Africa, South America and the 
Far East as in Europe and North America. The State often failed. At one extreme, 
Wright notes, "international forces such as trade and economic incentives" 
undermined conservation. At the other "government indifference and 
incompetence - often intensified by commercial greed, nepotism, corruption and 
local hostility - have swelled the tide of destruction". Wright concludes that both 
nature conservation and equal access to resources "falter wherever land tenure 
and access rights are ill defined. The problem is most acute in areas where 
national policies deprive local communities of the right to use resources on their 
own land. The resulting us-versus-them rush to harvest is the root of resource 
depletion".  

Africa  

Africa has been a key battleground for the debate between utilitarians and 
romantics. From the first involvement of colonialists in the continent, wildlife was 
a resource over which the settlers were determined to wield control. Elephant 
ivory was called "white gold". And when they didn't want the ivory, they loved the 
sport of the hunt. European hunters, deprived by rising populations of many of 
their hunting estates at home, reinvented them on the plains of Africa. In 1909, 
the then recently-retired US President Theodore Roosevelt led an expedition that 
killed 5,000 animals, including nine white rhinos, known even then to be in 
danger of extinction. Other species, including the blaubok, a large antelope, and 



the zebra-like quagga, came under such pressure from hunting combined with 
loss of habitat, that they became extinct [5].  

As the 20th century progressed many of the "great white hunters" concluded that 
the slaughter had gone too far. The Convention for the Preservation of Wild 
Animals, Birds and Fish in Africa (a forerunner to the CITES convention), aimed 
at confining hunters within reserves. These game reserves in sub-Saharan Africa 
later became national parks. The first was the Virunga National Park (originally 
the Albert National Park and before that a hunting reserve for Belgian 
colonialists), established in Zaire in 1925. Colonial administrators created the first 
Serengeti game reserve in 1929, to protect it from European lion hunters. When 
the Masai Mara reserve was created in 1961, white hunters had reportedly 
reduced its lion population to just nine animals.  

 

Winners and losers  

In creating and sustaining the old hunting parks and conservation areas, many 
early environmentalists genuinely believed that the locals would benefit. Huxley 
said that parks such as the Masai Mara "would strengthen the position of the 
Masai in the Kenya of the future", giving them prestige and political power. But it 
hasn't worked out that easily, say environmental economists [7].  

Since 1977, the Kenyan government has aimed to integrate wildlife conservation 
with the welfare of the human communities on the plain. Masai communities can 
now receive fees when wild animals graze on their land or if they supply water to 
tourist lodges. They can also profit directly from tourism by setting up their own 
businesses such as private "game ranches", often run jointly with Nairobi-based 
tour companies.  

Says Dhyani Berger, a Kenyan wildlife consultant: "Increasing numbers of Masai 
are benefiting from tourism, but at a cost. A few have made external business 
links and political affiliations but others have seen no benefit." This split has 
created a wealth gap. "In all important tourist areas, conflicts now rage over the 
ownership of lodges and sharing of wildlife revenues." And in order to survive, 
the Masai have been reduced from lords of the land to trinket sellers. "The sale of 
handicrafts and other forms of cultural tourism have drawn people to settle near 
parks," says Berger [11].  

But as the Masai scrabble for the spare change of tourists, the big money is 
made elsewhere. Environmental economist Dominic Moran, of the Centre for 
Social and Economic Research on the Global Environment at University College, 
London, says that the new round of entrepreneurial activity neither helps the 
majority of Masai nor channels money to conservation of the parks and reserves. 
Moran calculates that of the $400 million taken from tourists in Kenya, the 



Kenyan Wildlife Service, custodian of the animals and parks, receives about $13 
million, or 3 percent. Most of the rest goes into the hands of hotel and tour 
operators [12].  

Moran argues that the income from tourism is a poor economic return for the 
dedication of some 8 percent of the country to wildlife protection. According to a 
recent study by US AID, converting the fertile soils of the plains into a wheat 
prairie could generate $203 million a year, at least ten times the current income 
from tourism. Right now, Kenya might be better off if it rounded up the wildlife 
and turned the rich soils of the game parks into wheat fields, he says. If the world 
wants Kenya and Tanzania to maintain their great wildlife areas, then it should 
pay for what amounts to a service provided by the two countries for the entire 
planet [5].  

 

As independence for African nations neared, Europeans began to worry about 
the carnage that might follow on its heels. British naturalist Max Nicholson, who 
helped found WWF in 1961, said: "The fear was that all hell would break loose on 
independence, with the National Parks such as the Serengeti being inundated 
[6]."  

In the event, new African leaders expressed no less concern for wildlife. Julius 
Nyerere, founding President of Tanzania, was eloquent in his calls for people and 
wildlife to live together. In his Arusha Declaration on the future of his country and 
continent in 1967, he declared that "the survival of our wildlife is a matter of grave 
concern to all of us in Africa. These wild creatures and the wild places they 
inhabit are not only important as a source of wonder and inspiration, but are an 
integral part of our natural resources and our future livelihood and well-being". In 
practice, however, most African leaders embraced the preservationist view of 
conservation, with sometimes devastating consequences for poor rural 
communities.  

The European nature lover's view of the wilderness they wanted to protect was 
as romantic as their view of Africans was misguided. British scientist Sir Julian 
Huxley described East Africa as "a surviving sector of the rich natural world as it 
was before the rise of modern man" [7].  

The most vocal of preservationist advocates, Bernhard Grzimek, president of the 
Frankfurt Zoological Society and author of the book Serengeti Shall Not Die, 
decreed that, far from people and wildlife living together, "a National Park must 
remain a primordial wilderness to be effective. No men, not even na tive ones, 
should live inside its borders [8]."  

Grzimek, Huxley and the others had their way and the Serengeti plain, straddling 
the border between Tanzania and Kenya, was largely set aside for animals in the 



new independent Africa. The problem, of course, was that these were no 
"primordial wildernesses". They were peoples' homes and rangelands [6].  

Today, the Serengeti plain is a mosaic of national parks and game reserves, their 
pastures mostly off-limits to Masai cattle. And outside the parks stretch even 
larger "dispersal areas", where cattle graze, but wild animals are also free to 
roam. The Ngorongoro crater, a huge extinct volcanic crater covered by 
grassland, was once shared by wild animals and Masai cattle seeking dry-
season pastures. But today the  Masai and their animals are banished from the 
crater, which is now out of bounds to everyone except tourists.  

As British author Patrick Marnham put it after a visit to the Ngorongoro reserve: 
"The African crater came to an end when the Masai, who had enriched its life, 
were banished from it. The magnificent display of unspoiled nature is as artificial 
as a safari park in the grounds of an English stately home." And now the fear is 
that the crater's vegetation is being destroyed by too many wild animals [9].  

In 1988, the Tanzanian government evicted some 8,000 Masai and 75,000 head 
of cattle to make way for the privately-run Mkomazi game reserve, leaving many 
local people destitute. William Swakei Sikirari, a spokesman for the Masai said: 
"Bit by bit the Masai are being deprived of their land in the name of conservation 
[10]."  

 

3. The New Animal Agenda  

Is anywhere wild?  

Many scientists now doubt that there are many true wildernesses on the Earth. If 
there are any, they may be in rainforests. Edward Wilson of Harvard University, 
one of the world's leading biologists, calls them "timeless, immutable ... the 
crucible of evolution [13]." But a new generation of scientists calls rainforests 
temporary, unstable and as much a product of human activity as of nature. 
Oxford geography professor Michael Williams says: "There is just about no virgin 
forest out there anywhere in the world. Almost everywhere you go in Latin 
America, Asia and Africa, you find charcoal buried in the soil, shifting cultivators 
have always been in the forests [14]."  

In the past decade, archaeologists have found evidence that human activity in 
the Amazon rainforest was not confined to a little slash-and-burn farming. Great 
civilisations rose and fell here. Anna Roosevelt of the Field Museum  of Natural 
History in Chicago has found that while the Greek empire flourished in Europe, 
the Amazon jungle contained large towns, canals, roads and irrigation and 
drainage networks.  



There are, says Phil Stott, a geographer at the School of Oriental and African 
Studies in the University of London, "very few pristine forests in Asia". 
Cambodia's Angkor Wat temple site, for instance, is the remains of a major 
civilisation that grew three or four rice crops a year on land that is now covered in 
forest. Much of the apparently pristine high forest of West Africa "is mature 
secondary forest, which was once cleared for agriculture and later abandoned", 
says Victor Gornitz of the Lamont-Dohert Geological Observatory at Columbia 
University in New York [14].  

"People have been reading the landscape backwards," says Melissa Leach of 
the Institute of Development Studies at the University of Sussex. "Wherever there 
are some trees, a presumption is made that there was, and indeed there ought to 
be, continuous forest cover [15]." But while environmentalists claim that the West 
African forests have been disappearing fast in the past 40 years, Leach's 
research establishes that there is now often more forest cover than a generation 
ago, owing to villagers planting and tending woodlands for their own purposes 
[16].  

The myth of the virgin forest gives rise to the myth of the destructive farmer. The 
traditional slash-and-burn farmer, defiled as an abuser of the forest and excluded 
from national parks and reserves, never merely destroyed but often embellished 
and improved. Brazilian anthropologist Darrell Posey, says ancestors of the 
Kayapo Indians in the Amazon planted many "forest islands" of fruit-bearing trees 
within the forests, which they tended assiduously.  

In North America, Henry Longfellow and other 19th century writers popularised 
the idea that Europeans had arrived on a continent covered by uninterrupted 
"forest primeval". But American science author Stephen Budiansky says the 
forests that the settlers found were largely created by the activities of native 
AmerIndians, and were "nothing more than an abandoned ranch ... The dense, 
thick woods that later settlers did indeed encounter and arduously cleared were 
the recent, tangled second growth that sprung up on once-cleared Indian lands 
only after the Indians had been cleared or evicted" [17].  

 

There is no doubt that nature is under threat from clearing land for farming, from 
poisoning by pesticides and other man-made chemicals, and from harvesting of 
species for food, jewellery, medicines and more esoteric purposes such as 
aphrodisiacs. A study for IUCN, published at the end of 1996, listed more than 
5,000 species known to be either extinct in the wild or threatened with extinction. 
The list included an alarming 25 percent of all mammals and 11 percent of birds. 
Up to a quarter of reptiles and amphibians and a third of freshwater fish are also 
thought to be endangered [18].  



Headline -grabbing species on their last legs come from all around the world. 
They include the flying fox bats of the Philippines, chinchillas in the southern 
countries of South America, China's giant panda, several species of rhinos and 
tigers, Indonesia's silvery gibbon, the Mediterranean monk seal and the Chinese 
alligator.  

Threats to some of these a ttention-grabbing, or "charismatic", species have 
evoked a huge world-wide response, notably in the rich North but also 
increasingly in urban parts of the South. Animal-rights activism has became 
highly influential during the past decade. Greenpeace effectively shut down the 
whaling and seal and fur-trapping industries. In so doing, say human rights 
groups, it brought great hardship to some communities, particularly in the 
Canadian Arctic. The Environmental Investigation Agency exposed what it 
regarded as the inhumane traditional slaughter of pilot whales by Faroe 
Islanders, pressing home their case by organising a boycott of European 
supermarkets selling the islanders' fish.  

According to David Western in his book Natural Connections: "The animal rights 
movement, with a voice grown powerful in calls for whaling and ivory trade bans 
... deepened tensions and disagreements over conservation, particularly between 
rich and poor nations [4]."  

David Western Director of the Kenya Wildlife Service and like-minded critics 
charge that by focusing on trade in endangered (or simply charismatic) species, 
the Greens were washing their hands of responsibility for the effects of their 
actions within communities. Some compare their approach to that of drugs 
enforcement officers from the West, demanding draconian actions against the 
growers of coca leaves - imposing solutions on poor supply-end nations for 
problems that should properly be dealt with at the demand end of trade.  

Megafauna  

Large mammals often present the most intractable disputes. They can generate 
huge amounts of international concern (and revenue) in support of conservation 
agencies and National Parks. But they are also hard to accommodate in a 
landscape populated by humans. They require large unenclosed terrains and are 
often dangerous to humans - whether (like tigers) as man-eaters or cattle-killers, 
or (like elephants) as lumbering tramplers of crops. Many are also extremely 
valuable when dead. Global demand for such products as elephant ivory, rhino 
horn, crocodile skin or tiger bone constantly exceeds supply, causing prices to 
skyrocket.  

The world's wild rhino population has crashed to some 10,000 animals. Many 
conservationists believe that the rhino's best chance of survival is in zoos and 
private high-security parks. Free-market economists have argued that the only 
solution is for rhinos to become private property and that a legal trade in rhinos 



horns should be resumed. Michael 't Sas-Rolfes, director of the South African 
company AfroEco Investments, argues that rhinos will survive only if individuals 
can profit personally from protecting them. He says the trade ban reduced 
incentives for rhino protection by barring people from gaining livelihood by 
harvesting the animals [22].  

In particular, the South East Asian market for medicine taken from rare wild 
animal products has grown substantially in recent years. Demand for powdered 
rhino horn, which sells as a tonic and aphrodisiac in South East Asia for more 
than approximately $22,000 per kg, has played a large part in the decline of the 
five species of African and Asian rhinos. The African black rhino population has 
fallen by 95 percent since 1970. South East Asian pharmacies world -wide also 
provide a large market for bones and other parts of tigers hunted in Russia, India, 
Thailand and the Indonesian island of Sumatra.  

Tiger conservation in India  

At the most an estimated 7,000 tigers are thought to remain in the wild, and 
though there are no reliable numbers, they may be disappearing fast. "A tiger can 
be sold for up to US$15,000, and there are plenty of poachers who will risk 
everything for that sort of money," says Peter Jackson, chairman of the cat 
specialist group at IUCN. The same goes for plenty of park wardens, for whom 
proceeds from a single dead animal can represent up to ten years' salary.  

The tiger reserves of India are in trouble. In one of the biggest, Ranthambhore 
National Park, tiger numbers are thought to have fallen from 44 to seven 
between 1990 and 1993. During one week in April 1993, six forest rangers were 
shot during shoot-outs with poachers and two died [19]. Policing the reserves has 
not been helped by local conflicts. The Indian government claims that "terrorists" 
hide out in half its tiger reserves. And at the 1,000 square kilometre Panna Park 
in Madhya Pradesh, director Pravin Kumar Chaudhary told The Times (London) 
in 1995 that he had forcibly emptied several villages because their cattle were 
grazing in tiger lands, and farmers were poisoning tigers to protect their animals 
from falling prey [20].  

Some conservationists argue for a long-term effort to reconcile farmers and 
tigers. Robin Pellew, Director of WWF UK, maintains that "protecting the tiger is 
protecting people. If you can save the forest or other habitats of the tiger you are 
conserving water supplies, fuel and resources for people" [21]. But it doesn't look 
like that if the tiger is eating your cattle. And WWF India has been accused of 
turning a blind eye to the plight of rural Indians in conflict with Project Tiger.  

Probably the single most high-profile international conservation project around a 
threatened species today is the effort to save the Indian tiger. Figures are 
disputed, but many conservationists agree there are between 2,500 and 2,750 
Indian tigers in the wi ld. The Indian government says the figure is 3,000-4,750.  



While Project Tiger has been claimed to be a success, a degree of official 
complacency set in after the wild tiger was saved from extinction (their numbers 
grew from about 1,800 in 1973 to some 4,000 in the early 1980s.) In the 1990s, 
poaching increased as the demand for tiger body-parts surged in some countries 
of South East Asia. According to the London-based Environmental Investigation 
Agency, at least one to two tigers are poached in India every day. And the most 
pessimistic projection is that the species could be extinct in five years.  

Although well-meant international financial assistance has come in to India to 
help it renew the campaign to save the tiger, not all of it is welcome news to 
conservationists. At an international symposium on tiger conservation organised 
by The Zoological Society of London in February 1997, representatives of 
several Indian non-governmental organisations (NGOs) told a World Bank 
representative that the Bank's Ecodevelopment Project in India could end up 
harming efforts to save the tiger.  

The $67-million project, funded by the Bank's Global Environment Facility and 
the Indian government, includes seven reserves with tiger populations. But 
NGOs say neither they nor locals have been consulted. According to Ashok 
Kumar, Vice-President of the Wildlife Protection Society of India, one of the more 
controversial proposals of the project is to offer money to people living in and 
around these reserves. "We told them that this will have the exact opposite effect 
- more people will move in just for the money." Kumar says.  

Conservation backfires on biodiversity  

Even when efficiently run, parks set aside exclusively for animals have not 
always been good for wildlife, because ecologists have often misinterpreted the 
relationship between animals and people. Sir Julian Huxley, when Director-
General of UNESCO, reflected the scientific consensus of the time when he 
accused the Masai's cattle of overgrazing the Serengeti plain and "pushing it 
downhill towards desert" [7].  

But ecologists now argue that traditional herding systems are normally highly 
sensitive to environmental pressures. Herdsmen move their animals across the 
plains to take advantage of patchy rainfall. During droughts, the size of their 
herds contracts, as animals are killed for cash and food. "Prescriptive planning 
and imposed solutions will not work and locally derived responses are the key to 
success," says development researcher Ian Scoones.  

Paradoxically, parks may also have spelt bad news for wildlife. When the Indian 
authorities accorded National Park status to the Bharatpur bird reserve, an 
artificial wetland where 350 species of birds are found, they banned grazing. 
During subsequent protests, seven villagers were killed, says Ashish Kothari of 
the Indian Institute of Public Administration. The Bombay Natural History Society 
later concluded that buffalo grazing was "an integral part of the ecosystem, 



helping to counter the tendency of the wetland to turn into a grassland". The ban 
had damaged the wetland ecosystem and park authorities now allow villagers to 
enter the park to cut grass for animal fodder.  

In East Africa "the ending of human activity in the parks, such as fires and 
shifting cultivation, has reduced biodiversity," says David Western. "Those 
human activities created the patchiness of terrain that encouraged more species. 
By pulling out the human component, and maintaining too many elephants we 
are losing biodiversity." In Kenya's Amboseli Park, he says, "half the plant 
species have disappeared from the centre of the park, where the elephants 
concentrate [23]." Wild game prefer the short grasses where cattle have grazed 
to the longer, coarser grasses of cattle -free reserves such as the Masai Mara, 
comments Dhyani Berger. Segregation of people and animals is, she says, bad 
for both. 

 

Playing politics with elephants  

In the past 15 years many mainstream environmental groups, aware that their old 
policies of trying to fence in wildlife are failing, have grown more concerned with 
the human dimension of their environmental policies. This has particularly 
applied to the WWF, which helps fund and recruits staff for many national parks 
round the world and advises governments on others. On being appointed WWF 
UK's director in 1993, Robin Pellew declared: "People come first. We need a 
pragmatic approach, using wildlife for the benefit of local people to give them 
incentives for its conservation [24] ."  

But this agenda provoked a backlash among the Fund's more animal-rights-
minded supporters. Again, elephants proved the flashpoint. For many years the 
WWF had supported a limited trade in elephant ivory, in the belief that it gave 
added economic value to the elephants and so encouraged people to protect 
them. But in 1989, rival wildlife groups in the US had run full-page 
advertisements showing photographs of slaughtered elephants under the slogan 
that the WWF supported the killing. Why, they demanded to know, despite 20 
years and millions of dollars of investment by WWF in 'people-first' elephant 
conservation projects, had two-thirds of Africa's elephants perished? Thousands 
of WWF supporters in the US resigned in protest. WWF backed off and 
supported a world -wide ban on the ivory trade, which was adopted by CITES 
later that year, and continues in force to this day [6].  

 

 

 



4. Park wars  

In recent years, tourism has become the largest industry and source of foreign 
exchange for many countries in eastern and southern Africa. Kenya took $443 
million in its peak year of 1990. In Zimbabwe, tourism still earns less than 
minerals or tobacco, but is growing fast. In these and other cases such as 
Tanzania, Zambia, Uganda, South Africa and Botswana, wildlife safaris are the 
key to tourism success.  

Environmental economists have valued the "visitor attraction worth" of an African 
lion at $27,000 a year, and elephants at $60,000. As economist Kreg Lindberg 
expressed it in a report for the Washington think-tank the World Resources 
Institute, "when wildlife pays, wildlife stays."  

But often, say critics, they stay at the expense of local people, who gain little from 
their presence and may lose plenty. Moringue Parkipuny, Masai leader and 
Tanzanian MP, told a conference in the US that the Masai were "turning against 
wild animals because now they have been brought up to realise that the main 
cause of their suffering is wild animals. They say that it is better that these wild 
animals disappear". Jeremy Swift of the Institute of Development Studies at the 
University of Sussex in Britain, agrees. "Disenchantment with conservation has 
antagonised them and made them less willing defenders of the wildlife they once 
so well preserved [5]."  

Large animals under state protection can be a menace to farmers and villagers, 
whether inside or outside parks. In July 1992, for instance, a herd of 320 
elephants charged through 5,000 hectares of crops in dry northern Cameroon. 
According to local conservationist John Mchami Tafor, "the upshot was famine 
for more than 20,000 people." The following year, a herd of 800 elephants 
destroyed the millet and cotton crops of 2,000 households and trampled four 
people to death [25].  

In Zimbabwe, "elephants are walking over huts and killing people in the process," 
says Tawona Tawengwa of CAMPFIRE. "In one area alone, 11 people were 
killed in wildlife-related attacks," including brushes with marauding elephants [2]. 
In Indonesia, plantation workers have taken to poisoning the local herds of 
Sumatran elephant and secretly burying the corpses, after reports that the 
animals, hemmed in by agricultural developments, had destroyed almost a 
million hectares of rubber, oil palm and coconut plantations and killed 10 people 
during rampages [26].  

Animals that are a constant source of trouble when alive can be extremely 
valuable when dead. Hunting for "bushmeat" remains a major occupation inside 
and outside parks [27]. In Africa, for example, 40 percent of the animal protein 
eaten in Botswana in rural areas comes from wild animals, and in Nigeria the 
figure is 20 percent [28]. The international bushmeat trade is also growing. 



Frozen elephant meat from Chad is on sale today from supermarkets in 
Brazzaville, Congo. BBC journalist Ian Redmond reported that, at anything from 
$1 to $12 a kilo, the meat from an elephant was now worth more than the ivory. 
In central Africa, he said, dead elephants are now frequently found stripped of 
flesh as well as tusks [29].  

National laws often define many traditional hunters as "poachers", causing much 
local anger. One cattle herdsman in the Fari National Park in Cameroon, a 
country where a fifth of the land is devoted to parks and reserves, put it this way: 
"These parks were created for white men, who can still hunt in the parks, and do 
whatever they want. We didn't even know the parks existed until the authorities 
started sending our people to prison for hunting. That was when we found out we 
were not allowed to hunt the wild animals that were killing our livestock. Why 
didn't anyone ask us what we thought? Then we might not have had these 
problems [30]."   

Human rights  

Today, human rights groups defending native people in rural areas often find 
themselves in conflict with environmental groups, especially when the latter have 
made pacts with governments with repressive reputations in order to secure 
protected areas. Survival International, for instance, has clashed with the 
government of Botswana over its plans to expel tribal people from the Central 
Kalahari Game Reserve. In 1996 the Government demanded that the last 3,000 
Khwe people (or Bushmen) leave the reserve to make way for tourist 
development. In the 1980s, a previously generation of Khwe had been expelled 
in large numbers to make way for cattle ranches [31]. Roy Sesana, leader of the 
Khwe people, described in April 1996 a meeting two months before with the 
minister for local government, who came to the reserve to tell them: "I have come 
to tell you that you will move, because this place is for wildlife." The row has 
implications for the national economy. Beef is second only to diamonds as 
Botswana's biggest export, and tourism is the country's fastest growing industry.  

 

Community forest management in India  

India is one of 12 'megadiversity countries' that together account for 60-70 
percent of all the world's biodiversity. The country has 75 national parks and 421 
sanctuaries covering 14 million hectares of land, these protected areas are home 
to some three million people. Many more live on the boundaries.  

The 825-sq km Rajaji National Park is situated in the foothills of the Himalayan 
mountains in Uttar Pradesh state and is made up of three wildlife sanctuaries: 
Chilla, Motichur and Rajaji. It is rich in wildlife - from tigers and panthers to 
elephants and deer. But, for centuries, it has also served as the winter habitation 



of some 15,000 Van Gujjars, a nomadic pastoralist tribe. Rajaji was declared a 
wildlife sanctuary in the 1970s, and in 1983 - with the animal conservation 
movement in full swing in India - it was notified as a 'Proposed National Park.' 
But for Rajaji to be enshrined as a National Park, the forest had first to be 
emptied of humans as part of a 'fence, guard and protect' policy.  

The peaceful community of Van Gujjars (they are vegetarians and make a living 
by selling buffalo milk and clarified butter) was drawn into a prolonged conflict 
with the state forest authorities in 1992, when - returning to Rajaji after working 
the summer in the higher reaches of the mountains - they found their traditional 
migratory route blocked by the Forest Department.  

The Van Gujjars were ordered to move to a distant town in the midst of the hot 
Northern Indian plains, where the state government had built a 'rehabilitation 
colony' of 512 shabbily-built cement huts, each with a cattle stall and less than 
one-third of an acre of land. A stalemate ensued before the Van Gujjars launched 
into a high-profile campaign with the help of a local NGO, the Rural Litigation and 
Entitlement Kendra (RLEK.)  

RLEK helped organise the Van Gujjars, brought the campaign to the attention of 
the national media and lobbied the state administration and federal government. 
As part of the campaign, it launched an innovative literacy drive among the Van 
Gujjars in 1993, employing 358 voluntary teachers. Apart from raising 
awareness, this led to other immediate results. The Van Gujjars were able to 
read and report the registration numbers of vehicles that they suspected were 
being used for poaching animals.  

RLEK successfully argued that the presence of the Van Gujjars, who live off the 
forest, was in the best interests of the Park. It was also argued that the Van 
Gujjars as practitioners of traditional sustainable forest-use techniques with a 
demonstrable vested interest in protecting the flora and fauna, would also help 
check endemic poaching (often with official connivance) in Rajaji.  

That campaign plank today forms the basis of an ambitious Community Forest 
Management in Protected Areas (CFMPA) plan, prepared by the Van Gujjars and 
RLEK. The plan provides for ecosystem protection, community responsibility, 
participatory democratic structures, effective conflict resolution, open 
communication, gender equity and responsibility and benefit sharing in relation to 
traditional use. The draft of the plan was handed over to the Indian Prime 
Minister in July 1996, and RLEK chairperson Avdhash Kaushal thinks there the 
chances of it being accepted are high.  

 

The same theme recurs round the world. US-based groups such as the Wildlife 
Conservation Society (WCS) and the Smithsonian Institution are accused of 



colluding with the Burmese junta to develop large "protected" areas on remote 
forest land cleared by the Burmese army of rebels from the Karen ethnic 
minority, in an action believed to have recently led to the deaths of 2,000 people. 
According to journalists who visited the area in early 1997, some 30,000 people 
had been driven from the border zone, rich in tigers, Sumatran rhinos and 
elephants, which will form part of Burma's efforts to develop a lucrative tourist 
trade [32].  

Ministers, some widely alleged to have made fortunes by illegally smuggling teak 
logs from Burma's forests, were also bent on oil prospecting in the region. 
Defending his organisation's actions to The Observer newspaper, Josh Ginsberg 
of WCS said: "We do not sanction forced relocation or killings, but we have no 
control over the government. We are in Burma because it is one of the highest 
biodiversity countries."  

The WWF refused to become involved with the Burmese government. It had 
burned its fingers with militarism before, say insiders, helping out in the East 
African crackdown on ivory poachers in 1989. That year it provided the Kenyan 
government with money "to maintain and operate five aircraft used in anti-
poaching operations in Tsavo National Park". Shortly afterwards journalists 
reported that the country's "get tough" policy on poachers had involved spotter 
planes, "helicopter gun ships" and game wardens "moulded into paramilitary 
fighting men with shoot-to-kill orders". The resulting scorecard read: one dead 
elephant, 30 dead poachers. It was, the reporter said, "more akin to the Green 
Berets than Greenpeace [6]."  

 

5. Reconciling people and wildlife: rethinking the parks  

There is growing political realisation that the needs of people and wildlife must be 
reconciled if both are to survive. At a conference on wildlife and development, 
held in London in April 1996, the then British aid minister Lady Chalker warned 
that "Sub -Saharan Africa must not become a playground for the rich of the 
developed North. It is not a theme park. It is home to over 300 million people, 
many without economic or educational opportunity or protection against disease, 
drought or malnutrition. People feel passionately about the fate of endangered 
species, and rightly so. But we must meet the needs of poor people today if the 
wider and longer conservation goals are to be achieved" [33].  

On the conservationist side, too, there is a desire for a better relationship with 
people. Martin Holdgate, during his term as Director-General of IUCN, warned in 
1992 of "the danger of conservationists becoming too inward-looking, glorying in 
being parks people". He wanted to see "the negative overtones of protected 
areas swept aside". Parks, he said, must in future embrace the needs of their 



human inhabitants, not expel them. Protection must be redefined as a way of 
ensuring "the ability of an area to provide value to the human community" [34].  

The Korup conundrum  

One high-profile attempt to combine local interests with acute conservation 
concern is the Korup rainforest project in Cameroon. The area is known to 
ecologists as a "refugia", a place which, by an accident of evolutionary history, 
contains a wealth of biodiversity (genes, species and ecosystems). In such 
places, conservationists can most justly claim that global priorities must take 
priority over immediate local needs.  

The 60-million year old Korup rainforest contains more than 3,000 known species 
of plants and animals, including leopards and a quarter of all the African monkey 
species. To protect them, the government established the Korup National Park in 
1986 with the help of WWF, which plays a dominant role in its management, 
using EU funding. Inside the park were six villages, home to over a thousand 
people, and there are some 60,000 people settled nearby. Traditionally, villagers 
have depended for much of their protein on hunting in the forest. But today, say 
conservationists, hunting is endangering the survival of species like the rare red 
colubus and drill moneys. Armed poachers often cross the border from Nigeria to 
catch bushmeat and harvest bush mangoes [35].  

The park authorities have banned hunting in the park (in theory, if not always in 
practice) as well as the gathering of fruits eaten by the monkeys and elephants. 
By way of compensation, it is investing in farms in a buffer zone round the forest, 
where it has encouraged villagers to grow traditional crops such as cassava and 
manioc as well as crops new to the area like beans and yams.  

Most controversially, the EU funding is now being used to build the first all-
weather roads into the zone around the park. The idea is to allow the villagers to 
sell their crops to outside markets more easily than before. The danger, from a 
traditional conservationist viewpoint, is that the roads will bring in migrants and 
poachers, and make access easy fo r logging companies. But, as Andrew Allo, a 
Cameroon civil servant who manages the project, argues, the new roads will 
provide exits for cash crops, raise the income of villagers and reduce their 
dependence on the forest. The Korup project, he says, "can be a model for our 
neighbours and all those who want to preserve their rainforests while improving 
their living standards [36]."  

Other new fusions between conservation and development are emerging around 
the world. The Tambopata nature reserve, in a remote region of Amazonian 
Peru, is rich in biodiversity but much invaded by herders, migrant farmers and 
gold panners. Here a new Ethnobiological Centre refines local herbal remedies 
grown in medicinal gardens and processed in village stills, for use alongside 



Western medicines. A purgative plant remedy, oje, is presently being developed 
for commercial production.  

Sometimes, says Paul Chatterton of the WWF, the best results come from a 
fusion of ancient, almost mystical, approaches to conservation with the modern 
and scientific. In the Hunstein mountains of Papua New Guinea, three days by 
canoe from the nearest road, local farmers and hunters from the Bahinemo clan 
have asked Western environment groups to help them prepare a conservation 
plan for their forest as part of a package of moves to integrate them with the 
outside world. "The Bahinemo want to protect their forest spirits and ancestor 
sites, to guard their hunting groups, to exclude large-scale logging and to attract 
tourists," says Lucas Dulai, a local farmer. The plan will include itemising 
potentially valuable plants, from timber trees to herbal remedies [37].  

Many other forest communities round the world are seeing a way forward by 
taking charge of their own environments - sometimes seeing off conservation 
groups as well as resource plunderers. Groups from Ecuador to the South Pacific 
have decided to stop leasing their land to commercial foresters and instead to 
invest in portable sawmills that allow them to cut and process timber themselves. 
They can make a comparable profit from cutting much less timber and 
maintaining the forest. Two communities developing their forests in this way are 
the El Pan people on the edge of the Awa forest reservation in northern Ecuador 
and the Bainings tribe of East New England, an island off Papua New Guinea.  

South Africa's newest park has been developed for the post-apartheid tourist, but 
aims to involve local inhabitants in its design and maintenance. The Richtersveld 
National Park is what Emile Boonzaier, a social anthropologist at the University 
of Cape Town, calls an enterprise devoted to "new-age tourism". It is intended to 
"accommodate local economic interests, cultural sensibilities and pre-existing 
social order. And insofar as tourism inevitably involves negative  consequences, 
these should be offset by the positive effects of development associated with 
tourism: the creation of jobs, the injection of cash, improvement of infrastructure 
and generalised economic advancement of the region" [11]. That is the theory, 
though in practice local people have complained that the promised jobs have not 
appeared thus far.  

 

Conserving a good meal  

The endangered Amazonian manatee, the largest creature in the world's largest 
rainforest, can yield several hundred kilograms of meat and blubber. Nobody 
knows how many manatee are left in the jungle, admits Jose Marcio Ayres, 
Brazilian co-ordinator of the Mamiraua Ecological Reserve. It has officially been 
protected under Brazilian law since 1967. But the ribeirinho, traditional 
inhabitants of the flooded forests, still net and harpoon them for food [38].  



The first instinct of conservationists would be to step up policing against 
"poachers". But when drawing up plans for a nature reserve in the heart of the 
manatee's terrain in the flooded forests of central Amazonia, Ayres concluded 
that its best chance of survival lay in supporting local hunters. "Bans have been 
tried in many reserves in the Amazon, but they don't work," says Ayres. "People 
just carry on hunting. To make conservation work, you have to have the 
acceptance of the local people."  

Ayres has persuaded the Brazilian authorities to grant the villagers legal powers 
to protect their own environment. The ribeirinho have voted not to hunt nursing 
females, not to use certain types of nets and not to hunt around the grass 
islands, where most manatees live. They are organising themselves into a force 
of wardens, with uniforms and powers to impound equipment and catches. "We 
have so far trained 17 locals as guards, and 30 more will start soon," notes 
Ayres. Other villagers have been given radios to call the reserve base and report 
intruders.  

 

Sustainable environmentalism  

While many conservationists still back the idea of parks, albeit better matched to 
people's needs, some leading conservation figures are now calling , in effect, for 
the end of parks in the name of sustainable environmentalism.  

Martin Holdgate, former head of IUCN the world's largest alliance of conservation 
scientists, is perhaps the most outspoken convert to this new approach. In a 
1992 lecture he spoke of a "sustainable" 21st century, in which "there will be few 
large tracts of wilderness left, and these will only remain in areas where nature's 
protective barriers of mountain, ice or climatic ferocity are extreme, such as 
Antarctica".  

 

Is CAMPFIRE a new model?  

In Zimbabwe the Communal Areas Management Programme for Indigenous 
Resources (CAMPFIRE) seeks to devolve control of wildlife down to grassroots 
level - and to ensure that there, too, profits can flow from wildlife as a properly 
managed resource. CAMPFIRE is becoming a testbed for people-centred 
conservation without fences. CAMPFIRE operates in the "communal" areas 
inhabited by about a quarter of a million people, where wildlife is still abundant. It 
is, says Simon Metcalfe of the University of Zimbabwe, not so much a 
conservation project as a community development project that suggests a way 
forward to a world without parks [4].  



CAMPFIRE builds on the assumption that local people can best manage their 
own resources and must be able to reap benefits from animals that may also be 
dangerous and may damage crops. Starting in 1988 in Nyaminyami district near 
Lake Kariba, on the edge of the Matusadona National Park, local CAMPFIRE 
schemes have been set up in 22 districts. The most lucrative sources of revenue 
from the wildlife are safari hunting concessions, followed by the sale of meat and 
skins of animals killed while raiding farms.  

In the district of Hurungwe, 80 percent of the gross income from safari contracts 
went back to the communities where it was earned. They spent it on grinding 
mills and beehives, schools and clinics, repairing boreholes and cattle dip-tanks. 
But in other districts bureaucracy has become a problem, says Metcalfe. In 
breach of the original spirit of the programme, many district councils are holding 
on to most of the income rather than distributing it to villages and households. In 
Nyaminyami, he says that "the communities themselves are not actively 
participating in the planning and management process and appear alienated from 
both the trust and the wildlife".  

Workers on the projects assert that this trend is most marked in areas where 
there has been an influx of foreign aid to help the scheme, including money from 
Britain. One activist, Cherry Bird, writing in the journal of the UK-based human 
rights pressure group Tourism Concern, feels strongly: "that large amounts of aid 
for setting up complex management structures has proved to be 
counterproductive ... there was a loss of control and involvement by people at 
grassroots level. Squabbles arose among members of the hierarchy and the 
families out in the fields were forgotten [39]."  

Christine Wolf, a director of the Fund for Animals claimed in 1997 that a US AID 
study had found the impact on population dynamics of trophy hunting had not 
been properly taken into account by CAMPFIRE. "Hunters who kill elephants for 
entertainment aim at the largest bulls with the longest tusks." Selective killing of 
such animals "creates a genetic bottleneck", she commented [40]. Others deny 
this link, pointing out that male elephants start breeding long before their tusks 
reach maximum length.  

Under pressure from animal rights lobbies, the US government has proposed 
tough new regulations on importing sport-hunted ivory, which is not covered by 
CITES rules on commercial trade. Since 65 percent of all income linked to 
CAMPFIRE in the 1990s was derived from sport-hunting by foreign visitors, 
mainly Americans, imposing such regulation is likely to destroy the CAMPFIRE 
initiative, says Urs Kreuter, a CAMPFIRE representative in the US [40]. "Wild 
animals, especially elephants, would revert to pure liabilities for rural people 
coexisting with them. This would once again provide them with incentives to 
eradicate rather than conserve wild animals."  

 



In Holdgate's view, the aim should instead be to protect the whole landscape, not 
as something untouched and pristine, but as something rich and diverse, 
inhabited and exploited. Real conservation, he concluded, should require the end 
of protected areas in favour of local power. "We shall see forests remain because 
of the products they yield. We shall see much more recognition that the best way 
of achieving sustainability is to give local communities ownership of local 
resources [34]."  

This message is spreading. In East Africa the hard-core adversarial conservation 
stance that characterised the start of the 1990s is being replaced, says David 
Western, by a new approach that puts local management at the core of wildlife 
conservation. He acknowledges that most of the wildlife in the region does not 
spend all or even most of its time in the designated parks, but roam across 
private and communal lands. "We now take the voice of landowners as our 
starting point," he says. "We se t up joint management committees with 
landowners, the Wildlife Service and tour operators. We encourage local 
landowners to set up wildlife associations to improve management. Associations 
in Amboseli and Tsavo have 15,000 members. They bring in their own wildlife 
managers." Western has promoted the rights of humans when they come into 
conflict with elephants. In 1993, he says, 40 humans were killed by elephants 
invading their land and trampling their houses. Now he has a unit that carries out 
"early strikes", killing hell-bent elephants first [23].  

Ideally, Western says, he would like to bring back hunting. "The old image of the 
white hunter has tied us down a lot. Kenya has a reputation for opposing hunting, 
but actually it is difficult to address the issue of conflict between wildlife and 
humans without hunting." Kenya's long-standing ban on hunting has shut off a 
potential source of income. Western casts an envious eye on neighbouring 
Tanzania, which has a fast-growing business in licensed big game hunting by 
tourists. In 1992, more than 10,000 tourist-days were spent hunting in Tanzania's 
protected areas. Hunters bagged more than 7,000 animals, including 700 
buffalos, 450 zebras, 220 lions and 210 leopards. Total fees amounted to almost 
$14 million.  

 

6. The future  

Says IIED's Christo Fabricius: "Current policies to protect endangered species 
represent mainly the views of global and national role players, while local people, 
especially those who depend on wild plants and animals, are seldom party to the 
debate." Some environmentalists concur. WWF's Robin Pellew notes: "Unless 
we work with local people rather than against their interests, we will not succeed 
[24]."  



But many go further, to claim that the future for wildlife in the developing world 
depends on new power relationships that allow the inhabitants of the land where 
the wildlife live to own a real stake in the management of truly renewable 
resources. And that means reducing the power of many national and commercial 
institutions, as well as of some of the more overbearing international 
conservation agencies.  

Despite its failings, CITES could still have a part to play in that process. Not 
least, explains Fabricius, because by declaring the global case for protecting 
certain species, CITES implies that the international community should help pay 
the cost of conservation in developing countries. Even so, many feel that CITES 
must learn to act less loftily and with more sensitivity to the impact of its rules on 
rural communities. CAMPFIRE's Tawona Tawengwa sums it up thus: "It is not 
fair for countries whose only elephants are found in zoos to tell us how to 
manage our wildlife."  
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