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Executive Summary

This paper identifies and analyses two key policy variables determining the
success or failure of community participation approacnes to wildlife use and
management systems in Africa. In doing so, the analysis toucnes on a range of
other relevant issues but maintains an empnasis on the core factors of
incentives ana entitlements. The focus is on the sustainable use of wildlife
resources outside protected areas for African rural development.

After a brief introduction, Section 2 discusses an example of contemporary
critiques of community participation approaches, whnich suggests that wildlife
conservation and rural development are parallel processes which shouid not be
conjoined. Using this example as a template for the analysis which follows, the
paper argues that such critiques are flawed by the omission of attention to the
issues of farmer incentives and collective management.

Section 3 commences with a model which inciudes tnese variables and argues

that the "wildlife and sustainable development” issue is centraily one of farmer

mouvaton, rights and organization under conditions requiring collective
management of wiidlife resources in defined commonages. This model throws
Up TtWo key policy variables, objective and degrees of power and responsibility.
These two variables are then applied, using a two-aimensional matrix, 1o an
examination of various approaches to the subject. The paper argues that
policies and programmes which have a developmental focus and confer strong
authority and responsibility status on legally sanctioned communal natural
resource regimes are most likely to produce "robust, cost effective and efficient,
non-subsidized systems and institutions” for the use of wildlife in sustainable
development.

Section 4 provides a ten-year case study of such an approach, showing
process., accomplishments and constraints. Section 5 takes up 8 major
implementational issue invoived in the model, that of matcnhing ecological and
social topograpny. The paper ends with a retrospective summary, arguing tnat
tne prevailing paradigm of community approaches as "exchange of access for
material consideration” needs to be changed to "conferment of access to
stimulate production”. It also suggests that for much of Sub-Saharan Africa
this is the only viable approach to the use of wiidlife in sustainable rural
development.



WILDLIFE IN SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT:
APPROACHES TO COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

M.W. Murphree

1. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this paper 1s 10 identify and analyse key variables determining
the success or failure of community participation approaches 1o wildlife use and
management systems in Africa. It derives its mandate for this focus from the
background statement for this Policy Consultation, which suggests that success
can be measured by "robust cost effective and efficient, non-subsidized
systems and institutions.” The issues specified in this background statement
for attention under the "community participation” theme are aadressed, but not
pedantically or exnaustively. A presentation of this length does not permit this,
and these issues nave alreaqay received extensive treaiment in the precursor
document for tne consultation, Whose Eden? An Overview of Community
Approaches to Wildlife Management. (IED/ODA, 1994)°

Systems of efficient wildlife management and conservation do not necessarily,
and in all cases, require community participation approaches. Parucipatory
community approaches are no panacea for all wildlife conservation concerns.
All approaches to community participation in wildlife management are not the
same. Behind these simplie and self-evident assertions lie fundamental
distinctions which are all too often blurred in the current policy enthusiasm to
link conservation and deveiopment objectives and which, when negiected, tend
to result in overly-aggregated. misleading analyses. After outiining one example
of this kind of scholarship, this paper identufies two critical policy variables
which must be considerea and tests their relevance against the record of a ten
year case study. The paper aiso discusses the impiementationa! issue of

matching ecological and social topography, and conciudes witn summary
comment.

2. CONTEMPORARY CRITIQUES OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
APPROACHES

The notion of incorporating the resources of community participation into the
management and conservaton of African wildlife, particularly in connection with
state protected areas. is not new. Nor is the notion that this participation
should contribute to the development of the communities invoived. One has

" Other substantal reviews include Western and Wright (1994), \'Vells, Brandon and
Hannah (1992) and Rihoy (1298).



v10 examine the histories of the establisnment of Maasai-Mara, Amboseii

fg the Ngorongoro Conservation Area to realize that these notions have in

rinciple, if not in practice, a long pedigree. It was, however, oniy in the
'1980’s that a combination of a new "bottom-up” philosopny of rural
development and a growing constituency of concerns for African wildlife
conservation provided the pasis for major aid allocations by gonors 10
community participation approaches and gave them the status of quasi-
orthodoxy in the strategies of major international conservatior. agencies. These
approaches have spawned a number of designations in the deveiopment and
conservation literature, their abbreviations taking on a typoiogical life of their
own. Thus we now have CBC (Community-based conservation; \Western and

Vright, 1994: 1), CBNRM (Community-based naturai resource management,

tihoy, 1995: 1), ICDPs (Integrated conservation and deveiopment projects;
Vells, Brandon and Hannah, 1992) and many others.

low, in the second half of the 1990’s, a growing skepticism of such
pproaches is developing. Such skepticism is healthy if it is sound, particularly
f it helps 10 separate the wneat from the chaff in such ambiguous concepts as
community participation”.

"

present here an outline of this skepticism in two versions. The firstis a "soft

ersion, provided to me by a gonor representative at a recent cocktail party.
We sre supportive of community-based approaches to wildlife rmanagement, ”
e said, "buwt we haove corncerns and reservations.” In the conmnversation which
Silowed the concer—s expressed vwere that communily participation approaches
vere: a) expensive, b) required long time frames, ¢c) showea mixed or
conclusive results, and d) involved risk. "What if communities mess up

nanagement and deplete their wiidlife resources?” he asked.

"he second version is @ much more vigorous, aggressive ana acacemic attack
n attempts to link rural development and wildlife conservation. i refer to the
ecent journal articie by Barrett ang Arcase in World Development, "Are
ntegrated-Conservation Development Projects (ICDPs) Susta:napie? On the
~onservation of Large Mammais in Sub-Saharan Africa."” (Barrett and Arcase,
1995}, \Vhile the burden of Barrett and Arcase’s critique is on initiatives to link
ural development and species conservation the articie is aiso effectively an
ittack on community basea approaches since their data are arawn almost
xclusively from programmes or projects which claim to incorporate a
ommunity participation component.

"he Barrett and Arcase article raises important issues which snould be
onsidered by policies seeking to link conservation and rurai development, and
yften are not. It also contains, however, factual inaccuracies and misleading
sssumptions, and is permeated by the patronizing arrogance vwhnich professionals
50 often exhibit regarding the motivations and levels of competence which rural
armers invest in the management of their natural resource systems.



Most criticaily, however, the article fails to draw analytic distinctions whnich are
fundamental for an understanaing of the nexus between conservation and
deveiopment. A detailed critique of the article is not possibie in the scope of
this paper-, but | summarize below aspects of the article which will be used as
a tempiate for the analysis which follows:

a) Barrett and Arcase commence by aggregating initiatives to link
conservation and development under the rubric "ICDPs".

b) For the authors, the "distinctive feature of ICDP’s as conservation
strategies is that rural residents are induced to surrender access to, or
curtail illegal offtake of, native species and their habitats in exchange for
alternative sources of income and sustenance” or other compensation,
services and infrastructure associated with "an improved standard of
living. " Central to ICDP’s, say the authors, is "the basic notion of an
exchange of access for material consideration.” {(p. 1074).

c) Althougn this is not clearly specified, the article assumes passim that
wiidlife proauction comes primariiy from "protected areas” which are
controiled by the state and managed by state functionaries. This is part
of the aeal : "rural residents"” surrender access rights to wildlife and its
habitats in exchange for other promised benefits. The implication is that
"protected areas” are ipso facto under state control.

d) Barrett and Arcase are concerned that African wildlife resources are not
capable of sustainably producing the promised benefits in this exchange.
Among the promised benefits discussed is game meat from cropping
harvests. For the benefit to be significant motivationally it must be
constant, suggest the authors. But, for it to be sustainable, it must be
variable since wildlife populations are unstable and subject to variations
due to drought, disease or natural disaster. State (or project) "managers”
must therefore "be able to respond to changes in rainfall by increasing
harvests following ‘good years’ and decreasing them following 'bad
years’.” However, reductions in cropping following this formula are
“likely to be politically unpalatable in the I[CDP context."” If political
pressure limits a manager’s ability to reduce harvests, "a downward spiral
in the size of the harvested population will result, because short-term
over-exploitation will lead to lower future sustainable harvests, less local
cooperation, and so on."” (p. 1075).

e) The provision of game meat by ICDPs has another danger in the authors
opinion, in that "/f ICDPs increase a rural population’s dependence on
game meat, these projects may fuel local demand for game and, in the
event legal harvest distributions are curtailed for biological reasons (see

2|n preparation by R.B. Martin and M.W. Murphree.
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aboves, they mav uitimately foster the activities they are designed to
counter.” (p. 1078).

Other modes of promised benefit from ICDPs discussed are cash benefits,
through sales of game meat, wage employment or the sharing of
ecotourism revenues. However, the authors point out the variability of
the markets invoived and the fact that revenues often are not returned 1o
"compensate locals for surrendering access to wiidlife and habitats. "
More fundamentally, they argue that "for cash inducements to work rural
inhabitants must be able to convert cash income into food.” This inserts
them into the risks of a market economy where “trading access to
species for monetary compensation will expose rural residents to new
risks associated with exchange entitlements. In that setting, price
variability and quantity-rationing in rural food markets conspire to
threaten household food security.” (p.1078).

The authors are also concerned about the possible impact of temporariiy
successtiul ICDPs. "Improving local standards of living will probably
contribute to higher rates of local population growth than would be
observed in the absence of an ICDP that is successful in enhancing the
weil-being of local populations. This may occur especially rapidly in
regions where living standards are depressed, and thus immigration into
areas with enhancements is made more attractive.” (p. 1078).

ICDPs, it is suggested, "exert substantial influence over the returns of
alternative uses of rural inhabitants’ time." They suggest that the
opportunity costs of time for many rural Africans is low, and that
"seasonally, /f not permanently, any income-maximizing rural resident
would be wise to set off for the nearest protected area, even in the face
of risks of imprisonment or injury.” (p. 10738). This links to their concern
about the inadequacy of law enforcement capacities among "parks staff.”
{(p. 1081).

The authors are also concerned that ICDPs do not adequately address th
culturai use of wildlife (pp. 1077-79) and about inadequately supportive
national policies {p. 1090).

Having advanced these and other arguments the authors conclude that
"ICDPs must be regarded as no more than short-term palliative in a longer
term struggle to refocus attention and resources on parallel processes of
rural development, poverty alleviation and wiidlife conservation."” (p.
1091). They suggest that it is "biologically unsound to base human
needs, which must be assumed to grow, on the harvest of wildlife
popuiations that will not grow."” {p. 1091). Their prescription is for
development projects to "decouple hurman needs from the harvest of
large mammals. " {(p. 1077, also cf. pp. 1080, 1081).



One couid examine these points seriaily, pointing out inter 2 a that the formula
for determining cropping téxe-offs is managerially naive’, commentng on tre
condescension implied in tne warnings about giving rurai peooies a taste for
meat or encouraging them to enter markets whnere they wiil be diddled, and
noting the extraordinary omission of any discussion on the value-aadea
dimensions of certain modes of wiidiife productivity, sucn as safari hunting. To
go so would, however, be 1o miss the main contextualizing 1ssues. The
‘ungamentai conceptual framework from whnich the articie sorings is tnat
conservation.deveiopment approacnes are essentially conservation projects
whnich "induce” significant neighbors of protected areas 10 cooperate in the
conservation objectives of these areas. These neighbors are anaiyzea as a non-
ownership reactive category, an undifferentiated blob variousiy referred to as
‘rurai residents,” "local peoples”, "human populations, " or simply as "/ocais.”
[t is from this conceptual model that most of the analytic sirengths and
weaknesses of the Barrett and Arcase critique arise. To tne extent that
conservation:deveiopment policies are what Barrett and Arcase say trey are,
their critique nas significant vaiidity.

3. THE TWO KEY POLICY VARIABLES

.et us now, however, consider an aiternative mode! of the conservation:
jevelopment nexus, whicn | wiil describe in its poiar contrastng form.

issume, firstly, that core national biodiversity and species conservatuon
roncerns are under state control in systems and at levels vwnich the siate can
ifford to effectively manage. Thus the first characteristic of the model is that
he "wildlife and sustainadle development” issue iS Not primariy about

yarks people relationships, aithough it may have implications for these
elationships. {See under 3.4 below).

Let us

econdly, let us transform our ambiguous categories of "rura/ residents” ana
local peoples” into small-scale farmers who, under prevaling tenure conaitions
1 Sub-Saharan Africa, have individual usufruct rights 10 tneir arable iand but
vno have group claims to the natural resources of a definea coilective
ommonage. \Whatever the legal status of these claims may pe these farmers,
y virtue of their location and their distance from the instruments of state
oercion, are the de facto managers of wildlife in their respective commonages.
\nd, like farmers everywnere, they will manage the wildlife resource tnrough

* Martin comments: ‘The authors have obviously not managea wwiidlife under
hands-on" conditions. It is not ideal to increase harvests following good years and
ecrease them following baa vears. A bad year can be diagnosea at the ena of the
ainy season - well before animais start to die of poverty. The icgicai management
cuon in @ bad vear is to remove a large proportion of the poputation leaving a small
ucleus that wiil survive the arought without undue degradation ¢f the environment. 'n
good year the manager has several options: he could keep the ccpulation icw in
nticipation of further drougnts or he might allow it to tuiid up hcoing that the rains
vill be favourable for several years.’ {Martin, personal ccmmunicazon)
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'calculations which consider the opportunity costs and benefits ot land, labour

and resource allocations, and the future benefits of the investment costs which
are integrai to sustainable use. The second characteristic of the model is thus
that the "wildlife and sustainaple deveiopment” issue is about farmer
motivation, rights and organization under conditions requiring collective
management of wiidlife resources in defined commonages.

Thirdly, let us posit wildlife outside state protected areas as part of a bundle of
"off-farm” resources capable of contributing, under the right conditions, 1o the
economic well-being of farmers, reversing the causal direction implicit in many
conservation/deveiopment approaches. The third characteristic of the model is
thus that the "wildlife and systainable development” issue is primarily about
development, rather than conservation. It has a conservation component, but
this is focussed on the sustainability of use, and regarded as a means rather
than an end.

This model provides us with a significantly different conceptuai frame for the
analysis of wildlife conservation/development initiatives than the framework and
assumptions either implicit or overt in much of the literature on the subject.
Two key predictive policy variables emerge by whicn we can anticipate the
efficacy ang efficiency of systems attempting to link wiidlife conservation and
sustainable development. These are: a) objective, and b) degrees of power and
responsibility.

3.1 Objective

The term "objective” is a loose one which can be given different definitions. It
has a number of synonyms in general usage, and we tend 10 use the terms
"goal,” "purpose,” "aim" and "objective” interchangeably. In the world of
organizational management and project planning these are sometumes ranked
hierarchically in formulas of log-frame analysis. But | will be simpiistic and use
the word "objective" here 10 denote the core motivational direction nehina
policy, planning and action. This core motivational direction is itself usuaily
determined by a number of subjective preferences and instrumenztal
considerations.

As ambiguous and complex as it may be, the objective variable is critical for
systems attempting to link conservation and development. This arises from the
fact that such attempts almost invariably link together significant social actors
whose objectives are essentially different. The institutionalization of
conservation as a discrete set of concerns and actions is a product of
governments, interest groups and scholarship. This provenance tilts wiidlife
management objectives towards species and habitat protection, government
control and abstract policy. The rural farmers mentioned eariier rareiy articulate
conservation as a discrete set of concerns. Conservation for them is an
investment factor in the sustainable use of their resources, the objective being
the maintenance or improvement of their livelihoods or, put more loosely,
"development”.



\When trese 1vwo obDjectives intersect within the farmers’ domain there 1s
dissonance, vwhich is iikeiy to result in enduring confiict since both objectives
and their constituencies have strengths 10 support their respective goais. The
resuit is tnat neither objective is achievea. There is no wildlife conservation ang
there 1S no development.

The model put forward above suggests that as a strategic approach to resoive
this impasse, the aevelopment objectives of farmers snouid be made
paramount. In doing so, the conservation objective may, under the rignht
circumstances, also be furthered. The success of programmes linking
conservation and development objectives is likely 10 be consonant with the
degree t0 which they piace emphasis on deveiopment.

3.2 Authority and Responsibility

The iocation of authority and responsibility is the other critical variable by whnich
we can predict the efficiency of a system attempting to link wildlife use and
sustainaple deveiopment. For the purposes of this paper "suthority ana
responsipility” is used as a phrase to cover rights of secure, long-term access 0
‘and ana resources. their benefits, and the duties associated with these rignts.
A number of related terms dissect these rights, inciuding "ownership,”
"nroperty,” "proprietorship” and "tenure”.

These concepts have a number of dimensions which cannot be discussed in
detail here. For our topic the most important points 10 note are that:

a) These rights, or authority, have a number of derivations. They can
be conferred by the state, by tradition or in-place institutional
dynamics. Their strengths wiii be determined by particular
combinations of legal, political and socio-economic factors.

D) These rights, or "ownership," are rareiv, if ever, absolute. Their
strengths are determined by their time frames and the
conditionalities attached to them. The longer their sanctioned
duration, their "tenure,” the stronger tney will be. The fewer the
conaitionalities attached to them, the stronger they wiil be. As
Alchian says, the strength of ownership “can be defined by the
extent to which the owner’s decision to use the resource actually
determines its use.” (Alchian, 1987: 1031).

c) Authority over land and natural resources can be sub-divided into
different authority regimes presiding over land and specific naturai
resources. In much of Sub-Saharan Africa, this is typically the
case through the vertical compartmentalization of government
administration into land, agriculture, forestry, fish and wildlife
agencies (Child, 1995 a; Murpnree, 1295 a).



d) Authority and responsibility are conceptually linked. When they are
de-linked and assigned to different insututional actors both are
eroded. Authority without responsibility becomes meaningless or
obstructive; responsibiiity without autnority iacks the necessary
instrumental and motivationai components for its efficient exercise.

At a first-order level of distinction, most contemporary societies divide this
bundle of authority and responsibility over land ana natural resources into state
and non-state regimes. And, for instance, in most societies of Western Europe
and North America these non-state authority and responsipility regimes are
largely (but not exclusively) private regimes legitimated by titles or leases
granted to a body corparate, whether this be a singie individuai or a corporate
group of persons. This dichotomy does not, or course, eliminate conflict
between state and non-state authorities, but it does have the advantage of
making the linkage between authority and responsibility tighter and giving
relatively sharp definition to the institutional actors involved.

in most of Sub-Saharan Africa this form of private non-state regime does not
exist. Farmers iive on lang and use resources wnicn the state iegally claims as
'ts own. Demographic, ecological and cuiturai factors miiitate against their
attainment as individuals of body corporate status® and few opportunities exist
for them to collectively attain this status. Their autnority and responsibilities
regarding land and natural resources are ambiguous and weakly linked, and their
lack of strong tenure is a disincentive to conservation investments. They are
thus locked into the amorphous categories of "rurai residents,” "local peoples”
and "human populiations™ of the Barrett and Arcase text, or the "communities”
of my topic. Such conditions are a recipe for the failure of initiatives to link
wildlife conservation and rural deveiopment concerns.

A change in these conditions must, therefore, be a fundamental dimension of
any policy which aims to sustainably use wiidlife for rural deveiopment in
Africa. This change, for the demographic, ecoliogical and cultural factors
mentioned, cannot in Most contexts be a aivision and alienation of existing and
largeiy traditionally tegitimated commonages to individuals. It can, however, De
a de jure alienation of these commonages of land and resources by the state to
groups of farmers who, through politico-culturai ana socio-economic
legitimations collectively act as their current de facto users and managers.

This, in effect, would be to enable farmers to form state-legitimated strong
communal regimes for their common pool resources. The impact wouid be, in
terms of our topic, to transform "community participation” into communal
property regimes with authority and responsibility for the sustainable use of

* Kenya is one country with a declared policy of individualizing land entitiement,
with a mixed record of results. For a discussion of the ccnstraints involved in such a
policy, see Murphree and Cumming, 1983.



wildlife, and its hatitat, as a means to their development objectives. A number -
of formuias, essentially similar, have been producea to orofile wnat such
communal property regimes require. Among these are Berkes (1989: 10),
Murphree (1983: 8-7) ana Ostrom (1990: 90). Whose Eden?, p. 49, provides
an adaptation of Ostrom’s "design principles” and this paper does not go into
details. For the analysis here it is sufficient to note that it is essential for such
regimes to have:

a) Strong ownership rights, i.e. "the rights of possession, use and disposa/
of worth. ” {Harper, 1974:15). This finks cost and benefit, authority and
responsibility.

D) Strong tenure rights, i.e. the long-term security of ownership which
motivates the investments in the future essential for sustainable use.

cl Effective institutional structures for internal management and control,
membership determinations and relationships with external agencies and
neighbors.

The leap from "community participation” to strong communal property regimes
is not an easy one. Powerful interests conspire to block it. For some
politicians, bureaucrats and their private sector allies it is seen as a loss of
power and privilege in a zero-sum game between centre and periphery. For
some conservationists it is seen as a surrender of wiidlife technology to the
vagaries of cost/benefit decisions by unsophisticated peasants. But, if this
analysis is right, it is the only approach which can effectively insert wiidlife
resources sustainably into African rural development. The degree to which
policies accept this thus becomes a critical predictive variabie in the success or
failure of systems which seek to link the two.

3.3 Classifying and Evaluating Approaches

Having identfied and discussed these two policy variabies vwe are now in a
position to classify specific policies, programmes ana projects and measure
them for predictive purposes. This analysis does so giagrammatically,
representing the two variables as axes on a two-dimensional grapn.

(Figure 1.1)

The first thing to note 1s that the two axes each represent a spectrum of
possible locations in respect to the variable concerned. Secondly, we should
note that extreme polar positions on either axis are uniikely. The variables we
are examining rarely, if ever, appear in this manner. Thus no specific instance is
likely to be located at the extreme corners of our diagram. The closest one
might get to the latter situation might be in a strict nature reserve (Category | in
the IUCN classification of protected areas, reproduced in Whose Eden?, p.10)
managed by a well run and weil endowed state conservauon agency, free from

9



any external threat. But, even nere, the IUCN descriptive text inaicates some
deveiopmental characteristics, so this instance wouid have to be sniftea to the
right of the bottom teft hand corner. Most state protecied areas are less secure
in their authority status and management capacities than the profile | have
gescribed, and are likely to be scattered along this axis across its range.
Depending on their national develoomental components and impact, they wiil
also find different locations on the horizontal axis as weil.

(Figure 1.2)

But, for the present, we are not discussing state protected areas Dul non-S’Lat.e
regimes of wildlife management, wnether legally sanctioned or not. Those with
strong authority and responsibility will have legal status and means. These
private, individual (single person or corporate) enterprises may De biasea
towards conservation or development objectives, and wiil be located across a
spectrum in the bottom half of our diagram.

(Figure 1.3)

It is, however, with communal management approaches that tnis paper is
primarily concerned. These, as this text argues, are uniikely 10 nave high
authority and responsibility status. They are thus unlikely to appear in the
bottom half of our diagram. Most will cluster in the upper left guadrant since
most have been driven by external conservation objectives. There are
exceptions. At the conservation end of the horizontal axis the sacred groves of
tradition®, while without legal sanction, may have powerful cultural resources
providing de facto authority and responsibility, placing them in the lower ieft-
nand quadrant. Some "utilizationist" approaches in the "co-management” mode
can be placed in the upper right hand quadrant. And in design and princioie a
‘few exampies purport to confer legal status to communal regimes of wiidlife
management and use, and thus can be placed in the iower rignt nang guacrant.
However, using the examples provided by Whose Eden?, the tendency is for
most approaches to locate in the upper left hand quadrant.

(Figure 1.4)

The above reference to design and principle draws us to a distinction which
must be factored in our use of the diagram. This is the difference between
design and result. The CAMPFIRE Programme, for instance, in principle seeks
t0 locate wildlife management in state sanctioned communal regimes. Current
Zimbabwean legislation, however, places this management under rural district
councils, and the Programme depends on these councils 1o devolve their

® cf. Whose Eden, p. 95.
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:uthority and responsibility to communal regimes. In practice, however,
sounciis nave responded in various ways, leaaing to a spread of de facto
ylacement of communal regimes along our vertical axis.

(Figure 1.5}

“his discrepancy between policy and practice snould alert us, inter alia and
jnalyticaily, to two points. Firstly, our analysis, particuiarly of large projects
sNa programmes. needs 1o be fine-grained ana disaggregative. Secondly, such
yrogrammes are dynamic. Syncnronic anaiysis is not adequate; fongitudinal
‘esearch methodologies are required to detect girection ana understand process.

(Figure 1.6)

The final variant of our diagram takes up the prescriptive iesson to be drawn
rom i1s Dredecessors. Most conservation ancg development programmes and
srojects, in tneir profile of objective and degree of community authority and
esponsibility, are in the upper left hand quaarant. These are the approacnes
vnich provide the stereotypic model on whicn the Barrett and Arcase critique is
yased. In terms of the analysis of this paper, this location 1s a pregictor of
aillure. The alternative mode! proposed at trne peginning of this section

uggests that approaches which fall into the lower right hand quadrant provide
he best institutionatl and motivational conditions for success. To achieve this
uccess, poiicies, programmes and projects snould seek to move their

pproaches in this direction. If we give compass bearings to our diagram the
rescription is simpie: "move south-east”.

.4 Linking Conservation and Development Objectives

/ouid sucn a shift imply the abandonment of "conventional” conservation
Djectives? In some ways, yes. |t does imply the abanconment of futiie
‘tempts 10 maintain large wildlife populations, particulariy of large mammal
recies, on land outside state protected areas whnich is ecologically and
zonomicaity more suited to other forms of proauction under compettive
arketing and tax structures. In so doing, the snift is asking no more of Africa
1:an what has happened in North America ana Europe. (Although we should
Jte that such land constitutes far less a proportion of total land surface in
frica than in Europe and North America). It also implies the surrender of the
fevelopment to promote conservation” paraaigm implicit in many programme
\d project purposes for the more holistic approach of conservation as an
vestment for sustainable use made by African farmers.

iwradoxically, however, the shift in the longer term can further conventional
'nservation objectives. Firstly, it provides an economic incentive to allocate
propriate land to wildlife production, thus expanding its range. Conventional
nservationist approaches in most of Sub-Saharan Africa nave failed to halt the
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"gecline in wiidlife range, the major cause of wildlife popuiation declines on the
Continent. Zimbabwe, which has been pursuing tne snift in a series of

intermittent ana partial policy steps since the late 1260’s, snows an opposite
trend.

(Figure 2)

Secondly, "going south-east” can create a better institutional context for
"parks-peopie"” reiationships, that persistent concern of conventional
conservationist approaches. This is because it creates neighbors for state
protected areas whno have legally defined authority and responsibility, and
mutual economic and managerial interests. Conflicts over priorities, boundary
maintenance and cooperation in mutual interest can thus be negotiated between
authorities of symmetrical status in an open and structured manner. Again | use
a Zimbabwean example. In Zimbabwe there has been little history of conflict
petween national parks and their neighbors an private ranches and farms.
Among the reasons for this are that under Zimbabwean wiidlife legisiation,
proximity to parks is economically valuable to their neighbors, and that conflict
can be resoivea since neighbors can negouate as recognized, legal proprietors.
Conflict nas in the past been endemic between parks and their communal lana
neighbors. The conaitions mentioned above have not generaily pertained. More
recently, where tne CAMPFIRE programme has succeeded in providing
proprietorial status for communal land farmers approximating that of commercial
ranchers, reiationships have vastly improvea.

"Going south-east” can thus enhance the conditions for incentive compatibility
between conventional conservation objectives and the interests of African
farmers. According to Bromiey,

“Incentive compatibility is established when iocal inhabitants
acquire an ecornomic interest in the long-run viability of an
ecosystem that /s important to people situated e/sewnere.... Such
ecosysrems represent benefit streams for both parties; those in the
industrialized North who seek to preserve biodiversity and those
who must make a living amid this genetic resource. " {Bromley,
1994: 429-430).

To work, however, this compatibility must start with the incentives of the
farmers who decide on the destiny of wiidlife outside state protected areas.
Putting the farmers first is, in brief, the formula for successfully linking wildlife
conservation and sustainable rural development in Africa.

4, A CASE STUDY IN RELATIVE AND CONDITIONAL SUCCESS: MASOKA
| now turn to a concrete example of a group of farmers who have "gone sogth-
east". One must be cautious with case studies, since each reoreslents & unique
combination of ecological, social and policy components. Thus this exampie is
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not put forward as a polyvaient model but as a demonstration that, under the
right conditions, local empowerment focussed on farmer needs can enhance
both the status of wiidlife resources and rural deveiopment opjectives. My
example is Kanvurira \Wara, a 400 sqg. km. area ana its farmer population in the
Dange Communal Lana of the Guruve District.’ "Kanyurira \Ward" is the
government administrative designation for this sub-unit of the Guruve Rurai
District Council, which has 24 such wards, each with designated and mapped
boundaries. Kanyurira is the name of the sub-chief, but the area is locally and
commoniy cailed Masoka, from the name of spirit medium Nemasoka, wno
represents the ancestral spirit "owners” of the land. In locai perspectives, these
land spirits have a much larger territory than the ward boundaries of the Councii
map, and inciudes parts of the neighboring Doma and Chewore Safari Areas
under state controf.’

The people of Masoka are residentially clustered along a six kilometre stretch of
the Angwa River which flows through the ward. In 1988 tre settlement was
made up of 60 households, with a totai population of 482 peopie.® Household
subsistence came from dry-land cultivation of grains, winter cultivation of
riverain lands for maize and vegetables, and some remitiances from the export
of male labour. There was one cash crop, cotton, grown oy 73% of
househoids. For most househoids net revenue from this source was smail since
the remote location posed formidabie transport ana marketing problems. Owing
1o the presence of tsetse fly, no cattle and only a few goats were present.
Some of the population’s protein requirements came from poultry, and a larger
proportion from game meat, legally "poached” and yielding about 40 kg. per
person per annum.® The benefits of this harvest were, however, balanced in
farmers minds against its costs. Nearly every household experienced regular
crop raiding by wiidlife, the principal species involved being elephant, buffalo,
wildpig and baboons monkeys. These costs extenced to personal jeopardy.
Fourteen householids (23.3%) reported incidents of injury or ceath due to

° Brief descriptions of Kanvurira’s experience in the CAMPFIRE Programme also
appear in Murphree (1883: @-10) and Metcaife (1994: 178-181). A book-length
monograph on Kanyurira is in preparation.

7 This is a highly compressed statement on the ecopolitical ana ecoreligious
dimensions of land and resources in Masoka which are highly reievant tut cannot be
addressed here.

® The Centre for Applied Social Sciences at the University of Zimbabwe has been
conducting research in Masoka for over 10 years. 1988 statistics are from Cutshall
(1989),

® This estimate is based on Murindagomo’s study of the neighboring ward,
Chisunga, which exhibits similar conditions (Murindagomo, 1288: 82). Cleariy the
people of Chisunga and Masoka needed no ICDP project to give them a "taste for
meat".
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wiidlife in the previous three years, three of these being deatns (Cutshall 1889: -
28-31).

Modern infrastructural services were almost compietely absent. Prior to 1988
there was no school, and the few children whose parents wanted them 1o have
schooiing had to walk 30 km. through the bush to the nearest primary schooi at
Angwa Bridge on Sundays, sleeping in grass shelters and cooking for
themselves during the week and returning home on fFridays. MNo clinic existed,
and the sick had to make the same journey to the clinic at Angwa Bridge.

Since Masoka was a wildlife rich area there was a hunting safari camp in the
ward. The professional hunter, operating under a concession issued by the
Department of National Parks and Wild Life Management (DNPWLM) in Harare,
would occasionally provide transport for the seriously ill. He also provided work
for 5 males in the settlement.

in retrospect, we can see how 1988 was a pivotal year in determining the
directions which the farmers of Masoka would take with their wiidlife. Three
events were of particular significance. The first was the erecuon of a two-
roomed school in January 1988 by the District Council, using wiidlife revenues
made available to it by the Department of National Parks and Wild Life
Management through Project WINDFALL (cf. Whose Eden?, p. 79). Researchers
from the Centre for Applied Sociai Sciences at the University of Zimbabwe
(CASS) and the WWF Multispecies Animal Production Systems Project in Harare
(WWF) had been suggesting to the people of Masoka previousiy that their
wildlife had far higher values than their local off-takes represented. The
erection of the school had a significant impact on the farmers’ view of this
message. "We see now that you are right, " they said, "these buffalo are worth
money to us.”

But ambivatence remained, spurred by the second major event of 1988. This
was the clearance of tsetse fly by aeriai spraying unaer the EEC’s Zambeazi
Valley tsetse controi programme (cf. Derman, 1990; Derman ana Murompeazi,
1994). This opened the way for the introduction of cattle anda the
encouragement of new settlement by immigrants, \who were aiready flooding
into eastern wards of Danae. People were not blina to the fact that cattle and
immigrants would over time diminish their wildlife resources, but on balance
were in favour of encouraging immigrants to settle in the ward. Three reasons
were put forward. Immigrants would be ailocated lands on the periphery of the
settlement and thus take the brunt of crop damage by wildlife. Secondly, there
was plenty of land. Thirdly, more people would mean a better case for Masoka
when it appealed to the Council for school, clinic, transport and other facilities
(Cutshall, 1989: 21-23). This last reason is revealing; the farmers of Masoka
were still strategizing in the extractive dependency mode created by coionialism
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and still characteristic of centre-periphery relationships in much of rurai Sub-
Saharan Africa.’”

The tnird event was a Government decision in October 1888, followeg by a
series of debates leading to a wildlife revenue distribution in Masoka in March
1989. In October 1988, the Minister of Environment and Tourism prociaimed
the Guruve District Council an "Approprniate Authority” for wildlife in the area
under tne CAMPFIRE Programme, giving Council the same legal authority over
and responsibility for wildlife as that heid by commercial farmers and rancners
{cf. Whose Eden? : 82-95). This meant that all 1888 revenues from safari
hunting in Guruve Council lands went airectly to Council.

in the Council debates which ensued t.wo issues were paramount. Firstly,
should Council appropriate all these revenues and use them in all wards? The
ward councillors from wards with no wiidlife were not surprisingly in favour of
this approach, arguing for "eguity.” Fortunately for Masoka the Councii, with
the insigntful leadership of a Council Chairman, District Executive Officer and
District Administrator, adopted the princ:pie that "differential inputs must result
in gifferential benefits.” (Murpnree, 1993: 6}. The gecision was taken that
wildlife revenues, less Council levies ana administrative costs, snould be
returned 1o Wwards i\n proporiion 1o the safar nunung take-offs lunder gistnct-
wide guotas) whnicn had been provided by these wards. As a result, Masoka
received the "lion’s share" of 1988 hunting revenues distributed to the wards,
2$47,000.

The second issue was what Masoka snould do with this 2$47,000, ana who
should make the decision. Again, there was an eiement in these debates which
argued that Council should make the decision and that the money shouid be
used for community infrastructure. There were paternalistic and instrumentai
components to this argument. The peooie of Masoka were really too
unsophisticated 10 make decisions on such a large amount of money, ney
wouid sguander 11 on beer and self-inauigence. And, if Councii made 1-e
ailocation and butit, for instance, anotrner 1\vwo c¢lassrooms for the schooi it
would be seen, by Government and the peoole, as fulfilling its development
responsibiiities. Forwunately again for Masoka, and with the enlightened
guidance of the leadership mentioned eariier, Council resolved to give the entire
2%47,000 to Masoka and let its people decide what to do with it. Their
decision was to declare a wildlife dividend of Z$200 to each household (now
numbering 64) and use the balance to improve their school.

At a ceremony in Masoka in March, 1989, representatives of each housenold
stepped forward and received $200 in cash. The impact was profouna. For all
households, but particularly for the poorer ones including those headed by

" Up to this point, the Masoka story in some respects conforms to the
Barrett'Arcase paradigm. WINDFALL was very much tike their ICDPs; farmer
stratagems somewhat as those they attribute to "locals.”
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widows, the amount involved was substantial, equivaient to an additional 56%
on average gross income from cotton. More subpjectively, but no less
importantly, perceptions of their wiidlife resource were changing. "We see
now, " said the Chief, "that these buffalo are our cattle. \"/e are going to farm
themn.” The resource was valuable and it was theirs 10 use sustainably.

If the buffaio (and other wildlife) were theirs, how snouid the resource be
managed? CASS and WWHF researchers suggestea 10 the Masoka farmers that
they needed to do some land use planning, only to oe told that they already had
a plan “in their heads." Their plan allocated an 18 km- area around the
settlement for residential and cropping purposes to be surrounded by an electric
fence to keep out buffalo and elephant. The plan vwas submitted to the Councii
for approval, assertively. Their councillor was charged with presenting the
proposal to Council with the following words : Tel/ them that these are our
animals and these are our plans. We will not accent any changes imposed by
others.”

Thne plan was apoproved and the fence built during 13989, ith funds accessed
oy WWF.'" The one technological intervention in tme Masoka case study , the
impact of the fence was significant in a number of cimensions. Firstly, it
worked in its expiicit objective. Crop raiding within tne fence has become
insignificant.’® No deaths, and only two injuries, cue to wiidlife have occurred
since its erection. Institutionally, the fence acceleraied organizational
development for collective resource management since the fence had to be
monitored and maintained, which Masoka’s wildlife committee does by
employing (from wildlife revenues) four uniformed fence minders. Finally, its
subjective and attitudinal impact has been profouna. Wildlife, for the farmers of
Masoka, is no longer an uncontrollable and amorpnous asset. It is an asset
which can be controiled and managed for sustainanie benefit. It has, in effect,
been semi-domesticated and taken on some of the cnaracteristics of
livestock.'> Sometime after the erection of the fence | asked the Masoka
farmers if the fence was working. “Marvelously, " ~/as the reply. "Only we
have some buffalo inside the fence at the moment .which were driven in by
lions.” "How many?" | asked. "Six: two bulls, two cows and two calves. But
no problem, e wiil drop a section of the fence ana drive them out." They

"' The fence cost Z2$70,000. labour being provided tv Masoka farmers. This
$70,000 and funding for initial 2 year maintenance has cesen the only direct external
project input into Masoka’s programme.

"2 Some cropping of riverain alluvium takes place outside the fence, in areas
impossible to include within the fence because of seasonal flooding . Masoka’s view is
that farmers using these areas do so at their own risk, ana without any collective
liability being accepted.

'3 Arguably, the best way of ensuring the survival ¢f a species. Bos taurus appears
on no one’s "red book." The "domestication” of the os:irich (Struthio cameius) and the
Nite crocodile {Crocedius niloticus) are more recent examnples.
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were, in fact, living up to their resolve. They were farming tneir puffaio and,
like any good farmer with his livestock, they were beginning 10 see buffalo in
terms of number, sex and age. And also like good farmers, tney are today
looking after the habitat of their wildlife "livestock"”. Today, Masoka’'s 400 km?
are under a fire control regime. A wildlife water point development plan nas
been initiated. There are no snares, species numbers have increased and
Masoka is entering the live-sale market with the saie of roan antelope.

The develiopment of local collective management of wiidlife oroguction is,
however, only half of the picture. Equally important is people management:
the management of internal conflict and deviance; the management of external
relations; the management of market conditions; and fiscal management and
revenue allocations. In each of these aspects, the Masoka case study provides
a wealth of data which cannot be fully anaiyzed here, but | will comment on
certain aspects of Masoka’'s management regime germaine to this paper:

al Locus of decision making. In Masoka the focal point for most, aithougn
not all, of this management is the Wildlife Committee, wnich in practce s
merged with the Ward Development Committee, Government’'s officiaily
designated unit for focal development planning. Typicaily in Zimbabwe
these \Ward Development Committees are weak, since they have no fiscal
resources of their own and act primarily as conduits 10 articulate ward
aspirations anad requests to district councils. Masoxa's reiative and
conditional proprietorship of resources and revenues nas meant that its
Wildlife Committee nhas significant finance and powers. Membpership on
the Committee is thus important and the subject of intra-ward political
manoeuvering, drawing on "traditional” and "moaern” elective
legitimations. Mempership has changed considerably over time, the
composition of the Committee reflecting an organic evolution in response
to the demands for agdministrative and negotiatory skills while maintaining
its responsiveness to local consensus. That tne Committee 1s
representative is in little doubt. The latest survey on tnis issue shows
that 819 of the households were satisfied vwith the cecisions of
Committee. * Equally important is that the decisions of the Committee
are primarily responsive to its own local constituency. The Committee
has had "light touch” facilitative guidance from the District Council and
NGO agencies. but decisions remain firmly under its control.

b) Poaching. Masoka has developed bye-laws which reguiate all use of the
commonage and which apply not anly to terrestrial wiidlife put to fish and
woodland resources as well. They have never read Ostrom’s "design
principles” {(Whose Eden?, p. 49) but they have "gracduated sanctions”
which are progressively applied. One housenold has peen expeliled after
having been found guiity of setting veld fires three times. But the most

* The specific question yielding this statistic was whether the decisions of the
Wildlife Committee were in the interests of both men and women. (Nabane, 1996: €5)



c)

effective instrument bringing compiiance is the peer pressure of a tigntiy
knit, social grouping. Poacning is no ionger seen as individuai and
entrepreneuriai defiance of state reguiations; it is now theft from the
community and one’s neighbors since it reduces the size of household
dividends.

Immigration. After the 1988 dividend ceremony attitudes towards
immigration began to shift rapidly. \Vildlife was valuaple, and the more
habitat it had available the greater its numbers and vaiue would be. \Vild
land thus became more vaiuable, it had to be used parsimoniousily and
made available only for the "children" of Masoka. With Masoka’s
economic success, many of these "children" returned and by 1885 there
were 123 households on the dividend list. This listing, this membership
in the communal regime, is a valuable economic asset. It is conferrea
carefully, since the farmers of Masoka can do their arithmetc ang know
that the size of the denominator will influence the size of a househoid
dividend in any given year. Barrett and Arcase’s fear of encouraging
immigration through success is, in this case, misplacea since tnewr
paradigm ieaves no place for the organized coilective interest trat
Masoka’'s communal regime supplies.

Managing market reiations. The farmers of Masoka have enthusiasticaily
entered the market for wildlife resources. Their "taste” for subsistence
usage of these resources has been, in their calculations, displaced by the
realization that the safari market provides components which make the
value of an impala soid to the operator far higher than its meat value. In
1980 the District Council, in an effort to "sell” the CAMPFIRE Programme
throughout Dande, instituted a cropping programme to provide wards
with a limited amount of fresh meat. When the cropping team came 10
Masoka it was told to leave. Farmers there would prefer to have the
safari price of an impala which would buy ten goats, the team was
informed.

Masoka still does not have control of the hunting concession lease, vwnich
under current legislation is still in the hands of the Council. This piaces
them, in terms of the authority and responsibility variaoie, somewnat
"north" of the CAMPFIRE principie as shown in Figure 1.6. But they are
on a sharp iearning curve regarding the details of their market,'® and
exercise their authority to the extent permitted. They employ out of their
wildlife revenues four game scouts who monitor all safari hunts. The

'S Two years ago, in a wildlife committee meeting at Masoka. | was asked for the

current exchange rate between the Zimbabwean and US dollars. \When asked why they
wished to know, the reply was that they knew that the operator’s contract had been
signed the year before in Zimbabwe dollars. "8ut, " they said, "we know that the
operator receives money from his clients in US$ and that these now buy more
Zimbabwe dollars. VVhere has the extra money gone?”



records of the aperator and District Council are carefuily checked against’

their own. A healthy realization nas deveioped among both the farmers
and the operator that success for both depends on mutual cooperation.

e) Allocation of wildlife revenues. \Vildlife revenue allocations by the
farmers of Masoka for the years 1990-1994 are indicated in Table 1
below. The Table aggregates the 10-15 line items of Masoka’s buaget
prepared annually into the three categories of resource management,
housenoid dividends/food relief and community projects. The "housenoid
dividends/food relief" category includes direct cash payments 10
households, and in some years funds used collectively 10 purchase grain
for distribution to households.

Table 1: Masoka Wildlife Revenues and Budget Allocations, 1890-1994 (Z$)

| YEAR | REVENUES BUDGET ALLOCATIONS |

(After '

| ceduction of Resource Household | Community ;

| council levies) Management dividends/ Projects ‘I

| drought i

(( relief I
1990 78 170 10 280 25 200 427:0 |

(13%) (32%) (55%:1 |

Iy |

\ 1891 89 293 7 798 69 677 11818 |

! (8%) (78%) (13%) !

E 1992 276 745 44 279 10 640 221826

| (16%) (4%) (805

\ 1993 459 891 65 599 127 000 267 222

| (14%) {28¢5) 9%

| 1994 639 290 138 220 165 000 336CC0

‘{ {22%%) (26°9%) i52%%) ‘

The following points can be drawn from these statistics:
* The value of their off-farm wildlife resource is significant, anc
escalating annually as market values spiral and their resource
management improves. By entering an export-orientated ana
foreign exchange generating market, these farmers are capitalizing
on the comparative international advantages that their large
mammal populations provide.

This exploitation of an "off-farm" natural resource is highly
significant for the household economies invoived. Per housenoid



casn revenues from wildlife are now more than double the average:
nousehold income from their other casn crop, cotton.

The farmers of Masoka are reinvesting a significant proportion of
their wildlife revenues in the management of the revenue.

Conzira the arguments of Barrett and Arcase, by entering the
wiidlife market these farmers are reducing their vuinerability to the
vagaries of drought and growing conditions. Note that 13991
revenues were allocated at nearly 80% for household dividends
ana drought relief, owing to an almost complete crop failure in the
1990-1991 growing season. By contrast, 1983 and 1994
revenues were used primarily for the development of local
infrastructure. In other words, they are shrewdly using their
wildlife revenues flexibly, in good crop years for collective
ceveiopment, in years of crop failure as food security. Their
preference, when conditions permit, is to tilt revenue allocations
-owards collective infrastructure and today Masoka nhas a Six-
roomed schootl and a new 2$350,000 ciinic. ail planned ana paid
‘or py themselves. Not one penny of government or donor aid has
gone into these buildings, and Masoka’s sense of self-
accomplishment is perhaps as important an output as the services
tnese buildings provide. They are, in effect, lifting themseives out
of the "extractive dependency"” syndrome mentioned earlier. This
's an essential element in any programme aimed at sustainability.

The Masoka case study is, as the title of this section suggests, one of relative
and conditional success in linking sustainable wildlife use and rural deveiopment
through locai empowerment. Relative, since Masoxa’s empowerment has not
yet reached e siage of legally backed proprietorsnip. Conaitional, in that
Masoka’'s empowerment remains dependent on the Guruve Council’s continued
devoiution of de facto authority and responsibility 1o the ward. But, relative an
conditional as 11 May be, Masoka’s success shows 1hat it is possinle 1o tink
conservation with sustainable development througn regimes of communal
resource use and management under the right conaitions. These conditions
may not be found everywhnere, but they can certainly be found, or created, in a
far larger range of contexts than government ana donor policy establishments
appear 1o be gware.

5. MATCHING ECOLOGICAL AND SOCIAL TOPOGRAPHY

Up to this point | have managed to write a paper on "Approaches to community
participation” wwvithout attempting to define "community.” This has been
deliberate. Anthropological and sociological literature is replete with attempts to



do s0.'® but the term remains 100se and its definitions so muitiform as to

render the word analytically meaningless as a general concept. \What this
analysis has done, in effect, is to discard the term and suggest that what we
are really looking for are units of social topography providing the conditions for
collective or "communal” regimes of managing common property. The second
characteristic of the modei put forwara in Section 3 makes tnis clear: we are
iooking at "farmer motivation, rights and organization unaer conditions reauiring
collective management of wiidlife resources in defined commonages.”

The viable profile for such units is far ciearer in scholarsnip than our various
definitions of community. Some of its characteristics have been mentioned on
page nine. But, in addition to these, we need to note certain underlying
assumptions that they invoive regarding social topograpny. One is that there
must be clearly defined autnority and responsibility boundary definitions over
'and and resources. Anotner is that cooperation and compliance within the unit
depend primarily on peer pressure, implying in turn a tightly knit interactive
social unit spatially locatea to permit this."’

VWhen we attempt to app!y this profile to the use and management of free-
ranging large mammal popuiations we may encounter sociai, ecological or
market conditions whnich make the appiication difficuit. Firsty,
gemand/resource considerations require that a relatively smail human population
constituting the proprietorial unit commands a relatively farge wildlife range 10
provide the economic incentives discussed. In other words, low human
population densities are likely to be a predictor of economic success. This is
shown clearly in Bond’s analysis of the relationship between population density
and ward revenues in the CAMPFIRE Programme (cf. Figure 3). Concomitantly,
low population densities may result in a spatial dispersion of human settiement,
militating against the tightly knit interactive social unit that the institutions of
collective proprietorsnip require. In Masoka this is not the case, but does apply
N other contexts.

Secondly, the expioitation of wiidlife resources in sucn high-vaiue modes &s
safari hunting requires large concession units which may not correspond with
tne social scale requirements for effective localized coilective management.
Even in the Masoka case tneir revenues derive from a hunting concession which
ncludes other wards.

Turner, in an analysis of four proto-conservancies being developed in Namibia’s
Conservancy Programme, makes observations which higniignt this "lack of fit"
between social and ecological topography. In two of his case studies "it is clear
that the unit of ‘proprietorship’ - all the people under respective traditional
authorities - would not correspond with the much smailer social and spatial

% |n the Zimbabwean CAMPFIRE context see Hasler, 1283,
"7 cf. Murphree, 1883: 7.
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ps of production, management and benefit.” In the other two, “the overiap
ween the proprietary or social interest unit and the production and
hanagement unit /s easier to identify, but only on a much larger geographical
Fscale. " (Turner, 1996: 32).

For many contexts this mismatch between social and ecoiogical topography
poses a major implementationai problem for the model which this paper
advocates. As Turner comments, "/t js from this imperfect fit of places and
people that most of the operational difficuities of the conservancy concept will
arise.” (Turner, 1996: iv). That it exists in such contexts is not, however, 3
negation of the model. It is rather a challenge to research and planning to
accommodate these factors in specific, on-the-ground social and ecologicai
realities. In many cases the solution is likely to be found in "nested” systems of
enterprise involving co-management with other stakehoiders, including other
proprietorial units and coalescive traditional and government structures. (cf.
Ostrom, 1990: 90). If these coalescive structures avoid claims of proprietorship
and perform their praoper facilitative and coordinative roles, such systems can
work. Devoivement of authority and responsibility does not imply the
withdrawal of government invoivement or iocalized autarky. \What it coes imply
is the conferment of strong and enduring rights to units best piaced to exercise
them and a government commitment to provide the enabling policy ara
coordinative environment required for these rights 10 be transiated inio
sustainable and productive systems of wiidlife use.

6. CONCLUSION

In summary, | return to where | started. with the "cocktail critigue"” of
community participation approaches (p.2). Using the analysis of this paper, let
us re-examine the concerns and reservations expressed.

6.1 "These approaches show mixed or inconclusive results.”

Yes, they do. In part this is for definitional reasons. Our use of the terms
"community” and "participation” are so loose and amorphous that the concept
is applied 1o a wide range of approaches, the results of which are inevitably
mixed. More fundamentally, however, the problem lies in the fact that most of
these approaches are conventionally conservationist in objective and cooptive

.....

Without claiming that it addresses all contexts of biodiversity concern or
"community participation” possibilities, this analysis suggests that the most
viable way of achieving "robust cost effective and efficient, non-subsidized
systems and institutions” linking wildlife with sustainable development in most
of Sub-Saharan Africa is through the devolution of authority and responsibility
over wildlife to localized proprietorial regimes. In this model, "community”
becomes a communal property regime with state and social legitimation for
strong access and control rights. "Participation” becomes the collective
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organization of member farmers’ incentives for current use and investment in
future penefit. Barrett and Arcese’s formuiation of ICOPs as having "the basic
notion of an exchange of access for material consideration” is radically revised
in this model. which has the basic notion of cgonferment of access to stimuiate
sustainapie proguction.

6.2 "These approaches require long time frames."

Again, they do. [n the case of many of the cooptive, conservationist
approaches for which we have exampies, this lies in their failure to decisiveiy
resolve the issues of authority, responsibility and farmer motivation. The
alternative approach put forward here aiso requires a long time frame, not
because farmers are slow 1o responsibly respond to authority status, but
because the model requires a tenurial revolution whnich faces the obstacies of
political, legal ang bureaucratic inertia. To remove this inertia sound research
strategicaily articulated to impact on central government political and ptanning
processes is required. This research must have national legitimacy and be
reinforcec by potent, organised constituency gcemand from farmers themselves
(Murpnree, 1985 bj. Such a process is necessariiv protracted and cails for
"uncommon flexipility, sensitivity anc¢ long term commitment by externai
agencies.” {Turner, 1986: 40).

6.3 "They are expensive.”

Yes and no. Yes, in the sense that the political, legal and bureaucratic
obstacies mentioned above require extended research and advocacy to convince
policy makers that they need to be changed, and protracted facilitation 1o adapt
devolution 1o the on-the-ground social and ecological topographies discussed in
Section 5. No, in that direct fiscal inputs to local development can be iow, as
the Masoka case study shows. No, in that if a critical mass of successful locai
empowerment examples is achieved repiication can be lateral, farmers
themseives acting as the main extension agents.

6.4 "They involve risk to the wildlife resource base.”

Of course they do. Any devolution of authority and responsibility involves a
gamble on the competence and integrity of those vwno receive it. But any
consideration of risk must consider alternatives. \Vhat are the alternatives?
Africa cannot afford to expand its protected areas system at necessary levels of
efficient management and political acceptability. For wiidlife outside protected
areas, the status quo will not work. Putative state proprietorship is impotent in
the face of farmer land allocations where wiidlife is valueless 1o them and
wildlife ranges are shrinking. Furthermore, the status quo effectively removes
wildlife from the repertoire of resources available for rural development. Barrett
and Arcase’s injunction to "decouple human needs from the harvest of large
mammals"” is, in fact, a prescription diminishing capacities 10 meet the first and
a formula to accelerate unsustainable harvests of the second.
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~ alternatives tnus involve greater risks than devoiution. Indeed they bear
Frore the character of negative certainty than risk. in a recently published book,
Graham Child reacnes the same conclusion. His theme is the same as mine,

and he states it better than | can:

“... if wiidlife is permitted to contribute meaningfully to their
welfare, peopie will not be able to afford to iose it in their battle for
survival. |f wiidlife does not contribute significantly to their well-
being, people will not be able to afford to preserve it, except as a
tourist curiosity in a few protected areas.” 'Child, 1995: 235).

The scenario of wiidlife as a tourist attraction in a few protected areas may
satisfy some conventionai conservationists. But in this Consultation we are
focussed on wiidlife as a resource for sustainable gevelopment. For this
objective, in many areas of rural Sub-Saharan Africa, there is no viable
alternative to systems which devolve the authority and responsibility to use
wildlife sustainably to communal regimes with strong proorietary rights. For
those interested in a deveiopment objective, this is tne central message of this
analysis. For tnose with a conservation objective. :ne message is that the
relinguishment rather than the retention of spuriocus contro! is the means 10
attain it.
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