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SUMMARY

Overall, there have been numerous activities to implement local community participation
approaches in the protection of biological diversity and natural resources in general. Eco-centric
or protectionism approach that is focusing on reducing human interactions on ecosystems is
important for positive ecological outcomes of protected areas. However, it has indicated that
conservation initiatives and programs that rely on rejection of local community’ participation and
strict enforcement are not achieving the expected outcomes and local community’s expectations.
It is against this background that the government of Rwanda in 2005 adopted a decentralized
governance system in park’s management through tourism revenue sharing (ORTPN, 2005). In
this thesis I assess whether and how the local communities participate in the daily activities
regarding the park’s management through implementation of tourism revenue sharing and how

it impacted local communities’ participation in conservation of Nyungwe National Park as well as
the promotion of their well-being. The main research question of my thesis is the following:

How do people perceive local community participation in natural resources management?
This main research question is specified by the following sub question:

- How do local communities participate, and perceive their role in the conservation of the
park?
- What are the benefits and opportunities do they get as neighbors of the Park through TRS?
- How do they participate in decision-making process?
- What are challenges do they face being neighbors of the park?
- What do local communities wish to minimize the challenges they face?
The thesis is organized as a paper-based thesis, being published in different scientific journals and
in some cases additionally linked to presentations in international conferences. Included here are

five papers that shed light on the research questions.

In Paper 1, I assess how local community participates in the conservation of the park, the benefits
and opportunities that the local community gets as neighbors of the Park, how they participate in
decision making process. I assess the challenges that the local community faces in the process of

conservation of the park and I propose strategies for the future management of the park.

Paper 2 consists of three publications that focus on community participation and environmental

justice. The first and the second publications under this paper specifically focused on women as

Xiv



important group in the community and in the conservation of natural resources. Therefore, I assess
how women understand their role and participation in the conservation of the park. I describe how
they benefit and which kinds of opportunities they get as women. I assess how women are
empowered and I discuss challenges they face as women. The results were reviewed and published
by IJECC and ASC-TUFS working papers under the project" Development, Migration and
Resources in Africa." The third publication provide an extensive understanding of the link between
community empowerment and environmental justice for the book chapter " Ethics for life of Bread

for the World".

In Paper 3, I specifically assess how ecotourism plays a role in empowering the local community
who live adjacent to the park. I discuss how and in which extend ecotourism serves as an incentive

for the conservation of the park.

In Paper 4, I assess how the local community perceives human-wildlife conflicts especially crop
raiding and how they perceive the compensation scheme initiated to alleviate tensions between

them and the park management.

In Paper 5, I analyze existing practices and policies in the management of protected areas

especially in Sub Saharan Africa.

In the process of the research process, I used different methodologies according to the aim of each
paper. Therefore, in Paper 1, 2 and 4, I adopted a qualitative approach with semi-structured
interviews while in Paper 3, I adopted a mixed approach based on a survey and interviews with
key respondents. In Paper 5, I used secondary data (document analysis) from existing policies and

practices for natural resources conservation, especially in Africa.

The findings show that the Park’s management has improved the relationship between the local
community and Park by accommodating local needs such as infrastructures (schools, health
centers, communal water tanks) income generating activities, increased awareness in terms of
park’s protection through a tourism revenue sharing scheme that was introduced since 2005 ( refer
to Paper 1, 2, and 3). The local communities living near the protected areas appreciate the idea of
infrastructure development. However, the direct benefit to individual families remains a challenge
due to the fact that the funding goes to support the projects planned by the districts including

housing, education, and health infrastructures.
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This supports the district to perform well in imihigo'. Therefore, the local inhabitants judge this
strategy as aiming at helping the local government (districts) to achieve their performances
(imihigo) rather than supporting individual family neighboring the park (Paper 1 and 2). According
to the perceptions of the respondents in this study the governance of the park is still dominated by
a top-down approach through a distant representative democracy where the participation of the
local community remains only passive (Paper 1, 2 and 3). The conservation policy and practice
(Paper 1, 2, 3, and 4) clearly show the impact of protected areas on people’s well-being and the
role of the local community that reduce threats to the Park. Among the challenges that the local
community faces, I can highlight the challenge related to the top down model that is perpetuated
by the dominance of the Rwandan Development Board (RDB) in the definition and
implementation of policies without participation of the representatives of the communities. Local
authorities are informed of the budget allocated to the district and invited to present projects for
funding, and then supervise the elaboration and implementation of the projects. The community
members are almost absent in the monitoring and evaluation processes. In the annual management
meeting, not only the population is not represented, even the district is not well informed who the
RDB invites in the meeting and on which basis. Active participation was claimed by the local

community (Paper 1, 2, 3, and 4).

Another challenge is related to human-wildlife conflicts (see Paper 4). The findings in Paper 4
indicate that, collective guiding systems, fair compensations and a fence of the park could be useful

tools in minimizing tensions between the population and wild animals.

All papers suggest that more attention should be dedicated on participation as an integrative and
learning process where the local community should be empowered. Through increased knowledge
and skills these processes would contribute to enabling processes to become citizens who are able

to influence and improve political decisions (Paper 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5).

Keywords: conservation, governance, local community participation, protected areas.

1 Imihigo is a cultural practice in the ancient tradition of Rwanda which an individual set himself targets to be
achieved within a specific period of time. The concept now is being used as a central aspect when analyzing the
political economy of the country. Imihigo introduces a results orientation between two domestic entities, the
national and sub-national government entity, in form of annual performance contracts between the President of
the Republic and the district mayors.
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1 Introduction®

This study concerns community participation in conservation of natural resources in Rwanda with
the case of the Nyungwe National Park. Specifically, the focus is people’s perceptions of
community participation in natural resources management with the case of Nyungwe National
Park. This chapter introduces the study in eight parts: First, the background of the study will be
described (1.1), secondly an overview on the related problems will be given (1.2). Thirdly, I will
mention my motivation to work on this case (1.3). I will describe the case of Nyungwe National
Park (1.4.). By reflecting the lack of research in the field, the objectives of the study (1.5) and its
research focus (1.6) will be elaborated. The significance of the study will be reflected (1.7) and an

overview about the structure of this synopsis will be given (1.8).

1.1. Background of the study
Conservation approaches started with “fortress conservation” that exclude the local populations

from the use of natural resources and does not share power with local communities or local
institutions (Brockington, 2002; Doolittle, 2007; Peluso, 1992, 1993; Scherl et al., 2004; Siurua,
2006). As indicated by Adams and Infield (2003) protectionism approaches denied local
communities to take an interest in conservation activities. The local population had no advantages
and rights to use their own resources for their basic needs. For a long-lasting period, this approach
was seen as the best way to accomplish conservation of natural resources. This approach considered
humans as consumers and denied citizens’ power over decisions that directly or indirectly affect
their lives (Jones, 2006; Miller et al., 2011; Western, Wright & Strum, 1994). With this approach
protected areas were considered as the best areas for conservation. The protected area was delimited
and placed under state control where human impact was monitored, and local people were excluded

from the use of natural resources.

In Sub Saharan Africa (SSA) specifically, the creation of protected areas focused on natural areas
of high tourist interest by targeting strategic hunting areas and endemic species. Wild animals had
become things to think about for rich urban populations rather than things to eat for poor local

people (Colchester, 2003; Huxley, 1961; Myers et al., 2000; Triplet, 2009).

2 This chapter refers mainly to Paper 5.



In addition, protectionism approach considered local people as ignorant destructors against whom
nature should be protected. This perception of the population became a source of conflicts and
injustice in SSA where this concept of protected area has expanded quickly and local livelihood
strategies like hunting and encroachment were declared as illegal activities (Adams & Hutton,

2007; Mugisha, 2002; Pemunta, 2019; Robbins, 2004).

In the 1980’s-1990’s, that old conservation approach was replaced by a new conservation
approaches known as "integrated conservation and development (ICD) that aims to link
conservation outcomes with development impacts in response to the widespread failures of fortress
conservation and the growing trends within development policy towards local participation and
stakeholder involvement" (Blomley et al., 2010, p.1). With this approach the image of conservation
in Africa has shifted from wildlife protection which denies local communities to a people-oriented
conservation. This people-oriented conservation respected — at least in the conceptions — the needs
of the population. By this, principles had been implemented that conservation should be
community-based to achieve community development where protected areas represent multiple
and important interests for different actors involved in the management of natural resources
(Adams et al., 2004; Colchester, 2003; Giraut et al., 2004; Kaboré, 2010; Kasisi, 2012; Mahonge,
2010; Otto et al., 2013; Scholte, 2010).

As indicated by numerous studies, among integrated conservation and development approaches,
sharing tourism benefits has consistently been considered as one of the different methodologies of
community participation in natural resources conservation (Adams & Hulme, 2001; Archabald &
Naughton-Treves, 2001; Cole, 2006; Li, 2004, 2005; Timothy, 1999; Tosun, 2000; Zacarias &
Loyola, 2017). Tourism revenue sharing (TRS) programs aims to promote tourism development
and ensuring for local communities’ tangible benefits while participating in wildlife conservation.
This concept is considered as a way of reconciling conservation and development by ensuring that
the interests and knowledge of local communities are considered. Community involvement in
tourism development should not only lead to getting local communities’ support in conservation
initiatives but should also act as a crucial component to achieve sustainable development of the

tourism industry.



1.2. Problem statement
In the context of the scarcity of natural resources, the government of Rwanda attaches high
importance on natural resources conservation by creating protected areas likely to increase the

tourism revenue income.

Tourism has been among the top priorities in Rwandan political debates whereby it has become the
first sector contributing to the GDP (RDB, 2017). For example, 12.7% of the Rwandan GDP is
generated from tourism (RDB, 2017). However, communities living adjacent to protected areas
with the richest biodiversity are the poorest (Imanishimwe et al., 2018; Masozera, 2002; Plumptre

et al., 2004; REMA, 2011).

The Nyungwe National Park (NNP) ranks among the most important regions of the world for the
conservation of birds and thirteen types of primates which represent 1/5 of Africa’s primate species
(Rutebuka, 2012). The NNP is one of Rwandan water towers, sheltering 60 % of the national waters
and as the source of Nile. NNP also hosts 39 plant species which are threatened with extinction and
some of them are rare (ORTPN, 2004; Plumptre, 2012). Human dependence on the NNP is a

multifaceted phenomenon since it provides a diverse stream of benefits to Humans.

Since 1998, Rwanda has adopted a decentralization policy to ensure democratic governance,
accountability, and community participation in the decision-making process (Chemouni, 2014). In
the same orientation, Rwanda adopted a new approach of reconciling environment and community
needs through eco-tourism. The tourism revenue sharing has been adopted as a tool of empowering
local communities surrounding protected areas including but not limited to national parks. In this
regard, the rate of contribution from income generated in tourism activities has increased from five
percent in 2005 to 10% in 2017 of the total gross revenue earned in each national park (GoR, 2018).
RDB usually donates a portion of revenue from wildlife-based tourism to assist local communities-
based projects living adjacent to national parks in socio-economic development. However, the
current incentives package or budget allocated to the communities, mostly very poor people,
surrounding national parks is seen as insufficient to cater to their needs (Imanishimwe et al., 2018;

Plumptre, 2012).



As indicated earlier, Rwanda has invested to improve the well-being of local communities living
adjacent to protected areas through tourism revenue sharing and local community participation.
During Gorillas naming ceremony happened in Rwanda in 2019, Belise Kariza, the chief tourism
officer at Rwanda Development Board said, "Since 2005 when tourism revenue sharing was
initiated, more than $ 5.8 million was invested in 647 development projects around Virunga,
Akagera and Nyungwe national parks". In fact, "Through tourism revenue sharing different project
were financed and community cooperatives were supported where about 1,133,195,986 Rwf were
invested in 152 different developmental projects of local communities in the districts adjacent to
Nyungwe National Park from the year 2005 to 2017" (Imanishimwe et al., 2018, p. 4-5). Among
these projects some are created for sustainable income like building schools in Nyamasheke
district, health clinics in Rusizi district, water supply in Nyaruguru and local communities’ projects
like fodder project in Nyamagabe and Maracuja project in Nyamasheke. Not only that but also
some cooperatives were supported like beekeeper’s cooperative in Nyaruguru district

(Imanishimwe et al., 2018).

However, the reality on the ground is quite far from the expected. According to EICV 5(2018) the
local communities are still poor. Extreme poverty in communities surrounding Nyungwe park is
the most cause of illegal activities and constitutes a big challenge of sustainable conservation of
the park. Therefore, the implementation of the aforesaid strategies might be an issue of debate in
scientific discourse especially in relation to make visible the voice of local communities. There
might be underlying subjective theories that may hinder the successful implementation of the
revenue sharing policy and local communities’ participation in the management of the park. Basing
on the fact that local communities’ beliefs are likely to influence conservation practices, it is
deemed necessary to conduct an empirical study on the topic to unveil local community’ beliefs
and perceptions about participation as basis for further conservation goals and activities.

The necessity of conducting an empirical research about local community participation in the
context of Rwanda is framed in three dimensions. First, community participation is a worldwide
concern aiming to achieve successful conservation programs. Second, in its vision 2050, the
Government of Rwanda envisages to boost social and economic development by equipping its
community with skills and knowledge as well as power to participate in and to influence decisions.
Third, so far, many studies conducted around protected areas focused on the evaluation of the

impacts of policies on socio-economic conditions of the surrounding communities.
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On the one hand, scholars have conducted scientific studies on the impact of revenue sharing on
social and economic development of local communities (Imanishimwe et al., 2018; Kamuzinzi et
al., 2015; Tusabe & Habyalimana, 2010; Umuziranenge & Muhirwa, 2017).

It is indicated that tourism revenues contribute to socio-economic development through
construction of infrastructures like schools, health facilities, water supplies, and the population
benefits from trainings related to environment protection, from receiving funds for food security
as well as from other income generating activities (Kamuzinzi et al., 2015; Tusabe & Habyalimana,
2010).

On the other hand, empirical studies indicate that community based projects are failing to achieve
their goals due to insufficient management of revenues, top-down governance system, unfair
political capital gains, lack of business skills, and conflicts between stakeholders® interests
(Archabald & Naughton-Treves, 2001; Briedenhann & Wickens, 2004; Dixey, 2008; Munanura et
al. 2016, 2018; Reddy, 2002; Tosun 2002; Umuziranenge, 2019). In addition the relationship
between parks and people have been reflected by focusing on examining the socio-economic status
of people living around Rwandan national parks (Bush et al., 2010; Plumptre et al., 2004), the
evaluation of community-based conservation around NNP (Rutebuka et al., 2012), examining
perceptions of tourism revenue sharing impacts on Volcanoes National Park (Munanura et al.,
2016), measuring effectiveness, efficiency and equity in payments for ecosystem services (Martin
et al., 2014), and evaluating forest dependence and its implications for protected areas management

(Masozera & Alavalapati, 2004).

While the government of Rwanda considers tourism revenue sharing as a tool for local community
empowerment and participation, little is known about the experience and local community
perceptions towards their roles and involvement in the conservation of the park, the participation
of the population in decision making processes and the benefit of the population and challenges
they face (Imanishimwe et al., 2018; Kamuzinzi, Shukla & Ndabaga, 2015; Tusabe &
Habyarimana, 2010). In addition, due to the global trend towards more decentralized and
participatory modes of governance (Dearden et al., 2005), it is of relevance to assess the
consequences of this shift for local people. Thus, this study assesses:

- Community perceptions about their role and participation in the conservation of the park

(Paper 1, 2, and 3),

- How the local community benefits from conservation activities (Paper 1, 2, and 3),
5



- How the local community participates and gets involved in decision making processes with
regards to the conservation of the park (Paper 1, 2, and 3),

- The challenges that the local communities face as neighbors of the park (Paper 1, 2, 3, and
4),

- Strategies to overcome the challenges that the local community faces (all Papers).

1.3. Motivation
The interest to conduct this research rose when I was assigned to teach the course of community
conservation at Protestant University of Rwanda. From that moment I became interested to know
how the communities living adjacent to protected areas are involved in conservation activities and

how they benefit from these activities.

More importantly, there have been and are still criticisms (in media, education forums, and political
speeches) leveled against people living adjacent to national parks in particular, that they are not
involved in the conservation of the park, that they are the poorest and they should benefit from
being neighbors of the park (Adams& Hutton, 2007). For the benefit of the society, it is of
importance to reflect these discussions by research shedding light on the community’ living
experiences and habits (opportunities and benefits as well as the challenges) as well as experiences

with participation practices and approaches.

Therefore, this study aims to contribute to the creation and rise of awareness about the importance
of local community participation in natural resources management basing on the experience and
living habits of the local people. The study aims as well to contribute to the effort made by the
Government of Rwanda in terms of environment protection especially in the tourism sector. In
addition, the idea of community participation in the management of natural resources is gaining

attention in research I want to contribute to.



1.4. Description of the case study of Nyungwe National Park
The NNP is one of the four national parks in Rwanda. It became a National Park in 2004 with a
total area of 1019 square kilometers (GoR, 2017). The Akagera National Park located in eastern
province was created in 1934 with an area of 1080 square kilometers. Virunga National Park
located in Northern Province was created in 1925. It has a total area is 160 square kilometers.
Gishwati & Mukura Forest Reserve became a national park in 2015. It has a total area of 3,558 Ha
and it is in western province. A map of Rwanda locating four national parks is provided in Figure

1.
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The Nyungwe forest, South West of Rwanda, was designated as a national Park in 2005 under the
law n° 22/2005 on November 21, 2005 and has been under protection since 1993, when it was first
gazetted as a reserve (Gross-Camp, Martin, McGuire & Kebede, 2015). A map of NNP is provided
in figure 2 showing administrative districts and sectors intersecting the park (Karongi, Nyamagabe,
Nyamasheke, Rusizi, Nyaruguru). Kitabi sector in Nyamagabe district, Rangiro, sector in
Nyamasheke district, Bweyeye sector in Rusizi district and Kivu sector in Nyaruguru district were

selected for data collection because many conservation activities are based there.
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NNP is the largest mountainous forest remaining in Africa and home to 20 percent of all African
primates, including 13 primate species, as well as 280 bird species (including 25 endemic species),
43 species of reptiles, and 85 mammal species. There is also an extremely rich plant life with more
than 240 species of orchids (Plumptre, 2012). Due to this potential, NNP was recognized as
Rwanda’s leading ecotourism and adventure destination that complements other tourism
destinations while providing optimal economic benefits to neighboring communities (Kambogo,

& Bizimana, 2016; RDB, 2011).

The zones surrounding Nyungwe are populated with a more or less 300 inhabitants per square km.
More than 90% of these communities are subsistence farmers, with family cultivating of an average
less than 1 ha per household, characterized by a lack of sustainable sources of income (Crawford,
2012; EICVS, pp. 27; GoR, 2009, 2014; Kambogo & Bizimana, 2016; Masozera & Alavalapati,
2004; NISR, 2018; Richmond et al., 2015). Apart from its importance for maintaining biodiversity,
the NNP plays a big role in the surviving of the neighboring community. It provides biological
services, by means of water catchments, and balances out soil disintegration and erosion for the
surrounding community. From the time when Nyungwe was a Natural Reserve, the population
entered the forest no matter how in different activities like mining, woodcutting, timber, herbs
collection for medicine, honey collection, poaching of animals and searching lands for cultivating.
These activities were not considered as illegal activities rather considered as source of economic
and social living. The local community considered the forest as their own heritage where they could

explore everything.

Since 2005 when Nyungwe forest was declared a national park and officially a protected area,
policies, regulations, and institutional frameworks were carried out in order to help the Park’s
management. Since that time, the use of resources from NNP by the local community is restricted.
This situation created tensions between the local community and decision makers

(conservationists).



Therefore conservation initiatives around NNP are still challenged by: (1) the increased population
pressure, (2) a high rate of poverty of the surrounding populations, (3) a high reliance on natural
resources, especially on agriculture for livelihoods, (4) important forest and bush fires, (5) hunting
pressures on largest mammals, (6) artisanal and industrial mining and (7) deforestation for
firewood, medicine, grass for cattle and construction materials (Crawford,2012; Grace, 2019; GoR,
2014; Imanishimwe et al., 2018; Masozera, 2002; Mulindahabi & Kubwimana, 2010; Plumptre,
2012; REMA, 2015; RDB, 2012).

1.5. Research objectives
The present study aims to examine the community participation in natural resources management.
It intends to investigate whether during the implementation of the tourism revenue sharing policy,
the involvement of local community is genuinely and professionally done both to meet the

expectations of the local community and conservation outcomes.
As specific goals, the study aims:

- To assess how local community, understand and participate in conservation of natural
resources management with the case of Nyungwe National Park.

- To assess benefits and opportunities that local community gets as neighbors of the park
through ecotourism.

- To understand how local community, participate in decision making process.

- To identify challenges that faces the local community and hinder them to participate fully
and efficiently in the management of the park.

- To suggest ways to minimize the challenges that the local community faces as neighbor of

the park.

Given its ecological importance as a mountainous rainforest and the great surrounding pressures

and degradation, the Nyungwe National Park (NNP) was chosen to be the study area.
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The framework of this study is illustrated by Figure 3 below:
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Figure 3: Research framework of this study

1.6. Research focus
This study intends to explore local community’ thinking concerning community participation in
the conservation of natural resources in Rwanda with the case of Nyungwe National Park. The
focus of this research is on the local community as local community attitudes and perceptions
influence conservation goals. People’s livelihoods rely on the extraction of natural resources, local
people resent imposed conservation ideas and tend to hold negative attitudes toward wildlife
conservation and park management authorities (Nepal & Weber, 1995; Spiteri & Nepalz, 2006).
Positive perception of benefits and opportunities from the parks expects people’s attitude towards
conservation (Moswete et al., 2020; Ormsby & Kaplin, 2005). However, wildlife-human conflicts
and lack of access to the park’s natural resources are negative impacts on local communities
neighboring the park (Karanth et al., 2013; Mc Guinness & Taylor, 2014; Michalski et al., 2006;
Naughton-Treves, 1998). Thus, the major research question under this study is, what perceptions
do local community hold about community participation in natural resources management? The
research seeks to answer the following specific research questions:

- How do local communities participate and perceive their role in the conservation of the

park?
- What are the benefits and opportunities do they get as neighbors of the Park?

- How do they participate in decision-making process?
11



- What are challenges do they face being neighbors of the park?
- What do local communities wish to minimize the challenges they face?
The answers to the previously mentioned questions will shed light about types of participation and

the role of the local community in conservation of the Nyungwe National Park.

1.7. Significance of the Study

The success and effectiveness of protected areas management depends on involvement of local
communities, and consideration of their needs as the primary users of natural resources (Allendorf
et al., 2006; Andrade & Rhodes, 2012). In the effort to gain community support and involvement
in the conservation of natural resources, conservation decision makers in Rwanda integrate a
component of local community well-being and needs into their conservation priorities. An
understanding of the role of the local community and their expectations as well as their attitudes
towards conservation can assist in the success of both conservation and community well-being
goals. Thus, the focus of this study is on local community participation in park management.

Based on the predicted relationship between the impacts of the administration of parks and adjacent
communities, their attitudes and behaviors (Ormsby & Kaplin, 2005), the assessment of the
understanding of the related groups can contribute to evaluate conservation efforts, and therefore

support the protection of natural resources as well as the livelihood of local residents.

Furthermore, an understanding of the perceptions from the local community on the benefits they
get as park neighbors, is very necessary in engaging themselves in protected areas management
and wildlife conservation as well as be supportive to conservation initiatives (Anthony, 2007,
Moswete et al., 2020; Ormsby & Kaplin, 2005). It can reveal opportunities for improving
relationships, and community conservation programs as well as informing policy makers and park
managers. In this way, it can assist in achieving conservation goals as well as expectations of local

community to maximize benefits as neighbors of protected areas.
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1.8. Structure of the synopsis
This synopsis considers five papers. In the next chapter (chapter 2) the literature review on
governance, democracy and community participation, social justice and community empowerment,
ecotourism and empowerment of local community around protected areas, human-wildlife
conflicts and conservation practices and challenges in Rwanda are introduced to position the
research and provide important information for interpreting the empirical data. The research
approach and methods are elaborated including an overview of the study design and analysis in
(chapter 3). The following chapter (chapter 4) contains a summary of the findings of the empirical
research, published in the five papers on which this synopsis is based. A discussion of the findings

and conclusion is elaborated in chapter 5. Implications of the study are elaborated in chapter 6.
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2. Literature Review and Conceptual Framework

This chapter presents the literature relevant to the findings of the study; the reviewed literature is
about governance, democracy and community participation in developing societies (2.1), about
social justice and community empowerment (2.2), eco-tourism and empowerment of local
communities around protected areas (2.3), human-wildlife conflicts around protected areas (2.4)
and the nature of conservation practices and challenges in Rwanda (2.5). The literature review
refers on general discussions but tries to focus on research in SSA and Rwanda in particular. The
literature review provides information depicted from community participation and involvement in
natural resources management from various perspectives related to the study. The literature review
shows the importance of social and cultural contexts in the human experience especially in
resources management and highlights the relevance of the integration of social and economic
components in conservation goals as well as the needs of enhancing local community participation

and empowerment for better conservation outcomes.

2.1. Governance, Democracy and Community Participation

I have chosen to discuss about governance, democracy and community participation since these
aspects are inter-linked with the process of conservation of protected areas.

According to Borrini-Feyerabend et al. (2013, p. 10), "Governance is a set of interactions among
structures, processes and traditions that determine how power and responsibilities are exercised,
how decisions are taken and how citizens and other stakeholders have their say".

Governance approach through decentralization and participation modes have been awarded more
attention in natural resources management by ensuring the integration of processes, procedures,

resources, institutions and factors that determine how decisions are made and implemented

(Dearden et al., 2005; IUCN, 2004; Macura et al., 2015).
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Democracy is a form of governance that considers societal concerns and priorities. Its role is to
allow equal right of participation in the political process (Michels, 2006; Redoano, 2004). In
democracies, the governance system in decision making processes considers local communities as
an important element by involving them in decisions in order to increase the complexity of decision
making, to enhance appropriate measures, and to decrease tensions between the population and
governmental bodies. By this, the conservation of natural resources, the fitting approach and the
practice to nearby conditions, by empowering local community and promoting local community
ownership, is considered as improving (Ban et al., 2014; Cetas & Yasué, 2017; Reed, 2008; Ribot,
2002). Due to the global trend towards more decentralized and community participatory modes of
governance, it is of necessary to assess the outcomes of this shift for local people, especially those
living adjacent to parks. It is the question how the population is affected by this new approach of
governance. With the papers of this study, governance issues are addressed as pertaining to
different governance approaches such as top-down, bottom and partnership approaches. These are
key factors that affect people’s perceptions about participation and appreciation of the conservation

initiatives (Bennett, 2016).

In paper 1, I assess how people perceive the governance approaches used in the conservation of
NNP and how they participate in the conservation of the NNP, how they are empowered to be able
to participate, and kinds of the challenges they face as neighbors of the Park. The above sub-
questions reflect mitigating threats to biodiversity and to the acceptance of conservation decisions
by the local community. This paper draws on theory of effective community participation (adapted

from Michels, 2006; Paudel, 2009; Pretty, 1995; Reed, 2008; Reddy, 2002).

Communities are heterogeneous entities, where people and institutions have diverging interests
(Ojha et al. 2016). According to Alexander et al., (2016), it is therefore of relevance to identify the
values and interests among actors in community-based conservation both to gain knowledge on
how to devise conservation initiatives that resonate with people and also to assess the interests of
influential actors to determine which policy options likely will be favored by the local community
(Bennett, 2016; Newig & Fritsch, 2009). This is the reason why paper 2 assesses in particular how
women as an important group in the conservation of natural resources are empowered to be able to
take part in the conservation of the park. The paper assesses what benefits do women get, how they

are empowered to take decision, and the challenges, especially women face.
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Both papers seek to provide knowledge to fill gaps about the living experience of the local

communities on how community participation policy affects their lives.

During the last decade, participation of surrounding communities has been a concern in the
discourse of natural resources management. Scholars show different approaches of community
participation that are likewise relevant for natural resources management. Among others, there are
top-down, bottom-up and partnership approaches. The top down approach describes the situation
where the government provides and decides for the community. This approach seems to be quick
and less expensive; however, it does not consider contextual realities and needs of local
communities likely to engender conflict between different stakeholders (Pretty, 1995; Reed, 2008).

It is known as traditional approach in decision making and it is no longer satisfying citizens.

After having realized that the top-down approach is failing to meet community expectations and
conservation goals, a concept of democratic decentralization emerged. It is any act in which a
central government gives power to actors at lower levels in a political-administrative with evidence
that those most affected by a decision should have a bigger role (Berkes, 2010; Reed, 2008; Ribot,
2002). The primary logic of decentralization is that democratic local institutions can better
determine and are more likely to respond to local needs and aspirations because they have better
access to information and knowledge due to their closeness and are more easily held accountable

to local populations (Ribot, 2002).

The democratic decentralization approach includes cases where the government grants decision
making power to local governing bodies (i.e., democratic decentralization), the local communities
own or have usage rights in the conserved area (Agrawal & Ribot, 1999; Hausner et al., 2012;
Poteete & Ostrom, 2004). It is characterized by a bottom-up process where decision making starts
at the local level and involves interactions at multiple levels (Baral, 2012; Berkes, 2006). The needs
of the local communities are the starting steps for policymaking in bottom-up approach. However,
this approach is criticized because communities are not well equipped to critically analyze

contextual realities as well as appropriate solutions.
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According to Redoano (2004), democratic decentralization has two types: representative
democracy and direct democracy. On one hand representative democracy is decision making by
elected and appointed officials. Within such an approach, the public mainly expresses values and
interests by means of its voting power. In representative democracy the decision is made, and public
is informed (induced participation). On the other hand, direct democracy is a decision-making
characterized by active participation of citizens in decision making. The decision is made and
shared together with the public. In direct democracy, participation is an education experience as
well as a process for positive self-transformation. It is on learning experience within the
participants acquire the skills for effective decision-making. In this case participation become a
vital educational process where people are educated, informed, and involved to have a sense of
control over their own lives and concerns for the entire community. In Table 1, the concept of

governance, democracy and community participation is visualized.

Participation plays a minor role Participation is an essential feature
- Representative democracy - Participation democracy
- The focus is on political leaders - Participation is active
- Participation is instrumental - The focus is on citizens (empowerment)
- Participation has no educative or social - Participation has both educative and social
functions functions (learning and sharing of
- No relation between participation and good information)
governance - Participation is a way of ensuring good
- Massive participation is not necessary governance (participation in decision making)
- Top-down approach, coercive participation - Massive and partnership approach of
- Induced participation participation is desirable
- Participation may be spontaneous

Table 2: Views on governance, democracy, and community participation

Source: Own design (inspired by Michels, 2006; Paudel, 2009; Pretty, 1995; Redoano, 2004; Reed,
2008; Reddy, 2002; Tosun, 1999, 2000; Umuziranenge paper 1, 2, 2019).

17



A partnership approach of community participation involve local communities and policymakers
to closely collaborate in order to meet their respective needs (Paudel, 2009, Reddy 2002).The book
Empowering Communities through Participatory Methods by G. Narayana Reddy describes a
partnership and bottom-up approach, where the government and the community work together in

planning and decision making (Reddy, 2002).

By this, the community should be empowered to have greater knowledge, control, authority, and
thereby promote equitable sharing of costs and benefits. However in some cases, higher level
authorities are needed in order to re-distribute the costs of conservation, build institutions, provide
funding, give recognition and support of conservation efforts, link rural and urban areas, and
generate new income opportunities for rural communities, for coordination, and technical and
scientific expertise (Eckerberg et al., 2015, 2020; Wijayaratna, 2004). The shift from traditional
top-down model to community conservation approach is likely to be more successful. However,
the success depends on how it considers the new power relations and inclusivity as Kapoor (2001)

noted.

In natural resource governance, local community and decision makers interact and make decision
decisions regarding the resource use. According to Borrini-Feyerabend et al. (2013), governance
of protected areas is about who decides what to do, how those decisions are taken, who holds
power, authority, and responsibility and who is accountable. By considering different stakeholders
around protected areas with different interests, natural resource governance seems to be a difficult
challenge as decisions that are undertaken have to fit all stakeholders and need to be understood by

everyone in the process.

For long time, the community was considered as having more interests in resources and therefore
exploit them for their own profit without any consideration. With this view decision making bodies
advocate for restriction and remover of the community from resources use as a good approach for
protecting natural resources (Adams & Hutton, 2007; Adams et al., 2004; Brockington, 2002;
Doolittle, 2007; Peluso, 1992, 1993; Siurua, 20006).
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Contrary since the early 1980s, economics, sociologists and cultural anthropologists have
documented cases of sustainable natural resources management by local communities and proved
that there were some communities who managed to conserve the resources from which they depend
upon where local institutions and communities created their own rules, monitored its compliances
in the community around and sanction those who broke rules (Baerlein et al., 2015; Berkes, 1986;
Borrini, 2013; Ostrom, 1990). An example of such community’s involvement are Van Panchayats
of Uttarakhand in India, Kawawana, a community conserved area in Casamance (Senegal), and
Kyrgyzstan in Central Asia, which have shown ownership in natural resources conservation and
reflection of the importance of resources with regards to the well-being of the community. Those
communities respond better in a self-governance setting in terms of rules compliance, distribution
efficiency and equity. This also shows the relevance of a bottom-up approach in managing natural
resources and formation of conservation policies which involve all stakeholders from the grassroots
local government level to the agency level, where these stakeholders with diverse needs and values

come together and develop a plan that fit and meets the needs of everyone.

In some countries decision-making in natural resources conservation become a serious issue due
to the opposition between biocentric and anthropocentric views. People with biocentric views
consider local community as enemies of protected areas and natural resources and restrict them
from the management of natural resources, while people with anthropocentric viewpoint
understand local community as important in management of natural resources and therefore respect

people’s right.

Reducing human pressures on ecosystems is necessary for favorable ecological outcomes of
protected areas, but conservation initiatives that rely on strict enforcement without local
involvement are vulnerable to a reduced political commitment, rule-violations and public protests
(Lindenmayer et al., 2017; Stern, 2008). However, according to Irland (2008), natural resource
governance policies are threatened with challenges like corruption, nepotism, inadequate and
ambiguous policies, lack of improper policy implementation and unequal resource distribution and
utilization. Some claim that community-based conservation initiatives have struggled because
expectations have been too high and protected areas have failed to generate enough benefits for
local communities to create incentives for conservation (McShane & Newby, 2004). Another

reason is that successful projects in terms of conservation outcomes failed to provide economic
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benefits, and attribute success to non-cash benefits like enhanced community confidence (Salafsky

et al., 2001).

Engaging stakeholders can be expensive and time consuming, increasing the range of perspectives
can increase conflict, participants may develop diverging views after considering the viewpoints
of others, they may lack the knowledge and capacity to make quality decisions, a lack of
commitment from the initiating agency can reduce support, and if dominant actors are awarded too

much leverage this can reduce equity (Stern & Dietz, 2008; Ward et al., 2018).

Paper 1, 2, 3 and 5 indicate that the Government of Rwanda initiated the policy of decentralization
and community participation in the conservation and preservation of the parks. The new approach
has brought new perspectives and hope for sustainable conservation. Many NGOS have moved to
work along the population to empower them and accompany initiatives, entrepreneurship and

projects that overturn their depending eternally on the natural resources of the parks.

Regarding the governance system of the park, the top down management model (governance-
centered approach) is still dominant in the processes including the definition of the policies, the
monitoring and evaluation of the revenue of tourism. The level of community involvement in
decision making is not yet clear on the ground and local communities are informed about decisions
that have already taken. In the processes of NNP governance and management, the following
challenges are still to be addressed: (1) the persistence of centralized and coercive management
methods, (2) the persistence of human-wildlife conflicts and the lack of effective and equitable
economic compensation systems, (3) the limited socio-economic benefits of ecotourism and of

activities of exploitation of resources.

To be more effective, natural resources governance and community participation processes must
empower stakeholders through education, raising awareness through community mobilization and
creating jobs so that they can increase knowledge and capabilities to influence political decisions.
There should be a flow of information exchange from decision makers to stakeholders about

projects that are to be developed.
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Local communities should be given the ground to identify their needs so that they are helped to

formulate projects and be actively involved through a partnership approach"?.

2.2. Social justice and community empowerment
According to Schlosberg (2007) justice is identified with a person's abilities or substantive
opportunities in being capable to acknowledge different functioning. The ability approach in this
manner offers an understanding of distributive equity, capabilities, recognition, participation, and
procedural justice. Therefore, social justice includes the designation of rights, goods and freedom
in a general public, social and financial fairness, recognizing the role of everyone, promotion of
capabilities for better functioning as well as inclusion in decision making process. One can ask if
the communities around protected areas are benefiting from their resources and are treated equally.
How do they participate and how are they involved in the decision-making process as an element
of social and environmental justice? These questions are raised in paper 2 and answered in relation

to the case of NNP in Rwanda.

In Nancy Fraser’s (2008) three-dimensional account of justice, redistribution, recognition, and
representation, are highlighted. According to Fraser’s understanding, injustices in natural resources
management and conflicts may arise when decision makers ignore voice of community members
and reject their ability to participate. Therefore, conservation and development strategies require
guaranteeing equity as equality of interest and consider social plans that allow all persons to take
part as companions in social life. Thus, the increase of community participation and their
involvement improves equity and empowerment of the community (Reed, 2008) while inequity in
engagement processes lead to disputes and conflicts among different actors (Leciejewski &
Perkens, 2015). The implementation of different policies and initiatives relating to the conservation
of protected areas should consider the voice and consultation of the local community otherwise
social injustices at intersecting scales can occur and lead to the social exclusion of the global poor

(Fraser, 2010).

3 These Paragraphs refer to aspects being published in paper 1, 2 and 5 on governance approaches and
community participation
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Environmental justice and community empowerment are closely interlinked. In this regard, it is
worthy to describe how scholars conceptualize the previously mentioned terms before showing
how they are related. Environmental justice is a concept which can be defined in different
perspectives by different scholars. It can be seen as a process of dealing with all justice related
issues in environmental management through distributive and procedural dimensions (Fraser,

2008; Ikeme, 2003).

On the one hand, the distributive dimension is concerned with equity as regard to dealing with
people’s outcomes in social exchanges (Brashear et al., 2002; Fraser, 2008). It concerns mainly by
distribution of costs and benefits among communities living in the protected areas. Procedural
justice is related to the procedures and processes (Fraser, 2008; Sheppard et al., 1992) on the other
hand. This is concerned by the extent to which communities are involved in the process of decision-
making (Svarstad et al., 2011). Regarding community participation, Pretty (1995) gives a model of
participation indicating different forms of participation. They include manipulative (through
unelected representatives), passive (receptive of information), consultation, material incentives,
functional (by serving to achieve external project goals) and interactive participation. Though no
form can fit all contexts, interactive participation might be important in regard of considering the

needs of concerned people and organizations or systems (Reddy, 2002).

In the context of conservation, procedural environmental justice regards how people living in
protected areas are empowered to make decisions regarding conservation policies as well as their
own development projects. As indicated earlier, environmental justice is closely related to
community empowerment. The relationship is described based on two dimensions of
environmental justice. First, equity in cost and benefits from natural resource management is a
mean of social and economic empowerment of the local community (Walpole &Thoules, 2005).
For example, tourism revenue sharing is a tool for not only engaging surrounding communities but
also contribute to their socio-economic development (Imanishimwe et al., 2018; Kamuzinzi et al.,

2015; Umuziranenge & Muhirwa, 2017).
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Community participation is considered as a tool for empowerment, building beneficiary capacity,
increasing effectiveness in the desire to share costs, and improving the efficiency and success of
the projects. People should have the relevant assets and instrumental freedoms (representation and
consultation) to achieve different needs, including human assets (health and education); natural
assets (having access to resources); and physical assets by access to the infrastructure.
Communities are not only empowered by providing incentives but also through involvement in
decision-making process (Svarstad et al., 2011). With procedural environmental justice, people are
empowerment to become agents of change. They are expected to be independent and make decision
on their own by building trust in such a way that they can empower themselves (O’Neil &
Domingo, 2015, Willis, 1999). It is important to note that participation in decision-making is a
crucial element to ensure sustainable development processes and create an influence on norms and
value (Mensah & Casadevall, 2019). The involvement of the locals including women, youth and
other groups is a driver to the success of development initiatives to avoid social injustices at
intersecting scales that can occur and lead to the social exclusion of the global poor (Fraser, 2010).
Thus, environmental justice (distributive and procedural) is a mean through which population

surrounding protected areas may be economically and socially empowered.

Environmental Justice Community

. . Empowerment
Distributive Justice- Better
sharing cost and benefits Economic and social conservation

» outcomes

A
A

. empowerment
Procedural Justice- p

participation in decision-
making

Figure 4: Relationship between environment justice, community empowerment, and natural
resources conservation.

Source: Umuziranenge paper 2, 2019, p. 81 (inspired by Fraser, 2008; Pretty, 1995; Svarstad et al.,
2010)
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Distributive justice leads to the empowerment of the local communities and the achievement of the
conservation goals. In paper 2, sharing costs and benefits from the conservation of the park with
local communities especially women improve their socio-economic conditions. This sort of
empowerment leads to the satisfaction of women with regards to employment, health insurance,
food security and environmental raising awareness. This corroborate the point of view whereby
increasing women participation and empowering them, lead to better conservation outcomes as
they have privileged knowledge and experience of working closely with the environment.

Procedural justice leads to the empowerment of the local communities in decision making.

Paper 2 indicate that the level of women participation in decision making process is still low. To
be effective, environmental justice must consider empowering local communities in a way that they
should be able to influence political decisions, especially women. Their voices must be heard and
be considered. Hence, the procedural justice as an element of social justice aspect needs to be

reinforced in the process of conservation of NNP*".

2.3. Ecotourism and empowerment of local community around protected areas
Paper 1, 2, 3, and 5 explain the role of ecotourism in empowering the local communities who live

adjacent to protected areas. Opportunities and Challenges are also discussed.

Authors indicate that various political and economic instruments that aim to combine
environmental objectives with socio-economic development goals, have been implemented by
states all over the world based on the idea that if conservation and development can be linked then,
the interests of both can be served (Berkes, 2004; Saarinen, 2006). The major objective of
ecotourism is to empower and provide benefits to local communities. Therefore, sharing revenues
from tourism with the local communities promote community conservation outreach through
projects that in line with ecotourism principles, thereby promote and enhance conservation
relations and minimize negative impacts from both wildlife and local communities around national

parks.

* These Paragraphs refer to aspects being published in paper 2 and 5 on environmental justice
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Ecotourism has been proposed as a viable economic activity that can minimize negative human
impacts on wildlife habitats yet provide an incentive to preserve natural area. This approach also
attempts to decrease local people’s dependence on natural resources by substituting alternative
livelihood activities where those mentioned natural resources are intrinsic to everyday livelihood
as local people’s willingness to participate in biodiversity conservation and landscape protection
depends, to some extent, on whether their basic needs are satisfied since they rely on natural
resources for their survival (Chirozva , 2015; Cobbinah, 2015; Fennell, 2015; Lin & C-F L, 2013).
It is a process of providing alternative ways of making a living (e.g., the provisioning of alternative
fuel to prevent forest-degradation or economic compensation to outweigh the costs of changing to

a less environmentally harmful behavior (Nilsson et al., 2016; Zacarias & Loyola, 2017).

Ecotourism has been defined as an umbrella term to mean responsible travel to natural areas that
conserves the environment and improves the well-being of local people by focusing on increased
economic benefits, non-economic impacts, respect of different cultures, human right and policy
processes (Zacarias & Loyola, 2017). One of the principles in ecotourism scheme is that it provides
financial benefits and empowerment for local people by providing to them incentives (Kipkeu et
al., 2014). Among these economic benefits that increase business and employment opportunities,
are of importance. The non-economic benefits include building capacity and the empowerment of
poor people as well as the mitigation of the environmental and socio-cultural impacts of tourism
on the local community. Finally, policy processes include building more supportive and planned
frameworks that enhance participation of the local community in the decision-making process
where tourism must be financially reasonable, environmentally delicate, and socially suitable
(Zacarias & Loyola, 2017). In addition, it is considered as a sustainable development tool that holds
many potential economic benefits for host communities, including increased employment
opportunities, improved socio-economic conditions and greater market stability than are provided
by traditional commodity exports. It contributes to economic growth of countries as it generates
income for the local community; the creation of new employment opportunities; improvements to
the structure and balance of economic activities in the neighborhood communities and the

encouragement of income generating activities (Ashley & Garland, 1994).
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A case of how the local community has concentrated endeavors on amplifying profits by tourism
activities around national parks can be found in Mpumalanga Province in eastern South Africa
/Transvaal. There, towns contiguous to the Kruger National Park have begun to concentrate on
offering extra tourism activities which initiated businesses and, in this manner, rise the effect of

the park in the district (Saayman & Saayman, 2006).

In Rwanda, since 2005 a tourism revenue sharing scheme was initiated which aims at sharing 5%
of tourism income between the nation and the community, encompassing the recreation center of
neighborhood communities that bears the cost of its preservation and additionally advantage from
it. The Rwanda Development Board invests 40 % of total revenue-sharing funds to support local
community’ projects, with the remaining 60 % funding the local infrastructure. This is to ensure
that the local people consider the parks as their own. On the environment side, this is one of the
ways that can increase awareness amongst local people with the hope that they will support
conservation and contribute to natural resource protection. Defenders of tourism revenue sharing
(TRS) philosophy including Archabald, argue that it promotes tourism development and ensures
that local communities enjoy tangible benefits from the industry while participating in wildlife

conservation (Archabald & Naughton-Treves, 2001).

Sharing tourism benefits with local communities has always been a controversial issue, whatever
approaches of community participation in tourism industry are involved as Tosun (2000) noted.
Although there is no doubt that tourism can generate considerable benefits, another dimension of
the problem has been raised about the inequitable distribution of costs, benefits and power among
different actors on different scales, where there is insignificant economic impacts at local
destinations and just couple of local people's advantage or is included in decision making (Blanco

& Razzaque, 2011; FAO, 2005; Rice, 2007).

Tosun (1999) suggests three forms of community participation, which are spontaneous, induced,
and coercive community participations. Spontaneous community participation is voluntary with
full responsibility and authority owned by the community. In the case of induced community
participation, it is either the government who takes the decisions, but the communities are involved
in implementation. Coercive participation is top-down approach like induced participation, where

the community participates in implementation but not in benefits sharing.
26



Estrella and Gaventa have observed that the community is often involved at a stage of
implementation not in the whole process like project identification and preparation as well as
monitoring and evaluation (Estrella & Gaventa, 1998). This failure to engage the community at all
levels of processes led Reeds et al., (2006) to suggest that engaging the community at early stage
of the project cycle not only provide better decisions outcomes but also strengthen trust among the
community and the conservationists. For Reed, Dougill and Talyor (2007), the combination of local
knowledge and scientific knowledge should be considered while empowering the community to
monitor and manage environment projects. Another constraint of ecotourism is that tourism
development is associated to habitat degradation, increased water and energy use, increased
littering, disruption of local social values, social imbalances, child labor and prostitution among
other negative impacts (Zacarias & Loyola, 2017). Ecotourism has been proposed as a tool of local
community participation and empowerment through engaging them as members in the public and

tourism related decision-making bodies (Umuziranenge & Muhirwa, 2017; Zhao & Ritchie, 2007).

Participation in the decision-making process is a crucial determinant to ensure that the benefits
local communities get from tourism are partly guaranteed, and their lifestyles and values are
respected. It is a way of enabling a social environment in which one can make decisions and make
choices either individually or collectively for social transformation by strengthening the native
ability to acquire skills, knowledge, power and experience (Chambers, 1994; Chok & Macbeth,
2007; Li, 2005). Various studies including the one of (Tosun, 2006) has indicated that local
community participation in tourism development can be achieved through involving a committee
elected by local communities or through joint decision-making by both appointed and elected local
government agencies or by consultation with the local community residents. However, this requires
a commitment of the government to empower the local community in terms of building beneficiary
capacity, increasing effectiveness in the desire to share costs, and improving the efficiency and
success of the projects. The following figure 5 illustrates the links between ecotourism and local

communities’ empowerment.
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Local community empowerment

- Employment through tourism projects

Eco-Tourism - Joint patrol

A\ 4

- Bio-diversity conservation * - Public and private infrastructures

- Tourism revenue sharing - Small and medium scale enterprises
(cooperatives promotion)

-Training and education programs

- Favorable government policy

- Political stability

- Community levels of creativity
and innovation

- Community levels of conservation
awareness

- Type of community expectations

Figure 5: Link between Ecotourism and local community's empowerment

Source: Own design (inspired by Fennell, 2015; Lin & C-F L, 2013; Umuziranenge& Muhirwa,
2017; Zacarias & Loyola, 2017).

Paper 1, 2, 3, and 5 indicate that ecotourism projects empower people to mobilize their own
capacities through different employments opportunities, income generating activities,
infrastructures development and another social empowerment. Local community participation
viewed as a process includes, but goes beyond, sharing social and economic benefits, and differs
from beneficially approach, in which people receive benefits but are not empowered. The study
findings indicate that the local communities still have a little say and involvement in ecotourism
development especially in decision making process. For ecotourism to follow its principles and be
effective, local communities should be given a degree of control and a room for dialogue to be able

to influence political decisions that should affect their lives’.

® These paragraphs refer to aspects being published in paper 1, 2, 3 and 5 on ecotourism, natural resources
governance approaches and community participation
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2.4. Human and wildlife conflicts around protected areas
Protected areas are challenged by different forms of conflicts. In paper 4, I focus on crop raiding
and compensation process among other forms of HWC. Understanding the local community
perceptions regarding crop-raiding and how they are compensated is a crucial element is

conservation process and the well-being of the local community.

Worldwide, human-wildlife conflicts are serious challenges for conservation initiatives by
authorities and local communities around natural forests (Dickman, 2010; Hill, 2004 ). It has been
recognized that it is impossible to conserve natural resources without taking into account the
requirements of socio-economic development, particularly when local people live in close
relationship with the natural environment on which they depend for their survival and well-being
(Cantiani et al., 2016). There have always been tensions between conservationists and the
community around national parks to encroach on the wild animal’s habitat (Sitati et al., 2005) while
the communities argue that wild animals damage their crops (Laudati, 2010). Much research has
been conducted about human-wildlife conflicts. Among all form’s human-wildlife conflict, crop-
raiding was identified as the type of human-wildlife conflict most problematic for farmers and
agricultural societies as it causes substantial financial losses (FAO, 2005; Fungo, 2011; Harich et

al., 2013).

In the process of minimizing tensions between park management and local communities who
experience crop raiding, compensation programs were initiated. However, a universal inadequacy
of all the compensation practices is that laws may not provide clear guidelines on how to estimate
damage. Also, there are often no reliable methods to differentiate wildlife damage from other
sources of damage including domesticated or feral animals. Since there are often no objective
methods for damage assessment, the system depends upon individual judgments and therefore
invites conflicts as well as corruption (Ogra & Badola, 2008). It is also important to realize that
both under-compensation and overcompensation can have harmful consequences for conservation.
Under-compensation increases resentment and overcompensation can encourage human
settlement and activities near the park (Bulte & Rondeau, 2005). In addition, fears are expressed
that inappropriate compensation can even worsen the problem. Therefore, a realistic assessment is

extremely important in the long-term interest of conservation.
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For a compensation to be effective scholars like Bulte and Rondeau (2005) indicate that the
compensation must be fair and should cover direct and indirect losses due to wildlife and it should
not overcompensate for these damages. For this to happen there should be a realistic assessment of

damages.

The package should encourage farmers’ efforts in increasing agricultural productivity as well as in
protecting it from damage using non-destructive means. The package benefits should be
proportional to the efforts and alertness of the farmers. If lack of efforts or alertness get unduly
rewarded, the farmer community is likely to become lazy and lose its productivity (Ogra & Badola,
2008). In addition, the package should not leave any possible ways by which one individual can
favor someone and gets bribed for it. The current need of validating damage claims is open to bribe
driven favors. If the subjectivity in damage estimation is eliminated, and there are built in validation
and cross-checking methods that do not depend upon a single person’s judgment or certification,
corruption can be identified. More on that, the package should require minimal policing, validation,
and paperwork by the park management. If the entire system is based on and operated by the local

community, there would be a minimum manpower demand on the park management.

In Paper 4, the findings reveal that most of the people living in the study area are victims of crop
depredation and that there has not yet been effective strategy to minimize the frequency of crop
raiding. Indeed, the compensation scheme and process seem not to work and is not effectively
addressing human-wildlife conflicts due to the subjectivity and lack of fairness in assessing
damages, expensive process on the side of the local communities. In fact, the study shows that the
compensation scheme is still complicated and takes long to provide compensations in cases they
are accepted. As a result, people affected by the phenomenon of crop raiding are complaining about
socio-economic and livelihood losses that lead to the degradation of their relationship with park
managers®. In conclusion, mechanisms that promote fair compensation should be put in place to

minimize human-wildlife conflicts.

6 These paragraphs refer to aspects being published in paper 4 on crop raiding and compensation process
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2.5. Conservation practices and challenges in Rwanda

In Paper 1, 2, 3,4, and 5 conservation practices and challenges especially in Rwanda are discussed.
Rwanda is a landlocked country, and its population is estimated at approximately 11,809,300
people according to the 2017 census (GoR, 2017; NISR, 2018). Rwanda’s population density is the
highest in Africa and it is estimated to be 467 people per square kilometer (GoR, 2017; NISR,
2012).

Most Rwandans in rural areas are engaged in subsistence agriculture and the natural resources such
as forest, land, water, etc., stay vital to country individuals' occupations (NISR, 2012-EICV4,
NISR, 2018-EICV-5). Many people in Rwanda who live in the adjacent protected areas with richest
biodiversity are among the poorest; therefore, they rely on natural resources found in the area
(Plumptre, 2012). Population and environment are linked together in such a way that the
environment offer basic needs to the community and the extraction of resources at a high rate
finally cause poverty (GoR, 2009). It is quite impossible to separate natural resources and the

community.

Since 1998, Rwanda adopted a decentralization policy aiming at ensuring democratic governance,
accountability and community participation in decision making. However, the level of participation
of local communities is still low. Community participation is considered as one of the benefits of
decentralization as local people play a big role in matters affecting them. However, participation
remains only of policy kind and active participation through engaging local people in planning
processes, community agenda prioritization and decision-making are all but missing (Imanishimwe

et al., 2018; Munene Ndereba, 2017; Umuziranenge, 2019).

In Rwanda as in many countries in Africa, conservation approaches started with protectionism
approach that ignored community knowledge and experiences in conservation and development
process. With this approach local populations had no right to use their natural resources. This

approach considered local people as ignorant destructors of natural resources.
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This old conservation approach was replaced by a new conservation approaches known as
community-based conservation that includes local communities in the management of natural
resources as a mean of reconciling conservation and development of people living around parks
and other protected areas (Lele et al., 2010). However, in Rwanda this new conservation paradigm

faced challenges related to the insufficient of natural resources base and rising population pressure.

Conservation challenges are not a new phenomenon in Rwanda. This is the reason why
conservation goals constitute a cornerstone strategy for national economies and a guiding principle
to comply with the county’s vision for the achievement of sustainable development goals (Nibeza

& Tumusherure, 2015).

Another reason is that the conservation of natural habitats can create conflicts and negative
relationships between conservation and human well-being including loss of access rights to natural
resources and human-wildlife conflict (Dickman, 2010; Hill, 2004, Imanishimwe et al., 2018;

Umuziranenge, 2019 [paper 4] ).

In order to reconcile the community needs and conservation of Rwanda forests and parks, the
parliament voted an organic law’ for the management and utilization of the parks and
environmental resources. Article 20 & 21 of the organic law determining the management and
utilization of forests and parks in Rwanda indicates that the responsibility to conserve and protect
forests shall rest with any person who is in Rwanda. The population shall have the duty to conserve
and protect forests and inform the nearest authorities of prohibited activities that may negatively
affect proper forest management. In particular, those who live near the forest and who use it in
accordance with the provisions of this law shall have the duty to conserve it and protect against
anything that may damage it due to activities they carried out therein. In addition, public and private
institutions as well as Non-Governmental Organizations shall collaborate in protecting forests
against anything that may damage them. This organic law concerns particularly the three national
parks specifically Volcanoes National Park in the north [host to the mountain gorillas], Akagera

National Park [located in the eastern Province] and Nyungwe National Park in the south and west.

7 Official Gazette n® 37 of 16/09/2013: Procedures or a system of laws that form the basis of management and
utilization of forests and parks in Rwanda
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The latter is the most recent, having been initiated in 2005 and around 360,000 population

specifically fringe the recreation center.

As said above, this park has a substantial tract of mountain woodland and is rich in biodiversity.
Guided strolls, chimpanzee following and recreational offices from Lake Kivu in this manner make
this National Park to be special.

In the field of nature conservation, the organic law of 2005 for the management and utilization of
protected areas and environmental resources involves local communities, local authorities, public
and private institutions, and Non-Governmental Organizations. Given the great potential and the
quick growth of eco-tourism industry in terms of revenues, many people including decision makers
believe that the tourism sector can better help to achieve socio-economic development at local

community level.

The new law and management scheme and related regulations were entrusted in Rwanda
Development Board (RDB). The program assists local communities living adjacent to national
parks in the construction of infrastructures like schools, dispensaries, water supply, food security
and other income generating activities (Imanishimwe et al., 2018; Umuziranenge & Muhirwa,
2017; Umuziranenge, 2019). Through the program, RDB supports projects that benefit
development and welfare of local communities and involves them in conservation activities,
including being park rangers and guides of the parks. The scheme is conducted through
cooperatives starting from people who were involved in illegal activities from the past. From 2005
to 2018, over US$1.28 million has been spent on more than 158 community-based projects in three

main national parks mentioned above.

Since 2005, the Office of Tourism and National Parks (ORTPN) current under the Rwanda
Development Board with the support of the central government started a tourism income sharing
plan, whereby 5% of the income earned in each park is gathered into a national pool and
appropriated to the parks at various proportions. The distribution of that revenue is organized as
follows: 40% to the Virunga National Park, 30% to the Akagera National Park and 30% to the
NNP.
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To induce local population’s ownership and benefit from those parks, RDB usually donates a
portion of revenue from wildlife-based tourism to assist local communities living adjacent to
national parks in the construction of infrastructures like schools, dispensaries, and water supply,
food security and other income generating activities. It is the view of the authorities that, tourism
revenue sharing brings good positive impact on community attitudes towards conservation of
national parks. It may influence attitudes, values, and norms, and engender support for conservation

of protected areas offset human wildlife conflict which impedes local support for national parks.

In Rwanda, the tourism revenue sharing approach was initiated for the following reasons: (1) the
country has the highest population density in the region which is 467 people/km? (GoR, 2017;
NISR, 2012), the majority of the population is engaged in subsistence agriculture, (3) natural
resources such as forests, land and water are vital to country individuals' occupations (GoR, 2009)
and (4) people living inside and around protected areas are among the poorest citizens and bring

increased pressure and degradation (Imanishimwe et al., 2018; Masozera, 2002; Plumptre, 2012).

In Rwanda, the tourism income is administered towards traditional development activities like the
construction of schools and health structures. Moreover, in Rwanda official statements on the
socio-economic benefits of tourism only announce the turnover generated by ecotourism activities
and the usual proportion of 5 to 10% which is often offered to local communities to finance
common development activities. However, nothing is said about operating expenses, related
tourism revenues, actual net profit, and the distribution of profits between stakeholders that is
defined without the involvement of local communities. This obviously raises the problem of
relevance of participation, transparency in management, equity in benefit sharing and
environmental justice®. Therefore, there is a need of reshaping the policy in a way it involves all

stakeholders in decision making process.

8 This paragraph refers to aspects being published in paper 1,2,3 and 5 on tourism revenue sharing
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3. Research Methodology and Methods

This study aims to explore people’s perceptions about community participation in natural resources
management with the case study of Nyungwe National Park in Rwanda. In this part, I describe and
explain the methodological processes and choices made regarding the empirical part of the study.
I start by explaining the context of the study, the research design, and the related knowledge gap
and, finally, the justification of the reason behind the adoption of qualitative approach in this study
(3.1). In addition, I explain the sample (3.2) and sampling process (3.3), describe the data selection
methods (3.4), methods of data analysis (3.5), ethical considerations (3.6) and quality control
during the process (3.7).

3.1. Research design
The aim of the present study is to examine community participation in natural resources
management in Rwanda by focusing on how the local community participate, how the local
community is empowered to participate in natural resources conservation in the case of Nyungwe
National Park in Rwanda. Specifically, the study aims to assess the community perceptions about
types of activities in which the population is involved in the conservation of the park, the kinds of
benefits they receive as neighbors of the park, how they are empowered economically and socially,
how they are involved in the decision making process, and the kinds of challenges they face as
neighbors of the Park and strategies they propose for a better conservation outcomes as key
stakeholders. The above focus helps to understand key challenges that hinder community
participation especially those living around protected areas and helps to understand the benefits
that the local community receives as neighbors of protected areas in Rwanda. Different
stakeholders have different views on these issues; thus, it is important to take into account various
stakeholders, such as the local community living around protected areas of Nyungwe National
Park, government Institution dealing with conservation activities (Rwanda Development Board
RDB) and other stakeholders that are involved in conservation of natural resources around

protected areas.
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So far, research conducted around protected areas in Rwanda are more quantitative. Lived
experiences of local communities regarding their participation in the implementation of community
conservation policies are missing in the context of scientific research in Rwanda (Imanishimwe et
al., 2018; Kamuzinzi, Shukla & Ndabaga, 2015; Tusabe & Habyarimana, 2010). Much of the
research conducted around protected areas in Rwanda focused on examining the socio-economic
status of people living around Rwandan national parks (Plumptre et al., 2004; Bush et al., 2010),
evaluating the community-based conservation around the Nyungwe National Park (NNP)
(Rutebuka et al., 2012), examined perceptions of tourism revenue sharing impacts on Volcanoes
National Park (Munanura et al., 2016), measured effectiveness, efficiency and equity in payments
for ecosystem services (Martin et al., 2014), and evaluated forest dependence and its implications
for protected area management (Masozera & Alavalapati, 2004) (see as well chapter 2 of this

Synopsis).

For analyzing, how the social reality is shaped and maintained, or how people interpret their actions
and experiences, qualitative approaches are appropriate (Blaikie, 2007; Khan, 2014; Rahman,
2017). Qualitative approach gives a voice to the population. In qualitative approaches a direct
connection between researchers and the participants when collecting data, is possible (Ary et al.,
2013). This reflection pushed me to choose a qualitative approach to assess local community
perceptions regarding their participation and involvement in developmental projects regarding the

protection of Nyungwe National Park.

Therefore, based on the nature of the topic and research questions (see chapter 1 as well) in this
study, a qualitative approach was chosen (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013, p.12-14; Silverman, 2014,
p. 5). It focuses on understanding people’s beliefs, perspectives, experiences, attitudes, opinions,
perceptions about phenomena, situations, or issues (McMillan & Schumacher, 2014). In addition,
a qualitative approach is an appropriate method when exploring people’s perceptions, attitudes and
participation in conservation and park development (Claiborne, 2010). The main advantage with
qualitative research is the ability to study and describe experiences and social phenomena

(Silverman, 2006).
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For the reason that the study is mainly aiming to explain how people participate and understand
their role and involvement in conservation of the park, a qualitative approach fits the purpose of
the study as beliefs, experiences and perceptions can be effectively explored through open
expression of participants in producing a broad description of participants’ feelings, opinions, and
experiences and interprets the meanings of their actions (Rahman, 2017). It seeks to understand
and interpret more local meanings, recognizes data as gathered in a context and sometimes

produces knowledge that contributes to more general understandings (Davidson & Tolich, 2003).

It is concerned with meanings rather than reports and measures of behavior or internal cognitions,
the use of inductive, theory-generating research (Silverman, 2006). In this regard, participants are
given voices to express their own beliefs, their feelings, lived experiences and perceptions
concerning their participation and role in the conservation of the Park. Thus, the knowledge is
constructed from the context in which it was generated to discover the participants’ inner
experience, and to figure out how meanings are shaped through and in culture (Corbin & Strauss,
2008; Rahman, 2017). This refers both to the context of data generation, such as an interview
setting, and to the broader socio-cultural and political contexts of the research (Braun, & Clarke

2013; Rahman, 2017; Roudgarmi, 2011).

According to Roudgarmi (2011) qualitative researchers study things in their natural settings,
attempting to make sense or interpret phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them
and produce hypotheses which can be checked using the quantitative methods. Furthermore,
qualitative research design (interactive approach) has a flexible structure as the design can be
constructed and reconstructed to a greater extent (Rahman, 2017; Maxwell, 2012). In paper 5, the
methodology adopted relies on the interpretative and analytic synthesis of available literature on

nature conservation.

38



The local community is the social focus of this study, as they are placed as the change agents of
the future in the policy, public debates, and the success of natural resources conservation in
Rwanda. Their voices have not been considered and included to a large extent in research in many
African countries including Rwanda; thus, they are included as key stakeholders in the present
study. Furthermore, it is presumed that communities are significant actors in conservation process
and will, thus, provide important views about their participation in the conservation process; key
challenges and strategies to overcome them. The governmental institution RDB was included
because they are decision makers and the primary actors in conservation of natural resources in
Rwanda. Their views concerning what the local community gets as benefit and how they are
empowered are important for understanding issues about local community conservation in Rwanda.

To achieve the objective of maximizing diversity, several professional groups were emphasized in

this study including the local community, decision makers and other stakeholders (see table 4).

Papers Category of Stakeholders Institutions Number of Data collection Method of
Participants method Data Analysis
Paper 1, 2, | Local communities Park’s surrounding 15 Primary data: Content
4 Communities Semi-structured analysis: data
Decision makers Rwanda Development 3 interviews codi.ng, data
Board sorting,
Conservation NGOs Wildlife Conservation 2 generating
Society knowledge
Total 20
Paper 3 Local communities Household 90 Primary data: Univariate
Questionnaire- technique
based survey Frequency
distribution
Paper 5 Secondary data:
Document
Analysis: review of
existing literature
and policies

Table 3: Summary of research methods according to the papers and category of respondents
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3.2. Characteristics of the sample®

This research adopted a qualitative approach to gather the required primary data through semi-

structured interviews (see chapter 3.4.1 in detail). The data collection started in September 2018

until January 2019.

20 participants (refer to table 4) for interviews during data collection are from local communities,

decision makers and conservation NGOs involved in tourism and conservation activities.

Papers Category of Stakeholders Institutions Number of
Participants
Paper 1,2, 4 Local communities Park’s surrounding Communities 15
Decision makers Rwanda Development Board 3
Conservation NGOs Wildlife Conservation Society 2

Table 4: Category of respondents

According to Larsson (2009), maximizing variation in qualitative research is relevant in studies in

which a number of cases constitute the empirical basis. This importance of variation relates to the

sample components rather than sample size. In the current study, variation was maximized through

mixed samples in terms of stakeholders (local communities, decision makers and NGOS). These

heterogeneous samples were useful to provide a wide range of perceptions about the meaning of

community participation. It was presumed that the interviewed participants have different

experiences and needs and require access to different types of services and support in relation to

community participation in natural resources management. It was also presumed that such

interviewed participants have sufficient understanding of community conservation goals and

attempt to link them with their daily life.

9 Specific to paper 1,2 and 4
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3.3. Sampling techniques
Theoretical sampling drawn from grounded theory is used due to the purpose of this study.
Originally, grounded theory was developed as means of generating theories from empirical data
(Charmaz, 2014; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Thornberg, Perhamus & Charmaz, 2014). The choice of
participants, data collection and analysis are done in parallel (Creswell, 2013; Flick, 2013; Glaser,
2009; Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). In this process, the size of the sample is not fixed (Savin-
Baden & Major, 2013; Silverman, 2014, pp. 62-63). Furthermore, there is a progressive
comparative analysis along the process to outline similar and new data from participants (Glaser,

2009).

In the context of this study, characteristics or criteria of participants are determined to guide the
process of sampling. According to Silverman, (2005), theoretical sampling means that participants
are selected by virtue of having the characteristics relevant to the research questions. Therefore,
through the process of data collection, the researcher ensures that characteristics of participants are
being involved for that reason. In this study, gender, age, professional qualification and working
experience, as well as living experience, are considered in the process of sampling (refer to table
5). Therefore, purposive and convenience sampling strategies (Thoernbeg & Charmaz, 2014,
p-156) are used to select participants. Participants were selected among others according to the
characteristics or criteria set before. Moreover, convenience sampling was used when there is more
than one participant who fulfils the requirements of being selected. For example, if there are two
or more participants having the same characteristics, convenience sampling was used by selecting

the participant who is available at the time of interview (Kumar, 2011, p.189; Taneja et al., 2011).
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Interviewees’ codes < < | = o |

Samplingl % 5 % 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 % % 5 5 é é é é é é

criteria

Age 25-30 X
30-35 X

Years 35-40 X X X X X X X
40-45 X | X X X
45-50 X X X | X
50 and X X | X
above

Gender F X X | X X X X | X | X
M X X | X X XX | X [X |X X | X X

Working and | 1-5 X X X

living

experience 5-10 X X X X
10-15 X

Years 15-20 X X X
Above X X | X|X | X X | X X | X
20

Table 5: Characteristics of respondents (data base, used for paper 1, 2 and 4)

LC: Local Community
RDB: Rwanda Development Board
WCS: Wildlife Conservation Society
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3.4. Data selection methods

3.4.1. Semi-structured interviews!?
Research questions are the basis of any research according to Mayring, (2014). It is why research

questions guided all decisions in the context of the present study including the coding system, data
collection, analysis, and interpretation. The research questions guide the development of the
interview guide as well. The latter is developed by making sure that the major questions to be asked
during the interview are valid to generate answer to research questions. Moreover, research
questions orient the process of developing the deductive coding frame by looking at theoretical
knowledge that scholars generated about the issue under investigation. Once the interview guide is
ready, interviews are conducted. Interviews should start by general question introducing the
interview and proceed with deep and open stimulation questions related to issue under investigation

and end with another general closing question (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013, pp. 364-368).

After deciding on the approach to be used in the study, I also had to choose the tool to be used for
data collection that fits well the aim of the study. Interviews are a viable means of learning about
peoples’ views within qualitative research (Bryman, 2012). This is the same as with Patton’s (2002)
idea that the purpose of interviews is to allow one to enter into the interviewee’s perspective. This
means that interviews are the most adequate method to collect personally related data. Scholars
show that interviews serve for studying individuals’ views, understandings interpretations,
experiences, perceptions (Mason, 2018, p.111). Semi-structured interviews are preferred to keep
the flexibility to listen and answer to the people. This was also highlighted by Glaser on what he
calls listening “with a big ear”” to mean using all possible methods of interpretation to reach to your

objective (Glaser, 2001, p. 175).

In the present study, the interview guide comprised only the entry questions, and the interviews
questions are developed based on the input of the participants. Therefore, the above views from
scholars guided the choice of data collection tool in the present study. Data collection was done
using semi-structured interviews with open-ended questions to gather deep responses about

people’s experiences, perceptions, opinions, feelings, and knowledge (Patton, 2002).

19 Method specific to paper 1, 2 and 4
43



I chose to adopt the use of semi structured interviews to allow the interviewees the opportunity to
express their personal experiences or views in their own words, which in turn allows me to gain

the interviewee’s viewpoint (Paper 1, 2, 4).

Being open by means of pre-set questions with flexibility of asking more questions to get rich
information (Mason, 2018, p. 111; Savin-Baden & Major, 2013, p.358) related to the thinking and
experiences of participants, semi-structured interviews fit to explore lived experiences of people
about their role, participation and involvement in conservation of the Park. Semi-structured
interviews were conducted to collect data from respondents’ views regarding the understanding of
community participation in natural resources management around protected areas of Nyungwe
National Park like understanding of how the communities are empowered to participate in natural

resources management.

Semi-structured interviews were preferred because they offer maximum flexibility to pursue
information in the direction that appears to be appropriate, depending on what emerges from the
interviewee during the conversation (Patton, 2002). Such flexibilities pushed me to select semi-
structured interviews as a method of data collection in the present study. In addition, semi-
structured interviews are useful to make respondents be open enough and help me to reflect upon
the answers as well as to rearrange questions and add new questions. Thus, in the present study,
the interview guide comprised only the entry questions, and the interviews developed to a large
extent based on the input of the participants. In this study apart from the introductory part of
interview, the interviewer started to ask participants general questions about how they see their life
as neighbors of the park, the role of the park in their life and deep questions for gathering rich data
were developed in line with the research questions the study wishes to answer (refer to table 6).
As the first question is related to the self-understanding, the specific questions were set to ask about
participants’ self-understanding of their involvement in the conservation of the park as neighbors
of the park. For instance, the following questions were asked:

- What is your role in the conservation of the park? (Used for paper 1 and 2)

- What are the benefits you get as neighbor of the park? (Used for paper 1, 2, and 3)

- When there is something to be decided on, can you share with me how is it done? (Used

for Paper 1, 2, 3, and 4)

- What are the challenges do you face as neighbor of the park? (All papers)
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- What are the strategies you can propose to overcome the challenges you face? (All papers)
After the interview guide is done then the process of collecting data is initiated by first selecting
participants according to the identified criteria and characteristics. The identification of participants
to be interviewed is progressively done by finding the contact of participant fulfilling the criteria

of the sample (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013, p. 316).

Before starting the interview process, the purpose of the research was explained to the participants
in the orientation of getting knowledge and learning from their experiences related to the topic
under investigation. The purpose of this introduction is to build relationship with the participant.
On the beginning of the interview, I started by introducing myself to the participant, explaining the
purpose of the research and what I expects from her or him as indicated in guidelines of Theoretical
Sampling (Glaser, 1978). I also explained the ethical aspects including free participation and right
to withdraw, ensuring confidentiality and anonymity of data during data analysis. The participant

was allowed to ask questions where she /he need clarification about the interview.

Even if the interview guides orient the process of interview, the discussion does not always follow
the pre-determined order as prescribed. Rather, it is done in a flexible order where the researcher
has to ask to follow up and searching questions basing on the answers of the interviewee (Savin-
Baden & Major, 2013, p. 365). Therefore, questions were not always asked in the same order. The
order mostly depended on interviewee’s answers. Interviews were recorded by means of audio-
recording instrument. Moreover, the interviewer carefully listens and observes how participant
shares his / her experiences and views. The following table relates research questions and interview

guide.
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Research questions

Open stimulation

Check/list on specifics

How do local community perceive
and understand participation in
conservation and management of
Nyungwe National Park?

What kinds of activities are local
communities involved in? What are
the roles played by the local
community in the conservation of
the park?

What are the challenges that face the
local community in the process of
the Park conservation?

What are the strategies or wishes to
minimize the challenges faced?

Tell me how is your life here as
neighbor of the Park?

How long have you been living
here?

Which role does the park plays in
your life?

Tell me about change in life after
this NNP was recognized as NNP.

In your views are there any
problems that people around NNP
are facing?

It seems that you have been living
here for so long and you are older
than the park; tell me how was
your life before?

I have heard that people around
the park benefit from it; tell me
your experience and role that the
park plays in your life?

Tell me, what are you doing here?
Can you share with me kinds of
activities are you involved in?

Share with me how you benefit as
neighbor of the park?

A lot of things have to be decided
here, tell me how this is done? Can
you share with me how the process
is done?

Tell me what are the challenges
you face as neighbor of the park
management?

With your experience tell me what
could be done or your wishes to
minimize the challenges you face
here as neighbor of the park.

Table 6: Interview guide

The participants had the choice either to be interviewed in Kinyarwanda, English, or French.

Interviews in Kinyarwanda or French were translated into English. All participants chose to be

interviewed in Kinyarwanda.

During the interviews, a digital voice re-cording was made together with memos taking, which
helped me to capture some expressions that would provide necessary information related to the
research. Data were taken in forms of records and were conducted in Kinyarwanda. Audio recorded

were transcribed, translated in English, and subjected to qualitative analysis. The duration of each

interview was 30 to 45minutes, depending on how much conversation each question incited.
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For the processing of the data, at the end of each interview, transcription, translation, and coding
follow. It is important to note that, in line with theoretical sampling; each interview is transcribed,
translated, and coded before proceeding for the next one until the saturation is reached. In order to
produce knowledge, a categorization process was done (Roudgarmi, 2011; refer to chapter 3.5.2 in

detail).

3.4.2. Mixed method!!

In paper 3 a mixed method approach that included qualitative and quantitative techniques was used
for data collection and analysis. According to Mikkelsen (2005), mixed methods research design
has many advantages. Mixed-methods research approach provides an inclusive result since the
findings from one method can help inform the other method (Creswell, 2013; Creswell & Plano

Clark, 2007).

The research used quantitative approach to capture measurable data of community perceptions of
and participation in NP and tourism. Hence, quantitative research can produce results that are
statistically reliable (Nykiel, 2007) and the statistical significance of relationships and difference
can be determined. Thus, a set of household questionnaires were used to assess the impact of eco-
tourism on local community’ development around Nyungwe National Park. The questionnaire was

reflecting the benefits that people get and the challenges they face as neighbors of the park.

The questionnaire was designed using mainly closed-ended questions. The contents of the
questionnaire were divided into four sections, each composed of different measuring instruments.
Section I included questions on socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents, Section II
focused on the knowledge of respondents towards Nyungwe national Park and its associated
tourism activities, Section III inquired about tourism revenue sharing and degree of participation
and involvement in ecotourism, while Section IV centered on attitude and perception towards
impact of ecotourism as incentive for conservation of Nyungwe National Park (refer to paper 3).

The following table 7 provides the items of questionnaire.

1 This method is specific to paper 3
47



Questions Possible answers
1. Demographic a. age:
characteristics 1. 25-35
2. 36-45
3. 46 and above
b. Gender:
4, female
5. male

c. occupation:
1. Farmer
2. Student
3. Business
4. Government employee

2. Knowledge about the
park

Are there any Problems that people cause to NNP (problems related to
its safety and natural status)? (1) Yes (2) No b)
If yes what are they?
1. Burning the forest
2. Cutting trees
3. Mining inside the park
4. Killing wild animals
Are there any problems that people around NNP face? (1) Yes (2) No
If yes what are they:
1. Crop raiding
2. injury
How often wild animals raid your crops?
(1) Frequently (e.g., every day) (2) Less frequently (e.g., twice a week)
(3) Rarely (e.g., once a month) (4) Never
a) Have you ever been compensated for crop damages caused by wild
animals from NNP?
(1) Yes (2) No b) If yes how? If no, why?

3. Knowledge about
tourism revenue sharing
and degree of
participation and
involvement in
ecotourism

Are there tourism activities in this village?
(1) Yes (2) No
- If yes do you benefit from it?
(1) Yes (2) No
- If yes what do you benefit?
1. Job
2. Income generating activities
3. Infrastructure
4. Conservation awareness
5. Improving living standards
Do you know any projects that NNP management has initiated to
improve local livelihoods?
(1) Know (2) Don’t know
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Do you know anything about tourism revenue sharing
(1) Know (2) Don’t know?

Have you ever been consulted to discuss/decide on park management
and or how to share benefits or projects NNP should support? (1)
Consulted (2) Not consulted
4. attitude and perception | Do you think that receiving tourism-related benefits from NNP can help
towards impact  of | stop illegal activities to NNP?
ecotourism as incentive | (1) Stop illegal activities (2) Will not stop illegal activities
for  conservation  of
Nyungwe National Park

Table 7: Household questionnaire

Source: own design

Open questions through semi-structured interviews were conducted with key respondents of both
governmental and non-governmental organizations that are directly involved in conservation of

Nyungwe National Park.

Before questionnaires were administered in communities around NNP, the village heads were
visited, and they were asked for permission to carry out the survey in their villages. The village
head gave an approximate number of households in their villages and this helped in distribution of
questionnaire in each village. Household questionnaires were administrated face-to-face to
alleviated potential issues with literacy and familiarity with survey procedures. The researcher and
research’s assistant walked along the roads in a village, the first household in the village would be
approached and invited to participate. After which the next household would not be approached
while the third household would be invited to participate until 90 households are covered. For
example, in a village, the village number 1 was approached, and the next household was the
household number 3 (1, 3,5, 7...c.ccooeeenn.n. 90).

In terms of incentives, each household that participated in providing information was given 2 soaps

equivalent to 1000FRW. The budget used to by soaps was calculated from my monthly salary.
The statistical technique used for analysis is univariate. The univariate technique used frequency

distribution for data analysis using Excel format. Frequency distribution and the corresponding

responses were presented in graphical formats (refer to paper 3).
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3.4.3. Document analysis: Secondary data'”

In paper 5 the method of collecting data relied on a broad exploration and an interpretative of
currents policies and practices of conservation in the world and in Africa, a critical analysis of
conservation policies and practices in Africa and an identification of inconsistencies, contradictions
and uncertainties that undermine the effectiveness of conservation in Africa as well as the
propositions of strategies to ensure the effectiveness and sustainability of conservation on the
continent. The study used the following documents and data sources: (i) international conventions
and policy documents on nature conservation, (ii) theoretical bibliographic data and scientific
publications on nature conservation, and (iii) quantitative and qualitative empirical data from
periodic reports of international and national institutions and services specialized in nature

conservation (refer to the following table 8).

Category of document Number of documents

International union for convention of nature documents International Union for Conservation of Nature

(IUCN): 3

Scientific publications on natural resources conservation | Scientific Publications: 6

Quantitative and qualitative empirical data from periodic | Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD): 3
reports of international and national institutions and | Fonds pour I’Environnement Mondial (FEM): 1

services specialized in nature conservation. Organisation for Economic Co-operation and

Development (OECD): 1

Table 8: Category and number of documents used for document analysis method in paper 5

The use of secondary data is important for case study analysis because it helps to corroborate and
increase evidence from other sources (Jennings, 2001). In all papers, secondary data was obtained
through an extensive review of literature relating to a variety of topics, including, but not limited
to, community-based tourism; community perception of and attitude towards national parks and
tourism; development and management of national parks. Academic journals, books, consultant

reports and newspaper articles were included.

2 Method specific to paper 5
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Likewise, secondary sources, such as legislation, reports, management plans, statistical data, and

other related literatures were collected in the offices visited for primary data. In this research,

documents analyzed provided basic information that helped the researcher in developing the

research framework in different papers. Table 9 illustrates 4 themes and memos considered while

analyzing secondary resources especially in paper 5.

Theme | Theme 1: Conservation | Theme 2: Gaps between | Theme 3: Challenges Theme 4: Strategies
policies and practices standards and field in natural resources for a successful
Memo practices conservation conservation model
Memo 1: Sacred forests and Break of the historical Increase demand for Conservation practices
community regulations human-nature through agriculture and should balance and
community regulations livestock land achieve ecological
goals as well as socio-
economic goals
Memo 2: Creation of protected Violation of the interests | Lack of fair A fair compensation
areas and dignity of indigenous | compensation system should be put
peoples and alteration of in place
traditional way of life
Memo 3: Fortress conservation Food pantries surrounded | Rapid population Participation of the
and social exclusion by hunger growth local community in the
management and
governance should be
enhanced in the favor
of the local
community
Memo 4: Extension of national Abandonment of ritual Instability of laws Development of
networks of protected practices domestic tourism
areas on the continent
Memo 5: Tourism promotion Increasing illegal Implementation
exploitations and agencies lack financial
continued degradation of | capacity and autonomy
natural ecosystems that to take decisions
have traditionally been
well managed and
safeguarded
Memo 6: Integration between Socio-economic losses Dominance of centered
conservation and and bureaucratic
development governance approach
Memo 7: Participatory approach Social conflicts Lack of management
goals and plans
Memo 8: Payment for ecosystem Lack of consensus on Lack of transparency in
services which of human management, equity in
activities should be benefit sharing
permitted in national
parks
Memo 9: Compensation Ecotourism got little Lack of sufficient
mechanisms socio-economic impact funding
in many countries
Memo 10: Persistence of human-
wildlife conflict

Table 9: Illustration of themes and memos for secondary data analysis
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3.5. Data Analysis
The purpose of the present study is to explore people’s perceptions about participation in natural

resources management. With semi-structured interviews, participants are free to express their
understandings and experiences about their participation, their involvement in decision making
process, their roles and challenges they face as well as strategies to overcome those challenges.
Therefore, subjective theories can be found by analyzing meanings attributed to interactive
participation, bottom-up decision-making process, socio-economic participation from what
participants say. With this regard, qualitative content analysis is an appropriate method for data

analysis of the semi-structured interviews.

3.5.1. Preparation of the interviews
Among the methods or approaches in qualitative data analysis, there is coding. This refers to the

narrow down of big sets of data into codes. This means to find in a text of interview a code that
groups a number of elements or statements under one concept, in order to make a limited number
of codes (or categories). In this study, a content analysis method is used to interpret the data of

interviews.

Firstly, each interview is transcribed, translated, and then coded before proceeding for the
following interview. Transcription or representation of audible data into written form is an
interpretive process which involves making judgments and is therefore the first step in analyzing
data (Bailey, 2008). Though transcription does not fully capture the whole interview, it is necessary
to make sure that it is done in a way that it captures the most important message conveyed during
the interview (Mayring, 2014, p. 43). Therefore, decisions about transcribing are guided by the
methodological assumptions underpinning a particular research project. This means that the
purpose of the research questions and the level of transcription should complement the level of the
analysis (Trippas et al. 2017). In this study, verbatim transcription was used. Verbatim protocol is
a system of transcription whereby the researcher writes word-by-word (Kowal & O’Connell, 2014,
pp-72-74; Mayring, 2014, p.45). In the process of verbatim transcription, clean transcription was
used (refer to table 10). It captures the fundamental meaning behind spoken statements by
removing slang, grammatical errors, or misuse of words that do not contribute to the primary
message or research questions.

In some interviews it was necessary to paraphrase a statement so that it still conveys the same idea

but in a more concise way to help the reader to easily understand the message.
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With this system, the transcript primarily reflects the content and message conveyed by interviewee
that interests the researcher and the reader. Due to the purpose of this study, I use cleaning verbatim
protocol to get technical data or information and therefore I cleaned up the transcripts so that the
reader might read them easily. I developed the coding rules and guidelines (refer to table 10) that
could help me systematically organize and then analyze textual data and they could help to achieve
a high level of certainty that transcripts were generated systematically and consistently (McLellan,
MacQueen, & Neidig, 2003). Each interview was transcribed and analyzed until the saturation

point was reached.

Included Not included Pauses Interruptions
- Everything that is said on | Grammatical errors, For pauses For interruptions use
the recording with minor fillers (ums, uhs, you more than 2 a short hyphen (-)
paraphrasing (if needed). know, etc.), stutters (In- seconds add
-Abbreviations were In- In- In fact), false (...)
written as said, such as starts (incomplete
“RDB” for “Rwanda sentences), repetitions,
Development Board”. non-verbal
communication, external
sounds and ambient
sounds are cleaned up

Table 10: Clean verbatim protocol

3.5.2. Data Analysis: Coding and Categorization
The transcripts analysis started by developing a coding system that serves as a tool of coding and
analysis. To develop the coding system, I referred to a wide literature on community participation
in natural resources management and environmental justice. I have used them to develop a
deductive coding system based on existing literature and my research questions about people’ self-
understanding of their participation and involvement in the protection of the park, their roles, their
involvement in decision making processes and the challenges they face basing on their own
experiences. Categories, sub-categories as well as sub-sub-categories are named and defined to
guide the coding of interviews (Mayring, 2014, pp. 95-98; Schreier, 2014, p. 89). Deductive coding

serves as flexible and open system for analyzing transcripts by using software.
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The use of software in qualitative data analysis is traced back in the mid-1980s when questions
about the validity and the generalizability of findings obtained with qualitative methods attracted

broader attention (Flick, 2013).

In this study, the software MAXQDA was used (Kuckartz, 2010). On the one hand deductive codes
were incorporated in software MAXQDA to make the coding process easier, promote transparency
and presentation of the unstructured nature of the data. On the other hand, inductive codes that
were coming out as new information from interviews were also incorporated in the coding system.
In the phases of familiarizing with data, generating initial codes, searching for themes, reviewing
themes, defining, and naming themes and producing the report, an inductive and deductive analysis
was conducted to identify existing patterns (Kennedy & Thornburg, 2018). Codes assigned to
different segments of the transcript of each interview are integrated into the existing coding system.
As the latter is open, new inductive codes are generated from data to facilitate the progressive

revision of the coding frame. Once the coding system is ready, the coding of interview follows.

The coding process starts by carefully reading the transcript, analyze it and extracting the excerpts
or passages corresponding to research questions (Mayring, 2014, p. 66). In qualitative content
analysis, coding the interview refers to the process of assigning segments of texts to the categories
of the coding system (Schreier, 2014, p. 171) (known as deductive codes) and incorporating new
categories from the data in the existing coding (Glaser, 1978; Mayring, 2014, pp. 97, 104) (known

as inductive codes).

The use of deductive and inductive codes in this study is motivated by the fact that there is already
knowledge existing on community participation and there is knowledge that may come out during
the interview. Therefore, each interview is coded, and the process continues until the saturation
point where no new codes are being generated from interviews. Through the process of coding and
revising the transcribed texts, I continually made memos of important ideas that were identified in
the data set to use them in presentation and discussion of results (Thornberg & Charmaz, 2014,
p.163). After the saturation point, the next step was to generate results of the study. During the

analysis after a certain number and set of concepts are chosen for coding.
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For example, when coding for existence, "employment" would only be counted once, no matter
how many times it appeared. But when coding for frequency, the number of times "employment”
appears in a text is indicative of its importance. Step by step, a complete coding system was
produced. In this study, I researched for possible underlying meanings and patterns across the
coding system. This means that the groupings were carefully revised and counterchecked against

the entire coding system to ensure that the correct meanings were sustained.

To obtain a clear image of the groupings, I generated a brief description of each grouping along
with supported data extracts (refer to table 11). This helped me to clearly see the critical aspects of
each grouping and the commonalities as well as differences between the different groupings. I then
made a reduced version of categories that combined the former groupings with commonalities
together to generate a common meaning. The underlying central meaning was used as a basis to
name the categories. For example, in article one and two, a top-down approach, centered and
people-oriented approach, integration of the local community were combined under the main
category of community conservation approaches. The other categories like economic benefits
(employment, jobs, infrastructures development like roads, health centers, schools and income
generating projects), social benefits (ecological services such as water, clean air, climate regulation,
social activities such as trainings and education programs), information exchange and others were

formed under the category of types of participation.

In all articles, conflicts such as crop raiding were coded under the category of challenges that the
local community neighboring the park face. In paper 4, delay of compensation, lack of standards,
little compensation was coded under the code of complicated compensation process under the main
category of challenges that face the local community in Park neighboring areas. Initiatives such as
tourism revenue sharing, revolving fund, compensation fund were coded under the category of
Government strategies for successful community conservation projects in the region (all articles).
Fencing the Park and collective guarding system was coded as local community wishes or strategies

for a successful community conservation program (see table 11).
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Categories and sub-categories

Memo

Community participation approaches (governance
system)

top-down approach, coercive participation

- lack of community participation, participation
through representation,

- dominance of RDB in governance of the park,

- passive participation of the local community by being
told what has been decided or already happened,
through representatives

partnership approach

-The government and the local community work
together.

- Active participation of the local community in all
processes, information exchange

bottom-up approach, spontaneous participation

- local communities are actively involved in
governance of the park,

- involved in the decision-making process,

- people-centered approach

Form of participation

Participation by incentive

Employment/jobs: trails clearing carry tourist’s
luggage...

Functional participation

Firefighting, joint patrol, information exchange
through meetings, working with researchers, raising
awareness to help decision makers achieve their goals

Passive participation

Local community receive only information

Active participation

The local communities are fully involved

Level of participation

Cooperative

women's handcraft cooperative, bee-keepers
cooperative, ex-poachers, clubs

Information exchange

Through meetings, media,

Area

economic benefits

job, income generating activities, infrastructure
development (schools, health centers, roads, markets),
equipment, loans (distributive justice)

decision making

Procedural Justice

bottom-up Involvement of the local community in decision
making process
top-down - Involvement of the local community through

representation,

- only receiving information,

- lack of the local community in strategic meetings,
- their voices are not heard,

- domination of RDB in decision making process.

social benefits

Education, training, awareness raised, clean air, rain,
medicinal plants, ecological services

Challenges face the community in participation

lack of skills in writing competitive projects

Training received are not enough

low living condition and lack of resources (new)

- poor,
- relying on subsistence agriculture,

- grasses for cattle, grazing space,

- not allowed to collect medicinal plants and other
resources inside the Park

complicated lending process

high interest rate, lack of collateral

crop raiding and perception about compensation
process (new)

- crop loss,

- involvement of kids in guarding process,
- hunger,

- socio-economic losses,
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- injury, and complicated compensation process:
process too long, not fair, no clear standards, pays
little.

- The process is expensive, abandon of compensation
claims, loss of compensation files, and subjectivity by
visual assessment.

- main foods raid: cabbage, maize

- main raiders: monkeys, baboons

transboundary insecurity (new) Threaten the wellbeing of the local community, disturb
tourism activities

Challenge faced by the Government

Insufficient funds and grants - crop raiding

Human-wildlife conflicts - tree cutting, burning,

Illegal activities - threaten conservation initiatives,

Transboundary insecurity - decrease tourism income

Corruption

Strategies for a successful community participation (local community wishes)

Collective guarding system (new) Guarding cooperatives

increase collaboration and partnership approach (new) | active participation

improving living condition continuous support, more jobs, satisfying basic needs
fencing the park (new)

ease and improve the process of compensation (new) ease and improve the process of compensation (new)
Government strategies

stakeholder’s collaboration RDB, WCS, local NGOS,

Continuous training and awareness

environmental protection - Raising awareness,

- education programs,

- communication through radios,

- Umuganda: community activities
financial support - tourism revenue sharing,

- revolving funds,

- financial institution,

- compensation fund

Table 11: Categorization

3.6. Ethical consideration
Ethical considerations relevant to the articles that constitute this thesis have been discussed in each

study and are only referred to in general in this section.

All along the data collection, principles of informed consent and respect for invasion of privacy
were taken into consideration (Bryman, 2008). Rights and freedom of participants were respected.
During every interview, the researcher and researcher’s assistant briefed the participants about the
aim of the research (Mack, 2005, p.10-11), the possible benefits of the research. Respecting
autonomy by allowing participants to decide whether they participate or not in the research was
given. The researcher also clearly stated that the interviews would be audio recorded to keep eye

contact and not to forget or miss key information.
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It was clear that participants had the right to decline to participate and withdraw from the study
irrespective of the extent of data collected. The researcher clearly informed the participants that
they were free to request clarification at any moment and would receive answers. The researcher
further clarified that their true names were not necessary in handling the data, with the aim of
promoting privacy and confidentiality (Mason, 2018, pp.83-106; Savin-Baden & Major, 2013,
pp-319-337).

Each participant was assigned a code at the beginning of the interview to ensure the anonymity and
data protection. During the transcription, the interviews had been anonymized and if necessary

masked.

3.7. Ensuring the Quality in the Research Process

In the context of this study, research questions guided the process of development of interview
guide. To ensure the quality of interview guide, especially checking if proposed guiding questions
reflect the research questions of the study, the draft of the interview guide was discussed and
commented in three PhD seminars held in Rwanda and Germany and was approved by the
supervisor of this thesis. Comments and suggestions have been progressively integrated to improve
the first draft of the interview guide until it was finalized. As the interview guide was translated
from English to Kinyarwanda, one expert in English and Kinyarwanda crosschecked the
translation. Furthermore, the interview guide was regularly adapted during interview process by

checking if there were some unasked questions.

The interview process was always flexible and facilitates the process of progressively refining the
interview guide for subsequent interviews. Concerning transcription, audio-recorded were
carefully listened to in order to capture what the interviewee said. In order to provide highly
accurate transcripts, I read and reviewed the text whereby each recording was listened to three
times against the transcript. All transcripts were verified for accuracy by a professional editor. In

addition, the proofreading of all transcripts was done by checking the transcript against the audio.
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During the data collection, a researcher assistant was recruited, and the training was organized for
him. He was recruited based on his previous experience working with other researchers in the same
study area. Even though he had experience in conducting research, the main researcher organized
a training for him prior to the fieldwork covering explanation of research questions, the interview
guides the research techniques to be used and the transcription procedures. The tasks that the
research assistant undertook include conducting interviews with local community participants,
aiding with the identification and invitation of participants, helping in taking notes of key issues
while the main researcher is conducting interviews and participation in the transcription of
interviews that could be verified and checked by the main researcher. The research assistant agreed
to conduct research activities to the required academic and ethical standards. Since the research
assistant is native and resides in one of the districts where the fieldwork took place, his work was

essential to the process of familiarization with the studied context.

In the process of coding, the first three interviews were coded together with my PhD learning
community in Rwanda and at University of Bamberg and verified in different PhD seminars.
Moreover, in order to increase the visibility and validity of my study, the articles in this thesis have
been discussed in higher education seminars, peer reviewed by different journal reviewers, and

presented in international conferences(see appendix F, G, H, L, J).
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4. Results

This synopsis considers five papers. The papers are presented in an order that hopefully contributes
to the larger picture of community’ participation in conservation of natural resources management
in Rwanda with the case of Nyungwe National Park. In this chapter, I first summarize the papers

individually and give than a synthesis of my findings.

Stimulated by the GoR initiative to involve local communities in conservation of natural resources
through TRS, I conducted a study on perceptions of local community participation in the process
of conservation of Nyungwe National Park. Thus, paper one concerns the parks’ governance and
management in Rwanda: opportunity and challenges faced by the local community. Based on the
experience from article one, it was necessary to take into consideration the voices of other
stakeholders, especially women as important group in the community and in the conservation of
natural resources to enrich my understanding of community participation. Thus, paper two
concerns women’ views on their empowerment and participation in the conservation of NNP. The
first two papers provided insights into the interesting position that local communities occupied in
the process of conservation of the Park. It was necessary to understand ecotourism as a potential
conservation incentive and its impacts on community development around Nyungwe National Park
in paper three. It was also necessary to investigate local community’ perceptions on human-wildlife
conflict and the compensation process. These results are published in paper four. The paper five
describes nature of conservation policies and practices in Africa. An illustration of the papers,
research questions and key findings is shown in the following table 12 and an extended overview

of the five papers follows the table.
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Papers

Research questions

Key findings

Paper 1: Parks’ governance and
management in Rwanda:
opportunity and challenges faced

by the local community.

Paper 2: Environmental Justice
and Women Empowerment in
Nyungwe National Park: Here the

focus is on women

- How do local communities
participate and perceive their role in
the conservation of the park?

- What are the benefits and
opportunities do they get as
neighbors of the Park?

- How do they participate in
decision-making process?

- What are challenges do they face
being neighbors of the park?

- What do local communities wish
to minimize the challenges they

face?

Paper 3: Ecotourism as a potential
conservation incentive and its
impacts on community
development around Nyungwe

National Park

- How does ecotourism empower
the local community living around
Nyungwe National Park?

- How do ecotourism promote the

conservation of the Park?

Paper 4: Local community’
perceptions on human-wildlife
conflict and the compensation

process

- How do people perceive human-
wildlife conflicts around Nyungwe
National Park?

- How do people perceive the
compensation scheme initiated to

minimize human-wildlife conflicts?

Paper 5: Nature conservation
policies and practices in Africa :
Critical analysis, ideological
challenges and strategic vision for
protected areas sustainable

management

- What are natural resources,
conservation policies and practices
in Africa?

- What are the gaps between
standards and field practices in
natural resources conservation in
Africa?

- What are alternative strategies for
sustainable management of natural

resources in Africa?

- Local community participation
through keen activities based
cooperative associations and funded
projects, reference made to resources
use, awareness raising and skills for
interactions, cooperative spirit
promotion and entrepreneurship
through ecotourism and information
exchange.

- Ecotourism plays a crucial role
towards local community’s
empowerment and biodiversity
conservation tools

- Partnership approach appear only in
some activities regarding the park
management such as joint patrol,

information exchange, consultation

- Passive participation (participation
during implementation and receiving

information)

- Lack of involvement in decision
making process, monitoring and
evaluation especially women (top-
down approach)

- Crop-raiding as a challenge faced
by local community

- Complicated compensation process
- Claim of active participation

- Claim of continuous incentives and

education programs

Table 12: Illustration of the papers, research questions and key findings
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Paper 1: Parks’ Governance and Management in Rwanda: Opportunities and Challenges
of the Community Participation for a Sustainable Conservation

In paper 1, I assessed how the local community understands their role and participation in the
conservation of NNP. I assessed how they benefit and what kinds of opportunities they get as
neighbors of the park as well as the challenges they face.

The study adopted a qualitative approach based on semi-structured individual interviews to key
stakeholders from different categories of stakeholders including local communities. The data
collected were transcribed, translated, and analyzed using content analysis methods, MAXQDA
Software and a coding system.

The results show that the involvement and empowerment of local people are done through keen
activities based cooperative associations and funded projects, references are made to resources use,
awareness raising and skills for interactions, cooperative spirit promotion and entrepreneurship as
well as information exchange. The findings indicate that the level of communities’ participation
remains passive and is still low though community members benefit of jobs, loans for their projects
and income generating activities such as organized productions for market thanks to tourism
revenue sharing and revolving fund programs. Though, local communities gradually understand
the role of the park thanks to income generating activities and community projects, the new
approach does not meet basic criteria for effective community participation (refer to Reed, 2008;
Tosun, 1999, 2000; Pretty, 1995) to ensure the sustainability of the conservation. However, the

socio-economic incentives have a positive impact on the reduction of illegal activities.

Paper 2: Environmental Justice and Women Empowerment

In Paper 2, I assessed women’s experiences about their empowerment, in terms of distributive and
procedural justice and challenges they face as women.

The study adopted a qualitative approach based on semi-structured individual interviews to women.
The data collected were transcribed, translated, and analyzed using content analysis methods.

The findings show that women are socially and economically empowered. In terms of economic
empowerment, access to financial loans, savings, employment, and income generating projects are
the major indicators of the empowerment. Improved capacity building and family relations are

major concerns of social improvement among women.
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However, regarding the participation of women in decision-making process, it is still limited
because of the dominance of top-down approach that does not consider enough women’s voices
and suggestions in decision making. Women perceive and consider the process of communication
and decision-making as passive because they are almost absent in the monitoring and evaluation
processes. The participation of the community members including women only appears through
meetings with or without elected representatives (refer to Pretty, 1995). The process of women
empowerment is still limited by some challenges such as crop raiding, complicated and slow
compensation process, high interest rate and slow process of loan and inadequate communication.
The partnership approach is then recommended to consider women’s needs and voices in the

implementation of natural resources conservation policies (refer to Reddy, 2002).

Paper 3: Ecotourism and its Impact on Community Development around Nyungwe
National Park (NNP)

In paper 3, we assessed the potential of tourism revenue sharing in empowering local community
and its role to act as an incentive to conserve biological diversity using Nyungwe National Park
(NNP) and its neighboring communities, we assessed how local community benefit from tourism
revenue sharing, how they are involved in tourism development and conservation activities around
Nyungwe National Park. We assessed whether tourism revenue sharing can act as an incentive for
conservation of the park.

The study used a mixed approach with structured questionnaire to collect data from local residents,
while few face-to face interviews were conducted with key informants from Rwanda Development
Board as means to obtain deeper insights.

47.5% of respondents agree to have got job in tourism sector and other related domains. 30.8% of
respondents agree the fact that tourism revenue sharing improved and developed infrastructures
such as schools, roads, health centers and water tanks. However, the findings indicate that there is
little involvement of local communities in decision making regarding NNP management. The
interpretation of the data made visible that in the light of the research results, the decision-making
system for Nyungwe National Park tourism and conservation development plans is a top-down

approach and the participation of the local community is passive.
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Most of the respondents 95% indicate that there is a lack of local community involvement in
decision making. There are still illegal activities from the local community such as tree cutting,
burning forest, and hunting wild animals because people around NNP rely on woods, medicines,
and honey from the park. According to RDB, "crop raiding constitutes a big challenge to the Park
neighboring community". Almost all respondents indicate that tourism revenue sharing, and related
benefits could serve as an incentive for conserving NNP and conclude that if tourism is well
managed, it can act as an incentive for conservation through stopping illegal activities and promote
the well-being of the local community. The study recommends that local communities around

Nyungwe National Park should be consulted and actively involved in development programs.

Paper 4: Community Perceptions of Human-wildlife Conflicts and the Compensation
Scheme

In paper 4, I assessed how the local community perceives human-wildlife conflicts and how they
perceive the compensation scheme that was set up to minimize the conflicts. A qualitative method
was adopted. It relied on field semi-structured interviews with the representatives of conservation

key stakeholders including local communities that experienced crop raiding.

The findings indicate that the local community is affected by crop raiding and complain about
socio-economic and livelihood losses, food insecurity, loss of time for crop guarding, health
degradation and the use of children in crop guarding. The findings indicate that the local
community is not satisfied with the compensation scheme due to the difficult requirements for
compensation, complicated compensation procedure, rejection of compensation -claims,
undervalued payment and irregular compensation and delay of payments. The findings indicate
that the compensation process is so slow, so long and so costly that the victims of crop raiding
abandon compensation claims. The findings call for an improved compensation scheme for reduced
human-wildlife conflicts and efficient management. Even though fencing the park could be
expensive, it was proposed as a viable option to minimize wild animals escape from the park. In
addition, enhancing collective guiding system is proposed by the local community to reduce crop

raiding.
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Paper 5: Nature of conservation policies and practices in Africa

In paper 5, we explored and synthesized conservation policies and practices, we identified and
analyzed gaps between standards and field practices and propose alternative strategies for
sustainable management. The methodology adopted in this study relies on the interpretative and

analytic synthesis of available literature on nature conservation.

The results show that the conservation policies and practices have generated devastating social
conflicts and continuous degradation of most of protected areas because of many factors including
the lack of management goals, categories, and plans. Due to a painful past and an inconsistent
present, the management rules have globally failed to maintain original situations at least. The
study shows that the poor performances of protected areas management are explained by recurrent
conflicts of ideologies, interests, and agendas between conservation stakeholders. The vision
developed to address the ideological and management challenges relies on a deep reorientation of
normative classifications, strategic partnerships and administration, financing and compensation

mechanisms and ecotourism development.

The figure 6 was developed from the findings from the papers. The figure shows the
interconnectedness of the findings from the different articles to show their interconnectedness, and

to give a holistic understanding of the complexity of community participation in national parks.

Governance System or
approach of community
participation.

- Dominance of a top-
down approach: Coercive

Perceptions of

Local community
empowerment though
ecotourism.

- Economic and social

- Passive p{:lrt%cipation community empowerment (jobs, income
- Pngnlersh.lp in some .. . generating activities,
activities: joint patrol, part1c1pat10n infrastructures, cooperatives,

information exchange

Local community wishes for a
successful conservation model
- Active participation

in conservation

of NNP

trainings)
- Lack of empowerment in
decision making process

- Spontaneous -
- Incentives Challenges faced by local community
- Training - Crop raiding

- Collective guiding system
- Faire compensation

Figure 6: Link between findings
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The figure 6 summarizes local community perceptions with regards to the types or approaches of
community participation (paper 1, 2), perceptions about how people are empowered (paper 1, 2,
3), the challenges local community faces as neighbors of the park (paper 4) and their wishes for
sustainable conservation of the park (all papers). The overall category for these categories is

community participation in conservation of natural resources.

The governance or approaches of community participation are shown at the top left, the people’
views on community empowerment as one aspect of community participation at the top right, the
local community’ perception on the challenges they face as neighbors of the park at the bottom
right and finally strategies or wishes to handle the mentioned challenges that hinder a successful

participation at the bottom left.

Participatory management that seeks to reintegrate local populations into the management of
protected areas was initiated through a decentralized governance approach as a strategy to achieve
conservation goals and meet local communities’ expectations. The model above shows that in the
process of conservation of NNP, the government still plays a central role as it concentrates the
ownership and the responsibility for the management of protected. The integrated of conservation
and development projects relies mainly on ecotourism development projects such as the
construction of schools and health structures, income generating activities like the sale of some
handcraft products and low-paid jobs by local staff such as tour guides, tourist baggage handlers
and maids in hotels. Local communities’ participation is passive and their participation has simply
become a way of validating decisions already made by park managers where decentralized and
democratic management approaches are dominated by centralized and coercive practices which
may raises the problem of relevance of participation, transparency in management, equity in benefit

sharing and environmental justice.

The persistent of human wildlife conflicts such as crop-raiding and the lack of fair and equitable
compensation for damages, lack of collective guarding system are factors that do not promote
positive tourism development and become serious challenges in achieving effective community

participation in the conservation of the park.
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To be more effective, the governance system should be spontaneous and empower local people
through education program for them to be able to influence political decisions. The increase of
incentives for fair compensation and collective guarding systems should be adopted in order to

minimize human-wildlife conflicts.
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5. Summary and Discussion

5.1. Summary of the findings
The present study had the purpose of investigating how local community participates in

conservation of Nyungwe National Park and how they are empowered in the context of protected
areas of the Nyungwe National Park. The findings as previously presented are discussed in relation
to existing scientific discourse on effective community participation, distributive and procedural
justice to community empowerment in the context of conservation of natural resources in Rwanda.
Most of respondents interviewed perceived the national park as a benefit to them and have positive
attitudes towards its conservation. The benefits to communities and households include classrooms,
health clinics (health point), clean water, income generating activities (employment in park and
tourism related activities, livestock), clean air, local climate regulation, conservation education and

training, as well as funding opportunities.

Firstly, the results of the study show that local communities who live adjacent to Nyungwe National
Park are gathered into cooperatives and they are socially and economically empowered. They are
grouped in different cooperatives based on what they used to do inside the forest when it was not
yet conserved. They are empowered economically through capacity building, access to loan,
employment, had opportunities to improve their household status. Among others, they started
income generating activities; improve family relations which lead to support RDB in the process
of sensitization and mobilization of the local population about the role of the park and its
conservation. Moreover, this sort of empowerment led to the satisfaction of cooperative members
with regards to employment, health insurance, food security and environmental raising awareness.
The mobilization and organization of the population under RDB and conservation NGO’s
empowerment achieved a number of goals such as: (1) community joint patrols for conservation;
(2) organization of cooperatives and associations for mutual empowerment and collective
responsibility; (3) revenue injection in local development and improved well-being; and (4)
conservation awareness (refer to figure 6 and table 12). In concrete terms, the community members
participate in wildfire fighting, identifying their own needs; in joint patrol program, removing traps
in the park, information exchange and working with researches and carrying tourist’s luggage.

Local community empowerment has touched many groups including youth and women.
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Secondly, community participation in decision-making, despite recognition of economic
empowerment, is very limited. Results show that local communities in the cooperatives are only
informed about decisions without their input. The decision-making process is still dominated by a
top-down approach where local community participation is passive. Local communities are only

informed about what is going to happen and it is done through representatives or in meetings.

Thirdly, the findings indicated that a top down approach, crop raiding and complicated
compensation process are key challenges for the sustainability of conservation of Nyungwe
National Park. The above challenges do not promote positive tourism development and handicap
the achievement of conservation goals as well as local communities’ expectations. These
challenges are directly or indirectly related to the implementation of decentralization policies
whereby the voices of local communities are to be recognized. Additionally, the challenges might
be reflected in relation to management approach used especially in involving local communities in

natural resources management in the protected areas.

5.2. Beyond People and Park Relations
In the following sub-chapter, I am going to discuss beyond people and park relation and reflect

about participation as an educative function (5.2.1), ecotourism as an empowerment tool (5.2.2)

and participation as an integrative function into society (5.2.3).

5.2.1. Participation as educative function

In Paper 1 and 2, the findings indicate that cooperatives were promoted to strengthen the bonding
within the local community. This allows group members to overcome collective challenges and
promote cooperation toward common goal. Within community’s associations, people learn to work
together, share information knowledge, experiences, and resources. This step is a key to the success
of sustainable conservation and preservation through community participation.

This relates to findings about the relation between local community participation and personal
growth. This means that increasing participation in outdoor settings, when associated with adequate
interpretation programs, can change behaviors and secure greater support for natural resource
conservation (Rattan et al., 2012). Community participation approach has the potential to make

major contribution in educating people and enriching their quality of life.
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This helps to mobilize and empower people with the knowledge and skills to participate more
actively, more democratically, and more collectively in the development process. In addition,
participation in natural resources conservation can strengthen community stewardship, unions and

the team working spirit.

Henceforth, information exchange and good communication upward and downward is a key.
Persistent exchange of information and communication lead community members to contribute to
the formulation of management plans, openness to capacity building, self-confidence for
entrepreneurship and project initiation and management other than illicit exploitation of the parks.
They assist in firefighting; they contribute to project evaluation and biodiversity monitoring. This

is similar to what Reed, (2008) noted.

The collaboration between park’s staff, local community and the medias is a good strategy that
promotes talks and exchange of different matters with regards to the life of the local community
and the protection of the park. Gradually, the community understands the role of the park compared
to the past when they valued the forest in terms of mining activities, timber, and poaching. Today,
the attitude and behavior have changed; they know the role the parks play in generating income for
community projects. This collaboration between the park and the community is the one way to
achieve the sustainability in terms of promoting the well-being of the community and park
protection. However, community participation is more effective when people are given specific

tasks and trainings (refer to paper 1, 2, and 3).

Therefore, my findings may add to the general discourse on the community involvement in
conservation of national parks, that participative processes are not only leading to greater
sustainability and protection of the parks but as well to the development, personal growth and
education of the population. This contribution of participatory processes in society may not be

underestimated.
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5.2.2. Ecotourism as Empowerment Tool

Scholars indicate that conservation of natural resources in the protected areas is quite impossible if
surrounding people live in poverty (Fennell, 2015; Kipkeu et al., 2014; Masozera, 2002; Plumptre,
2004; Scherl, 2004). In addition, local people’s willingness to participate in biodiversity
conservation and landscape protection depends, to some extent, on whether their basic needs are
satisfied since they rely on natural resources for their survival (Fennell, 2015). There are several
ways to understand and describe the impact of ecotourism on local communities.

Here, I describe the contribution of ecotourism to (1) the empowerment of local people, (2) the

direct economic impacts on the local community.

I assessed in paper 1, 2, 3 whether the tourism revenue sharing in Rwanda has had an effect on
local community living experiences and I was able to show these effects. I focused on how local
community is empowered to participate in conservation practices and conservation decisions and
the findings in Paper 1, 2, 3 answer the research questions about how local people benefit from

ecotourism, their role in conservation practices and decisions.

Since 2005 the Government of Rwanda initiated a policy about tourism revenue sharing where the
money from tourism activities is shared at 10 % with the local community to support their projects
and support local infrastructure development such as schools, health centers, water systems, raising
awareness, and local community trainings (RDB, 2017). The findings are similar to what other
scholars indicate on how ecotourism empowers local people, improve resources stewardship and
contribute to the reduction of human activities that threaten the Park (Baromey, 2008; Ferraro &
Hanauer, 2015; Manu & Kuuder, 2012; Mohd & Sheikh, 2009). This program was introduced
under the premise that local people needed greater interest in the sustainable use of natural
resources, has greater knowledge about the local ecological processes, and needed to participate

more effectively in the management of local resources.

In the track of local community empowerment women as an important group, should not be left
behind. Scholars argue that women are influential in the process of change (Ferguson & Alarcon,
2015; OECD, 2014,) and engaging sustainable development initiatives without involving them is
an empty gesture (Dobson, 1998). Therefore, empowering women in protected areas of Nyungwe

National park is likely to achieve better conservation outcomes.
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Furthermore, findings corroborated (Braidotti et al. 1994) the point of view whereby increasing
women participation and empowering, lead to better conservation outcomes as they have privileged
knowledge and experience of working closely with the environment. However, ecotourism may
create conditions for the persistence of unequal powers, where small and external groups of
stakeholders might marginalize local communities (Mathis & Rose, 2016). Thus, ecotourism to be
successful it should accommodates local community involvement to have the relevant assets and
instrumental freedoms (representation and consultation) to achieve different functioning including
human assets (health and education); natural assets (having access to resources); and physical

assets by accessing to infrastructure as Schlosberg, (2007) noted.

5.2.3. Participation as integrative function

Local community participation contributes to people’s feeling that they belong to their community.
However, in this study, based on the model of community participation as developed by Pretty
(1995) and Tosun (1999), it can be revealed that community participation in decision-making
process is passive and coercive. With passive participation, relationship between community
members and decision makers is quite asymmetric. Members of the community play the only role
of receiving or giving information which might be or not relevant to their needs. Moreover, the
findings are in line with the top-down approach whose assumptions are to consider communities
as passive in the process of decision-making (Paudel, 2009; Pretty, 1995; Reed, 2008; Reddy, 2002,
Tosun, 1999).

Though the findings of this study show promising socio- economic benefits for local community,
the sustainability of the change regarding their development and natural resources conservation is
questionable if they do not own the initiatives undertaken by decision-makers. This is because the
sustainability is a result of close collaboration between stakeholders i.e. government and the
community in planning and making decisions for sustainable conservation and benefit sharing for
development process (Reed 2008; Reddy, 2002).

On one hand some of the ideas from local community’s cooperatives are not considered by
decisions makers because they are the one who thinks and decides what is to be done. With this
local community in the cooperative consider being part in decision making process by receiving
reports and information from decision makers, this show that there is a passive participation where

local community participate only when receiving information from decision makers.

72



This finding is in line with Pretty (1995) and Tosun (1999) models of community participation that
shows passive participation where communities participate in receiving information (refer to paper

1,2,3).

On the other hand, findings revealed that a little partnership and bottom-up approaches are used
where the local leaders and the community meet for deciding on different activities like payment
for the damaged crops and punishment for people who violate law governing the park. This finding
is in line with the idea of Paudel (2009) and Reddy (2002) who said that the government and the
community work together in planning and making some decisions for better and sustainable

conservation and benefit sharing for development process.

Participatory processes in decision making is a tool that promote trust between local community
and decision makers (Hoverman et al., 2011, Paudel, 2009; Pretty, 1995; Reddy, 2002,) and reach
to better conservation outcomes as well as promote the success of rural development goals
(Belshaw & Chambers, 1973; Uphoff et al., 1979), when there is an emphasis on the importance
of local capacity building, knowledge ownership, and empowerment (Chambers, 1994). With this
regard, a partnership approach (Reddy, 2002) needs to be reinforced as a tool to sustainable
conservation outcomes. According to Morshed (2013) co-management of protected areas is a
participatory approach to natural resource conservation that can also lead to improvements in local
livelihoods. This is supported by the idea that participation plays an important role in producing
and implementing laws and rules that are acceptable to all and makes citizens better able to make

decisions and understand them.

5.3. Concluding remarks
The study shows that the recent policy of community participation in the management of NNP has

brought new perspectives and hope for sustainable conservation. Many conservation NGOs have
moved to work along the populations to empower them and accompany initiatives,
entrepreneurship and projects that overturn they are eternally depending on the natural resources
of NNP. The new philosophy of socio-economic development for the communities based on
grouping them in cooperative associations and empowering them has created a good relationship

between them and the Park’s management.
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The study shows that environmental distributive justice leads to social and economic empowerment

of local community living in the protected areas of Nyungwe National Park.

However, the findings indicate that the top down management model is not significantly beyond
the horizons where RDB is orchestrating much of the processes including the definition of the
policies, the monitoring and evaluation of the revenue of tourism and the organization, the planning
and the supervision of the management meetings. Despite the increasing importance of the tourism
revenue shared to the local communities, community members still believe that most of the projects
presented and funded by the revenue are state and district oriented to achieving imihigo or District
performance contracts, instead of community direct empowerment and well-being improvement.
This study recommends that, local community should be empowered through education, raising
awareness through community mobilization, and creating jobs so that they can increase knowledge

and capabilities to influence decisions.

There should be a flow of information exchange from decision makers to stakeholders about
projects that are to be developed. Local communities should be given the ground to identify their
needs so that they are helped to formulate projects. Much education is needed to link the projects
with the well-being and transformation of the life of local populations. Equally, an effort is needed
for the local communities to be fully involved in the processes of project definitions and

elaboration, project monitoring and implementation and park management meetings.

RDB should develop a clear and real community-based conservation approach that will see
communities around NNP region actively participate in the decision-making process of activities
related to tourism and conservation. Using the theoretical criteria for effective community
participation, RDB should promote an interactive participation approach where people, including
local communities, local governments and RDB itself will collaborate and participate together in
the development of action plans and structure or strengthening of local institutions. Adding to that,
RDB should develop mechanisms that empower local communities in increasing skills otherwise

some of the local communities will only participate passively (refer to paperl, 2, 3).

Based on research findings, the partnership approach should be emphasized in empowering the

communities especially women, youth, and other groups by hearing their voices and build trust
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among the entire community members. Regular meetings and consultation must be increased as
one way of gathering more information on time and encourage positive endeavors to protect and
safeguard Nyungwe National Park. Moreover, sensitization must be used as a continuous tool to
change the mindset of resisting people and to show them different alternatives to the park
destruction. Regarding human-wildlife conflict, this study recommends a development of a

collective guarding system and the ease of the compensation process.
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6. Implications of the study

The findings from this study helped me to develop an understanding of how people perceive the
role and participation of the local community in natural resources management with the case of

Nyungwe National Park.

One of the strengths of this study is the multi-stakeholder design. The study took into consideration
the voices of various conservation stakeholders (local community, NGOs, and park staff), and this
indicated the image of the local community and park relationship. Community conservation is an
issue of concern and interest to various stakeholders but is a complex issue, especially given that
different stakeholders hold different views. The multi-stakeholder analysis generated extensive
empirical data that lead to extensive analysis with a complexity of views from different groups.

The study gives different implications for the practice of community involvement.

6.1. Implications of the study for the policy makers, NGOs, and local communities
In order to develop and maintain biodiversity conservation in a society, the theoretical overview
emphasizes a strong collaboration and partnership among local communities, government, private
sector, and civil society organizations. If local communities do not participate effectively in
conservation matters and teach their children, the latter, in turn, will not be able to consider natural

resources as their own responsibility.

Community conservation theories stress much the role of the local community and clearly show
why they stand the best chance when it comes to conservation of natural resources. However, the
major findings in this study indicate that there is little involvement of the local communities in

resources management and decision making in NNP.
Though, there is a passive participation, the local communities expressed their eagerness to acquire

some more skills and knowledge to help planners on the road to achieve conservation goals and

meet their expectations.
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Hence, there is a need of establishing local community’s programs to this end. Local communities
should be engaged and should be involved in development programs in their villages right from
the start. Equally an effort is needed for the local communities to be fully involved in the processes,

project definitions and elaboration, project monitoring and evaluation.

RDB should develop a clear community-based conservation approach that will see communities
around Nyungwe National Park region actively participate in the decision-making process of
activities that are related to tourism and conservation in the area. Moreover, attention needs to be
given to improving conservation skills among the local communities in order to produce

independent, critical, and lifelong conservationists.

Tourism activities in Nyungwe National Park should be appropriately planned, monitored, and
managed to ensure that they do not conflict with conservation and sustainable use of resources, as
well as compromise the livelihood of local residents. For this end, much effort is needed to link

projects with the well-being and transformation of the life of the population.

The study clearly shows that the existing link and collaboration between local communities,
International and Government NGOs should be strengthened to promote, foster, and enhance the
much-needed conservation outreach strategy where conservation practices and innovations can be
nurtured and developed. Consequently, there is need to re-evaluate and emphasize on the
following: Local community participation, community empowerment, linking benefit to

conservation.

To conclude, as earlier said, local community participation is understood in terms of how people
actively and creatively apply conservation skills to suit their own purposes and needs including
knowledge, benefits and problem solving. Therefore, mechanisms which empowers them to
become actively engaged in identifying their problems, asking questions, analyzing, and

developing strategies for transformation should be put in place.
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The ideal approach, if people want to develop a conservation habit, is that they plan, implement,
and decide together. This requires a strong commitment and trust both from decision makers and
stakeholders to avoid conflicts of interests. This approach may not be easy but once it is achieved

it may turn later into a culture.

6.2. Limitation of the study
The limitation of the study is that it did not consider many decision makers as respondents rather
the focus was more on the local community. The sample size of some of the groups, such as park’s
staff and participants from NGOs, can be criticized as small. This is the reason why measures were
taken to carefully select participants to promote the quality of the findings. A mixed sample of
participants was emphasized to maximize variation (local community, women, Park’s staff,

NGOS).

In addition, key persons from the selected organizations/institutions were a priority for the
interviews. Such selection helped to provide a variety of understandings and fuller understanding
of the role of the local community in conservation of the park, how they are empowered and kinds
of the challenges they face. Therefore, with that selection of diverse persons or cases, one can

expect to have sufficient variation and generalization (Larsson, 2009).

6.3. Implications for further research
Enhancing local communities’ participation can contribute to their positive transformation
especially in developing countries. Given today’s rapid progress registered in all walks of life in
Rwanda, various government policy and planning documents put forward decentralization policy
as the base for sustainable socio-political and economic development resulting in poverty
reduction, development, and good governance. Community participation in natural resources
management and conservation seems to offer adequate means to cope with this change. Enhancing
community participation strategy will contribute to transform the Rwandan citizen into skilled

human capital for socio-economic development of the country.

78



The study gives hints and suggestions for further research. The next step for research should be the
assessment of how decision makers of both, government, and non-government organization, define
and perceive effective community participation, and understand their cooperation in promoting the
well-being of the local community around protected areas. The above question is important because
it shows the views of those who develop policy, plan, coordinate activities, and make decisions
about the management and development of the park. To ensure that the management of the park
and other protected areas is sustainable, government on national, regional, and local levels needs
to define and understand well the role of the local community. Moreover, this question is of interest
in developing responsible citizens in modern society in terms of their capacity building. Decision
makers are expected to empower local community to become responsible for their continuous
transformation or development and to remain productive in society. They also play a pivotal role
in helping local communities to develop and maintain a positive attitude towards conservation. In
addition, the understanding of decision makers’ perceptions regarding park development and
management is highly essential in order to understand the significance and value of local
community participation. This understanding can help planners in formulating policies and be able

to select projects that can minimize negative threats to the park.

Future research would continue to investigate and shed light upon issues of developing effective
community conservation approach in the three other national parks in Rwanda and the bordering
national parks in Burundi, Tanzania and the Democratic Republic of Congo in order to develop
with the findings a regional strategy. In fact, the five partner States of the East African Community
(EAC) namely Kenya, Rwanda, Burundi, Uganda, and Tanzania share terrestrial and aquatic
ecosystems. These ecosystems are primary assets and a store of wealth - wildlife, flora, and fauna,
which if well managed, could contribute to poverty alleviation in the region. In a nutshell, I believe
that kinds of research can be of interesting in a broader context especially in the EAC and hopefully
that will contribute to the regional change of the mindset towards the role of local communities in

conservation of natural resources as well as the harmonization of existing practices and policies.
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Abstract: In the field of conservation, the shift from the fortress conservation approach towards participatory management
has considerably increased the interest for tourism activities and income. In Rwanda, the protected areas governance system is
promoting community-based conservation through tourism revenue sharing to achieve conservation and development goals.
The case study was designed to: (1) assess the understanding and implementation of principles of community participation by
different stakeholders for the benefit of local communities and the efficiency of the conservation and (2) define interactive
dynamics and conditions created for fully and sustainably population involvement in the conservation. The study area was
gelected because of its rich biodiversity and the high dependence of surrounding populations on natural resources. The study
adopted a qualitative approach based on semi-structured individual interviews to key stakeholders from different categories of
stakeholders including local communities. The data collected were transcribed, translated and analyzed using content analysis
methods, MAXQDA Software and a coding system. The results showed that the involvement and empowerment of local
people are done through keen activities based cooperative associations and funded projects, reference made to resources use,
awareness raising and skills for interactions, cooperative spirit promotion and entrepreneurship. They indicated that the level of
communities’ participation remains only of procedural kind and is still low though commumity members are benefiting of jobs,
loans for their projects and income generating activities such as organized productions for market thanks to tourism revenue
sharing and revolving fund programs. The transfer of the management is slow and smooth because of a slow change of mindset
from receiving mentality, farming related difficulties, unaffordable lending conditions and a great deal of communication and
misunderstanding on the tourism revenue sharing and the projects funding approaches. Contradictory understandings and
appreciations of the community participation are recorded according to the categories of stakeholders. Actually, all the
administrative and technical processes including mediation between communities and funding agencies are driven through a
top-down management model; the study area being a state owned and controlled park and not a co-managed one. Though local
communities gradually understand the role of the park thanks to income generating activities and community projects, the new
approach does not meet basic criteria for effective community participation to ensure the sustainability of the conservation.
However, the socio-economic incentives have a positive impact on the reduction of illegal activities and threats, except
poaching for which a compensation fund for damaged crops was created.

Keywor ds: Nyungwe National Park, Community Participation, Natural Resources Management, Tourism Revenue Sharing,
Rwanda
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1. Introduction

Historically, the nature conservation paradigm started
within the protectionism approach which denied the local
communities to participate in conservation activities and
people to use protected natural resources for their basic needs
[1]. For a long time, the approach was perceived as the best
one to achieve nature conservation [2]. In Afiica and in
Rwanda, it expanded so quickly that local livelihood
strategies and activities like farming activities, cattle grazing
and hunting were declared as illegal [3].

In protected areas which were delimited and placed under
state control, customary rights were ignored [4] and human
impact was monitored. The protectionism approach failed to
achieve its goals for many reasons among which a high
reliance of local communities to natural resources and a high
rate of poverty [5, 6]. In the 1980’s, a new conservation
approach called “People-centred conservation”, “Community
based conservation” or “Participatory approach” [7, 8]
appeared with the aim of reconciling conservation and local
development [9] by involving local people in sharing the
financial benefits of projects and in the total process of
natural resource management. In recent years, different
models of “community based conservation” programs (CBC)
linking the conservation to the alleviation of rural poverty
through socio-economic welfare initiatives and community
participation were undertaken [10], especially in favor of
previously neglected people around protected areas [11].

These experiences of co-management and bottom up
approach in policy making [2, 12, 13] are being constrained
by inadequate government resources, weak management
capacities and ineffective legal systems [14]. The values and
processes of community based conservation cannot be
achieved without education, awareness raising, community
mobilization and job creation that allow people to increase
knowledge and capabiliies to influence decisions [15].
Actually, local communities are often involved at a stage of
implementation, not in the whole process like project
identification, preparation, monitoring and evaluation [16,
17,18, 19, 20].

The success of the community participation depends on
how it considers the new power relations and inclusivity [21].
In Rwanda, this conservation approach was promoted for the
following reasons: (1) the country has the highest population
density in Africa which is 350 people/km® [22], (2) over
90 % of the population is engaged in subsistence agriculture,
(3) natural resources such as forests, land and water are vital
to country individuals' occupations [23] and (4) people living
inside and around protected areas are among the poorest
citizens and bring increased pressure and degradation [24].

Since 1998, indeed, a decentralization policy aiming at
ensuring democratic governance, accountability and local
community participation in decision making was adopted.
Community participation was envisioned as one of the
benefits of decentralization as citizens sought greater input in
matters affectmg them [25]. In the field of nature
conservation, an organic law was voted in 2005 for the

98

management and utilization of protected areas and
environmental resources [26] involving local communities,
local authorities, public and private institutions and Non
Govemmental Orgamizations (NGOs). Given the great
potential and the quick growth of eco-tourism industry in
terms of revenues, many people including decision makers
believe that the tourism sector can better help to achieve
socio-economic development at local community level.

The new law and management scheme and related
regulations were entrusted in Rwanda Development Board
(RDB). The Rwandan Office of Tourism and National Parks
(ORTPN) started a tourism income sharing plan whereby 5%
of the aggregate Gross Revenue is gathered into a national
pool and appropriated to the parks at various proportions:
40% to Volcano National Park, 30% to Akagera National
Park and 30% to Nyungwe National Park [27]. Since 2017,
the funds available to support the revenue share program
increased from 5% to 10% of all tourism revenue. The
amount goes back to the commmities surrounding the 3
national parks. The Tourisin Revenue Sharing is intended to
induce local population’s ownership and benefit from those
parks.

The program assists local communities living adjacent to
national parks in the construction of infrastructures like
schools, dispensaries, water supply, food security and other
income generating activities [28]. Through the program,
RDB supports projects that benefit development and welfare
of local communities and involves them in conservation
activities, including being park rangers and guides of the
parks. The scheme is conducted through cooperatives starting
from people who were involved in illegal activities from the
past. From 2005 to 2018, over US$1.28 million has been
spent on more than 158 community-based projects in three
main national parks mentioned above. However, little is
known about the community perceptions towards their
involvement in Tourism Revenue Sharing scheme
administrated by Rwanda Development Board (RDB).

The present study aimed to examine the commumity
participation in natural resources management by focusing
on: (1) how communities understand community
participation approach, (2) how they are empowered to
participate in conservation, understanding the benefits that
they could receive as neighbors of protected areas, challenges
that hinder them in participating in natural resources
management and strategies to overcome those challenges. It
intended to investigate whether during the implementation of
the law’s new provisions, the involvement of local
community is genuinely and professionally done both to meet
the expectations of the community and to achieve its
purposes.

As specific goals, it aims to: (1) assess how participation
as a tool of good governance in conservation and natural
resources management is understood and perceived by the
community around national parks, (2) identify the challenges
that hinder them to participate fully and efficiently in the
management of national parks and (3) suggest ways for
improvement of the community participation in the
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conservation and the management of national parks. Given
its ecological importance as a mountainous rainforest and the
great surrounding pressures and degradation, the Nyungwe
National Park (NNP) was chosen to be the study area
considering a period of 13 years running from 2005 when the
new management system was set up to 2018.

2. Methodology

2. 1. Study Area

The Nyungwe National Park (NNP) is one of the three
national parks of Rwanda. It is located in South West of the
Country. It is surrounded by 4 Districts that are Nyamasheke,
Rusizi Nyaruguru and Nyamagabe as indicated in Figure 1
and 36 Sectors. NNP resulted from the erection of the former
Nyungwe Natural Forest Reserve under the law n® 22/2005
of November 21, 2005 setting up new management schemes
which prevent different activities by many different groups to
stop.

The Park includes Cyamudonge and Gisakura Natural
Forests. Until 2005, it is the Wildlife Conservation Society
(WCS) that was in charge of the full management of the
Nyungwe Natural Reserve. The NNP is a high-altitude

9750000

9725000
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mountainous rainforest along the Albertine Rift covering
approximately 1,019 km? It is the largest mountainous forest
remaining in Africa and home to 20% of all African
primates, including 13 primate species, as well as 280 bird
species including 25 endemic ones, 43 species of reptiles,
and 85 mammal species. The Park is also characterized by an
extremely rich plant life with more than 240 species of
orchids.

The NNP surrounding zones are very populated with a
more or less 300 occupants/km? More than 90% of the local
communities are subsistence farmers having an average
cultivated area of less than 1 ha per household. Thanks to its
important biodiversity, the NNP plays a big role in the
surviving of the neighboring communities. It provides many
ecosystemic services by means of water catchments for most
of the communities and balances out soil dismtegration and
erosion for the swrounding communities. In terms of
ecotourism, NNP is currently the second most prevalent
nature based tourism fascination in Rwanda after the Volcano
National Park. Guided strolls, chimpanzee following and
recreational offices from Lake Kivu in this manner make the
NNP special.
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Figure 1. Localization map of the Nvungwe National Park
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Since a long time tea plantations and mining activities are
organized by internal villages where people were used to
come for businesses and would degrade the forest [26]. Until
the early 1990’s, more than 3.000 people were permanently
living in the park and had built houses and shops in places
like Pindura and Karamba [29]. The main challenges that
NNP is facing are: (1) the increased population pressure, (2)
a high rate of poverty of the surrounding populations, (3) a
high reliance on natural resources, especially on agriculture
for livelihoods, (4) important forest and bush fires, (5)
hunting pressures on largest mammals, (6) artisanal and
industrial mining and (7) deforestation for firewood,
medicine, grass for cattle and construction materials [24, 30].

Around 360,000 people specifically fringe the recreation
centet. The main human threats to biodiversity include
poaching, deforestation, bush fires, honey collection and
mining activities [31]. These threats resulted in the
disappearance of large mammals like elephants (Loxodonta
africama) and buffalos (Syncerus cqffer). The high percentage
of poor and low educated people living around NNP is a big
challenge for both tourism and conservation development
[24].

2.2. Research Approach and Methods

The study started with secondary data collection and
analysis. These ones were obtained through the literature
available, annual reports and internet sources. In order to
explore and take into consideration different views on the
research issues, qualitative approach was adopted because it
fits the purpose of the present study. With regard to sampling,
theoretical and purposive samplings were used to
progressively selected participants.

Five professional groups or stakeholders were selected for
the study. Data collection relied on interview guides to
members of communities and to key informants from public
and private institutions. The participants to interviews were
chosen among 5 categories: (1) conservation NGOs, (2)
community leaders, (3) associations involved in Tourism and
Conservation activities, (4) government officers in charge of
conservation activities and (5) members of local commumity
at associations’ level including former miners, former
poachers, artisans and beekeepers association around Kitabi
and Nshili zones today.

Key interviews were conducted to further collecting full

information. The individual interviewed are leaders of or
from institutions like RDB, Wildlife Conservation Society
(WCS), District Environmental Officers, NGO participating
in community empowerment through training and loans for
community projects, leaders of community associations, local
leaders and district local government leaders. To approach
the question about different stakeholders” wviews on
community participation, semi-structured interviews were
conducted to allow the interviewees the opportunity to
express their personal experiences or views in their own
words, which in turn allows the interviewer to gain the
interviewee’s perspective [32].

Therefore the research adopted a qualitative approach to
gather the required primary data through individual semi-
structured interviews. In practice, qualitative approach is
preferred when one seeks to explore how individuals
interpret their experiences on a given matter [33, 34]. It
focuses on understanding people’s beliefs, perspectives,
experiences, attitudes, opinions, perceptions about
phenomena and situations or issues [35]. Participants for
interviews during data collection were community leaders
and community associations that were selected conveniently
considering the one ready to be interviewed.

The key interviewed respondents were selected purposively
based on their experience in working with the community and
they include leaders in institutions like Rwanda Development
Board (RDB), the Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS); the
District environmental officers; the NGOS participating in
community empowerment through training and loans for
community projects; leader of community associations; local
leaders and District local govemnment leaders. For sampling
techniques this research used a theoretical sampling where the
choice of participants, data collection and analysis are done in
parallel [33].

In this process, the size of the sample is not fixed. Rather,
the sample size is determined by the saturation point when no
new information is coming out [33, 34]. The respondents of
different categories were as interesting as they could present
and explain official policies. Audio recording and notes
taking were used for mterviews. To ensure and promote
privacy and confidentiality of the participants, each of them
was assigned a code at the beginning of the mterview. At the
end, 20 participants representing different stakeholder groups
were selected according to the repartition shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Repartition of the participants to intervies.

Category of Stakeholders Institutions Numb er of Participants
1. Local Communities Park’s surrounding Communities 11
D Rwanda Development Board 3
Local Government 3
3. Conservation NGOs Wildlife Conservation Society 2
4. Media Radio Rusizi 1
Total 20

The main analytic tool used to compare the level and quality
of community participation with theoretical indicators and core
values of the participation was the “Effective participation

processes Chait” [36] which has been adapted to take into
consideration the case study specificities (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Effective participation processes Chart (Adapted from [36]).

The study was carried out in 3 zones bordering the NNP:
(1) Kitabi Sector in Nyamagabe District, (2) Nshili zone in
Nyaruguru District and (3) Rusizi headquarters in Rusizi
District (Figure 1). The 3 locations were chosen purposively
due to their specific needs in terms of conservation. Nshili
zone is an ecologically sensitive zone of bamboo habitat
predominantly. Kitabi is one of the currently most used
tourism zones with activities adjacent to main intensity road
crossing the park. Tt also includes other activities such as tea
plantations, Tourism school and major towns. Rusizi District
is another important stakeholder with 5 sectors and a
convergence of possible tourist sources from neighboring
countries, DRC and Burundi.

The data collected or the contents of interviews were
transcribed, translated and analyzed using content analysis
methods [33]. Deductive codes were developed from existing
literature were incorporated in software MAXQDA that
analyses qualitative data to make the coding process easier.
Inductive codes that were coming out as new information
from the data were also incorporated in the coding system.

3. Results

3.1. New Management System and Park-Periphery
Interactions

The comparison between the new law based management

and the situation prior to the present day management
showed that before the erection of Nyungwe Natural Reserve
into NNP, the population entered the forest no matter how in
different activities like mining, woodcutting, timber,
medicine, honey collection, poaching of animals and
searching lands for cultivating These activities were not
illegal because local communities considered the forest as
their own heritage. The new governance mechanisms set up
by the law comprises intern mechanism and extemn
mechanism On one hand, intern mechanisms include field
staffs who are the implementers and law enforcers.

On the other hand, the extern mechanism comprises the
regulators or planners and controls external actions. For
example, the RDB (Kigali staff) is the one which controls
regulator guidelines. One of the key meetings in the system
brings together different stakeholders on the invitation of the
RDB for annual assessment of the management of the park.
RDB presents reports of the activities, challenges and
problems they faced and how they addressed them; the
projects funded etc. The community representatives don’t
have any information and don’t attend the meeting because
all processes are under the control of RDB.

The level of participation of local communities is still low
for many reasons. The community participation remains only
of procedural kind (electing local leaders at the village, cell
and sector levels) and through cost-sharing i.e. local taxation
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to pay for services and communal labor sharing. More
substantive participation through engaging in planning
processes, community agenda prioritization and decision-
making is all but missing,

3.2. Understanding of the Community Particip ation

3.2.1. Park’s Governance System and Tourism Revenue
Sharing

The NNP management structure under RDB staff authority
congists of Chief Park Warden having an overall authority, 3
community conservation wardens responsible for community
outreach programs. The management mechanisms consist of
RDB staff in Central Office; a District Officer in charge of
Environment and an Officer in charge of the environment in
the Sector. At Cell and Village levels, the persons responsible
for the environment are the Conservation Animators
(ANICO), full time volunteers and opinion leaders within the
community who provide all information about the parks.

Annually, 2 to 3 meetings enlarged to judiciary and
security bodies are organized by RDB. The annual
management meeting brings together all the districts
bordering the Parks to discuss the reports of management.
However, one can say that the local communities are
represented by district officers and executives of Sectors who
may speak on their behalf. The role of the communities is a
key to the success of the new management based on the
prevention of illegal activities.

The strategy that has been used by RDB is to group and
mobilize the population into associations according to their
respective keen activities, then to build their capacity in
elaborating and presenting projects for funding WCS and
RDB officers of NNP play the role of mediators between the
communities and funding agencies including Savings and
Credit Cooperatives (SACCQO) and other funding agencies,
like Microfinance Institutions such as Réseau Inter-Diocésain
des Micro-Finances (RIM) of Roman Catholic (Gikongoro).

The tourism revenue sharing allocated to NNP and its
surrounding Districts stakeholders has been continually
increased. For example for the Rusizi district it was 38 824
US$ in 2015-2016 and 54 539 US$ in 2016-2017. In July
2018, RDB donated 10 modern housing units worth 42 353
US$ to families that had previously lived in the buffer zone
of NNP to improve their livelihood.

3.2.2. Types and Opp ortunities of Community Particip ation

The mobilization and organization of the population under
RDB and conservation NGO’s empowerment achieved a
number of goals such as: (1) community joint patrols for
conservation, (2) organization of cooperatives and
associations for mutual empowerment and collective
responsibility; (3) revenue injection in local development and
improved well-being; (4) consultative processes for
development projects; (5) revolving fund and (6) Nyungwe
Nziza Project. In concrete terms, the community members
participate in wild fire fighting, identifying their own needs;
in joint patrol program, removing traps in the park, giving
information and working with researches and camrying

luggage of tourists.

From the point of view of the conservationists, this
community participation system helps to measure changes
through the program called RBM which helps to know where
traps are located and the number of traps removed in the
park. RDB can then be able to know which wild animals
were killed and report the incidence. Irrespective complains
expressed from some individuals and development projects
help to transform the well being of the community members,
a boost to social transformation. At the same time,
community members move to organised productions for
market through cooperatives. Nyungwe Nziza project was
created to strengthen sustainable eco-tourism in and around
NNP.

It is benefiting the communities with employment
generation which is providing economic incentives to reduce
threats to the Park and conserve its rich biodiversity. Local
communities find more jobs within NNP such as ftrails
clearing and others described above. They also find market
for their products such as handcraft products and money
easily for their projects through the revolving fund program.
The revolving fund scheme develops the community around
the park and has transformed the Nyungwe forest into a
highly protected National Park. Due to the abandonment of
illegal activities, a chance is given to benefit from the
revenue sharing scheme.

In the first instances, some families received direct non
reimbursable incentives, cash, account opening; cow and
other domestic donations. Many others were paid for
different works like surveys they were recruited to be
involved in. This scheme was completed because it could no
longer continue. This study recorded that all the families of
some administrative entities benefited from the early move of
the new approach with the above mentioned actions
undertaken in their favor. However, it is the mentality of the
people of the region that needs to change. They all expect
aids for free mstead of working hard to use the funds
available in lending institutions that work with them like
SACCO and Catholic Microfinance Network (RIM).

Instead of providing aid for free, both the RDB and WCS
are closely working together to connect the population to
lending institutions including SACCO and Gikongoro Roman
Catholic  Microfinance.  Different cooperatives and
associations made of former Nyungwe forest users move in
borrowing money from RIM.

Upon passive over the responsibility to RDB, they now
focus on empowering local communities working with the
new managers of the Parks (RDB and Districts) to promote
cooperative spirit and entrepreneurship among the
community members. All together, 24 Sectors bordering the
NNP are the targets for capacity building on how to elaborate
financially sustainable projects and how to manage the loans.
They negotiate with financial lenders like Gikongoro Diocese
Microfinance, having abandoned the idea of working with
SACCO because of their lack of experience in working with
communities.

The target groups comprise beekeepers, tree cutters for
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carpentry; bamboos cutters for different handcrafts; hunters;
miners; grass cutters, farmers and others. Whilst its
operational costs are funded from the USA, WCS may help
communities to elaborate projects that would fit in the
funding from many different schemes and funding agencies
including RDB.

3.2.3. From Forest Free Use to Self-Reliance: Cooperative
Associations af Cross-Road

The study showed that the main reasons which contribute
to the slowness of the smooth transfer of management are:
(1) the slow change of mindset, (2) the geography of the
region that unfits for farming which is the most common
activity for rural Rwandans and (3) the unaffordable lending
conditions of the lending agencies, to mention just a few
Reference made to the slow change of mindset, people in the
region have taken for granted the life depending of the free
access to the NNP resources.

Next to the period of the inauguration of the law
preventing them from illicit use of the park, they were given
direct aid. This cannot go on forever and people have to work
hard to earn their existence. Among the privileges, we noted
the presence of many NGOs that did not exist before and
working for empowering comumunities through capacity
building and access to funding. The study showed a big deal
of communication and misunderstanding on the interpretation
given to the tourism revenue sharing approach.

For instance, the hunters association never received any
incentives in compensation of withdrawing from the forest
and of associating to prevent anybody from returning to the
forests. This should be the reason why poaching is still going
on at a high level. Of the view of the park staff, members of
the associations are hard to handle because of the receiving
mentality many of the bordering community members have
and the non-observance of the counseling about the
management principles of cooperative associations. Once
they have received money, they don’t use it to address the
issue the funding was provided for.

Regarding unaffordable lending conditions, reports of
cooperative associations focused on how their members
borrowed the money available for them in the financial
lending institutions mentioned above. The cooperative
associations meet different challenges with regard to the
loans. Recurrent issues of concern for the members of the
cooperatives include: (1) the high size of equity announced to
be 10% initially and made 20% at the time of application, (2)
the lack of guaranty or insufficient guaranty, (3) the unpaid
loan from other lending institutions, (4) the short period of
loan which was reduced to 6 months from 12 months
announced at the time of the sensibilisation, (5) the high rates
of interest (19%); and (6) the joint responsibility for bad
borrowers that locks up the whole group when a member of
the group is insolvable.

Given the fact that most of the projects like agricultural
based ones take more than 6 months to generate income,
members of the associations resolved to never take the loans
instead of exposing their family earnings and properties to

being repossessed by the lending institutions. In addition,
many members of the cooperatives don’t have properties or
earnings to give as guaranty for the loan. Others have no
property documents which disqualify them from a financial
institution loan. Some members of a cooperative may have
loans from other lending institutions. In that case, fear to
accumulate debt beyond their reimbursement capacity
prevents them from taking a loan. Also relevant in this
category, poor credit record for some members of a
cooperative.

If one member of a cooperative association did not
reimburse any loan they received from a financial lending
institution, the chance for the whole association to obtain a
loan is null. This seems to be a collective punishment, but it
was explained that collective responsibility was promoted as
mutual  empowerment and  community  collective
responsibility for society and the conservation. Despite this
somber picture, there are some success stories.

For instance, some members of Twitezimbere cooperative
took the loans and managed to pay well and to apply for
more. Nine (9) out of its sixteen (16) members took a loan of
1 824 $US and reimbursed it within the 3 months they gave
themselves yet they still accompany two of their colleagues
who ought to pay off 45 $US. Ten (10) out of its sixteen (16)
cooperative members took a loan of 1 718 $US which they
nvested in farming and have completed the reimbursement.

3.3. Challenges Facing the Tourism Revenue Sharing
Approach

The TRS approach is facing many challenges related to the
insufficient of natural resources and the rising population
pressure. The level and degree of community participation is
channeled through the RDB management dynamics. RDB
calls for proposals of projects from the community through
different cooperatives and associations. Once projects are
accepted they are given funds basing on the priorities. RDB
is also in charge of teaching cooperatives members how to
design, to execute and to manage good projects through
different processes of capacity building. The RDB staff
informs the community on different stages of projects
elaboration and when to submit their projects for funding.

Funding typically goes mainly to those communities that
pose the biggest threats to the park. The programs funded by
the Tourism Revenue Sharing mechanism are about
improving people’s lives and to preserve biodiversity. The
project implementation i1s enhanced through local labor and
knowledge. The projects are planned by the Sectors taking
nto consideration the needs of the local communities. RDB
informs the districts of the budget allocated to them and the
districts invite their sectors to present projects which are
selected at district level. In fact, being the lowest body which
deals with public accounts audit, the district i1s the local entity
to receive and manage the money to funding projects
presented by Sectors.

The new management approach is welcomed and praised
by many observers. According to district officers, the
elaboration of projects at the Sector level is well informed of
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the commumity needs by those who know them better. There
are lots of new initiatives including schools that were
recently inaugurated in Sectors like Gisakura, Cyamudongo
and Butare. The collaboration between RDB and WCS in
smooth transfer of the management and in organizing radio
programs they broadcast on the revenue sharing plans helps
to raise the awareness of the population over the conservation
and preservation of the park.

However, there are dissent voices from some members of
the community. According to them, they are some concemns
over a number of challenges. Firstly, through the new
approach, the top-down management model is perpetuated by
the dominance of the RDB in the definition, the
implementation, the monitoring and the evaluation of
policies. Even the local govemment authorities are informed;
not considered full entitled stakeholders.

They are informed of the budget allocated to district and
invited to present projects for funding, and then supervise the
elaboration and the implementation of funded projects.
Secondly, the fact that the funding supports the projects
planned by the districts including housing, education, health
and infrastructures, management projects help the district to
perform well in Imihigo (District performance contracts)
instead of benefiting directly to individual families. Given
the fact that local families and community members do not
receive direct incentives in compensation to their withdrawal
from the Park, they ask what difference the new system does
have compared to the districts where the population does not
depend on the forest.

After all, the government, in its mandate, is financing
similar projects in other districts. Thirdly, the community
members are almost absent in the monitoring and evaluation
of the processes. In the annual management meeting, not
only the population is not represented, but also the district is
not well informed of who the RDB invites in the meeting and
on which basis.

3.4. Challenges Facing the Conservation Programs

Since the implementation of the new management
approach, poaching for meat and money remains the main
illegal activity that NINP is facing now at a high level. Mining
is no longer a big issue because the rate is coming down. In
various occasions poaching result from conflicts between
humans and wild populations because animals go out to raid
crops of the community and injure sometimes community
members. These tensions pushed the government to create a
compensation fund which pays for crops that are damaged on
the basis of field pictures, assessment of damages by
agronomists and forms for compensation. However, victims
who experienced this process found it slow and complicated.
Some never take the step to report to the Sector’s staff and to
RDB where applications are signed in order to have and take
all the documents to Kigali where the Compensation Office
is located.

This process is constantly denounced by the population as
long, complicated, expensive and confusing for rural
populations who have to report to big City like Kigali where

they have not been before, spending nights and days for
services that are slow to come. The consequences are many
including no-cooperation of the community and increased
traps that kill animals instead of conservation. Adding to that,
the Tourism Revenue Share comes late for the budgeting
process in district to take them into consideration. The exact
amount of the allocation is communicated by midterm budget
revigion and yet that the amount is not transferred until the
end of the fiscal year. Therefore, the allocation cannot be put
in the planning and is always moved to the next fiscal year.
This handicap the execution of the projects planned.

3.5. Community Participation and Information Exchange

Good communication upward and downward is a key to
the success of sustainable conservation and preservation
through community participation. The local communities are
accountable for their projects. This has been a gradual change
from individuals to the whole society. Individuals will be
accountable for the projects conceived by themselves but
through community. On the other side, the Park management
staff follows up and participates in project selection and
approval. The Park management provides funds for
community as beneficiaries but they are responsible for
monitoring the use of that money.

Persistent exchange of information and communication
lead community members to contribute to the formulation of
management plans, the project evaluation and the
biodiversity monitoring. At the stakeholders’ annual meeting,
the community sends representatives who take information
back to him. In other meetings the Cell or Sector staffs attend
and provide information regarding the park. Media reports
and programs on environment protection and conservation
are part of the strategy promoted through talks on Radio
Rusizi and Radio Salus. Gradually, the community
understands the role of the forest and parks.

In the past people valued the forest in terms of mining
activities, timber and poaching. Today, they know the role
that NNP is playing in generating income for community
projects. The collaboration between NNP and the community
is the one way to achieve the sustainability of the community
well-being and of the protection.

4. Discussion

As it has already been mentioned previously, the
community based conservation process is slow and low. The
weak performance of the new approach is due to the lack or
nsufficiency of faimess, consensus, leaming and
information, influence and impact on outcomes and aims and
outcomes as indicators of effective participation [20, 19, 15].
Sharing tourism benefits with local communities has always
been a controversial issue whatever approaches of
community participation in tourism industry are involved
[37].

Although tourism can generate considerable benefits, it is
facing inequitable distribution of costs, benefits and power
among different actors on different scales and the
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insignificant economic impacts at local destinations.
Defenders of TRS philosophy argue that it promotes tourism
development and ensures that local communities enjoy
tangible benefits from the industty while participating in
wildlife conservation. It rings good positive impact on
community attitudes towards conservation of national parks
[38]. Wherever the people were considered without a voice in
the development process of TRS, they threatened the
sustainable tourism development and put in jeopardy the
involvement and participation of the community [39].

Many ICDPs implementers are failing to meet the social
and economic dynamics of the resources use in the areas and
therefore the real threats to biodiversity are not recognized
and not correctly addressed [9]. The great dependency on
natural resources can be explained by the low agriculture
income, limited access to job opportunities, food insecurity,
illiteracy and large size of local families (> 6 people per
household) among other things [24]. As it appears, the RDB
central and field staffs play key roles in the regulatory system
and processes and in the control.

The new law seems to give no room for community
association participation, independent bodies like the WCS
and local governments as part of the RDB mechanisms of the
Park management even if this does not meet the point of
view of RDB. As [15] found it, through TRS system
communities are the primary actors in conservation program.
They are empowered and involved through awareness raising
and education. The process of mediation played by RDB is
subject to some questioning of members of the community
and observers who consider that the community members are
not included in the identification of the projects that meet
their needs nor involved in the monitoring and evaluation of
the park management.

The new approach is a downward driven process given the
fact that NNP is a state owned and controlled park and not a
co-managed protected area. This questions on the sincerity,
the effectiveness and the sustainability of the community
based conservation according to the criteria of such approach
[15, 19, 20, 40]. The TRS approach has a positive and
significant impact on the reduction of illegal activities except
poaching. This situation carries a risk of encouragement of
park depending people to commit illegal activities given the
fact that their real interests and full participation are not
enough taken into account.

The delay in money transfer can be overcome with some
consultation between the stakeholders because if a district
delays reporting, all other districts are penalized. This is a
collective punishment which can fairly be resolved by
collective responsibility through both shaming and mutual
assistance to the defaulting district.

5. Conclusion

The study showed that the recent policy of community
participation in the management of NNP has brought new
perspectives and hope for sustainable conservation. Many
conservation NGOs have moved to work along the

populations to empower them and accompany initiatives,
entrepreneurship and projects that overturn their eternally
depending on the natural resources of NNP. Even if we
note contrasted appreciations of the strategy according to
the category and the position of stakeholders, it is obvious
that 13 years on from the inauguration of the new
management system of the NNP, the transition process
towards self-reliance of the communities bordering the
park is slow.

The new philosophy of socio-economic development for
the commmunities based on grouping them in cooperative
associations and empowering them to move for borrowing
money for projects funding is also slow: Still the top down
management model is not significantly beyond the horizons.
RDB is orchestrating much of the processes including the
definition of the policies, the monitoring and evaluation of
the revenue of tourism and the organization, the planning and
the supervision of the management meetings.

Despite the increasing importance of the tourism revenue
shared to the local communities, community members still
believe that most of the projects presented and funded by the
revenue are state and district oriented to achieving Imihigo or
District performance contracts, instead of community direct
empowerment and well-being improvement. Much education
is needed to link the projects with the well-being and
transformation of the life of local populations. Equally, an
effort is needed for the local communities to be fully
involved in the processes of project definitions and
elaboration, project monitoring and implementation and park
management meetings.

RDB should develop a clear and real community-based
conservation approach that will see communities around
NNP region actively participate in the decision making
process of activities related to tourism and conservation.
Using the theoretical criteria for effective community

participation, RDB should promote an interactive
participation approach where people, including local
communities, local governments and RDB itself will

collaborate and participate together in the development of
action plans and structure or strengthening of local
institutions.

Adding to that, RDB should develop mechanisms that
empower local communities in increasing skills otherwise
some of the local communities will only participate through
consultations. With regard to the credits and loans given by
financial lending institutions, the rate is clearly beyond the
affordability of local communities and need to be fairly
decreased. The duration should be increased and flexibility
allowed over collective responsibility. Individuals should
respond on their own instead of penalizing all members of
the cooperative associations. Additionally, to allow
communities members to face the lack of properties or
earnings and the lack of property documents to be given as
guaranties for the loan application process, RDB should
initiate a guaranty fund program in the favor of those
vulnerable people, using part of the available funds.
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ABSTRACT

In the framework of the community participation in conservation in Rwanda, a women handcraft
cooperative was established in 2011 in the surrounding of Nyungwe National Park in Kitabi sector
and Nyamagabe District. It aimed to empower economically and socially wives of former hunters
who were themselves relying on natural resources and involved in harvesting different resources in
park for making handcraft products. The empowerment was intended to reduce the reliance to
natural resources and to contribute to the protection of the park. The objective of the study was to
investigate and examine women’s experiences about their empowerment through environmental
justice, in terms of distributive and procedural justice and challenges faced by women. In doing so,
participants were purposively selected in women handicraft cooperative and in administration
bodies. With regards to data collection and analysis, semi-structured interviews and content
analysis were used. The findings showed that women are socially and economically empowered.
In terms of economic empowerment, access to financial loans, savings, employment and income
generating projects are the major indicators of the empowerment. Improved capacity building and
family relations are major concerns of social handcraft cooperative members. Regarding the
participation of women in decision-making process, the findings are controversial. However, it is

*Corresponding author: E-mail: u.gloriose@gmail.com;

108



Umuziranenge; IJECC, 9(2): 77-87, 2019, Article no./JECC.2019.006

still limited because of the dominance of top-down approach that does not consider enough
women's voices and suggestions in decision making. Cooperative women members perceive and
consider the process of communication and decision-making as passive because they are almost
absent in the monitoring and evaluation processes. The participation of the community members
including women only appears through meetings with or without elected representatives. The
process of women empowerment is still limited by some challenges such as crop raiding,
complicated and slow compensation process, high interest rate and slow process of loan and
inadequate communication. The partnership approach is then recommended so as to consider
women’'s needs and voices in the implementation of natural resources conservation policies.

Keywords: Nyungwe National Park; women handcraft cooperative; environmental justice; women

empowerment; Rwanda.
1. INTRODUCTION

Worldwide, protected areas are recognized as
important to host the biodiversity considered as
living and economic resource. In this regard, their
management is likely to face conflicts between
policy makers, technical administration and
surrounding communities. In Africa, protected
areas are delimited and placed under state
control with highly monitored human impact. In
most of protected areas, local people are
excluded from the use of natural resources and
customary rights are ignored [1] to achieve
natural resources conservation goals, on the
basis of the perceptions that local communities
are ignorant and destructors of environment.
However, over the last 25 years, the image of the
conservation has shifted from wildlife protection
to people-centred conservation. The new
approach came up with the concept of
environmental justice [2,3] that seeks for better
conservation outcomes by involving all people
and treating them fairly in all activities regarding
the environment [4]. The concept of
environmental justice deals with the inequities
perceived and experienced by diverse
stakeholders as they are subjected to activities
that affect their lived environments. This is very
relevant especially when certain communities are
subject to inequities in the distribution and
consumption of environmental ‘ills’ and ‘benefits’
[5] like in Rwanda, specifically for communities
surrounding national parks who are the poorest
[6-8]. Environmental injustice occurs from human
activities that harm the nature and in other forms
such as gender and class discrimination [9]. This
is the reason why the present study is focused
on women's experiences and empowerment as a
key social category through environmental
justice.

In the context of improving natural resources
conservation policies and practices, people living
in the adjacent to protected areas have to
abandon some of the activities which had been
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long their source of income. In return, the former
income has to be compensated by conservation
revenue sharing through social and economic
empowerment, especially in Rwanda, where
protected areas based tourism is among the top
priorities in political debates whereby it has
become the first sector contributing to the GDP
for 12.7% [10]. The decentralization policy
adopted in Rwanda since 1998 and the new
approach of reconciling environment and
community needs through eco-tourism and
tourism revenue sharing have considerably
improved the community participation [11]. The
contribution from income generated in tourism
activities has increased from 5 to 10% of the total
gross revenue earned in national parks to assist
local communities based projects in socio-
economic development. The studies on the
impact of tourism revenue sharing on social and
economic development of local communities
indicated that tourism revenues contribute to
socio-economic development in different ways
[12,13]. However, other empirical studies
indicated that community based projects are
failing to achieve their goals because of
insufficiency of revenues, top-down governance
system, lack of business skills and conflicting
stakeholder interests [14-20]. Due to the
controversial results, the implementation of the
aforesaid strategy might therefore be an issue of
very large and inclusive debate.

Beside quantitative studies, lived experiences of
local communities in regard to their participation
in the implementation of the community
conservation policy are missing in scientific
researches in Rwanda. For participation to be
effective, local communities have to be
empowered in term of knowledge, income and
trust just to name few. Community participation
can be manipulative, passive, consultation,
material incentives, functional and interactive
[21]. Though no form can fit all contexts,
interactive participation might be important [15].
In principle, empowerment can be considered as
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mean of enabling a social environment in which
one can make decisions and make choices either
individually or collectively for social
transformation by acquiring skills, knowledge,
power and experience [22]. There two important
dimensions of empowerment are: (1) the creation
of conductive environment enabling responsible
individual and (2) collective decision-making. The
approaches of community participation that are
likewise relevant for natural resources
management are: (1) top-down, (2) bottom-up
and (3) partnership approaches [15,23].
Currently, the partnership approach is proposed
so as to mitigate the limitations of the previously
mentioned other approaches. So far as women
empowerment is concerned, it is the process
through which traditionally underprivileged
women are uplifted for more improved economic,
social and political status [24]. In the context of
nature conservation, empowering women is a
key to sustainable policies and programs without
compromising socio-economic development
initiatives [25,26]. Women are expected to be
independent and make decision on their own by
building trust in such a way that they can
empower themselves [27,28]. Women
participation in decision-making is a crucial
element to ensure sustainable development
processes and create an influence on their
norms and value [29]. In Rwanda, where women
count for 51.8% of the total population mostly
living in rural areas including protected areas [30],
gender-oriented studies with regard to natural
resources management and environmental
justice are missing in scientific discourse. The
study on women empowerment through
environmental justice in NNP was conducted to
fill this gap for three main reasons: (1) Women
are materially adversely affected by environ-
mental degradation due to disproportionately
assigned caring and provisioning roles and
obligations [31], (2) Women are evolving in a
traditionally male dominated structure [32] and
(3) Women are more likely to interact with
environment in their daily basis [33-36]. Its main
objective was to explore and investigate how
women are empowered as a specific and key
social group. The study case of Kitabi Women
Handicrat Cooperative was identified since
handmade products are largely contributing to
women socio-economic development.

2. METHODOLOGY
2.1 Study Area

The Nyungwe National Park (NNP) is one of the
three national parks of Rwanda. It is located in
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South West of the Country. It is surrounded by 4
Districts that are Nyamasheke, Rusizi Nyaruguru
and Nyamagabe as indicated in Fig. 1. NNP
resulted from the erection of the former Nyungwe
Natural Forest Reserve in November 21, 2005
setting up new management schemes which
prevent different activities by many different
groups to stop. The Park includes Cyamudongo
and Gisakura Natural Forests. Until 2005, it is the
Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) that was in
charge of the full management of Nyungwe
Natural Reserve. The NNP is a high-altitude
mountainous rainforest along the Albertine Rift
covering approximately 1,019 km2 It is the
largest mountainous forest remaining in Africa
that is home to 20% of all African primates,
including 13 primate species; 280 bird species
including 25 endemic ones; 43 reptile species
and 85 mammal species. The Park is also
characterized by an extremely rich plant life with
more than 240 species of orchids.

The NNP surrounding zones are very populated
with a more or less 300 occupants/km?®. More
than 90% of surrounding communities are
subsistence farmers having an average
cultivated area of less than 1 ha per household.
Thanks to its important biodiversity, the NNP

plays a big role in the surviving of the
neighboring communities. It provides many
ecosystemic services by means of water

catchments for most of the communities and
balances out soil disintegration and erosion for
the surrounding communities. In terms of
ecotourism, NNP is currently the second most
prevalent nature based tourism fascination in
Rwanda after the Volcano National Park. Guided
strolls, chimpanzee following and recreational
offices from Lake Kivu in this manner make the
NNP special.

Since a long time tea plantations and mining
activities are organized by internal villages where
people were used to come for businesses and
would degrade the forest [37]. Until the early
1990°’s, more than 3.000 people were
permanently living in the park and had built
houses and shops in places like Pindura and
Karamba [38]. The main challenges that NNP is
facing are: (1) the increased population pressure,
(2) a high rate of poverty of the surrounding
populations, (3) a high reliance on natural
resources, especially on agriculture for
livelihoods, (4) important forest and bush fires,
(5) hunting pressures on largest mammals, (6)
artisanal and industrial mining and (7)
deforestation for firewood, medicine, grass for
cattle and construction materials [6,37].
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Around 360,000 people specifically fringe the
recreation center. The main human threats to
biodiversity include poaching, deforestation, bush
fires, honey collection and mining activities [39].
These threats resulted in the disappearance of
large mammals like elephants (Loxodorta
africana) and buffalos (Syncerus caffer).
The high percentage of poor and low
educated people living around NNP is a big
challenge for both tourism and conservation
development [6].

2.2 Kitabi Women Handcraft Cooperative

Kitabi Women Handcraft Cooperative started in
2011 with 30 active members including 28
females and 2 males. The cooperative operates
its activities in the surroundings of NNP in Kitabi
sector and Nyamagabe District. It is basically
composed of women whose husbands had been
involved in harvesting different resources in NNP
for making handcraft products especially before
Nyungwe was recognized as National Park in
2005. Additionally, women themselves used to
rely on natural resources found in the park. The

sources of income for their survival and
development. Its mission is to protect NNP
through raising environment awareness among
community members. In addition to making
handcraft products for increasing their income,
cooperative members initiate and undertake

different activities to protect NNP such as
building public latrines, sensitization and
mobilization of local community about the

importance of the park to their welfare as well as
country development.

2.3 Research Approach, Method and Tool

The general objective of the study was to
investigate and examine women's experiences
about their empowerment through environmental
justice in NNP. In the study, the concept refers to
the process by which environmental actors, local
communities and women are interacting and
working together by identifying needs, shared
values and challenges and setting up measures
and goals to address them as well as
implementing together activities and projects that
affect their lived environment [40]. It is envisaged

cooperative was then established to reduce the as a process of dealing with all justice
reliance to natural resources rather create other related issues in environmental management
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Environmmental Justice

Distributive Justice-sharing
cost and benefits

Y

Procedural Justice-participation
in decision-making

Woinen Empowerment

Economic and social
empowerment

Better
conservation

outcomes

Fig. 2. Relationship between Environmental justice, women empowerment and conservation
[Source: Adapted from [21] and [45]]

through distributive and procedural dimensions
[41] with regard to community empowerment that
are closely interlinked. Distributive dimension is
concerned with equity as regard to dealing with
people’s outcomes in social exchanges [42]. It
concerns mainly equity in the distribution of cost
and benefits from natural resources management
[43] among communities while procedural justice
concerns decision-making procedures and
processes [44,45]. As women's empowerment is
concerned, the study seeks to: (1) explore and
analyze how distributive justice contributes to
women's empowerment in Kitabi Women
Handcrat Cooperative and (2) explore and
analyze how procedural justice contributes to
women's empowerment in Kitabi Women
Handcraft Association. In order to explore how
individuals interpret their experiences and views,
qualitative approach best fits the purpose of the
study [46,47]. The following model describing the
relationship between environmental justice,
population empowerment and conservation
outcomes was used to analyze and assess the
women's empowerment through environmental
justice in NNP management (Fig. 2).

Table 1. Category and distribution of the
participants to interviews

Category of respondents Number of

respondents
Women Handcraft 8
Cooperative
RDB Staff 2
Local Administration 2
Total 12
With regard to sampling, theoretical and

purposive samplings were used to progressively
select participants from Women Handcraft
Cooperative and decision-making bodies that are
Local Administration and Rwanda Development
Board (RDB). Participants were progressively
identified purposively during data collection that
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is concomitant with data analysis [46,48,47].
During data collection through women individual
interviews, the saturation point was reached at
the eighth interview. The repartition of the
respondentsis indicated in the following table.

Collected data were analyzed under three
themes namely distributive and procedural
justice and challenges faced by women in regard
to their empowerment in natural resources
management. For data collection, semi-
structured interviews were used to gather
individual experiences with regard to women
empowerment. Semi-structured interviews are a
viable means of learning about peoples’ views
especially due to flexibility and openness during
data collection process [49,50]. The collected
information was then analyzed using content
analysis by identifying deductive codes derived
from existing literature and supplemented with
inductive categories that emerged from collected
data

3. FINDINGS

3.1 Environmental Distributive Justice

and Women Empowerment

The study showed that women are socially and
economically empowered. With regard to
economic empowerment, access to financial

loans, employment and income generating
projects are the major indicators of the
empowerment. Improved family relations and

capacity building are major concerns of social
women empowerment. \With the support of
donors, RDB facilitated the cooperative through
income from tourism to purchase sewing
machines for weaving and to connect them to
financial lending institutions like Savings and
Credit Cooperatives (SACCO) and Inter-
Diocesan Micro-Finance Network (RIM) of
Gikongoro Roman Catholic for easy access to
loans. Additionally to loans offered to cooperative
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so as to enhance handcraft business, individual
members have access to the same kind of loan
through cooperative which later contributes to
their income generating activities. The loans
contacted through the cooperative allowed
members to start different projects including
small agricultural projects, livestock and small
trading businesses. Other income generating
projects which include tailoring, knitting uniform
sweaters for surrounding schools, shopping bags
and small farming projects like pigs and goats
raising were also developed. More on that,
cooperative members were trained and started
projects of knitting bags, sweaters and baskets
which replaced baskets made before from
traditional materials collected in the park (Figs. 3,
4, 5).

Fig. 3. Sowing activities in Kitabi Women
Handcraft Cooperative

They constructed public toilets as a way of
protecting the park and built Mushabarara Center
which host tourists and other travelers in
traditional houses. Furthermore, access to loan
has created opportunities of jobs. Having been
trained to making handcraft and given loan
boosted the access to employment. Members of
Kitabi women handcraft cooperative are regularly
workers for handcraft businesses and get paid
for it. Handcraft products are sold to tourists and
the community members and benefits shared on
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an annual basis. More on that, children initiated
traditional dancing clubs that entertain tourists
especially during school holidays.

Fig. 4. Baskets and Hand bags produced in
Kitabi Women Handcraft Cooperative

Fig. 5. Weaving machine used in Kitabi
Women Handcraft Cooperative

Findings also showed that handcraft cooperative
members are socially empowered through
capacity building that leads to improve welfare.
Among other trainings, they have been trained
on handcraft making, project planning and
management, environmental conservation, family
planning and gender-based violence. Handcraft
products are sold to tourists. The guestion might
be about the benefits of social and economic
empowerment of women in Kitabi Women
Handcraft Cooperative. In terms of impact of
social and economic empowerment, women's
lives have improved thanks to taking part in
cooperative. Women have now formal jobs and
the cooperative has become their main
employment and source of income as they are
struggling to maintain small and inconsistent
sources of income sometimes through illegal
practices in the park. This is confirmed by local
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government officers and RDB staff members who
said that, economically, cooperative members
had not the capacity of having shelter, cattle or
an account in Umurenge SACCO microfinance
before joining the cooperative. Today, the
socioeconomic situation of the cooperative
members was improved because they are able to
get money for food, for medical insurance
payment and for education fees for kids through
selling handicrafts materials to tourists and
tourism revenue sharing program. They can
afford now health insurance and small animals
such as pigs and goats from the associations’
benefits. Moreover, this led to satisfaction of
other human needs like self-esteem. More on
that, cooperative women members have become
agents of change in the process of increasing
awareness about environmental protection for
their family members and the community as well
thanks to encouragement not to hunt and other
prohibited activities in NNP.

3.2 Environmental Procedural Justice

and Women Empowerment

With regard to the participation of women in
decision-making process, the findings are
controversial. On one hand, 50% of women
participants are not happy with their participation
because leaders are the ones who decide what
to do and come to population for action
especially the one working in cooperatives. They
also complain about their suggestions that are
never considered in deciding. This was the case
about their proposal of protecting animals coming
out of the park to raid crops thanks to particular
ways to bring them back into the park was not
accepted and encouraged. Moreover, their
request for mobile phones for easy
communication and information dissemination
was not welcomed. Cooperative women
members perceive and consider the process of
communication and decision-making as passive
because their voices and points of view are
missing in the process. Collaboration of
stakeholders in regard to conservation might be
problematic. Community members are almost
absent in the monitoring and evaluation
processes. For example, women are missing in
some strategic meetings and local government
administration entities are not well informed of
who the RDB invites in the meeting and on which
basis. Moreover, the management of finance
related to tourism revenue sharing is not
transparently clear to all stakeholders. What they
receive and how it has to be managed rest in the
secret hands of decision-makers. There is a
limited participation of the members of the
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community which participate through meetings
with or without elected representatives.
Sometimes cooperative members are invited to
share information with RDB and report monthly
to RDB. Whenever needed they have meetings
for deciding on which activities have to be done
and revising measures of protecting the park as
well as wild animals which come out of the park
and damage or destroy crops belonging to local
communities.

3.3 Women’s Challenges
Empowerment

Concerning

Despite the benefits from NNP, there are some
challenges that need to be reflected to enhance
environmental justice as means of women
empowerment. The findings indicated that crop
raiding by chimpanzees and other wild animals,
complicated and slow compensation process,
high interest rate on loan, slow process of loan,
mindset of local community, lack of
communication facilities and lack of study trips
are key challenges for the sustainability of
environmental justice and then limits the process
of women empowerment. In addition, the fairness
in calculations of money to be reimbursed is
critical because there are not yet established
commonly shared criteria and standards in
evaluating crop damages. Though women
handcraft cooperative members acknowledge the
access to loan and close collaboration with
microfinance such as SACCOs, they still face the
challenge of a high interest rate and short period
of reimbursement compared to other financial
lending institutions. Loans that are offered by
aforesaid microfinance charge a higher interest
rate (19%) compared to average interest rate of
17% in other financial institutions. Moreover, the
process of approving loan takes Ilonger.
Communication between members of the
cooperative and decision makers was rated to be
problematic. On one hand, members of the
cooperative accuse decision makers not to value
their requests of providing communication
facilities. On the other hand, decision makers
accuse them to poorly communicate by not
sharing information on time. There are also some
members of the community that are still reluctant
to change as regard to environmental protection
as long as they still wish to continue earning their
lives from NNP.

4. DISCUSSION

The findings are discussed in light of
environmental justice criteria as developed by
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many authors [21,15,23,45].
showed that women in Kitabi handcraft
cooperative are socially and economically
empowered through capacity building, access to
loan and employment. They had opportunities to
improve their household status (Figs. 3, 4, 5).
Among others, women started income generating
activities, improved family relations which lead to
support RDB in the process of sensitization and
mobilization of local communities about the role
of the park and its conservation. This sort of
empowerment led to the satisfaction of
cooperative members with regards to
employment, health insurance, food security and
environmental raising awareness. This result
confirms the fact that women are so influential in
the process of change [36,32]. It also states that
engaging sustainable development initiatives
without involving them is an empty gesture [33].
Therefore, empowering women in NNP is likely
to achieve better conservation outcomes.
Furthermore, findings corroborated the point of
view whereby increasing women participation
and empowering them, lead to better
conservation outcomes as they have privileged
knowledge and experience of working closely
with the environment. In this orientation, once
women are economically empowered, there is
high probability that natural resources will be
safeguarded. These findings are in the same line
of [5] who argued that as countries, especially
developing ones, seek to increase revenues from
tourism, communities living closer to tourist
attractions, specifically those surrounding
national parks had to abandon some of the
activities that had been long their source of
consum ption and income. Therefore,
environmental distributive justice is a key to
sustainable conservation of natural resources.
Despite recognition of economic empowerment,
women participation in decision —making is very
limited. In view of the model of community
participation as developed by [21], it can be
revealed that women participation in decision-
making process is passive because they are
receiving reports and information on the
decisions without their input since their ideas are

Firstly, the study

most of the time ignored. With passive
participation, relationship between community
members and decision makers is quite

asymmetric because community members play
the only role of receiving information which might
be or not relevant to their needs. Moreover, the
findings are in line with the top-down approach
whose assumptions are to consider communities
as passive in the process of decision-making
[23]. Though the study showed promising
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economic benefits for women, the sustainability
of the change in regard to their development and
natural resources conservation is questionable if
they do not own the initiatives undertaken by
decision-makers. Indeed, the sustainability is a
result of close collaboration between
stakeholders in planning and making decisions
for sustainable conservation and benefit sharing
for development process [15].

This finding is in line with [21] model of
community passive participation. The findings
revealed that a little partnership and bottom-up
approaches are used where the local leaders
and the community sometimes meet for deciding
on different activities like payment for damaged
crops and punishment for people who violate law
governing the park. This finding is in line with the
idea of [15] and [23] according to which the
government and the community work together in
planning and making some decisions for better
and sustainable conservation and henefit sharing
for development process. Participatory process
in decision making is a tool that promote trust
between local community and decision makers
[21,15,23,51] and reach to better conservation
outcomes as well as promote the success of
rural development goals [26,25] when there is an
emphasis on the importance of local capacity
building, knowledge ownership, and
empowerment [52]. The challenges directly or
indirectly related to the implementation of
decentralization policies whereby the voices of
local communities are to be recognized.
Additionally, they might be reflected in relation to
management approach used especially in
involving local communities in NNP
management.

5. CONCLUSION

The aim of the study was to investigate women’s
experience about their empowerment through the
components of environmental justice. It showed
that environmental distribute justice leads to
social and economic empowerment of women
living close to NNP. However, the sustainability
of this empowerment is limited by the passive

and top-down approaches dominating the
implementation of policies regarding the
conservation of natural resources. Based on

research findings, it is suggested that RDB in
collaboration with local governments should
emphasize the partnership approach in
empowering the communities especially women,
hear their voices and build trust among the entire
community members. RDB should organize more
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trainings and study trips for women in
cooperatives in order to learn from others who
have the same mission of making handcrafts
while protecting natural resources. Regular
meetings and consultations have to be organized
as one way of gathering more information on
time and encourage positive endeavors to
protect and safeguard NNP. Moreover,
sensitization has to be used as a continuous tool
to change the mindset of resisting people and to
show them different alternatives to the park
destruction. In this regard, RDB in collaboration
with financial institutions should ease the process
of getting loan by reducing interest rate for
community-based cooperatives. Similar studies
should be extended to other community-based
cooperatives operating in NNP. This is wvery
compelling because it allows achieving at least

three intertwined wvariants of Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs), namely gender
empowerment, poverty reduction and

environm ental protection. There is a real need for
being offered opportunities of study trips to learn
from others’ experiences. A partnership
approach needs to be reinforced as a tool to
sustainable conservation outcomes.
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Abstract: This study investigated the potential of
revenue sharing to act as an incentive to conserve
biological diversity using Nyungwe National Park
(NNP) and its neighboring communities, the extent of
local community involvement in tourism development
and conservation activities in western province of
Rwanda. The study used a structured questionnaire
to collect data from local residents, while face-to-
Jace interviews were conducted with key informants
Sfrom Rwanda National Tourism and Conservation
Agency and local government officials as means to
obtain deeper insights.

The findings established that there is little active
involvement of local communities in NNP. There is
lack of empowerment to participate in decision
making especially of community conservation
autreach and tourism revenue sharing projects. The
researcher believes that in the light of the research
results, the decision making system for Nyungwe
National Park tourism and conservation
development plans is still highly top-down approach.
It has also established that higher losses result from
wildlife crop raiding as compared to benefiis derived
Jrom conservation. There are some problems that
people cause to NNP, the main problem is tree
cutting, burning forest and hunting wild animals.
People around NNP use woods, medicines, and
honey as resources. It has established that tourism
revenue sharing and related benefits could serve as
an incentive for conserving NNP and concluded that
if tourism is well managed, it can act as an incentive
for conservation through stopping illegal activities.
The study recommends that local communities
around Nyungwe National Park should be Consulted
and involved in development programmes within
their villages from the start and this will ensure their
participation in conservation activities.

Key words: Eco-tourism; Economic incentives;
Revenue sharing; Wildlife cost and benefits;
Empowerment

1. Introduction

1.1. Tourism industry

Tourism industry represents one of the main sectors
in the global economy, often referred to as the
world’s largest single industry (UNEP, 2005).
Tourism  development and  biodiversity are
intrinsically linked (UNEP, 2005). Nature-based
tourism, including ecotourism, adventure and
wilderness travel is a large and growing global
industry (Hiwasaki 2003).

The areas that are particularly appealing to eco-
tourists are often places with high biodiversity
(Honey, 1999). Tourism is also in a very special
position to benefit local communities, economically
and socially, and to raise awareness and support for
conservation of the environment (UNEP, 2005).
Tourism in Africa, has previously contributed greatly
to national economies, but has provided limited
benefits to the local populations, yet the locals have
been and still the custodians of the natural resources
that tourism depend on especially protected areas.
Protected areas in developing countries are often
viewed as a source of income from timber, oil,
mineral exploitation, or tourism by the government
(Putz, 1988). Rao and Geisler (1990), however,
indicate that the high dependence of the population
on natural resources for agricultural, energy,
nutritional, medicinal, and other needs make
protection and conservation of protected areas to be
difficult in many places.

Conservation strategies in Alfrica have been
characterized by exclusion of human use of
resources in protected areas. In particular, this
approaches, which is often described as “fortress
conservation” or “the fines and fences” approach
(Wells & Brandon, 1992:11)?

Ecotourism has been proposed as a viable economic
activity that can minimize negative human impacts
on wildlife habitats, yelt provide an incentive Lo
preserve natural area (Isaac, 2000). This approach
also attempts to decrease local people’s dependence

_ ]
Imperial Journal of Interdisciplinary Research (lJIR) Page 447

120



Imperial Journal of Interdisciplinary Research (JIR)

Vol-3, Issue-10, 2017
ISSN: 2454-1362, http://www.onlinejournal.in

on natural resources by substituting alternative
livelihood activities (Sayer, 1991). Where those
mentioned natural resources are intrinsic to everyday
livelihood and household budgets, even well funded
coercive conservation generally fails (FAO, 2005).

In order to involve the communities in park
protection and conservation and to let local
community benefit from the park, the park authority,
Rwanda Development Board (RDB) has introduced a
revenue sharing program that consists of sharing a
percentage of tourism income between the country
and communities surrounding the park so that local
communities who have to bear the cost of
conservation also benefit from it and have a stake in
its success. On the park side, this is one of the ways
that can increase awareness amongst local people
with the hope that they will support conservation and
contribute to park protection. The revenue sharing
program has been in existence for several years and
ongoing  sensitization and awareness raising
campaigns are carried out by Park staff. However
threats from the local communities towards the park
and ongoing conflict still exist.

Therefore it is essential to have a better
understanding of local community attitudes towards
the park and conservation and to the revenue sharing
program in particular (Adams and Hulme 2001 cited
by Scholte, 2010). This would help improve revenue
sharing to ensure that it meelts communily
expectations but would also help community
conservation teams better guide their work to have a
bigger impact on improving communily awareness
and support and to understand the needs and
expectations of the communities for this support
(Adams and Hulme 2001 cited by Scholte, 2010).

1.2. Conservation in Rwanda

The natural resources such as forest, land. walter, etc,
remain central to rural people’s livelihoods (FAO,
2005). While biodiversity provides the basis for
economic growth, the tendency has been towards
over-exploitation and degradation (Rwanyiziri,
2011). As human population increased trough time
without an 1increase of natural resources, the
ecological footprint (the amount of nature needed to
support a human being) increases also (Rwanyiziri,
2011).

Conservation approaches started with “fortress
conservation” that excluded the local populations
from the use of natural resources (Kusters, 2009).
This approach considered local people as ignorant
destructors against whom nature should be protected
(Wells & Brandon, 1992:11). In the 1980°s, that old
conservation approach was replaced by a new
conservation approaches known as “communitly

based conservation (CBC) that include local
communities in the management of natural resources.
In our country, community conservation face
challenges related to the insufficient of natural
resources base and rising population pressure.
Rwanda can be described as a country with severe
demographic stress relying for subsistence on a
limited resource base. About 57% of Rwandans live
in abject poverty and people occupying or living in
the vicinity of the world’s areas richest in
biodiversity are the poorest (Rwanyiziri, 2011). In
Rwanda, the level of public involvement in decision
making of natural resources management is still low.
This low level of participation can be explained by
available resources, schedules, budgets, and staffing
(Rwanyiziri, 2011). The decentralization policy
allowed establishes environmental committees from
the village level to district level (REMA, 2010).
However, these structures are not fully operating.
Officially, districts are supposed to allocate sources
to this program (fund, staff and other resources) but
it is noted that some districts do not have sufficient
resources to allocate all programs and environmental
issues are not mainstreamed in their plan and budget
(REMA, 2010). Community sensitization requires
fund mobilization and resources (money, facilities,
etc.). However, most of time there is lack of fund for
that activity (REMA, 2010).

1.3. Ecotourism as an incentive to conservation
Ecotourism is defined by Honey (1999), as “travel to
fragile, pristine and usually protected areas that
strives to be low impact and (usually) small scale.
Ecotourism occurs on a smaller scale than forms of
mass tourism, and is based on the conservation of
nature and gaining an understanding of local cultures
(Hawkins and Khan, 1998:196).

Ecotourism has generated great interest [rom
governments, tourism enterprises, tourists,
conservation groups: and other stakeholders within
the industry (Hvenegaard, 1994: Lindberg &
Hawkins, 1993). It helps educate the traveler,
provides funds for conservation: directly benefits the
economic development and political empowerment
of local communities; and fosters respect for
different cultures and for human rights”. One of the
principles in ecotourism equation is that; ““it provides
financial benefits and empowerment for local people.

Since 2005, ORTPN has initiated a revenue sharing
scheme whereby 5 percent of tourism revenues from
the park fees are utilized to support local community
projects around national parks, aiming to sensitize
local people to fill that parks are as one of their own.
Some of the private tour operators also offer
community-based tourism activities, such as stays
with a local family, village walks, banana beer
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production or even volunteering opportunities in
local communities (ORTPN, 2004).

1.4. Objectives

This study aims to understand the impact of NNP
revenue sharing scheme on community development
around Nyungwe National Park. In other words,
whether or not the sharing of tourism revenues and
related benefits from tourism to NNP with local
communities has served as an incentive towards
conservation, and to determine the extent to which
current tourism revenue sharing projects have
addressed community-related problems, issues,
concems and whether communities link such benefits
to conservation. The specific objectives were: (1) To
determine the views of the local community towards
the scheme administered by RDB to share tourism
revenue and benefits with the local community; (2)
To determine the views of both local community on
whether economic benefits reach the local
communities from tourism in NNP; (3) To determine
the extent of community participation, and how
RDB/ park management staff interface with local
community around NNP; (4) To assess the attitudes
and behavior of local population towards
conservation within NNP; (5) To find out whether
communities link tourism revenue sharing as an
incentive for conservation; and (6) To determine if
ecotourism can serve as a potential incentive for
conservation in NNP.

2. MATERIALS AND METHODS

2.1. Data collection

This study used a combination of survey method and
interview method to gather information. Surveys are
the most common method of generating primary data
as Zikmund (2000:66) explains, a survey is a
research technique in which information is gathered
from a sample of people by using a questionnaire. In
addition, the study used an interview method to be
able to obtain more insight into the research problem.

The interviews were applied to key informants from
ORTPN and government official who could provide
helpful information that may not be obtainable from
secondary data. Questionnaires were administered to
respondents  from local communities.  After
identifying 3 administrative sectors that were
adjacent to NNP, a random selection method was
used in order to select respondents. In this case, it
should be explained that the random technique was
used because all the population units under study
were considered homogeneous and, therefore, any
one of them had an equal chance of being included in
the sample.

Respondent from local communities selected
randomly from 3 districts (Nyamagabe,
Nyamasheke, Nyaruguru; Fig. 1), from each district
one sector was selected randomly from 3 sectors that
bordered with NNP. From each sector, 1 village was
randomly selected. From each village, 30 households
were selected randomly, making 90 households in
total.

Legend
| I Nyungwe National Park

[ 7! Sector

District 10,000 20,000 40,000 :

Figure 1. Map of Nyungwe Forest showing three
neighboring sectors that were used for the interview

2.2, Data analysis

The data was transcribed onto a standard form in the
field, in such a way that the data could be coded and
assigned numerical values for its subsequent
analysis. For example for demographic data, a
variable like female was coded (1) while male was
coded (2).

Responses to categorical data was also assigned
numerical values and entered. Statistics was run for
all questions, in order to generate statistical
information using independent or grouped variables.
Frequencies of different responses were expressed in
percentages and graphed where appropriate.

3. RESULTS
3.1. Demographic characteristics of the
respondents

In total, 82.5% of responds were male and 17.5%
female. Female were less dominant in the interviews
because when they were found with their husband,
they considered the answers of their husband to be
sufficient. Most respondents were in the age group
25-35 in Nyaruguru and Nyamasheke, while it was
36-46 in Nyamagabe District (Fig. 2a).The results
clearly indicate that respondents were matured (in
age) and hence expected to have knowledge and
awareness of what happens in and around their
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communities. More respondents had received a0 -
primary education. Very few respondents had
received secondary education (Fig. 2c¢). The study
area is rural and most of community members were
farmers who had stayed working on their farms

rather than going to school. Moreover, many of those w2
community members who had obtained higher B
[ E-Lird

educational qualifications were working in town. As
a primary occupation, almost all respondents were
farmers few exceptions were those respondents who
were students, those who did business and
Government employee (Fig. 2b). More respondents MYARLGUAY NYAMAGABE MY ARSOSHEKE

have between 3-5 children; others have between 1-3

children (Fig. 24). Figure 2. Age distribution (a), Occupation (b),

() education background (c¢) and number of
children.
40 -
35 - RNTEBLIGURY More respondents have houses with roofing by Iron
30 - = NYAMAGABE sheet, very few exceptions of houses that are roofed
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Figure 3. Roofing material (a) house
construction material (b) access to health
insurance (c), access to clean water (d), access
to school (e) and main economic activity for the
respondent (f)

3.2, Knowledge of NNP and its associated
tourism activity.
In Nyaruguru District there are no tourism activities
in the villages and all respondents in Nyamagabe and
Nyaruguru Districts have tourism activities in their
villages (Fig. 4a). 47.5% of the respondents benefit
employment, 30.8% benefit the village development
through rood construction, electricity, and other good
infrastructures like schools, health centers (Fig. 4b).
There are positive changes that tourism can make to
the village. Tourists are seen less frequently and
some respondents in Nyaruguru district who have
never seen any tourist (Fig. 4c).

(a)
50
40 -
S0 ENYARLIGURLU
20 - =mNYANMAGABE
10 - W NYANASHEKCE
o

YES no
(b)

Imperial Journal of Interdisciplinary Research (UJIR)

Page 451

124



Imperial Journal of Interdisciplinary Research (lJIR)

Vol-3, Issue-10, 2017
ISSN: 2454-1362, http://www.onlinejournal.in

20

I8 -~
m Employernent
{4

= = = Village
Development

15 = NYARUGURU
| NYAMAGAEE

B NYAMASHEKE

Figure 4. Knowledge of Revenue sharing
Scheme (a), Livelihood improvement from the
program (b), and Level of consultation on park
management issues (¢)

3.3. Knowledge about
Sharing Scheme

Tourism Revenue

More respondents know about revenue sharing (Fig.
5a), more respondent have improved the livelihood
through livestock, schools, and good roads programs
(Fig. 5b). Almost all respondents from all districts
noted that there was a complete lack of any
community  involvement in  decision-making,
comprising 95% of respondents in all districts.
Respondents were not consulted over issues such as
deciding on conservation priorities of NNP nor on
revenue sharing projects that aimed at improving
their livelihoods and they would like to be invited in
decision making meetings (Fig. 5¢). Although few of
respondents expressed that they participated in
meetings involving management and conservation of
the park, one government official in the interview
explained that the ORTPN, in collaboration with
government, makes policies and decisions regarding
the management and conservation of the park, and
then communicate this to community residents
through  their administrative leaders (local
government leaders). However, he indicated that the
communities do not have the power to change any
policy or any decision.
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Figure 5 . Knowledge of Revenue sharing Scheme
(a), Livelihood improvement from the program (b),
and Level of consultation on park management issues

(c)

3.4 Tourism benefits as an incentive for
conservation

All respondents thought that tourism revenue sharing
and related benefits could serve as an incentive for
conserving NNP. All respondents in districts
revealed that, if tourism is well managed. it can act
as an incentive for conservation through stopping
illegal activities (Fig. 6).
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Among the Challenges faced by NNP as ORTPN’s
staff indicated that poverty is a great challenge to the
existence of the ANP. He mentioned that because the
community does not have enough food, they tend to
seek food from hunting in the park and practice other
illegal activities like seeking fire wood to prepare
their food.

60
50 -
40
30 -
| Stogillegal
20 - activities

10 - W Will not stog
llegalactivities

Figure 6. Tourism benefit as incentive for

conservation
4. DISCUSSION

Nature-based tourism is seen by many as one savior
of wildlife conservation, capable of generating a flow
of revenue to pay the costs of conservation and to
meel the needs of local communities (Adams, 2004).
Local communities living around NNP have
appreciated the ecological services provided to them
by NNP. This appears to be a strong basis on which
to improve the relationship between NNP and the
local community. Furthermore, local community
respondents in three districts appreciated the
importance of protecting and conserving NNP.

However, this support for NNP was based largely on
their appreciation of the ecological services that NNP
provides. Therefore, it appears fundamental to
correct the imbalance in the flow of revenue and
benefits from tourism to three districts, as a way of
improving community-park relations. As human
populations in Rwanda have increased, and as natural
habitats Tace increasing threats from neighboring
communities, people and animals are increasingly
coming into conflict over space for farmland and
food. Communities living around NNP have suffered
reduced crop yields, are susceptible to injury and
death, as a result of which wildlife may attacked as a
means both of self-defense and of gaining some
compensation for the damage suffered, and this

represents an increasing threat to the survival of
wildlife and of conservation efforts in NNP.

Crop raiding is a critical issue for communities living
around NNP and is a cause of much of the conflict
between community members and NNP. Most
respondents in three districts reported that crop
raiding was a major threat to their economic survival.
In Rwanda and around NNP in particular,
communities depend on farming for their survival, so
crop raiding can lead to misery and friction between
local communities and wildlife. To-date, there has
been little interest from managers to investigate the
patterns of raiding activity by wildlife and its
potential impact on farmers’ food and household
economic security (Hill, et al., 2002). To understand
exactly how particular types of human-wildlife
conflict impact on people’s lives, we need to
understand something of what that situation means to
those individuals (Hill, et al., 2002). As one
community member put it, “when our animals by
mistake go to the park, they are impounded and we
are either charged a fine or imprisoned, but when
their wildlife comes to our fields, they don’t care and
expect us not to care either. Therefore, ORTPN has
to accept the responsibility.

This feeling responds to Scheyvens’ (1999) eco-
tourism framework, which spells out signs of
community disempowerment when agencies initiate
or implement ecotourism ventures and treat
communities as passive beneficiaries by failing to
involve them in decision-making, hence a majority of
community members feel that they have little or no
say over whether or not tourism initiatives operate or
the way in which they operate. In due course, a
compensation program should be implemented to
ensure that local people are part of the overall
management of the problem, and can participate in
determining what they consider to be an appropriate
compensation package. Otherwise, conflict between
communities and wildlife around NNP will remain a
threat to conservation and survival of many species.
The issue of loss of life and livelihood requires
landmark, realistic and cost effective solutions that
will shift the economic burdens away from local
communities to institutions charged with managing
wildlife for the national benefit. In turn, this will
ultimately encourage a constructive engagement
between local communities and the task of
conserving wildlife in their neighborhood. A new
concept to share 5% of revenue deriving from
tourism was proposed for implementation. Projects
were identified and money has been set aside since
2002.

As contended by Tosun (2000), community
involvement in lourism can be considered from at
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least two viewpoints: in the decision-making process
and in the benefits of tourism development. This is
not the same in case of NNP. Although ORPTN had
already initiated projects from revenues generated in
2003, communities at large were not involved in
making decisions about which projects to implement.
Districts took the lead in identifying projects for
ORTPN to fund. Their participation and involvement
are considered when they are having economic
benefits via revenue sharing and encouraging them to
operate small scale businesses such as animal
husbandry, beekeeping and other small businesses.
However, while much of this could help in
influencing political support at the district level,
there is a need to make a clear distinction between
district and community needs and priorities.
Otherwise, sharing of revenue from tourism will
remain a weak link in the equation and will have a
little impact on the major target group among local
communities, who bear most of the costs of living
next to NNP, and who have the greatest impact on
the conservation of the park as (Tosun, 2000) have
already revealed in his several studies.

Most respondents in three districts knew of the
scheme to share tourism revenue. Respondents were
clear that decisions made at district levels do not
reach them. Respondents from three districts
indicated that sharing of tourism revenues with local
communities around NNP could reduce the conflict
between park management and local communities
and increase their participation in park management.
Furthermore, respondents from three districts
emphasized the significant role that sharing tourism
revenue could play in improving attitudes towards
NNP and in reducing illegal activities. For the
conservationist, the real question is whether nature-
based tourism can provides an effective incentive for
communities to take conservation action (Kiss,
2004). Such incentives can take several forms. The
ideal is a direct linkage, in which tourism earnings
are so high that people deliberately protect
biodiversity to protect that income (Kiss, 2004).

For ecotourism to promote conservation, local people
must clearly benefit and understand that the benefits
they receive are linked to the PA (Brandon, 1996). If
benefits do not stay in local areas or are narrowly
distributed. they may not provide sufficient
economic incentives to reduce livelihood dependence
on resources inside PAs. So far, the evidence
indicates that when changes have taken place,
ecotourism has been but one component of change
(Brandon, 1996). For communities to benefit [rom
tourism in NNP, considerable attention needs to be
given towards their perceptions, views and
understanding of tourism and conservation, and to
increasing their involvement in decision-making
about projects aimed at improving their livelihood.

5. CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Conclusion

The major objective of ecotourism is to provide
benefits to local communities. Therefore, the key
objective of sharing revenue from tourism is to
promote community conservation outreach through
projects that in line with ecotourism principles,
thereby to promote and enhance conservation
relations and minimize negative impacts from both
wildlife and local communities around NNP. For
ecotourism to follow its principles, community
conservation outreach projects and revenue sharing
projects need to be successful in changing
community attitudes and behavior towards NNP.
Consequently, there is need to re-evaluate and
emphasize on the following: Local community
participation, community empowerment, linking
benefit to conservation. The local participation has
been described as “giving people more opportunities
to participate effectively in development activities. It
means empowering people to mobilize their own
capacities, be social actors rather than passive
subjects, manage their resources, make decisions and
control the activities that affect their lives. Local
community participation viewed as a process
includes, but goes beyond, sharing social and
economic benefits, and differs from beneficially
approach., in which people receive benefits but are
not empowered. To empower and involve local
communities is to give them a degree of control.
Once there has been some discussion and resolution
about the benefits, how they will be distributed and
for how long they will be received, then communities
will know what to expect and what conditions are
attached. and will directly link that to conservation. It
should not just be about sharing benefits, because
communities should also expect to share costs, which
in turn facilitates a collective understanding and
agreement on cost sharing and its enforcement.
Therefore, benefits should be in line with the energy
invested throughout the development phase of the
project and communities should be able to see where
benefits are coming from. The view is that rural
populations have few alternatives to economic
activities that degrade or destroy the resources.
Ecotourism is seen as representing a source of
income, which should in turn act as an incentive to
halt destructive practices or continuing sound
resource management practices.

Monitoring and evaluation should be given attention
and made part of an ongoing process. It allows
adjustments and changes to be made as projects
unfold. developing key objectives and indicators to
measure impacts of their social and economic
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development so as to provide useful input for future
planning. Monitoring results must be carefully
analyzed to determine appropriale management
options that lead to specific management and
awareness building.

B. RECOMMENDATIONS

Tourism activities in Nyungwe National Park should
be appropriately planned, monitored and managed to
ensure that they do not conflict with conservation
and sustainable use of resources, as well as
compromise the livelihood of local residents.

Local communities in NNP area should be engaged
and should be involved in development programmes
in their villages right from the start.
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Abstract: In Afiican countries, crop-raiding by wild animals and human-wildlife conflicts are recurrent and common concerns
for conservationists, protected areas managers and surrounding populations. At different levels, these challenges hinder the
achievement of conservation goals. Although researchers have widely studied human-wildlife conflicts in Nyungwe National
Park, few have examined its impact and lived experiences of local communities who are regularly facing crop-raiding by wild
animals. The present study conducted in areas adjacent to the park including those affected with a high rate of crop raiding aimed
to assess: (1) the community perceptions on human-wildlife conflicts and (2) the community perceptions on the compensation
schemes set up to minimize the conflicts. For this purpose, a qualitative method was adopted. It relied on field semi-structured
interviews with the representatives of conservation key stakeholders including local communities that experienced crop raiding.
On one hand, the findings indicated that communities affected by generalized crop raiding are complaining about
socio-economic and livelihood losses, food insecurity and injury. On the other hand, they showed that affected communities are
not satisfied with the compensation scheme. Difficult requirements for compensation, complicated compensation procedure,
rejection of compensation claims, undervalued payment and irregular compensation and delay of payments were identified as
key problems that keep human-wildlife conflicts at high levels. The compensation process is so slow, so long and so costly that
the victims of crop raiding abandon compensation claims. As a result, local communities continue to deal with self-defense since
monetary compensation is unable to decrease the level of crop raiding. The findings call for an improved compensation scheme
for reduced human-wildlife conflicts and efficient management following the model of effective compensation. Even though
fencing the Park could be expensive, it would be a viable option to minimize wild-animals escape from the park. In addition,
enhancing collective guiding system was proposed by the local community as their innovative strategy that could reduce crop
raiding.

Keywords: Crop Raiding, Human Wildlife Conflicts, Compensation Scheme, Nyungwe National Park, Rwanda

. populations with the perception that wildlife threatens hurman
1. Introduction safety, health, food, and property [8-12]. Wild animals like
birds, small and big mammals and wildlife baboons manage to
move around protected areas and cause damage and troubles
to the community property [13]. In Afirica where farmers are
highly dependent on agriculture, human-wildlife conflicts
always occur and they are intensified in regions where dense

Worldwide in general and in Africa in particular,
human-wildlife conflicts around natural forests are serious
challenges for conservation initiatives by authorities and local
communities [1-4]. In Africa, due to the rapid growth of the
human populations, traditional land rights and agricultural 3 : i
regimes have changed considerably because of the scarcity of ~ [Uman populations live adjacent to protected areas, and where

farmland [5-8]. This evolution led to the encroachment of the l?ves_tock and crop fields are major c.:omponents of rural
wildlife habitats and direct conflicts between wildlife and  livelihoods [14-17, 8]. Today, contradictory arguments are
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provided by stakeholders to explain such conflicts. The
conservationists argue that the communities around protected
areas encroach on the wild animals habitat while local
communities argue that wildlife attacks and damages their
crops [18-20]. According to some authors, the killing of wild
animals 1s caused by the lack of financial and socio-economic
compensations for damaged crops, properties and human lives
[21, 23]. Consequently, both people and wildlife experience
serious problems of crop raiding and wildlife attacks by the
local commumnity which lead to misunderstanding and
conflicts between local communities and conservationists.
Crop raiding by wildlife is recognized and documented in
many African countries including Kenya, Uganda, Nigeria
and Senegal [5, 23-26]. As wildlife attacks occur at all periods
and all stages, local communities complain to feed wildlife
while they are themselves starving and are affected by
socio-economic losses [1, 27, 8]. To address these conflicts
and challenges, many solutions have been proposed among
which fences and trenches [ 28], socio-economic incentives for
the development of the populations living in the vicinity of
protected areas [29] and the guarding of crops [30-31, 18, 32,
12]. Despite strategies and actions carried out to minimize
wildlife conflicts especially crop raiding, most of local
communities around protected areas are still suffering from
the ineffectiveness of some of the strategies. They are affected
by socio-economic injustice and therefore reclaim justice
through equitable compensation in the case they experience
crop raiding. Compensation typically involves reimbursing
with cash or in-kind payments people who have experienced
wildlife damage to crops or livestock, or who have
experienced personal injury or threats from wildlife [33, 5, 19,
12]. However, the compensation scheme has been criticized
especially in African countries where it creates an atmosphere
of mistrust and resentment due to the unfair compensation
which results in direct and significant impact on
human-wildlife conflict problem. In addition, compensation in
form of money is criticized for many other reasons including
cheating on claims, high administration costs and lack of
mvolvement and participation of local community in the
development of compensation programs that did not achieve
their goals [34-37, 14, 38-39, 12]. In Rwandan protected areas
in general and Nyungwe National Park (NNP) in particular,
where surrounding communities and households don’t have
enough farmlands to ensure food security since agriculture is
the main activity [40], crop raiding is also a big challenge [37,
41]. In NNP, poaching exploitation has considerable impact on
conservation as the main form of wildlife overexploitation and
habitat destruction [41-45]. Species such as small birds,
rodents and primates are the main crop raiders in the periphery.
The crossing of boundaries by wildlife and the threat of killing
animals cause major problems between managers and
residents neighboring the park. The crop raids prompt the
shortage of food during the year, social instability and increase
human pressure on natural resources and wildlife [46, 42].
Through Rwanda Development Board (RDB), the
Government of Rwanda initiated a compensation program in
2012 to alleviate tensions from local communities due to crop

raiding. The compensation scheme pays money for damages
caused by wildlife on the basis of field pictures, assessment of
damages by agronomists and compensation forms after
verification of claims by Conservation animators (ANICOg)
for the Compensating Agency. Since the compensation
scheme has been initiated, it is reported that the
human-wildlife conflicts and tensions reached a low level
while, at the same time, increased traps for animal killing are
observed. Since the policy of monetary compensation was
initiated, lived experiences of local communities with regards
to the implementation of the compensation process and how it
reduces human wildlife conflicts are still missing in the
context of scientific research in Rwanda [47-48. 44]. The
studies conducted around protected areas in Rwanda are more
quantitative and mainly focused on examining the
socio-economic status of local communities [49-50].
evaluating community-based conservation [51], examining
impact of tourism revenue sharing [52], measuring
effectiveness, efficiency and equity in payments for ecosystem
services [33], and evaluating forest dependence and its
implications for protected area management [37]. Since the
policy of compensation was initiated in 2012, its impact and
lived experiences of the local community with regards to the
compensation process and how it reduces human wildlife
conflicts are still missing. Thus, the research aims to: (1)
explore and understand the community’s perceptions with
regards to crop raiding and (2) investigate and understand how
the community perceives the compensation fund and process
initiated by RDB in NNP. It intends to check if local
population opinions on wildlife and conservation are
influenced or not by benefit scheme to offer job and support
the development projects of the people living around NNP and
compensation of wildlife damage to property, and to human
life.

2. Materials and Method
2.1. Study Area

The Nyungwe forest was designated as a national Park in
2005 under the law n° 22/2005 on November 21, 2005.
Previously, it has been under protection since 1933, when it
was first gazetted as a forest Reserve. Now, NNP is one of the
four Rwandan national parks and one of the largest remaining
forest tracts in east-central Africa. It covers an area of 1019
km? and is a highly diverse hotspot as a home to endemic and
globally threatened species. It supplies enormous ecosystem
services, including water provisioning and tourism activities
[54]. NNP is located in the Albertine Rift Valley on the
Congo-Nile fracture and is adjacent to Kibira National Park in
Burundi in the South, forming one of the largest blocks of
mountain forest in Africa [37, 42]. The park is surrounded by
Nyaruguru, Nyamagabe, Karongi, Nyamasheke and Rusizi
districts (Figure 1). The main socio-economic activities
around NNP are agriculture, livestock breeding, petty trading
and other secondary activities. The main crops that are grown
in the area are sorghum, maize, com, sweet potato, potato,
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cassava, beans, bananas, fiuits, cabbages, tomatoes, carrots
and coffee. NNP under the study has its periphery areas with
human settlements and average farm size of 1 ha/household
which is insufficient to ensure food security for an entire
family since agriculture is the main activity [40]
Communities living in and around the Nyungwe forest have
always relied on forest resources. They use the forest as a
source of materials for construction, medicines, firewood, and
grass for cattle. The people around Nyungwe National Park
are primarily depending on agriculture for their livelihoods
[48, 51] Masozera has established the link between the
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poverty of the local communities and the menaces to protected
parks. A high percentage of the people around NNP are poor
families with low education level and this is a challenge for
both tourism and conservation development. He said, “The
dependency on natural resources can be explained by the low
agriculture income, limited access to job opportunities, food
msecurity, illiteracy, and large size of local households (over
six people per household) among other things [36]. In addition
to poverty and population growth, poaching and crop raiding
are the main form of wildlife overexploitation and habitat
destruction in NNP [42, 44].
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Figure 1. Locction map af Nvungwe National Park

2.2. Research Methods and Data

Due to the aim of the research to explore people’s
perceptions about crop raiding and compensation program, the
qualitative method was adopted. In practice, qualitative
approach is preferred when one seeks to explore how
individuals interpret their experiences on a given matter
[55-57]. It focuses on understanding people’s beliefs,
perspectives, experiences, attitudes, and opinions, perceptions
about phenomena and situations or issues [58]. For the reason
that the study is mainly aiming to explain how people perceive
crop raiding as a big challenge in their daily life, and how their

perceive and understand the compensation program,
qualitative approach fits the purpose of this study because
beliefs, experiences and perceptions can be effectively
explored through open expression of participants. Adding to
that qualitative research approach produces the broad
description of participants’ feelings, opinions, and experiences
and interprets the meanings of their actions. It seeks to
understand and interpret more local meanings, recognizes data
as gathered in a context and sometimes produces knowledge
that contributes to more general understandings [55-57]. In
this regard, participants express their beliefs, their feelings,
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experiences and perceptions. Thus, the knowledge is
constructed from the context in which it was generated. To
approach the question about comummumity perceptions on
human-wildlife conflicts and compensation scheme,
individual semi-structured interviews were used to allow
respondents to express their personal experiences or views in
their own words, which allows the interviewer to gain the
interviewee’s experience and knowledge [59]. This study used
a theoretical sampling to progressively select participants [56].
In this regard, reference was made to the grounded theory as
means of generating theories from empirical data [60-61]. In
this process, the size of the sample is not pre-determined.
Rather, the sample size is determined by the saturation point
when no new data is being emerged [56-57]. During
Theoretical sampling, choice of participants, data collection
and data analysis are done concomitantly [56, 55, 62]. The
respondents were selected purposively based on criteria such
as gender, age, professional qualification and working
experience, as well as living experience, are considered in the
process of sampling (Table 2). Three categories of
stakeholders were considered: (1) local community members,
(2) RDB staff, and (3) NGOg members. The repartition and the
relative importance of selected and interviewed respondents

Faimess

are shown in Table 1. Respondents were asked five key
questions: (1) to share how they perceive the challenge of crop
raiding as neighbors of the park, (2) to show how crop raiding
has impacted their households, (3) to tell what has been done
do resolve the issue, (4) to indicate the challenges that are still
found to resolve the issue of crop raiding both on the side of
the local community and RDB, and (5) to tell how they
perceive the process of compensation for crop raiding. At the
end, they were asked to propose strategies to overcome
existing challenges in line with crop raiding and comp ensation
process. Interviews were recorded by means of
audio-recording instrument. For ethical consideration, each
participant was assigned a code to ensure anonymity and
confidentiality. Collected data were transcribed and analyzed
using the software MAXQDA. Deductive code delivered from
the existing literature were developed and supplemented with
new codes emerged from the interviews [63]. Comments were
coded based on whether the problem is related to direct
economic loss, food insecurity, physical injury, Government
strategy to deal with crop raiding and perceptions with regards
to the compensation process. Emerged perceptions were
added in the coding system to be analyzed and compared to
the theory of effective compensation model (Figure 2).

Free from
COTTUPTION.

Transparency

Fealistic

Effective
compensation

Assessment

Clear standards

Participation of local
CONITIUNIty

Figure 2. Model of e ffective compe nsation adapted front [64].

Data analysis was conducted using content analysis considering the views of respondents to the best information regarding the

research questions [65].

Table 1. Repartition and relative imporiarce of the participants to interviews.

Category of Stakeholders Institutions Number of Participants
Local Communities Park s surrounding Communities 15

Decision makers Rwanda Development Board 3

Conservation NGOs Wildlife Conservation Society 2

Total 20

The local community is the social focus of this study, as
they are placed as the change agents of the future in the policy,
public debates and the success of natural resources
conservation in Rwanda. Furthermore, it was presumed that
communities are significant actors in conservation process
and would, thus, provide important views about crop raiding
as a challenge in their daily life and in the conservation
process; how they perceive the compensation process and
strategies to mmprove it. The governmental institution RDB
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was included as decision makers and the primary actors in
conservation of natural resources in Rwanda. Their views
concerning crop raiding and the process of compensation are
important for understanding key problems and later help in
formulating better recommendations for the successful
conservation of the Park. In terms of the three groups of
stakeholders, local community, decision makers here RDB
and NGOS, representatives from different community
conservation programs were included.
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Table 2. Characteristics of the respondents.

Community Perceptions of Human-wildlife Conflicts and the Compensation Scheme
Around Nyungwe National Park (Rwanda)

Interviewees Codes
Sampling Criteria

WwWcs1  LC1 WCS2 RDBI LC2

LC3

LC4 LC7

25-30
30-35
3540
40-45
45-50
=50
F

M
1-5
5-10
10-15
15-20

Age Years

Gender

Working and living
experience Years

X

Table 2. Continued

Interviewees Codes
Sampling Criteria

RDE2 RDB3 LC8 LC9 LC10

Lcn

LCI12 LC13 LC14 LC15

25-30
30-35
3540
40-45
45-50
=50
F

M

1-5
5-10
10-15
15-20
=20

Age Years

Gender

Working and living
experience Years

3. Results and Discussion

3.1. Community’s Perceptions on Hum an-wildlife Conflicts

The findings obtained on the community s perceptions on Human-Wildlife Conflicts and Compensation scheme by means of
the coding system are shown in the Table 3 presented below:

Table 3. Comnnmity’s perceptions on Human-Wildlife Conflicts and Compensation process.

Parent code Codes Coded segments of all documents
Human-Wild life Conflicts ].njunesl : 5
Crop raiding 19
Loss of compensation files 1
Long process 9
Perceptions about Comp ensation process Suby BCI.WE patene =
Expensive process 6
Not fair 10
No clear standards 3
Ease and improve the process of compensation 5
Increase collaboration and partnership approach 6
: , Collective guarding sytem 8
Eakeal ¢ coner ity iwiglic Increase financial support 5
Continuous teaching and trainings 6
Fencing the park 9
Government strategies Ralsmg il =
Financial support 20

Theresearch findings of this study clearly show that most of
patticipants interviewed rely on subsistence agriculture for
their livelihood. Crop raiding was identified as the main
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challenge faced by farmers because the local community
claims to have lost crops to wildlife raid. All types of the crops
mcluding maize, vegetables, and others were devastated. They
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were primarily raided by baboons,
mangabeys and chimpanzees mainly during day time.
According to respondents, the more dangerous and
devastating animal species are baboons and chimpanzees. The
human-wildlife conflicts continue to cause economic and
livelihood losses to local communities in the boundary of NNP.
Human-wildlife conflicts intensify during the dry season
because of limited food available in NNP that force wildlife to
damage crops and rise up the conflict between communities
and wild animals. This finding was confirmed by previous
studies conducted in Uganda [34]. These results are confirmed
by other studies that indicated that the problem of crop
damage is one of the most prevalent conflicts across the
Afiican continent [66, 8] and remains common due to the
inefficient crop protection strategy and easy access to the
farmer’s land by wildlife [67].

The crop raiding affects the socio-economic improvement
of rural communities by reducing financial income of farmers
and negatively impact their health, education and economical
status of the population. Wildlife can cause direct material and
economic damage to crops, livestock, game species, and
property [39, 12, 8]. Indeed, the crops play an important
economical source for the populations because they supply
food products to local small markets and to big cities in the
region. To give an example, the losses of maize, an important
crop in the study area are likely to cause an unbalanced effect
on nutrition, particularly among children. This is also
confirmed by a previous research for the case of the Volcano
national Park in Rwanda [50]. Respondents indicate that
wildlife attack on the communities which results in injuring
people and to revenge people also kill the wildlife. This is
confirmed by other studies conducted in Afiica [21-23]. The
crop losses to wildlife are not related only to an economic
pressure on farming households. The losses encompassed
many other fields in communities, including time and labor
spent an increase of the need to guard the crops, which add the
labor and disturbance of children’s education due to their
contribution in crop guarding as already proved by a study
case in Sumatra [68]. In some cases, the risk of family
members injury from wildlife, the diseases transmission and
human mortality are expected as indicated by other studies [69,
3]. Findings indicate that local communities are facing serious
negative consequences, including food insecurity. They
indicated that crop raiding affected people who failed to feed
their respective families, especially children, and therefore,
malnutrition problems persist in some households. This
finding confirms the strong link between crop raids and
shortage of food during the year, social instability and
ncreased human pressure on natural resources and wildlife as
described by previous studies [46, 42]. The crop raiding also
affect students’ performance in schools and parents confirmed
that the loss of agricultural production impeded the education
programs as their economy relied up the agriculture
production activity. In addition, parents are not capable of
paying fees or providing food for school lunches, which
contribute to the school children dropping out. People
expressed fear of wild animals’ attacks and indicated that most

colobus monkeys,

of the time, the attacks occur when they are guarding their
crops. The strategy of preventing the invasion of wildlife
relies on sensitizing local populations, creating guarding
groups and setting up crops that are not preferred by baboons,
specifically. The farmers are required to adopt the new
strategy for crop protection that scares baboons away from
their fields considering the important conflicts existing
between people and wild animals as already reported by other
studies [10, 66, 8]. On one hand, local populations, being the
victims of the depredation of crops, use the technique of
guarding the field through the use of children to protect their
crops. However, the use of children for the guarding of fields
and crops has negative impacts on school performances as
indicated by other studies [30-31, 18, 70, 32, 12]. They
organize a surveillance group against animals. The guarding
strategy seems not to be efficient despite the presence of
buffer zones. On the other hand, some of the populations
affirm that this strategy is effective because the baboons do
not easily invade the crops at the time of the guarding that
starts from the beginning of the agricultural period and ends at
the crop harvest. People are aware of and manifest their
concern about benefits of living along-side wildlife, such as
gaining jobs to guide the tourists in NNP. The compensation
scheme is considered when wildlife attacks wvillages and
damages the crops of community members. The following
section shows how the compensation fund is managed and
how local communities perceive it.

3.2. Community ’s Perceptions on Comp ensation Scheme
Process

The findings showed that crop damages caused by wild
animals have often been evaluated by a joint committee of
local authorities and park staff responsible for community
conservation and compensation process. To access financial
compensation, damage from crop raiding must be clear and
obvious to apply for compensation (flattened or damaged
crops) and local people claimants should be able to provide
evidence. In practice, the evidences are made of photographs,
ANICOg’ reports verifying a wild animal caused the damage
and testimonies from local government leaders like village or
cell leaders. The findings indicated in Table 2 showed that
local communities are not satisfied with the compensation
scheme due to the following main reasons: (1) low awareness
of compensation, (2) lttle payment compared to crops
damages and human attacks and (3) the delay of the payment.
The interview with local community members indicated that
the process of compensation is not easy. The requirement of
presenting photos of wild animals during the crop raiding in
the respective fields is very difficult to meet. The respondents
claimed that the process of compensation took too long from
the local administration to the headquarters in Kigali. This
always creates conflicts between decision makers and local
communities. The weaknesses and inefficiency of the
compensation scheme confirm the findings of other studies
[71, 35-37, 14, 38-39, 12]. In fact, for the African countries
that pay compensation for damages caused by wildlife, the
compensation procedure is so long that the victims abandon
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claims. The compensation system is not in place to diminish
the damages caused by wildlife conflicts considered as natural
disasters [72, 73]. As indicated by other studies, the failure of
most compensation schemes is related to the following
reasons: (1) bureaucratic incompetence, (2) corruption, (3)
fraud of all kinds, including falsified complaints, (4) the time
and cost involved and (5) the moral hazards and practical
obstacles that must be overcome. In addition, the
compensation systems are not easy to manage because of
required reliable and mobile staff capable of objectively
verifying and evaluating damages to large areas as established
by previous studies [74, 64]. This often leads to delays in
decision making, undervalued payment, irregular or
inappropriate compensation, or the rejection of compensation
claims [72, 74, 39, 12]. According to many respondents,
compensation agents verify claims on the field by visual
assessment and decide on the amount of the money to
compensate. However, this is seen by scholars as subjective in
visual assessment that leads to conflicts and both under and
overcompensation is counterproductive in the long run (Watve
and al, 2016). This situation impoverishes the applicant
population, which depends basically on agriculture. Moreover,
monetary compensation is criticized because of the main three
reasons: (1) it is unable to decrease the level of the problem of
crop raiding, (2) it is expensive and slow to administer and (3)
it has never sufficient funds to cover all compensation claims.
However, it has the merit of reducing the incentive for
self-defense by farmers. Compensation scheme should go
beyond cash payments for direct losses, which we have found
to be only one aspect of the human wildlife conflict problem.
For instance, compensation of lost critical food resources
associated with protected wildlife could be provided “in kind™
in the short-term; innovative approaches to compensation
elsewhere have repaid losses with replacement of animals,
grains, or seeds [75]. The local community wishes to be paid
on time and suggests the increase of the fimd allocated to the
compensation scheme, especially crop damages and human
attacks.

4. Conclusion

The study on the community perceptions of human-wildlife
conflicts and the compensation Scheme around Nyungwe
National Park shows that since the last decade, number of
strategies of which crop guarding and compensation schemes
have been experienced to address the problems of crop raiding
by wild animals and recurrent human wildlife conflicts. The
study that aimed to assess comumunity perceptions on
human-wildlife conflicts and the compensation scheme as an
efficient strategy for minimizing human-wildlife conflicts and
developing a good harmony between stakeholders for
sustainable natural resources management led to interesting
findings. The study shows that the damages of crops by
wildlife are the source of human-wildlife conflicts. It
indicated that all kind of crops mcluding maize, beans,
sorghum and potatoes are ravaged mainly by baboons,
chimpanzees, mangabeys and mountain monkeys. It also

reveals that most of the people living in the study area are
victims of crop depredation and that there has not yet been
effective strategy to minimize the frequency of crop raiding
Indeed, the compensation scheme and process seems not to
work and is not effectively addressing human-wildlife
conflicts. In fact, the study shows that the compensation
scheme is still complicated and takes long to provide
compensations in cases they are accepted. As a result, people
affected by the phenomenon of crop raiding are complaining
about socio-economic and livelihood losses that lead to the
degradation of their relationship with park managers and to
the development of self-defense activities. The population
ascertains that improving the compensation scheme in a way
that it facilitates local community to be compensated could
provide a solution to minimize human-wildlife conflicts. Due
to this, conservation organizations in collaboration with local
communities could continue to develop innovative and
sustainable solutions to address human-wildlife conflicts with
relation to the realities on the ground. The study suggests the
development of other solutions based on non monetary
compensation forms like animals, grains or seeds in
replacement of lost food resources associated with protected
wildlife. The compensation scheme should go beyond cash
payments for direct losses, which we have found to be only
one aspect of the human wildlife conflicts. Moreover, the
increase of the fund allocated to the compensation scheme and
on time payments are suggested to repair more efficiently crop
damages and human attacks and to minimize related
human-wildlife conflicts. Furthermore collective guarding
system was proposed as an innovative strategy from the local
community and should be enhanced. Even though the local
community advocate for fencing the park, they still perceive
this strategy as expensive but still it could be a good strategy
to reduce wild animals break out from the park.
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Abstract

Affrica is the most important testing ground for international conservation policies and standards. Their
internalization had positive impacts on the extension of protected areas networks. However, these ones
are undergoing great degradations that call for a revision of the management systems. The study aimed
to: (1) explore and synthesize conservation policies and practices, (2) identify and analyze gaps between
standards and field practices and (3) detect bottlenecks and propose alternative strategies for sustainable
management. The methodology adopted relies on the interpretative and analytic synthesis of available
literature on nature conservation. The results showed that the conservation policies and practices have
generated devastating social conflicts and continuous degradation of most of protected areas because of
many factors including the lack of management goals, categories and plans. Due to a painful past and
an inconsistent present, the management 1rules have globally failed to maintain original situations at least.
The study proved that the poor performances of protected areas management are explained by recuirent
conflicts of ideologies, interests and agendas between conservation stakeholders. The vision developed
to address the ideological and management challenges relies on a deep reorientation of normative
classifications, strategic partnerships and administration, financing and compensation mechanisms and

ecotourism developinent.

Keywords: conservation policies, conservation practices, conservation challenges, community

centered conservation, sustainable compensation
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1. Introduction

Today, protected areas and biodiversity represent multiple and important interests for different actors
involved in the management of natural rtesources (Colchester 2003, Giraut ef al. 2004, Kaboré 2010,
Kasisi 2012). The diversity of interests, the complexity of actors and the variability of strategies lead to
exploitation pressures that threaten biodiversity at all scales. To give an example, biodiversity would
have decreased by 30% globally and by 60%0 in the tropics between 1970 and 2008 (WWE/BAD 2012).

The degradation of the biodiversity has been accompanied by a considerable loss of ecosystem
products and services of which 602 would have deteriorated globally (MEA 2005). These trends would
result from several factors, including the predominance of direct socio-economic benefits over the
indirect benefits of conservation or ecological services and the impacts of climate change (MEA 2005,
Dudley et al. 2010, FEM 2010).

While the global system of protected areas iz one of the most effective solutions for the adaptation
to climate change and the mitigation of itz effects (Dudley et al. 2010), 89% of the woild's natural
systems already suffer from adverse effects of climate change (McCarty 2001). In this context, projected
climate changes call for the revision of cumrent assumptions, plans and tools for protected area
management (McCarty 2001, Welch 2005, Hopkins e? al. 2007). This initiative should lead to
fundamental inmovations for continuous adaptation of the management goals and systems of degraded
or threatened ecosysteins.

The in-depth assessment of the appropriateness, relevance and effectiveness of the conservation
policies and practices ig of particular interest for Africa which represents the continent of congervation
per excellence, the testing ground for international conservation policies and the symbol of degradations
of protected areas in the world (Rodary 2001, Rodary ef al. 2003, Triplet 2009).

Since the colonial period, the creation of African protected areas has systematically been inspired
by intemational conservation policies and standards under the influence of the International Union for
the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and the Trinity of the conservation composed of World Wildlife
Fund for Nature (WWF), The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and Comnservation Intemnational (CI)
(Dumoulin and Rodary 2005, Deguignet et al. 2014). The internalization and national ownership of
these policies and standards have had largely positive impacts on the extension of national networks of
protected areas on the continent. With 2.4 million kin? of protected areas covering 14.7% of its global
area, Africa now has one of the largest networks of protected areas in the world (Deguignet et al.
2014). At regional levels, protected areas cover 10.5% of West and Central Africa and 14.5% of Southern
and Eastern Africa (Triplet 2009).

At national levels, the coverage of protected areas of African conservation champions such as the
Central African Republic, Cameroon and Equatorial Guinea exceeds 20%6 of the temritory (Triplet 2009,
Ndemanou 2012) .In addition, while the continent has only 3.3%% of the protected sites in the woild, of

which 65.6%o are located in Europe, it has the highest proportion of large protected areas which are
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generally national parks because 52%6 of them cover more than 100 ki each (Deguignet ef al. 2014).
With very few exceptions, such as Rwanda which lost more than 50%6 of the original extent of protected
areas following decommissioning for the settlement of landless retuinees (Rwanyiziii 2009), Afiican
countries have continued to expand their protected areas netwoiks since the 1960s, despite increased
demands for agricultural and livestock land, deep land-related tensions and a world trend towards
subsidence (Aubertin and Rodary 2008, Ntiranyibagira 2017).

The Aichi Targets and their Strategic Action Plan for the Expansion of the Global Network of
Protected Areas by 2020 (CBD 2011, Montpetit 2013) have fuither boosted the dense Afiican network
of protected areas. These dynamics widely praised by the international congervation comimunity, were
however been based on the break ofthe historical human-nature relationships that have long ensured the
sustainable management of natural resources through community regulations. Across Africa, the
creation, extension and status changes of protected areas have generally been accompanied by forced
evictions of local populations (Neumann 1998, Colchester 2003, Descola 2008) and the setting up of
military or paramilitary adimimnistrations to avoid or limit inevitable pressures coming from the
populations driven out from the places.

However, protected areas are continually experiencing increased exploitation pressures and severe
degradation in a way that the majority of them would be dangerously endangered or would only exist
on paper (Binot 2010). Actual, the population growth, the 1ising energy demand and the increasing
wbanization that are usually blamed for the continued and significant degradation of protected areas
(Williams 2000, Raven et al. 2008, Barima 2009, Bamba 2010, Bogaert ez al. 2011, WWF2012) do not
justify enough observed declines in conservation.

Conservation policies and practices that are largely inspired by the North American ideology of
‘protected areas empty or emptied of men’ (Calas 2003), which dedicates the total absence or
inequalities of access to natural resources for rural populations depending exclusively on the primary
sector and natural areas that were historically inhabited and anthropized (Rossi 2000, Colchester 2003),
should contribute to these negative trends. Indeed, they are the ones that determine or direct spatialized
peripheral socio-economic interactions and therefore, the evolution of protected areas themselves (De
Fries et al. 2010, Veyret 2012, Ntiranyibagira et al. 2019).

On one hand, the present study aims to explore the conservation policies and practices from the
beginning of normative classifications in the 19" century up to now for critical analysis and the
identification of incoherence, contradictions and bottlenecks strangulation that jeopardize the
effectiveness of conservation. On the other hand, it will define an ideological re-foundation of
congervation strategies that will ensure effective conservation, sustainable use of natural resouwrces and

equitable sharing of the benefits ofthe biodiversity.
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2. Method of analysis

The method adopted by the study relies on three stages, namely: (1) a broad exploration and an
interpretative synthesis of normative ideological cuirents, policies and practices of conservation in the
wo1ld and in Africa, (2) a rigorous and critical analysis of conservation policies and practices in Africa
and an identification of inconsistencies, contradictions, bottlenecks and unceitainties that undermine the
effectiveness of conservation in Afiica; and (3)the definition of altermative ideological options and
strategies to ensure the effectiveness and sustainability of conservation on the continent. The study used
the following documents and data sources: (i) international conventions and policy documents on nature
congervation, (ii) theoretical bibliographic data and scientific publications on nature conservation and
(iii) quantitative and qualitative empirical data from periodic repoits of intemational and national

institutions and services specialized in nature conservation.

3. Evolution of conservation policies

Historically, it is the mystic and religious considerations that motivated the creation of former protected
areas often called “sacred forests” in indigenous societies of the tropical world and considered as the first
protected areas in the world (Ramade 1981). Actually, these are integrated spaces oflife, production and
cultural expression that are subject to regulated and sustainable community management by means of
ancestral customs and specific ritual practices. This is what we name the first time of conservation or
the time of man-nature harmony characterized by essential extractions and non-market uses of vital
resources.

Protected areas of the modein era appeared in the second half of the 19™ century with the creation
of the emblematic Yosemite Regional Park and the Yellowstone National Park in the United States of
America, respectively in 1864 and in 1872 (Calas 2003, Colchester 2003, Descola 2008). Since that
period, the dynamics of creation of protected areas will spread in Europe and niradiate in A fiica through
Ewropean colonization.

Omn the African continent, it is the Kiuger National Park created in South Afiica in 1898, the Albert
Park known today as the Volcano National Park established between the Democratic Republic of Congo,
Rwanda and Uganda in 1925 (IUCN 1999, Pélerinet al. 2011), the Akagera and Nyungwe National
Parks established in Rwanda in 1933 (Rwanyiziii 2002) and the Waza National Pairk established in
Cameroon in 1934 which are the first modern protected areas. Here, things take a new direction in the
design and purpose of protected areas that are based on the principles of social exclusion and openness
to external tourism. Protected areas now respond to the growing need of civilized and urban populations
to relax through walks in parks and reserves known for their aesthetic, landscape and tourist qualities
(Calas 2003, Colchester 2003, Descola 2008).The founding idea of wvision tourism will become the
universal driver of conservation policies around the world.

In Afiica, specifically, the creation of protected areas focused on natural areas of high tourist
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interest by targeting strategic hunting areas and endemic species that can feed Westem world mass
tourism (Huxley 1961, Myers et al. 2000, Triplet 2009). As wild animals have become ‘things to think
about’ for rich uwrban populations rather than “things to eat” for poor local people (Colchester 2003), it
is the savannahs fulll of wild animals of which the ‘charismatic mega fauna’ orthe *big five’ (Elephants,
Rhinoceros, Hippopotamus, Buffalo, Lions) that fit exactly the Westem world idea of wildeiness, gamne
reserves and national parks (Triplet 2009).

In very rare situations, however, especially in the mountainous areas of Central Afiica, the creation
of protected areas was primarily a matter of water and soil conservation to fight erosion and water
imbalances (Harroy 1949, Rwanyiziti 2009). As a general 1ule, the creation of Afiican protected areas
has been carried out in violation of the interests and dignity of indigenous peoples and has deeply altered
traditional ways of life (Calas 2003, Colchester 2003, Descola 2008). Almost everywhere, the process
was conducted in pain and desolation because it involved massive and militarized expulsions of local
populations (Mengue 2002, Rossi 2002, Rwanyiziii 2002, Colchester 2003, Triplet 2009).

Like the gad experience of some native tribes in the creation of American national paiks, several
peoples lived very bad moments in different parts of the continent (Twmnbull 1987, Constantin 1994,
Péron 1995, Rossi 2000, Cochet 2001, Colchester 2003, Aubertin and Rodary 2008, Descola 2008).
They were suddenly and wviolently deprived of free access to key natural resources like crop lands,
pastures and water resources, without other survival altematives (Cochet 2001, Peélerin ez al. 2011). In
facts, protected areas have become ‘food pantries smrrounded by hunger’ (Sowmia 1996) that are
permanently exposed to desires of marginalized peripheral populations, ruling elites, private economic
operators and even rebel movements (Mengue 2002, Binot 2010, Ntiranyibagira 2017).

This kind of conservation policy based on the American vision of ‘uninhabited and uninhabitable
protected areas’ (Calas 2003) will ideologically mark the establishment and considerable extension of
Afiican national networks of protected areas until the 1980s (Myers ef al. 2000, Colchester 2003, Raffin
2005, Triplet 2009, Aubertin and Rodary 2008).This is the second tilne of conservation or the time of
the fortress conservation characterized by the prohibition of access and use of protected resources.

In the afterinath of African independences, growing challenges to the continuation and the
strengtheming of colonial conservation policies will force Westein conservationists to open up an era of
international negotiations and develop new arguments to convince skeptical leaders of the interest ofthe
conservation (Sournia 1996, Rossi 2000, Rodary 2001, Rodary ef al. 2003). To this end, the African
conferences of Arusha (Tanzania) and Algiers (Algeria) held respectively in 1961 and 1968 will have a
great impact on the maintenance, the extension and the creation of protected areas in Africa (IUCN 1992,
Rwanyiziri 2009).They promoted towism as a major opportunity for independent governments to
increase financial revenues and launch their young economies (Rodary et al. 2003).

This strategy of legitimizing conservation through socio-economic arguments was pursued through

the concepts of ‘sustainable development’ and of “integration of populations’ that appeared with the
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Woirld Comnservation Strategy in the 1980s (UICN er al. 1980, Rossi 2000, Veyret 2012). It was
reinforced by the concepts of “Ecosystem Products and Services’ and of ‘Economy of Ecosystems and
Biodiversity” that have been developed in the 2000s (MEA 2005).

The integration between conservation and development is an indirect conservation strategy based
on integrated conservation and development projects (ICDPg) that relies mainly on ecotourism
development projects in forest areas (Rodary 2001, Nicholls 2004, Binot 2010).It opens the third tiine
of congervation or the time of the participatory approach based on the involvement oflocal populations
in the economic valorization of biodiversity and the redistribution of' its benefits. This new conservation
approach has gradually emeirged as a universal model for the management of protected areas,
particularly with the emergence of decentralization policies in Africa during the decade 1980 (Rodary
2001, Adams et al. 2004, Giraut et al. 2004).

In principle, it came to break the North American model of ‘uninhabited and uninhabitable parks’
which deeply upset the socio-economic and cultural order of the native populations, by considering the
objectives of sustainable development and the interests of the local populations (Dumoulin 2005). The
major arguments that supported the participatory approach are the following: (1) most of natural
ecosystems that were under protection in the colonial period were largely anthropized (Neumann 1998,
Rossi 2000); (2) protected areas particularly conserved by native peoples loose less forest than areas
under other management systeimns (Hammah 1992, Rossi 2000, Dumoulin 2005, Nelson and Chomnitz
2009), (3) national governments having not enough resources for interventions, local populations with
a strong knowledge of biodiversity should be key and alternative actors for better control of the use of
natural resources, once motivated and appropriately incentivized (Manuel and Doumnenge 2008, Dudley
et al. 2010) and (4) the transfer of protected areas and natural resources management to local
communities was consistent with the decentralization policies ofthe 1980s (Dudley et al. 2010, Veyret
2012).

In thinking and practice, three major inflections have marked the paiticipatory approach, namely:
(1) the shift from centralized and state governance to local paiticipatory governance, (2) the re-
conceptualization and refocusing of conservation on the notion of sustainable development and (3) the
incorporation of liberal ideas and the use of market forces to finance conservation (Hulme and Muiphree
2001, Rodary 2001).

Because of the recurrent financing difficulties, the weak peirformances or even the failures of
participatory management and the continued degradation of protected areas, deep ideological
antagonisms still oppose defenders of fortress conservation or complete protection of richest natural
areas in biodiversity and advocates of a participatory management approach that reconciles forest
conservation and local development (Guéneau and Franck 2004).

The conservationist communities with high financial capacities are openly showing renewed

interest for the foitress conservation approach that appears through the definition of priority
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conservation and funding areas such as WWF Ecoregions, CI Biodiversity Hotspots and TNC portfolios
(Myers et al. 2000, Olson et al. 2001, Olsgon and Dinerstein 2002, Wes et al. 2002, Brooks et al. 2006,
Aubertin and Rodary 2008) and the abandomment of participatory management approaches by
international financing mechanisms. This is the fourth time of conservation or the time of selective and
large-scale fortress conservation.

It is within the framework of the implementation of these global conservation policies that we see
emerging regional governance initiatives in the form of politico-technical structures and bodies for the
harmonization and the coordination ofactions. This is particularly true for transboundary protected areas
that are facing national legislative discrepancies and need conceited action frameworks, as single
geographic entities. This is the case of the Conference of Ministers of Central Afiican Forests
(COMIFAC), the Central African Forest Ecosystems (ECOFAC) and the Protected Areas Network of
Central Africa (RAPAC) which were set up with the suppoit of international donors and conservation
NGOs (Vives 2001, Doumenge et al. 2015).

In order to overcome the persistent ideological oppositions and the heated and unsuccessful debates
it is feeding, a new conservation approach based on the paradigm of *You should pay for what you want
to get® or “You should pay for conservation and not for conservation related activities’ was recently
proposed (Ferraro and Kiss 2002, Brown 2003). According to the authors, biodiversity is in danger in
developing countries because the material benefits that local populations derive from its destruction far
exceed what they expect to gain from its preservation (Ferraro and Simpson 2003).

This still theoretical conception of conservation opens or prefigures what should be the fifth time
of conservation or the time of real compensatory merchant conservation. In fact, the raised up question
is the direct and indirect financing of conservation. In terms of funding, conservation policies provide
two major mechanisms, namely: (1) external subsidies that are defined according to the specific
ecological importance of protected areas and (2) fees and duties generated by products and services
provided by protected areas (Emerton et al. 2006). This cleaily means that income from resouice
exploitation and ecotourism must be reinvested in the management of protected areas.

Between the two funding sources and in the context of responses to climate change adaptation,
Smith (2013) identifies three sources of funding that are: (1) piivate and public financing, (ii) commercial
financing, and (iii) financing under form of subsidies. According to other authors, the national benefits
of conserving biodiversity such as the willingness to pay resource users downstream of protected areas
and ecotourisim are two potential sources of sustainable funding for the cost of the management of
protected area networks (Carret and Loyer n.d.).

To achieve efficient and sustainable protected areas management, financial planning and self-
financing mechanisms based on rational exploitation of resources are needed for sound and credible
business plans that should attract the private sector and additional resources in the framework of public-

private partnerships (Landreaun 2012).
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In summary, the nature conservation policies in Africa can be divided into five crossed timmes or
periods: (1)from the pre-colonial period to the stait of the colonial period in the 19" century, when
customary law and community regulations were guiding resowrces management, (2) from the colonial
period to the independence of nations and years 1970-1980 when the foitress conservation was the key
word, (3) from the decade 1980 up today when the participative approach is the leading conservation
method supported by various tools and instruments, (4) from the 2000s to present time when policies of
sanctuary management of priority and selective regional areas re-emerge from big conservation
international NGOs and (5) from years 2002-2003 up today when theoretically emerges atruly merchant
and equitable conservation approach that has not yet shaped up

These conservation policies are inspired by four paradigmatic currents that govern human-nature
relationships, namely: (i) the utilitarian or unregulated approach and (ii) the resource-based or regulated
approach with management plans and anticipative restrictions that are anthropocentric, (iii) the
preservationist or non-use approach that is bio-centric, and (iv) the conservative or limnited-use approach

that is eco-centric (Rodary et al. 2003, Depraz 2008).

4. Evolution of practices, tools and management models

The section shows how the conservation policies have been materialized and reflected into conservation
practices and actions. In theory, conservation practices are based on the main characteristics of a
protected area that emerge from internationally-agreed normative definitions (CBD 1992, UICN 1994).

As the definition of the CBD is a minimal statement that results from difficult negotiations and
political compromises and is unclear on conservation goals, the characteristics drawn by the UICN
definition were considered in the study, namely: (1) the existence of precise geographical boundaries,
(2) the existence of a mechanism of recognition and management, and (3) the focus of congervation
goals on ecosystem services and cultural values.

In Afiica, where national parks are by far the most common type of protected areas, management
practices are also based on the attributes of the standardized definition of a national park, namely: (i) a
large territory containing one or more ecosystems, (ii) the absence or low level of human occupation
and exploitation, (iii) the highly aesthetic and touristic character of sites, habitats and species. and (iv)
the restriction of human uses to research, education and recreation (Veyret 2012).

In the framewoirk of foitress conservation, the {first two criteria imply large population
displacements and serious limitations, and even deprivations of access to protected resources, which are
also applicable to the many natural forest reserves found in Afiica. In order to avoid exploitation
pressures resulting fiom peripheral populations driven out of protected areas, these ones are most of the
time endowed with militarized or paramilitary adiministrations, as in the United States of America, where,

however, they have only survived until 1916 (Colchester 2003, Rwanyiziri 2009).
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Later, the legislations evolved towards the creation of buffer zones of 500 to 1000 m large from
the limits to compensate socio-economic losses and reduce the anthropogenic pressures of peripheral
origin (Mengue 2002, Rwanyiziri 2009, Ntiranyibagira 2017). For that purpose, pilot participatory
projects focused on green jobs of the types “Work for Water’, “Work for Wetlands’, “Food for Work’
and “Wood for Work’ were launched around protected areas in Southern Africa before spreading on the
continent (Giraut et al. 2004, Granier 2009, Nuranyibagira 2017).

In the framework of participatory approaches that have been codified and standardized
internationally since 2004, through the Working Program on Protected Areas (CDB 2004, Triplet 2009
Montpetit 2013), high levels of protection must be embedded in socially and culturally acceptable
processes for fair compensation and fair allocation of costs and benefits (Dudley et a/. 2010).To allow
minimal access to vital resources and to compensate the liinits of ecotourism (Héritier 2007, Dudley
2008, Mahamadou and B oureima 2015), national parks could be dismembered into several protected
areas managed under various stafutes with adequate zonings combining a wide range of management
approaches and categories (IUCN 2006, 2008).

The aim of such strategy is to build a multi-category network of sanctuary protected areas in the
center (categories I, IT, IIT) and buffers with less strict protection around (Categories IV, V, VI), while
excluding degrading activities such as clear cuts, industrial plantations and unsustainable extractions of
resources (Tardif 1999).These areas or zonings with multiple regimes of protection often consist of: (i)
zones under integral protection, (ii) reserves for the management of species and habitat, (iii) ecological
corridors or bio corridors for the migration of wildlife, and (iv) buffer zones for the compensation of
imposed deprivations (TUCN 2006, 2008).

In terms of management practices, protected areas refer to a wide variety of goals, management
models and legal statutes (Aubertin ez al. 2008). Since the 4" World Congress on Protected Areas held
in Caracas (Venezuela) in 1992, the intemational typology recognizes 7 categories of management goals
nmumbered from Ito VI, that are defined according to the types of use and interventions authorized within
protected areas (UICN 1994, Hugh 2000, Héritier 2007, Triplet 2009, Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2013).
It also recognizes two special categories of UNESCO that are ‘Biosphere Reserves’ that can be modeled
on each category of management and “World Heritage Sites” (Héritier 2007).

In principle, periodical assessments and the analysis of consistency between the management
categories and the management practices allow to modify or to adapt the management categories if the
actual management methods do not fit to them (IUCN 2008). Similarly, the transformation of existing
protected areas into parks and nature reserves should not be used as a pretext for dispossessing the inland
or peripheral populations of their lands (IUCN 2008).

In teris of governance or of the stiucture and the management of the decision-making power
(IUCN 2004), the typology decided by the 5" World Congress on Protected Areas held in Durban (South

Africa) in 2003 recognizes 4 types of governance that are applicable to each of the 7 management
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categories (Dudley 2008, Dudley ez al. 2010). In Africa, protected areas are gradually moving from state
governance (Type A) towards co-managed governances (Type B), except in few countries like Rwanda
where all the protected areas remain totally under the state governance (Ntiranyibagira 2017). At the
same time, we see progressively emerging new protected areas under community govemance (Type C)
and private governance (Type D).

In terms of participatory management, the legal solutions proposed are of three types, namely: (1)
the creation of commmunity protected areas on the initiative and under the direct management of local
populations, (2) the financing of income-generating activities with the revenues from protected areas
exploitation; and (3) the direct employment of local people in protected areas management (Granier
2009). The sources of financing of income-generating activities include taxes, miscellaneous fees and
conservation budgets, in this case royalties on sport hunting comncessions in village hunting areas
(Granier 2009). Usually, collaboration agreements are in the form of contracts between the public or
private manager and the neighboring or peripheral villages (Nowdemona 2004, Granier 2009).

The technical and financial management tools are the management plans (Mackinnon ez al. 1990,
Chiffaut 2006, Bioret ez al. 2009, Benkara 2014), the business plans (Landreau 2012) and the assessment
models of management effectiveness (Hocking and Philips 1999, Hockings et al. 2006, UICN 2012)
The curent models of assessment used for the adaptation of the management modes and judicious
allocation of financial resources are the following : (1) “Pressure, State, Responses’ (PSR) (OECD 1993);
(ii) ‘Driving forces, Pressure, State, Impact, Responses’ (DPSIR) (Requier-Desjardins 2012), (iii) the
‘Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool for Rapid Assessment and Prioritization of Protected Areas
Management’ (METT-RAPPAM) (IUCN), (iv) the “World Comumnission on Protected Areas Assessment
Framework’ (IUCN), (v) the ‘Protected Areas Benefit Assessment Tool’” (PA-BAT) (Dudley et al. 2010),
(vi) the African Protected Areas Assessment Tool (APAAT) (Hartley et al. 2007) and (vii) the Protected
Areas Trends Assessment and Adaptive Management on the basis of'long terin Conservation Objectives
(PA-TAMCO Analytic Model) (Ntiranyibagira 2019).

After the developments about the conservation policies and practices, we analyze and present
hereafter the differences between intemnational standards and actual management practices in order to
identify inconsistencies, contradictions and bottlenecks that characterize the conservation sector before

proposing our vision for effective conservation and sustainable use of natural resowrces in Africa.

5. Critical analysis of the conservation sector in Africa

5.1. Travers, implications and setbacks of conservation policies

In the pre-colomnial period, the effective and sustainable management of Afiican natural ecosystems
relied on traditional beliefs, ancestral customs, and community-based management mechanisms
(Hannah 1992, Mengue 2002). Through exclusionary policies in conservation and religious missions,

European colonization and its Westemn lobbies have fundamentally distupted traditional ways of life of
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the people by breaking the historical relationship to nature and the management rules of teiritories and
natural resources (Niang 1990, Hannah 1992, Rossi 2000, Mengue 2002).

By forcing the almost systematic eviction of indigenous peoples from protected areas and the brutal
abandonment of ritual practices in many sacred forests (Neumann 1998, Colchester 2003, FAO 2012),
the founding myth of conservation policies based on “a primitive, wild, uninhabited, and uninhabitable
nature” where man is a visitor who does not stay long (Colchester 2003) and ‘protected areas empty or
emptied of men’ (Calas 2003) engendered permanent hostility from local populations that lead to
increasing illegal exploitations and continued degradation of natural ecosystems that have traditionally
been well managed and safeguarded (Rossi 2000, Mengue 2002, Dudley et af. 2010, Ntiranyibagira
2017).

Indeed, the incompatibility between man and nature set by the two pillars of the global conservation
policy embodied by the Yellowstone national Park (Colchester 2003, Descola 2008) and the sanctnary
management model did not at all fit to historical, socio-economic and cultural realities (Rossi 2000).

First, the myth of “wildemess’ that makes one believe in the virginity of natural ecosysteins that
man has never changed and the incompatibility of national parks with the permanent human presence is
an illusion, if not a nonsense (Rossi 2000, 2002).

Secondly, the establishment of protected areas for the exclusive enjoyment of wealthy visitors from
cities and elsewhere, given the touristic qualities of sites and species, did not meet any disceinible and
relevant demand in African socio-cultural contexts (Ntiranyibagira 2017).

Despite progress in intemnational conservation policies on social openness and paiticipatory
management since the 1980s, African protected areas remain large and largely uninhabited at a time
when 70%o to 85%0 of the wo1ld's protected areas are paitly or fully occupied (Duwnoulin 2005) and when
the world global trend is dominated by small soft-protected areas (Ghimire and Pimbeit 1997, Chape ef
al. 2003).

The recognition and reality of human interventions in the majority of protected areas in the woild
allow to reject the idea of protection ‘against humans’ in the absolute as indicated by some critical
authors (Carrere and Bravo 2004). They confirm that the fortress conservation of tropical natural areas
iz a kind of ecological extremism and interference as already stated by other researchers (Rossi 2000).In
reality, the dichotomy between ‘natural areas’ and ‘man-made areas’ is illusory because all regions of
the world have experienced or are experiencing a variable degree of artificialisation (Rossi 2000,
Dumoulin 2005).Thus, the abusive pursuit of forced displacements of populations in the creation,
extension and changes of status of protected areas and the maintenance of these outside the sphere of
socio-economic action are always felt as serious attacks to the rights of local communities over
confiscated lands that lead to chronic food criges and hunger (Newmann 1998, Rossi 2000, Cochet 2001,
Rodary 2001, Rwanyiziri 2009).

The socio-economic losses suffered by local populations are the more important and damaging than
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the majority of Afiican protected areas are centered on wetlands, large rivers and good agro-pastoral
lands (Hughes and Hughes 1992, Ntiranyibagira 2017). The recwrent situations of ecological and
touristic priority over socio-economic benefits make African protected areas ‘foreign territories’ to local
commumities (Ntiranyibagira 2017) and ‘pantries smrounded by hunger’ (Sowmnia 1996) which are only
useful for “foreigners and national elites’, especially through tourism activities and revenues (Mengue
2002, Colchester 2003, Triplet 2009).

Actually, Afiican protected areas have become geopolitical instruments for independent states
where land dispossession. social exclusion and external appropiiation of natural areas and resources
replaced in the state domain reinforce poverty and generate significant social conflicts (Neumann 1998,
Giraut et al. 2004, Raffin 2005, Depraz 2008, Dudley ef al. 2010, Ntiranyibagira 2017).The exception
or better, the African rule of ‘uninhabited parks and protected areas’ proceeds in principle from an
impoited and imposed governance that perpetuates the colonial conservation policies in opposition to
vital interests of local comimunities (Weigel ez al. 2007).

In Afiica, the reference of protected areas to wildlife, hunting activities and tourism, which is
permanent in conservation philosophy, rhetoric and practices (Mengue 2002, Colchester 2003, Binot
2010) generates and maintains multi-faceted stresses among local populations who are constantly
confronted to the destiuction of crops. properties and human lives by wild animals that feed the Western
vigion tourism (Rossi 2000, Mengue 2002).

In the absence ofrelocation and fair and equitable compensation for physical evictions and material
destructions, indigenous peoples remain confined to the peripheries of protected areas from where they
develop rejection feelings, open hostility and rebellious behaviors (Mengue 2002, Colchester 2003,
Triplet 2009, Ntiranyibagira ez al. 2019). Protected areas in general and national parks in particular are
subject to intense anthropogenic pressure and degradation, more because of social exclusion and
inequalities in access to resources than because of rapid population growth and increasing wbanization,
contrary to official speeches (UICN-PAPACO 2012, Ntiranyibagira 2017).

Consequently, we realize and note that the substitution of the ‘state constraint’ to the ‘comumunity
civic awareness’ and of the ‘international arbitrariness’ to the ‘local rationality’ creates a permanent
struggle of interests between the conservation authorities and local communities who finally and openly
fight against the spoliation of their land (Cochet 2001). In this context too, the international framework
of participatory management approaches constitutes a paradoxical negation of the traditional knowledge
and know-how in the effective management of biodiversity and a major obstacle to the free choice of
types and forms of sustainable exploitation of resources

The incrimination of local communities in the degradation of protected areas by conservationists
is also expressed by their strong opposition to the new participatory management categories V and VI
from Dwrban Congress on protected areas that are struggling hard to take place in Africa (Locke and
Dearden 2005). Contrary to the fortress conservation management categories I to III favored by
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conservationists, donors and national governments themselves, management categories IV to VI where
human interventions are authorized are rare in Afiica where states still play a central role in the
regulation and legislation of participatory management (Binot 2010, UICN-PACO 2012, Ntiranyibagira
2017).

At the same time, state mistiust of groups of citizens escaping or being beyond its control severely
limits achievements in commumity and private managed protected areas (Granier 2009).Through the
relegation of social concems in decision-making (Mac Chapin 2004), regional and selective priority
conservation policies alzo take the opposite view of the participative model that has been professed
(Balmford et al. 2002, Wilson et al. 2006, Manuel and Doumenge 2008).In fact. there is also a lack of
consensus on which hwmnan activities may be permitted in national parks in the case of occupation and
use (Western and Wright 1994, Oates 1999, Hulme and Murphree 2001, Terborgh et a/. 2002) that
paradoxically prevents any activity.

In the case of political conflict and instability, social exclusion often serves as a pretext for
uncontrolled occupation and significant destmction of protected areas by people fleeing war or seeking
for new agricultural land (Kanyamibwa 1998, Katemnbo 2011).Because they are uninhabited, protected
areas often consgtitute bastions, sanctuaries and rear bases for militias, guerrillas and rebellions that make
them their guards, their training areas and their hiding places (KKatembo 2011).

This dilemina of the conservation in Africa is accompanied by instability in laws, statutes and field
practices that increases fiustration, stimulates social conflicts and further exposes protected areas to
degradation by strategically and usefully repositioning actors at each new conservation initiative
(Ntiranyibagira 2017).This is more evident in countries with limited resources where the fortress

conservation approach is the most inefficient (Raven ez al. 2008, Honloukou 2014).

5.2. Inadequate, poorly mastered and inefficient management systems
As already mentioned. the management of Afiican protected areas is based on impoited govemance
characterized by the ex-cathedra adoption of the principles and objectives of protection decided at
international level but which are unfortunately disconmnected from the traditional mechamisins of
management of shared natural resources (Weigel ef al. 2007).This mode of governance articulated on a
systemn of co-management of protected areas between States, conservation NGOs and/or intermational
donors promotes the ecological interest of protected areas against the socio-economic concems of local
populations which are often poor, heterogeneous and politically weak (Binot 2010, Ntiranyibagira 2017).
In most countries, the agencies responsible for the implementation of this kind of governance are
usually associated with dominant ministerial structures and do not have the necessary administrative
and financial autonomy to take initiatives and to achieve a management effectiveness that should be
comparable to that of autonomous or semi-autonomous stiuctures that have their own budgets and a

sufficient administrative autonomy (Rwanyiziri 2009, Triplet 2009).
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Thus, African protected areas remain largely managed according to a centralized, authoritarian and
bureaucratic vision of planned resource management (Giraut ef /. 2004).In general, the laws do not set
management goals, management plans and boundaries of protected areas of which some would only
exist on paper and would be dangerounsly threatened (Triplet 2009, Binot 2010, Benkara 2014).

In this respect, it is estimated that 85%6 of African protected areas have no management categories,
goals and plans (Deguignet ef al. 2014). In cases where management plans exist, they are rarely validated,
applied, evaluated and updated (IUCN-PAPACO 2012).In the majority of protected areas, these
fundamental deficiencies are aggravated by four major physical constraints, namely: (1) the absence of
precise boundaries that are materialized on the ground, (2) the absence of buffer zones defined by the
theoretical concentric structure of protected areas for the absorption of peripheral social conflicts
(Mengue 2002), (3) the asymimetric and irregular shapes that increase linear exposure and strengthen
physical vulnerability to peripheral pressure (Ntiranyibagira et al. 2019) and (4) the geographic
dispersion that often makes it difficult or impossible to build connective networks for easy biological
migrations (Bommin 2008, Ntiranyibagira 2017).

On the Afiican continent, there are generally significant gaps between conservationist rthetoric and
actual management practices that remain largely unchanged. despite the good intentions of official
policies and speeches (Binot 2010, Ntiranyibagira 2017). These differences are expressed by sometimes
glaring discrepancies between the management categories and the actual modes of management. For
example, occupations and activities of authorized exploitations of natural resources corresponding to
management category VI are often carried out in protected areas of management category IV (UICN
2014, Ntiranyibagira 2017). In addition, management categories often serve as pretexts to dispossess
people of their lands when they are only indicative (IUCN 2008).

In this respect, national parks are still mmanaged according to the guidelines or the international and
normative definition of category II, which excludes any human activity other than research, education
and tourism (IUCN 1994, 2008, Manuel and Doumenge 2008). As anillustration, the creation of national
parks and the transformation of existing protected areas into national parks are continuously and still
leading to population expulsions (Ntiranyibagira 2017). With regard to the accompanying measures of
participatory approaches, also the reasoned zoning of national parks and the creation of multi-category
networks for a minimal exploitation of resources are rare, so that the participatory management activities
organized in protected areas of category II are conducted in violation of the normative management
criteria.

In other countries, type A or state governance is abusively assimilated to co-management or
participatory management systems while it is heavily administered and overseen by central governments.
From another angle, the lack or insufficiency of reliable research and databases jeopardizes the
development and updating of conservation goals and management plans; which mortgages the necessary

evolution and the efficiency of the management systems (Sambou 2004, UICN-PAPACO 2012). In
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many protected areas, the updating of the management plans does not rely on in-depth assessments of
global evolutionary trends, due to the lack of appropriate technical tools and of human and financial
regources (Dudley and Stolton 1999, Mengue 2002, Ntiranyibagira 2019).

5.3. Limitations and weaknesses of ecotourism

Since eco-tourism was presented ag the great socio-economic argument that could justify and legitimize
the nature conservation in Africa, it has got very little impact in many countries (Dwmnoulin 2005, Binot
2010, Ntiranyibagira 2017). Despite the spectacular evolution of nature, safari and culture tourism
during the 2000s, the continent remains one of the world's least popular tourist destinations.

In 2011, Africa counted for only 5.1% of the world's international tourist population. In general,
the creation of local wealth based on tourism shows huge disparities between countries and regions.
While towrism remains weak or quite inexistent in many protected areas in Western and Central French-
speaking Afiica, it is successful in a few English-speaking Eastern and Southern African states well-
known for their protected areas (Triplet 2009). Beyond the obvious negative influence of structural,
organizational and strategic factors, political crises and instability explain the poor tourism
performances of protected areas in some countries, particularly in Central Afiica (Ntiranyibagira 2017).

According to the World B ank, tourism receipts contribute only for 8.92% of Gross Domestic Product
in East Africa; 7.2% in Noith Africa; 5.6%6 in West Africa; 3.9%o in Southern Afiica and 1%6 in Central
Afiica. The revenues firom the economic valuation of protected areas and tourism are mostly distributed
on a macro-economic scale between foreign or national private companies, park management services
and states (Landreau 2012). They often remain an exchange between foreign tourists and external
operators; so that the benefits generated by the tourism valorization go largely to the private sector
(Dumoulin 2005, Douinenge ez al. 2015).

In the few countries where ecotourism and the share of tourisin revenue are some successes, the
tourist income is administered according to public rules and directed towards traditional development
activities like the constiuction of schools and health structures that do not compensate the direct socio-
economic losses and needs of local populations (Ntiranyibagira 2017, Umuziranenge 2019a).Moreover,
official statements on the socio-economic benefits of tourism only announce the turnover generated by
ecotourism activities and the usual proportion of 5 to 10% which is often offered to local commumities
to finance common development activities (Douwnenge ez al. 2015, Umuziranenge 2019a).Nothing is
said about operating expenses, related tourism revenues, actual net profit, and the distribution of profits
between stakeholders that is defined without the involvement of local cominumities. This obviously
raizes the problem of relevance of participation, transparency in management, equity in benefit sharing
and environmental justice, in short (Umuziranenge 2019b).

In most cases, local communities involved in ecotourism projects would receive only a small share

of the benefits and would depend only on other activities that are sometimes very predatory for their
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livelihood (Oates 1999, Nicholls 2004, Dumoulin 2005, Aubertin and Rodary 2008, Doumnengeer al.
2015). Except the sale of some handcraft products and low-paid jobs by local staff such as tour guides,
tourist baggage handlers, maids in hotels and car drivers, the economic benefits of tourism are derisory
in Afiica (Aubeitin and Rodary 2008, Doumenge ef al. 2015, Ntiranyibagira 2017).

In many countries, the low income from ecotourism and wildlife related commercial activities and
their retrocession to central services exclude or limit the socio-economic impacts on local populations
and protected areas self-financing (Triplet 2009, Ntiranyibagira 2017).

The gradual decreasing of intemational funding, the weak national investinents in nature
conservation, the persistent human wildlife conflicts, and the lack of fair and equitable compensation
for damages (Colchester 2003, Webber ez al. 2007, Wanyingi 2016, Ogunjobi et al. 2018), persistent
insecurity and ongoing protected areas degradation are factors that do not promote positive tourisin
development in Afiica. Indeed, well financed, secured and managed protected areas have a more

interesting development of tourism and touwristic incomes.

S.4. Inefficacity and weak performances of participatory managemernt

If participatory management seeks to reintegrate local populations into the management of protected
areas for the re-appropriation of lost profits, it is true that the initiative and the power of the organization
of space and activities are still beyond their control (Niang 1990, Wood ez al. 2000). Actually, beyond
the legislation that speaks about the interests of the populations. the management of many protected
areas still remains under the protectionism approach for the capture of external financings that are more
and more conditioned to the foitress conservation.

In participatory partnerships for conservation, states still play a central role as it concentrates the
ownership and the responsibility for the management of protected areas under co-management status
(UICN-PACO 2012). This is the case in West Africa where the control of protected areas is often subject
to conflicts between states and local communities (UICN-PACO 2012).

Most often, local populations are only auxiliaries or relays for conservation who serve to diffuse
unilateral management decisions, without having any prerogative (Binot and Joiris 2007, Binot 2010,
Laslaz 2010). Participation has simply becoime a way of legitimizing and validating decisions already
made by protected area managers, in complete confradiction with theoretical principles of this
decentralized and democratic management approach (Borrini-Feyerabend es al. 2000, Joliveau2001,
Ribot and Peluso 2003, Bioret ef al. 2009, Lasglaz 2010, Veyret 2012, Bomini-Feyerabend ez al. 2013).
In its crent form, participatory management seems to involve local people to protect protected areas
‘against themselves’ ultimately (Ntiranyibagira 2017). Finally, the real commitment of local populations
and the community partnership for conservation are still weak (Binot 2010, Ntiranyibagira 2017).
Despite the old infroductions of the participatory paradigm and the legislative advances in this field

(Hulme and Murphree 2001, Guénean and Franck 2004), the cuirent management methods remain
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dominated by centralized and coercive practices (Brown 2003, FEM 2010, UICN-PACO 2012). This
often appears through the determination of the methods for the resource exploitation, the definition of
the tourism revenue sharing mechanisms and the choice of the community development investments
that are, in any case, the responsibility of states, regardless of the presence of protected areas.

Generally, participatory management regulations are only articulated on good principles that are
part of the classic rhetoric of conservation because states often lack the means for the implementation
of their policies (Binot 2010). While participatory management recognizes the land rights of indigenous
peoples and the abandonment of forced displacements in the establishment and the management of
protected areas (CDB 1992), the violation of these rights has continued in the great majority of protected
areas (Nelson and Chomitz 2001, Manuel and Doumenge 2008).

When through the decentralization processes, certain transfers of powers and responsibilities
become effective; they are quickly recovered by powerful groups of interests for their own benefit (Binot
2010). This means that the decentralization often generates a new centralization at a lower level, which
perpetnates the same imbalanced powers, the same democratic deficits and the same negative effects
(Ntiranyibagira 2017). The recuirent advisory role of local populations in the protected areas
management does not yet allow to reverse trends and to engage a fiuitful participation (Borrini-
Feyerabend et al. 2000, Binot 2010, Laslaz 2010, Boirini-Feyerabend ez al. 2013).

Ag a result, the social impact of conservation projects ‘for, with and by’ communities based on
direct and controlled exploitation of resources and the financing of income-generating activities by
protected areas iz insignificant in the majority of protected areas (Compagnon and Constantin 2000,
Triplet 2009, Binot 2010, Bonnin and Rodary 2012). In addition to the very limited impacts of
participatory management actions, participatory manageiment programs are fundamentally unfair for two
main reasons. Firstly, farmers pay deaily in work the access to previously owned natural resources
through cominon participatory projects based on work against resources (Granier 2009, Ntiranyibagira
2017). Secondly, the real benefits from the exploitation of resources are largely captured by elites
(Doumenge et al. 2015)

Actually, socio-economic opportunities related to paiticipatory management are derisory with
regard to local comimunities. They rely only on few local jobs of eco-guards, trackers and lodge staff,
limited extraction of some non-timber forest products and little income-generating activities. In fact, the
low level of operating revenues from protected areas and the retrocession of a large pait to central
conservation services do not allow to finance truly income-generating activities and to create consistent
jobs for local populations (Gramnier 2009, Ntiranyibagira et al. 2017).

In summary, the main factors that limit the effectiveness of participatory management are: (1)
internal contradictions and conflicts of mterest between stakeholders that are generally heterogeneous
(Agrawal and Gibbson 1999, Binot 2010), (2) the cumrent incompatibility between the exploitation of

resources and conservation goals due to lack of prior or accompanying research (Ntiranyibagira 2017),
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(3) the frustrating position of landless people who often serve as workforce for wealthy and powerfil
individuals in participatory management projects (Binot 2010), (4) the highly restrictive conditions for
the sustainable use of natural resources through various mechanisms ofregulation of extractions and the
high taxation of products (UICN et al. 1980, Ntiranyibagira 2017), (5) the anecdotal and symbolic nature
oflocal job opportunities and access to resources in comparison with the immense socio-economic needs
of peripheral populations (Granier 2009, TUCN-PACO 2011), (6) the weaknesses of net operating
revenues compared to the great profitability of non-sustainable management activities (Ferraro and
Simpson 2003, Nicholls 2004, Binot and Joiris 2007, Binot 2010, Bonnin and Rodary 2012), (7) the
inability of participatory management programs to respond to external forces that threaten protected
areas such as the attractiveness of migrants, the degradation induced by successful projects and the shoit
duration ofthe projects (Soulé and Terborgh 1999), (8) the determining role ofterritorial administrations
in the creation and the management of the abusively named communitarian protected areas (Granier
2009), (9) the underfunding of participatory management projects for protected areas whose major
threats come from powerful and external economic interests and projects (Guéneau and Franck 2004)
and (10) the incoherence between comimon participatory management and the principles of conservation
marketing, particularly with regard to the socio-economic equity and the maximalist trade profits
(KK oontz 2008).

5.5. Funding structural crises, prioritization and selectivity

In Afiica, the conservation sector is characterized by low budgets and chronic underfunding that hinder
the effectiveness of the protected areas management. With annual average budgets reaching hardly 5
US$ /ha/year (Carret and Loyer n.d., Ntiranyibagira 2017), it remains one of the neglected sectors in
African economies despite the enormous interests that it represents and the challenges it faces. Despite
the generalized insufficiency of conservation budgets, huge disparities exist between countries. National
conservation budgets range from a few thousand to a few million US dollars (WCMC 1992,
Ntiranyibagira 2017).

Studies have shown that most African countries devote less than 202 of the amount considered as
appropriate to national park management (WCMC 1992, TUCN 1999, Colchester 2003). They indicate
that the investment per kin®in United States of America national parks is six times higher than in Central
Africa, despite a much lower biodiversity (Guénean and Franck 2004).The weakness of national
congervation budgets, the inability of protected areas to generate enough revenue through tourism and
exploitation of resource, the retuim of most of the operating revenue to central services and the high
dependence on external financings that becomes unceirtain explain the ineffectiveness and the
inefficiency of conservation policies (James 1999, Mengue 2002, Guéneaunand Franck 2004 ).

In African countries. the cuts of budget that are common to protected areas are unfortunately

increasing in times of political conflicts and crisis; precisely when they face widespread destiuctive
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assaults (James 1999, Hugh 2000, Dumoulin 2005, Ntiranyibagira 2017).This politico-financial paradox
is prejudicial to protected areas and conservation because the times and conditions of high vulnerability
occur simultaneously. The low capacity for internal and external financial mobilization which is
common to many protected areas results from the lack of financial planning and the multiple challenges
of tourism that are driven by conflicting interests (Dumoulin 2005, Landreau 2012).

Unlike Western countries where protected areas operate on the basis of state budgets and the
reinvestment of revenues from private exploitation through state representatives at the central and
decentralized levels (James 1999).

The extension of protected areas networks and the cuts of budget in state subsidies are leading
many protected areas in huge financial difficulties (Hugh 2000, Deguignet et al. 2014), as much as
international financial donors like the Global Envirommental Facility (GEF) and the Tiinity of
Conservation (WWF, TNC, CI) allocate the available funds by prioritizing the so-called priority
protected areas to secure their financing outside state frameworks (Bonnin and Rodary 2012).

Since Rio Conference in 1992, intemational funding is focused on the differential and preferential
ecological interest of protected areas and countries (IUCN 1999). Today, international conservationist
currents and lobbies exchange finds against the maintenance and the multiplication of protected areas
with sanctuary management. In fact, only the major intemational comnservation NGOs are able to
implement the new regional policies of priority conservation zones because of their prohibitive costs
that are unaffordable to many other actors (Aubertin and Rodary 2008).

The global triage policy in conservation that favors areas of maximuim diversity and reduced
vulnerability has limited or canceled the funding of many protected areas of lower priority with regard
to the great threatens they are facing (Colchester 2003).

This selective policy was reinforced with the Digital Observatory of Protected areas (DOPA)
initiative that manages protected areas larger than 100 km®, mainly in Afiica (Dubois et af. 2015). Under
this initiative, the allocation of funds gives priority to protected areas requiring greater attention and
countries with the greatest potential in relation to agreed or decided global conservation goals, including
the most recent Aichi conservation objectives (CDB 2010).

At the same time, the extension of African protected areas networks and the affirmation of
participatory management approaches lead to a reduction in the availability of international funding on
which most of countries rely, including for the funding of regional conservation institutions that are
gradually emerging in Africa (Doumenge ef al. 2015).

The GEF which is the largest international mechamnism for conservation funding, provides only
punctual and unforeseeable contributions due to equally timely contributions from its financial supports
(Mengue 2002, Dumoulin 2005). In addition to being unpredictable, external funding often only covers
protected areas research and management activities, while being limited by the duration of specific

projects (Mengue 2002, Ntiranyibagira 2017). In this context of intemnational financial crisis; the high
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dependence of African protected areas on external financing and the enormous selectivity of zones and
protected areas that are eligible to financings, the question of financial plamming, self-financing and
empowerment becomes a paiticular concern (Dumoulin 2005).

In the absence of sufficient budgets and financial autonomy, national conservation organizations
are unable to conserve funds raised in protected areas (James 1999, Mengue 2002). They are also not
encouraged to develop revenue-generating programs that they are obliged to hand over to the public
freasury, or to cooperate with the private sector. Under these conditions, paiticipatory manageinent
projects receive only small conservation grants for emergency management and shoit-term actions,
egpecially in protected areas of categories IV and VI (UICN-PAPACO 2012, Agence Francaise de
Développement 2014).

6. Bottlenecks and challenges for conservation
The in-depth critical analysis of the governance systemns of the conservation in Africa shown that the
ongoing conditions of the protected areas management are responsible for a systematic, increasing and
continuous degradation that makes many protected areas open agricultural and agropastoral parks under
a protection status that only exist on paper. It revealed that the major bottlenecks and challenges to be
addressed are the following: (1) the still dominant model of uninhabited protected areas in a context of
high population densities and deep land tensions, (2) the lack of compensation and relocation of
populations expelled from protected areas that leads to the concentration of these people at the
immediate peripheries of protected areas, (3) the absence, narrowness or non-functionality of buffer
zones for a minimum socio-economic compensation of imposed deprivations, (4) the persistence of
centralized and coercive management methods, insufficient guarding staff and increased illegal
agropastoral pressures, (5) the chronic internal underfunding and unreliable external financing, (6) the
quite inexistent domestic tourism, and the limited socio-economic benefits of ecotourism and of
activities of exploitation of resowrces, (7) a lack of data, tools and indicators for planning and
management that lead to sight navigations and trials and errors in management, (8) democratic and
managerial deficits in participatory management, and unequal distribution of the conservation benefits
in the disfavor of local populations, (9) the persistence of hwunan-wildlife conflicts and the lack of
effective and equitable economic compensation systems and (10) the instability of conservation statutes
and the proliferation of concessions of economic exploitation for the benefit of external private investors.

The management challenges result fromm a certain nwnber of interferences, incoherence,
contradictions, ambiguities and misunderstandings that the new vision for a fair and sustainable
conservation will address

Firstly, the primacy of external institutions and actors in the choice ofthe main areas to be protected
or kept under protection, the definition of conservation policies and practices, the financing of protected

areas and the growth of tourismm makes conservation an interested extermal business that is often
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disconnected from basic socio-economic concems and needs of local populations. Secondly, the world
congervation enterprise conveys now a fundamental contradiction or hypocrisy that recognizes and
theoretically promotes the interests and know-how of local people, while effectively making them
passive and marginalized partners in accessing the benefits of the conversation. Thirdly, the coming in
of private investors devotes capitalist practices that finther marginalize local communities in
management and fair access to conservation benefits. Fourthly, the easy neo-Malthusian argument about
the negative impact of the population growth on the exploitation of natural resources obscures the social
exclusion and inequalities of access to natural resources as the main causes of exploitation pressure and
degradation. Fifthly, the current coverage of illegal activities and demands by local governments and
political elites for political purposes is fiustrating protected areas managers and deserving the cause of
conservation. Sixthly, the lucrative illegal or legal exploitations of protected areas by wealthy and
powerful individuals using poor local populations as labor deconstiuct the universal interests and
benefits of conservation. In fact, Afiican protected areas are more threatened by powerful economic
interests cairied by large agribusiness projects than by the survival resources extractions of local
populations. Seventhly, the quasi-generalized democratic deficits in Afiican countries and the
persistence of top down approaches do not allow a truly democratic management of natural resources

required by participatory approaches.

7. Vision and options for sustainable conservation

The vision and options proposed to address management challenges and ensure broadly inclusive,
mutually beneficial and sustainable conservation of protected areas in Afiica are built on the key results
emerging from the critical analysis of conservation policies and practices namely, (i) conservation
involves multiple actors with conflicting interests, unbalanced powers and unequal means of
intervention, (ii) comimunity-based and traditional non-market management of natural resources are the
most effective and sustainable forms of conservation, (iii) the substitution of ‘man in nature’ by “man
and nature’ made possible by the strengthening of fortress approach and the weaknesses of participatory
approaches are the major ingredient of the hostility of populations and the main diiver of degrading
pressures, (iv) the establishment of many large-scale protected areas maintained outside the sphere of
socio-economic action contribute to create stresses and to reinforce illegal pressures, (v) the lack of fair,
equitable and timely compensation for expropriations and deprivations still justifies illegal loggings and
degradation of protected areas, (vi) the intemational and national benefits of ecosystem services
provided by protected areas inevitably result from direct losses of benefits for local communities that
are not at all or not enough compensated, (vii) the ineffectiveness of the fortress conservation approach
and the low efficiency of participatory programms are based on many factors that are external to local
commumities, (viii) the decentralization in natural resources management actually leads to a low-level

centralization that perpetuates the state's diktat and the imbalanced powers in disfavor of local
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populations, (ix) the interest of conservation for local populations and national govermiments is generally
perceived through direct socio-economic benefits and financial suppoit or income., and (x) the
achievement of the Aichi goals for the extension of protected areas networks is compromised by deep
land tensions, large-scale commumnity opposition and significant financing difficulties.

The options proposed to achieve sustainable conservation are based on eight fundamental
principles:(1) the effectiveness of conservation has to be thought and assessed as a balance between the
achievement of global ecological and economic goals and the satisfaction of vital socio-economic needs
of local communities, (2) sustainable conservation approaches should guaranty a minimum access to
vital natural resources or alternative fair, equitable and sustainable socio-economic compensation in the
case of exceptional sanctuary conservation, (3) efficient conservation approaches have to rely on
community commitinent and responsibility for conservation instead of individual or associative
involvements of persons considered in local communities, (4) genuine and active participation of local
commmunities in management mechanisms and conservation benefit sharing have to rely on broadly
representative and democratic bases, (5) decision making and powers involved in comnservation
partnerships have to be rebalanced in favor of local communities through a democratic and sufficient
representation of comimmunities in administrative and management bodies, (6) the management bodies
have to be administratively and financially autonomous for each protected area, (7) the sustainable
financing of conservation and the efficiency of conservation have to rely mainly on the development of
domestic tourism and on internal resources, and (8) the financing of socio-economic compensations and
continuous protected areas management have to be based on international and national citizen awareness
and solidarity for the safegnarding of ecosystem services which are also of universal interests.

The vision defends the reproduction, the modernization and multi-level financing of community-
based conservation known to be a successful approach of conservation, while adapting it to current
realities. At ideological, strategic and operational levels, the new options are as follows: (1) the
replacement of the concept of protected areas that conveys a strongly homophobic connotation by the
more neutral but evocative concept of ‘biodiversity conservation areas’, (ii) the systematic and prior
evaluation of the management of existing protected areas for the characterization of spatial
transformations and landscape dynamics, the identification of the global evolutionary trends and their
classification taking into account the degree of threats and degradation, (iii) the transformation of highly
degraded or threatened protected areas into natural communitarian landscapes to be managed according
to the principles of agro-ecology and to conceited conventions of conservation management, (iv) the
priority allocation of financial savings, available resources and funding mobilized to the management
of protected areas with positive evolutionary trends or enough stability for the development of peripheral
sustainable projects and ecologically connective networks, (v) the focus of conservation on the
paradigms of 'protection through production' and 'production through protection’ based on the

development of peripheral compensatory projects oriented towards agro-pastoral modemization and
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intensification and energy substitutions thanks to universal compensatory funds and socio-econoimic
benefits of conservation, (vi) the delimitation of peripheral socio-economic dependent zones and the
democratic establishiment of autonomous comimunity councils representing different groups of interests
for protected areas active management, (vii) the establishment of state-local cominunities-private joint
shareholdings and autonomous protected area boards of directors composed of the representatives of
stakeholders and notably intended to vote programs and operating budgets, to define periodic extractions
of resources that are essential for vital socio-economic uses, to adopt accounts and manageiment reports,
to decide on the allocation of operating profits, to endorse community development projects that support
congervation and to update management objectives, plang and tools, (viii) the establishment of national
environmental pilgrimages for the development of patriotic mass tourism relying on the principle of
proximity, cominunity-based logistics and affordable tariffs, and (ix) the establishment of universal
national and intermational funds to finance compensatory projects and actions for short and long terms

socio-economic deprivations and damages by wild animals.

8. Conclusion

The critical retrospective analysis of policies and practices of nature conservation in Africa showed that
they are characterized by a certain number of incoherence., incomnsistencies, contradictions and
ambiguities that lead to inefficient management and serious challenges for sustainable conservation of
protected areas. It revealed that the govemance systems are creating manageiment conditions that favor
uncontrolled exploitations and almost systematic and continuous degradation of protected areas of
which the majority have become open agro-pastoral parks, under legal protection status. Since the
colonial period, the conservation govermance has globally failed to achieve and maintain a minimum of
efficiency in the management of protected areas.

The study showed that poor performance and continuous degradation of protected areas are mainly
justified by conflicts of ideologies, interests, and agendas between multiple actors having imbalanced
means of intervention, positions and powers. Beyond the financing difficulties and obvious technical
and managerial gaps, the main challenges that the sector of conservation is facing are the important role
played by external bodies and actors, democratic deficits and the persistence of centralized approaches
at the national level, the ambiguity of territorial administrations and political elites in their relations with
local communities regarding conservation actions, the interferences and capitalist activities of external
econoimic operators, the weakness of the paiticipatory management approaches and the marginalization
of the local communities in protected areas management and access to the socio-economic benefits of
the conservation.

The vision proposed to address the conservation challenges considers and evaluates the
conservation effectiveness as a balance between the satisfaction of vital non-market community socio-

economic needs and the achievement of global ecological and economic goals through compensatory
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market preservation. Its starting point is the preliminary assessment of the evolutionary trends of
protected areas for an in depth rethinking and restructuration of the conservation statutes and the
management categories, the conservation partnerships. the modes of administration and manageiment
and the financing modalities. It fundamentally refocuses conservation on commumity interests,
commitment, responsibility and paiticipation, a rebalancing of forces and powers in the partnerships,
the institution of State-Local commnumnities-Private joint shareholdingg, the universal solidarity financing
of socio-econoinic compensations and permanent management of protected areas and equitable sharing
of socio-economic benefits. In practice, it involves a well thought revision and the immprovement of the
management based on strategic decommissioning and reclassifications of existing protected areas, and

the extensions of protected areas networks centered on local community.
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